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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
SEQUOIA AND KINGS CANYON NATIONAL PARKS =, .
THREE RIVERS, CALIFORNIA 932719700 : Centennial
IN REPLY REPER TO: 10 -1990

Nl623

January 14, 1991

Dear Wilderness Enthusiast:

You are invited to participate in planning that will result in revision of the ;
"Backcountry Management Plan" and "Stock Use and Meadow Management Plan" for I
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks. Our goal is to update the existing }

Plans and to combine them into a single document, a Wilderness Management Plan

for these two Parks.

Your recommendations are very important to us, for we want this revised Plan to
best represent public concerns and interests. Opportunity to Provide your views
will be available in two ways. You may attend a meeting or provide written
information. Three public meetings have been scheduled as follows:

February 12 Ash Mountain Headquarters, 7:00 PM
Sequoia National Park

February 14 Radisson Hotel Visgalia 7:00 PM

February 28 City Council Chambers 7:00 PM

301 Westline St., Bishop

We encourage you to contribute by personally presenting your concerns and
recommendations. Should you be unable to attend one of these public meetings
we welcome your written comment. It must be received by March 15, 1991.

The following is a list of some important issues that are now addressed in the
existing Plans. We list them here simply to suggest areas where we especially
seek your ideas and information. Please feel free to offer recommendations
about any other topics of concern to you.

Human waste disposal

Water quality concerns t
Bears and proper food storage techniques, including use of metal food storage :
boxes ;
Wilderness information and education ) |
Use of helicopters and chain saws in wilderness

Commercial operations, i.e. outfitters and guide services.

Aesthetic values in wilderness

Stock use restrictions, i.e. grazing, carrying feed, stock free areas, off~trail
travel, campsite management, etc.

Backpacker restrictions, i.e. crowding, campsite management, off-trail travel

ete.

Campfires, fire wood use, fire closures.

Designation of Special Management Areas or Zones, i.e. trail-free areas,

Stock~free areas, crogs~country zones, etc.



The issue of maximum party size for both people and stock is currently being
resolved for consistent application throughout all Central and Southern Sierra
Wilderness areas, including these Parks. Your comments on that topic will be
incorporated into the public involvement process now underway by an Interagency
Group that is working to resolve that question.

Following this initial comment period we will revise the existing Plans into a

Draft Wilderness Management Plan that best reflects National Park Service

mandates and the various recommendations we receive. A copy of that Draft Plan
will be provided to interaested individuals and groups, including everyone who
participated in the initial comment period, for additional review and comment.
We anticipate having a revised Plan approved and in effect by the summer of 1992.

‘Thank you very much for your assistance.

<:j\T O~ —Dt¥s
J. Thomas Ritter

Superintendent
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Federal Register / Vol. 62, No. 83 / Wednesday, April 30, 1997 / Notices

In accordance with Section 102(2)(C)
of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969, codified as amended at 42
U.8.C. §4332(2)(C), the National Park
Service will prepare an environmental
impact statement (EIS) in conjunction
with the general management plan. The
EIS will describe the affected
environment, propose alternative
proposals, assess impacts of the
alternatives, and propose mitigation
measures for the impacts. After
constdering public comments, the
National Park Service will memorialize
its final decision in a formal record of
decision.

2. Scoping Process

An initial public meeting concerning
the proposed action will be held at the
following date, time and location:
Wednesday, May 14, 1997 7 p.m. to 9
p.m., Pedernales Electric Cooperative
(PEC) Headquarters Auditorium, 200
Avenue F, Johnson City, Texas 78636.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: To
obtain information or provide comments
other than at the meetings, please
contact Leslie Starr Hart,
Superintendent, Lyndon B. Johnson
National Historical Park, P.O. Box 329,
Johnson City, Texas 78636. The
responsible official for this EIS is John
B. Cook, Regional Director,
Intermountain Region, National Park
Service, 12795 West Alameda Parkway,
P.O. Box 25287, Denver Colorado
80225-0287.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Representatives from the planning team
will be present to receive comments and
answer planning questions at the public
meeting. The public is encouraged to
attend and submit verbal and/or written
comments on the proposed general
management plan/EIS. Comments may
also be mailed to the Regional Director
at the address above.

The draft and final general
management plan/environmental
impact statement will be distributed to
all known interested parties and
appropriate agencies. Full public
participation by Federal, State, and local
agencies as well as other concerned
organizations and private citizens is
invited during this scoping process and
throughout the preparation of the
document.

Dated: April 24, 1997.
Leslie Starr Hart,
Superintendent.
{FR Doc. 97-11193 Filed 4-29-97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-MR-M

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
National Park Service

Sequoia and Kings Canyon National
Parks; Notice of Intent to Prepare
Environmenta! Impact Statement for a
Wilderness Management Plan

SUMMARY: In accordance with
§ 102(2)(C) of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969
{PL91-190), Sequoia and Kings Canyon
National Parks (Parks) are initiating an
environmental impact analysis process
to identify and assess potential impacts
of alternative strategies for future
management of the Sequoia-Kings
Canyon Wilderness within these parks.
Through this process the Parks will
identify and analyze a range of
alternatives in order to evaluate options
for achieving wilderness stewardship
objectives while accommodating visitors
and authorized users, protecting
cultural and natural resources, and
providing for legally mandated
management requirements.
Background

The Parks desire to revise and
consolidate current wilderness-related
plans such as the 1986 Backcountry
Management Plan and the 1986 Stock
Use and Meadow Management Plan,
incorporating management direction
provided in the California Wilderness
Act of 1984 which designated 736,980
acres as the Sequoia-Kings Canyon
Wilderness. Toward that end, seven
public scoping sessions have been held
prior to publication of this Notice.
These sessions were held in California,
during 1996 on May 28 (Visalia), June
13 (Clovis), June 18 (Three Rivers), July
9 {San Francisco}, July 16 (Los Angeles},
July 25 (Bishop), and October 5
(Sacramento). All suggestions and
commerts received during these
sessions (and written information
received by mail during this time) have
aided the Parks in preliminary
identification of issues and concerns to
be addressed in preparing a draft
environmental impact statement and
wilderness management plan (DEIS/
WMP). These comments will be retained
in the administrative record throughout
this planning process.

Comments

Notice is hereby given that the
National Park Service will prepare a
DEIS/WMP document. At this time, all
interested individuals, organizations,
and agencies wishing to provide
additional comments or suggestions
should address them to the

Superintendent, Sequoia and Kings
Canyon National Parks, Three Rivers,
CA 93271. All such new information
should be postmarked no later than
sixty (60) days from the date of
publication of this Notice. All
respondents will be included in timely
project updates.

Decision Process

The subsequent availability of the
DEIS/WMP will be announced by
formal Notice and via local and regional
news media. The DEIS/WMP is
anticipated to be completed and
available for public review during fall,
1998. In addition, it is anticipated that
several public hearings will be held;
details will be included in the Notice of
Availability and also will be publicized
via local and regional news media. The
final environmental impact statement
and wilderness management plan
document (FEIS/WMP) is anticipated to
be completed approximately one year
later. Notice of the Record of Decision
will be published in the Federal
Register not sooner than thirty (30) days
after distribution of the FEIS/WMP
documents. The responsible official is
the Regional Director, Pacific West
Region, National Park Service.

FURTHER INFORMATION: (Juestions or new
requests to be placed on the DEIS/WMP
mailing list compiled for distributing
timely project updates may be directed
to the attention of the Sequoia-Kings
Canyon Wilderness Coordinator at the
above address or via telephone at (209)
565-3137.

Dated: April 15, 1997.
Patricia L. Neubacher,
Acting Regional Director, Pacific West Region,
National Park Service.
[FR Doc. 97-11117 Filed 4-29-97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-70-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places;
Notification of Pending Nominations

Nominations for the following
properties being considered for listing
in the National Register were received
by the National Park Service before
April 19, 1997. Pursuant to §60.13 of 36
CFR Part 60 written comments
concerning the significance of these
properties under the National Register
criteria for evaluation may be forwarded
to the National Register, National Park
Service, P.O. Box 37127, Washington,
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Superinteudent, seJuoia and Kings Canyen N. B,

Three Fivsrs, Ta. 33271
Dear Thomas:

I‘h§ve’?eviewed Ehavw11derness ﬂanaqeﬁedt Flan fdp Sequgia agd,
Kiﬁgé Can#mn N. P. and would like to éommeﬁt on it. Myﬂlnitial
impr9551nn is that your azency is managinz the FParks concernine stock
and ar321ng use primarlly on hlotorlhal and tradltional data and not a«n
sound unbiased aClwntlfic data that\an E. IL . would develop. LJust
becéuse hechanized mining, clear eut loggine; massive éheep grazing.
and homesceading werae traditionai and histofié Mzes af the Park_that
predated the Wilderness’Act does not qutif# them continuing today.
This sanme 1ogic should 2arry over to stock uSe‘managemenb. On pp lg
par. 3 vou state that, "Pack and Saddle stock support such opportunitics
for a wide variety of pafk visitors ho ucherw1¢= could not anary these
special »laces”. To take that ratlgnal one sta2p further, you daeny
Wwilderness ro handlﬁappnd people such sus quadrsplaglca for whom it isg
physicszily impossible to enter the wilderness on foot or horszebaci.
Then you allow another large user group, paople who choose not to
e@xerciss <r stay in shape, to have easier sccess to the wilderness if
they havs =he aonevy. Where is the rationai? I also feel this documenc

leaves cut many impacts that stock use has listad on pp 14 A thru D

such as: E. non-native species of grass introduced into the
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7 jp L izrness. . The auch ireat=ar- inpackt stock has on Sraiis o« lativez =3
: }ikers. 3. Itamsﬁsuch'ss‘iurga‘ilass':bntainers. io@ “hestsE,
ER L abizsschairs, =2tc. sre brought inta and somatimes iaft ita the

‘wilderness.» Hu~Thaydanzer offsiéeﬁing seople b3ing 3teppe@'on by free

3

voominz qtork.

T In “any” wilderneas where- bhe«neé&*foribrailheadluéaﬁduot33§éné’

neeced %o praserve the wxl erness Jalues from 1mpa¢éldﬁe.£ofover nse,
stocﬁ'use bhOUld be greatly rﬂduced what is the tutal 1mpact of an
average Plker party o£ 8 paople #oing uross Pountry relablva to an

auaraqe ztOuk parc? nf 3 paople 3nd ’5 animalg going ﬂroas country’ 2
N

o et e

rimes wrﬁaberp‘f,timeS»gréacer.‘ iaii t2ll me.

‘I am totaily opposed ofe] Phe Park bringing nnmaintalned traxls back

to ‘a condition suibable for stock uSe. and totally opposéd =) allowinz

uross country travel by thCk parties 1n certaln areas prlmarily based

on past historic use. ‘I feel the. Park ahould be heading in a direction
A to reduce fha use of stock and their impacts and feel this. document has
- the opposxta effect. The 1971 ﬂastar Plan for these Parks proposed to
- eliminata suock ennlrely. -Racently you 1ncreased tha stock limit *rom’
20 to 2B anzmala per group wlthﬁut any env1ronmenta1 documentatlon to
Qupport aUuh a declslon. . In conclusion I feel this Wilderness
Management Plan 15 guided by the strong congre551ona1 lobbying efférts
of the Specil Use Permitees and not by S0 und environmental

documentatiqn,qﬁl strongly urge you to do an E.I.5. befofe,continding

wiph +he current Management Plan. Thanks For your time.

5 uenther

C Congressman George Hiller



les ab/ vl
Dear Sir:

The toiiowing comments are in reference to the Sequoia ana Kings Lanyen
Nationai Parks Draft Wilaerness Management Plan. Juver many years i nave
hiked a iot in the parks, from Elizapeth Lake ang Bearpaw tc tne kae
Lakes ana Mt. Whitney. It |s Deaut!ful country, ana geserves tne pesrt.

In generai, I am alsturbed that the NEPA process is not peing roiiowegq.
I believe that there s the possibility of signiticant environmenta;
consequences, ana enough puplic controversy, especialiy petween stock
usSers ana backpackers, to require a tull EIS. The sneer size ana
aiversity ot the area inciudea in the plan, and its pristine resources
within a National Park, also argue for the nignest quality planning
possible.

The aocument [ nave nas no aiternatives, incluaing a no action
aiternative ang a protection aiternative, as requireq py WEPA. Iners .5
o gooa ratiocnaie tor the aecisions mage. There is no nara cata ca ctne
baseiine conaltions, or tne environmental consequences ot tne aecis:ions
made. There are more than enough aaditions or Cnanges in tnis pian o
require that the 1986 EA not Just be amenaed, but replaceaq DY &
comprenensive EIS., in Particuiar, the proposai in tne [$7l Master £:an
to eliminate entireiy the use of Pack and sacale 3tock In the
backcountry shoulq pe addressed in aetail, trom an environmencai
Stanapoint. This whole pian Seems to cater to commercial packers, ana
this (perceivea?) pias shouid be correcteaq.

Specific comments on the draft plan are pejow.

INTRODUCTION

Comments should be soliciteq from evervone, not just a rew people,
generally following the pattern for amenaing the California Lesert rian.
Also, mempership on the proposea Wilderness Advisory Boara is very i
definea. Who nominates the members? What user groups wiil be
represented? How do you know a Dackpacker or norse person wnen You see
one, and how do you know now many other packpackers or norse peopie ne
really represents? Why are only user groups representea - tne park
belongs to ail the people, so why aren't mempers Ot tne general pudiic
representea? In particular, scientific expertise on nign aitituge
ecology would be the pest qualification.

PART [ - VISITOR USE

1. Quotas. Historicai use leveis must pot be usea to getermine
trailheaa quotas. Tnis 13 antithetical to aii pPrincipies or goog
management. The only consideration shou!a be tne carrying capaclty o:
the area in questijon.

[T. Permits., If | have to get a permit, everyone snouia. <Change
Statement to say “All commercial guiage service operators (nciuaing



commercial packers operating trom pases In tne park Mmugg (not “snouiad
optain a permit reservation . . . “

iil. Eaucation. Education is important, egpeclaiiy ror tnose wnc are
In the backcountry most. Fqucation ang training in packcountry

regulations and etiquette tor commerciai packers must De€ requirsa.

IX. Commerciai services. It resource aamage causes a requcTion I use.

commercial and non commercial users must pDe redqucead DY tne same

percentage. why ao packers, Wno 40 most of tne gamage 1n tnhe

packcountry, get kid giove treatment? They aon' t own tne park. wa ds.
PART 11. STOCK USE MANAGEMENT

Without the detaijled environmental intormation or justirication ror tne
decigions in this part, 1 can make no comments.

PART 111 - ADMINISTRATION AND SUPPORT FACILITIES

This section seems reasonable, but, again, witnout the aetatlea
environmental information it is impossible to teil tor sure.

Please keep my name on your malling list and keep me intormeaq.

Sincerely,

atunld obxv},

Stan Haye
P. 0. Drawer W
Ingepenaence, Ca 93526



CDOoNIsvemrer poaag

. Uauuras k. Jmorra . her ranquer
LEQUOt &nqln!nus anvon Macxduay varke
anz3¢ nlvprq LA 9udrd o

u;¢r Mr. Mowrrs;

“ Lo nave: receyved and iooked at rnefnrart' Jiiderness Manaamenc

CoFtan ror vequoia and Kinas Canvon Matronai Mlarks. ano would Pike.
ST erT MY CoOmMmentsS T WY ch FalE mRTnlv i the areas or’;cock‘Usé’
1‘NanaaﬂMvnt and“Human/Bear ManaQﬂment ‘ . S

i rﬁaaru cn,qtocx se. Manauhmenc boam- ¢)nnernwd Wren o kne. 40&&53
eXpresgcad Stnothe Ubjecdrives and’ Management Folicres Foaud WO [
rrOQU¢tlou page. 4) redarging, m;nvmnznna auman and: stoux |nau‘nu
cnange and not deqraa1na the Parks" naturai resources and vafies ‘
© in-this reqard, L do noe reef. the Urart klan. 90@s. rar enouah. in
ccontratiing @tock use'and separating stock ang niman Hses, L2
‘pegIal}y ln Teqard to - : andj)fotfusg or tr‘r]gkyﬁmuh T

Du tne ou worrnrcly |n che rarc 11 introdur~ _that fbuockg_;_,
~'nﬂv~’[5évera4 dfstvnrt)v& IMPICES DI park: resources, f'xurundunuf“f
4‘,@V321"0, trampltnq, QGPQSJELQ af. tﬂces .and. urlnufﬂhdna drtrc4:w
- tences. 6u&'tnewfrn the second‘paraqrapn oF the Manaqement System
(pade .1/} yow state that. other, hackcountry users. hPSIGGS “stock .
impact Park- rvsaurres 1mpt{1nq that stock. use 13" ne worse ‘than
nther uses.w; b divaqre - the eftects named dbove ‘are.rar worse
e rrom stock  than rrom‘ocher users. . Iheretore areater control
e shoutd be. ffPCted tor stock uses..

rurlnermore 1ou poxnc ouu rn the Parc i1 uoats and Ubiéctvves~”}
tpage . 16¥ tﬁa? You want to ansur# ‘that the effects oi stock nHge
‘mus'tc “rnmaxn within acceptable-fimes~, | assert that the only
acceptabie " limit 13 the preservation of the resource, and  that
SLOCK Hse must he controlied andg restriceeqg alrordinulv in this
reqard, your qoal or ehsuring that certa1n meadows and arassiands:
are protected from StOLk use nntlrﬂty 15 commendabie, :

Howwver I urqe fhat the Urart Plan bhe amended to close’ ertaln
trarls as  well as certain meadows and grassiands to stock nse.
Inus. under Maintained Irails {(page 18) the wording ot the first
-Paragrapn-shoutd be changed to ‘lravel by stock is permitted oniy
on those prlmary and primitive NPS maintained trails approved by
the superintendent, based on impact and quantitative use criteria

fas described on page 1Y), 2Xcept... " Furthermore, it snoutd be
clearty stated  that no off-trail cross-country use of stock is
il lowed. f ‘ '

ldeaily, there wouid be two sets of traiis, one tor stock and one
For other toot users. However, | realize thac this. may not
altways he practical and has the neqgative rmpace ot doubiing the
numners or trails, However, it may be userui in some arecas.

tn regard to human/dear Management, [ refer to Uhie tives and



Manaqemenc rotyares Poand . redarding assurxnu’\nacvﬁsam:|tvi»w
S nyman roova to bears and Hutner fegearcn i this area. i suppure
irhe piacement ot the mutal rood quKéPc' n opopular campsices., and
teei. more snould be added as the need develups. rurthermure.‘mapq
a1 these iocations snouid be available o travellers ror pianning
purposesg petore apptylnq tor rhe requireq Wilderness purm1t9 ‘

i have briefly tooked inta the ||qhtwv1anf sood sgorage- ran)stprs
you- mentioned, and agree that they may be a good soiution,  But.

a3 46U point out, avartabiiity is prpsenttv fimited. As rar. as i
know,%they van be onca\nad gniy in Alaska. rurrhermore; they are
cepensivey 1bonc 140 tor the amal‘HSC of thp TwOo vllNSVndﬁ on
vhe- market. onsraeration should he 4rve en to having a stogi or
these ,zanxstcrs ac rertain irark iocatlons tor sale  or poss1biv
pven‘tor rpnt ' o .

Purther researcn. snould he encouraded. |n this area. -~ ne possibie

approarh 15 that ot a “hear repellant®;. an rntense, r»ul«smelltnq
substance. that (outd he appiina ko raod rontalners co P\cher .mask
rhe ~)metls OF the rood Avtin or simply . oo feep the nears’~away

Wniie § have also. Luoked ruto ths nrretly,J [ have uovc yet iden-

terPd any’ sultabie, chemicais. But [ FPPi this dpprnacn shoulu

nevercneiess De roncnnu & and supported ‘ . ,

‘Berore~closinq,r L want to,State ny support ror twa other ipotntq
1n the praft Plan. One i3 the group size fimits listed under Per-
m1ts (page /). ihe other is the item under Trails (Administra-
tion and uupport racilitiele page 26}, that areas without. tra1!s
wiltil not be made more, access1ble by new. craif consﬁruction.‘u'

Yours,truly,

R1ck Jali ' o ~
b0, Box 1717 -/
Mmammotn Lakes, CA 93b46



901 Hobart St.
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Dec. 25, 1991

Douglas K. Morris, Chief Ranger

Sequoia and Kings Canyon Wilderness

Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Sir,

Thank you for the opportunity of commenting on the "Draf t Wilderness
Management Plan", for Sequoia and Kings Canyon Wilderness. I have
backpacked in the high Sierras for 35 years and have introduced many
youngsters to low impact camping while a Scout Leader.

My main objection to this plan is the implicit assumption that, "The use
of Pack and saddle stock s recognized as an appropriate and legitimate
activity” in the wilderness area, This precept remains in place even though
You recognize that this activity has “several distinctive impacts on the park
resources”. All the “distinctive impacts” you list are negative impacts. It is
my firm conviction that pack and saddle stock use is contrary it the
practices of good Stewardship of the wilderness. This philosophy is often
condemned as elitist, that it would deny some people access to the
wilderness. Some yes. But even with pack services many are denied access to
the wilderness because of physical or financial limitations. Pack services are
for the affluent and are not a panacea for lack of access.

I realize, that for political reasons, pack and stock use will be with us for
many years. For that reason the rest of my comments and questions will be
directed toward improvement of the Management Plan.

1. Who will choose the members of the Wilderness Advisory Board?

2. Can the nominations be challenged?

3. Will the representatives of the commercial com munity be chosen
from outfits using the wilderness? | think that to reduce
favoritism, the commercial representatives should have no contact
with the park.

4. Why not make use of gas stoves mandatory in the backcountry?

5. You state on page 17 | under Management System that " stock
impact will be defined and objective criteria established whenever
possible.” I don't think a more Vague sentence could have been written.
Either you have regulations or you don'tl This sentence gives you a
perfect “out” when confronted with criticism.

6. In paragraph A it appears that you leave open the possibility that
more land may be opened to pack and saddle stock use, This certainly



would not be in the interests of good management.

7 The success of the Management Plan relies on Research and Monitoring
of areas used by stock and pack animals. Research and Monitoring require
manpower { read money) and money. The political climate in Washington
in the last 12 years has not been sympathetic to the needs of our parks
and wilderness areas. To rely, for the success of your program, on funds
which may not be available for years, is to place the health of Sequoia
and Kings Canyon Wilderness in danger. [ sincerely hope that in the
final Management Plan that you chart a less perilous course.

yncerely,

Frank Juh}a

c.C.
The Honorable George Miller
W ashington, DC



Douglas Morris
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, California 93271

December 31, 1991
Dear Mr. Morris:

Please enter the following comments into the public record regarding the draft Wilderness Management Plan for
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks,

First, I must express my indignation at the manner in which the Park Service is proceeding with this management
plan. The process is illegal, unprofessional, and unjust. Furthermore, it makes a mockery of the entire public
involvement process, Having expressed interest and submitted comments prior to the drafting of the plan, I fully
expected to be notified when the draft plan was released. Instead, it was only through a friend (and at a very late date)
that I learned of the plan's release. Asa consequence, I have had insufficient time until now to review the plan, (1
have contacted numerous friends who had written as well and only one received a copy of the draft). I find it
disturbing that the Park Service appears to be offering public comment periods only to satisfy legal requirements,
rather than to honestly assess how the public feels about wildemness management. I would guess that your rationale for
not sending the draft to all interested parties was that it would be too expensive. That is ridiculous! Ifa person has
previously expressed interest in the plan mﬂ&mmhmmmmmhm At the very least, people
who had expressed interest in the plan should have been sent a postcard announcing the draft's release. That way, those
who were serious about reviewing the document would have been afforded the opportunity.

The management plan itseif is a hollow document, replete with vague language and contradictory yobjectives.
Particularly disturbing is the lack of substantive change regarding stock management. The public has clearly indicated
to you that they want a reduction in the number of recreational stock, yet you have chosen to ignore them. Despite the
noble-sounding goals and objectives outlined in Sections III and IV, there are few concrete changes proposed for stock
management, and the language is sufficiently nebulous to preciude any meaningful analysis of how effective those
changes will be (particularly since the often-referenced Appendices were omitted).

For example, the goal stated on Section III (Objective A, page 3) is to “provide for a variety of visitor
experiences in ways that preserve natural and cultural resources, and do not seriously intrude on the quality of
wilderness experiences associated with those resources.” Yet you propose to increasg the number of stock allowed per
party, even after acknowledging (during the group size modification process) that the vast majority of wildemess users
find large stock parties to be an intrusion on their experiencel!

You state in Section IX (page 10) that commercial services will be allowed to operate “with sufficient controls so
that the opportunity for visitors to experience the backcountry on their own is not unduly affected.” Yet it is unclear



whether commercial trips will be included as part of trailhead quotas (page 6). If so, this is a direct contradiction since
backpackers and private stock users WWM The Park Service
should consider elimination of all commercial operations in national park wilderness areas. This exploitative use of
public resources has no place in national park wilderness. Maximizing commercial profit and preserving wilderness
values are two fundamenially incompatible objectives. 1f the Park Service feels that providing access to people who
cannot carry a backpack is an important service, then the Park Service should provide these services on a nonprofit,
ecologically-sound basis.

On page 14, you state that stock use is a "traditional and historically significant” activity in national parks. This
is a meaningless statement. Cattle grazing, sheep grazing, mining and logging were also "“traditional and historically
significant” activities, yet these activities are prohibited in the parks. Grazing by recreational stock is no different. It
is a consumptive use of park vegetation and is no more justifiable than a backpacker picking wildflowers. Iencourage
you to eliminate all grazing in these parks and require that animals carry their feed and be tied up when not in use.
This would still allow stock use, but would eliminate all of the impacts you list in Part 11, Section I (page 14).

Instead of selecting the obvious alternative (elimination of grazing), the Park Service proposes to increase the
intensity of management in ways I find unacceptable. The Park Service should be seeking ways to eliminate drift
fences, not proposing to build new ones (page 23). The Park Service should be restricting grazing, not adding areas of
whistorical use” to the Park's inventory (page 20). The Park Service should be taking concrete action on grazing
impacts, not proposing monitoring schemes that are both inappropriate for wildemess settings and impossible given
current fiscal constraints (pages 20-21). You cannot convince me that you have sufficient resources and expen.ise o
closely monitor all 330 forage areas for changes in species composition!

I applaud your decision to prohibit cross-country travel by stock (page 18); however, I am strongly opposed to
designating “certain unmaintained trails” as open to stock use. All currently unmaintained trails should be allowed to
recover to a natural state. If you continue to allow stock on these "historic routes” then you have accomplished
nothing by restricting cross-country travel. Anyone who has spent any time in the backcountry knows that free-
roaming stock will continue to wander over the landscape in these trail-free areas.

In summary, there is nothing in the draft management plan to assure me that substantive steps are being taken to
reduce stock impacts. To the contrary, the Park Service proposes to increase the allowable number of stock per party,
to open historic routes 0 stock travel, to continue to allow grazing by recreational stock, to possibly increase the
number (or the intensity of use) of meadows open (o grazing, and possibly to increase the number of drift fences in the
backcountry. It appears to me that the Park Service is trying to create the illusion that positive steps ar¢ being taken
to reduce stock impacts (by creating new definitions and promising unrealistic monitoring programs), while taking as
little concrete action as possible. The simple fact is that stock impacts can only be minimized by reducing the number
of animals, by prohibiting stock use in large areas, and by eliminating grazing privileges. These objectives should be
explicitly stated in the plan.



Lastly, I encourage you to do what should have been done at the outset of this process: to perform an EIS
with a full description of possible alternatives to this plan and their associated ecological and
social impacts. To proceed with the present process is unconscionable. There are clearly many controversial and
unresolved issues that by law must be analysed in a thorough EIS.

I am greatly saddened that an agency for which I once held high regard is attempting to circumvent its legal and
professional responsibility in the interest of convenience and expediency. I fear that unless substantial changes are
made in your attitudes and policies, the Park Service will join the Forest Service and BLM as agencies that people
view with suspicion and distaste. I implore you to restore honesty and good faith to this process.

Respectfully yours,
Brian C. Spence
25828 Foster Road

Monroe, OR 97456
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Eva Eagle

N9 ‘ 1530 Olympus Ave.

J Barkeley, CA 94708
N (415) 841-8887
CSEGUCHA s g b Ceea Ll (415) 987-4482 (w)

December 27, 1991

J. Thomas Ritter, Superintendent
Sequoia & Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Mr. Ritter:

Over the years, the area encompassed by Sequoia and Kings Canyon National
Parks has been my favorite backpacking destination. Over the years, my
husband and I have taken a number of long treks in the area. We have taken
the well-traveled trail to Mount Whitney, but have also gone cross country on
unmarked routes such as Echo Col. We enjoy taking long trips, which permit
us to get far enough from the trailhead to enjoy the solitude of the high country.
In the course of our travels in your parks, the one drawback we have found is
the number of stock that are destroying the trails and littering the meadows. We
learned this during our first trip to SEKI in 1978 when we did a loop that
included both parks. On the third day out we filled our canteens in a lovely
stream, only to discover stock roaming in that stream a mile or two later. That

safer watershed, trails without horse dung, and the opportunity to camp in more
esthetic environs. We leamed on that trip the importance of avoiding trails that
could take stock and areas popular with stock parties. As a result, a major
portion of our subsequent trips has been on lesser developed trails.

This summer we went backpacking in Sequoia Park for the first time in several
years, entering at Mineral King. Although the countryside was beautiful, we
were distrgssed to find the trails and lakeside campsites crowded with large

confined to lakes on a few major trails and close to the trailhead. While hiking,
we were passed by large groups of horses and mules being taken to pick up
customers at points that would have taken us several days to reach on foot. The



packer takes peopla in long distances, leads the horses back, and returns two
or three days later. Thus a long length of trail gets double the damage for each
horse in the party. And a number of the wonderful old foot trails have evidently
been “improved” for the use of stock. Now | hear that the new Wilderness
Management Plan proposes to “improve” an unspecified number of additional
backcountry trails.

| would like to remind you that a trail that has been widened for stock has not
been improved, but merely made less interesting. Once the stock start using
that trail it becomes dusty and poliuted. The sites along that trail suffer from
over-use by the large parties brought in to a small area, as well as by the stock
themselves. This is particularly true when the packers don't control the stock.
And the character of the wilderness experience that we can usually count on
when three or four days from the trailhead is completely destroyed when a large
group of people camp in the area with all the comforts of home, including
alcohol and radios.

We have been backpacking all over the West, and many parks have managed
to balance the needs of packers with the needs of hikers. Why can't we have
some trails for multiple use and others for hiking only? Why can't the packers
keep their stock better confined when they camp? Why not limit the size of stock
parties to small groups, more in keeping with the wilderness spirit of the parks?

What is happening in Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks is a shame.
Large portions of the park are being ruined to serve the commercial interests of
a few packers and the pleasure of a few clients. Meanwhile, the far more
numerous visitors—hikers— are lett literally in the dust! Certainly packers
provide an important service for soma visitors, but they do not need to use the
entire park in order to provide that service.

| ask you to submit a management plan for your parks that will preserve their
beauty for the next generation of hikers and will preserve their fragile lands from
degradation by hungry stock. | hope to hear soon that you are revising the
Wilderness Management Plan or at least delaying its implementation while an
Environmental Impact Statement is written. .

Thank you,
Z{-.} c/(,«?ﬁ

Eva Eagle



NELCIES A WILLIAM M. KRIEG

» e Tl L el el , ATTORNEY AT LAW
’," ' 1330 "L STREET. STE. ¢
- 4 JAN 6 ‘992 FRESNO. CA 93721

Vi . —_—

(209) 441-748%

December 31, 1991

¢

TIUCIA AND KITGS £

J. Thomas Ritter, Superintendent
SEQUOIA & KINGS CANYON NATIONAL PARKS
Three Rivers, california 93271

Dear Mr. Ritter:

I recently reviewed your Draft Wilderness Management Plan and
am dismayed and disappointed at your lack of concern for the
ecology, environment, and the experience of visitors to the areas
under your supervision. This plan is the triumph of commercial
interests, which have for too long guided your policy making.

Your proposal to increase maintained trails and stock limits
to 25 animals is exclusively and outrageously a commercial de-
cision. Stock groups to any degree are disruptive, destructive,
unsightly, and unhealthy. One need only walk a trail within a day
behind such a group to have an entire wilderness experience turned

reasonable alternatives which better balance and protect non-

commercjal interests. Thank you for your close attention to these
sentiments.
Sinceyrely,
WIL M. KRIEG

Attorney at La
WMK: lys

cc: Honorable George Miller, Chairman, Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs
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SRy o) 9342 46th Avenue, S.W.
R ) Seattle, WA 98136
~ December 27, 1991

J. Thomas Ritter, Superintendent
Sequoia & Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, California 93271

Dear Mr. Ritter,

I have spent many months visiting the magnificent backcountry of your
Parks, and I am very interested in seeing those places protected. I have
witnessed first-hand the damage caused by livestock use, and the lackadaisical
attitudes of the packers.

I oppose your proposal to increase stock group size limits from 20 to 25
animals per party, as well as your plans to increase the number of
backcountry trails to be maintained for stock use. I am very disappointed
that you are attempting to adopt a plan without considering alternatives that
would better protect resources and the experiences of visitors. Please
prepare an environmental impact statement.

Sincerely,

Jim Brady

cc: Congressman George Miller
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JAN 31997 December 26, 1991

"R Toinge Rikter, Supt.

Sequoia & Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, Ca. 93271

Dear Mr. Ritter:

I recently learned that the park is planning to make
changes which I feel will reduce the quality of wilderness
experiences available to many of us who have long enjoyed
the Sierras. I would hope that the Park Service will
prepare a proper EIS for the wilderness management plan. I
am aware of proposals to increase the amount of trails that
stock can use; I find that a sad direction to be moving.

As a long term back packer, now 55 years o1d, I
strongly object to the damage I see these animal groups
cause in the wilderness country. The trail damage is
terrible and in the good Reagan years and beyond the funding
1s far from adequate to maintain these, even if they were
being used with care and animal groups are not helping.

More than a few times I have found the remains of
groups that were transported into the wilderness with stock;
it 18 clear that they are the problem because the things I
have found could not have been carried in by individuals on
their back. For my money, stock are totally inappropriate,
but T am willing to 1live with them for handicapped people;
sadly I usually see some fat dude from the asphalt jungle
world riding the horses, tearing up the trails and leaving
far too much impact on meadows and water sources.

who use the back country and really care about it. Haven't
we learned that just turning a buck is not a justification
for some of our abuse of natural settings? 1 urge you to
look at decreasing the number of stock allowed and certainly
not increasing that number! It also seems far more
appropriate, given limited resources to maintain traiis,
that more of these be closed to stock rather than opening
them.

I hope you will give more consideration to some of these
concerns; I know that the damage caused by overuse of the
few wilderness areas we have is much more difficult to
correct than it is to prevent.

Sincgrely,

@@ﬂf%
Curtis C. Ridlin
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29 December 1991

Mike Stubblefield
1230 E. Collins St.
Oxnard, CA 93030

Douglas K. Morris, Chief Ranger
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Sir:

I'm writing this letter in response to the Draft Wilderness Management Plan
currently under consideration for Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks.

I've been backpacking in the Sierra high country between Yosemite and Mt.
Whitney for 20 years. Without a doubt, the only low points on any of my many
hikes have been my encounters with parties mounted on horses and mules. You
don't allow dogs, dirt bikes or even mountain bikes in national parks. Why the
special dispensation for horses and mules?

Most of the people who ride into the mountains take enough stuff to outfit
a Boy Scout troop, and a lot of them leave half of it at their campsites. The
yahoos who lead these happy campers into the high country think they own the
trail; not once in 20 years have I ever heard one of them offer to get out of
MY wayl!

But what really offends me - and what should really concern you - is how
pack animals tear up the trails, eat alpine meadows and deposit feces on trails
and in streams. Manure attracts flies and diminishes the wilderness experience
for everyone else.

Therefore, I beg you: PLFASE don't allow parties of 15 to take 25 pack
stock into the mountains. Don't allow them to take any pack stock with them! A
national park is not a theme park. If these people have to ride horses to enjoy
nature, they should go to dude ranches.

Sinc Y,
/
e Stubblefield
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e T ROBERT BENEDETTTI
AOANGSLL T T s 4o o8 HERITAGE LANE

NEWHALL, CcCA 91321
December 28, 1991

J. Thomas Ritter, Superintendent
Sequoia/Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Mr. Ritter:

Thank you for keeping me informed on the issue of stock uge under
the Draft Wilderness Management Plan.

While I understand the reasoning behind the adoption of a uniform
stock party size across the several jurisdictions in the southern
Sierra, I would argue that the uniform size should be the lowest
presently allowed, i.e. 20.

By your own figures the vast ma.jority of users prefer the lower
limit. Only a few commercial packers will benefit from the larger
size; more than 90% of the rest of us will continue to gsuffer trail
damage, puddles of urine, piles of manure, and wrecked meadows.

I am especially concerned with the possible increase in trails open
to stock and the creation of new stock trailsg.

The preparation of an Environmental Assessment regarding this plan

is inadequate: an Environmental Impact Statement would provide
consideration of more options.

Yours most truly,

T 3

R4

///Dr. Robert L. Benedetti

cc: The Honorable George Miller, Chairman
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs
1324 Longworth
Washington, D.C. 20515
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Dec. 26. 1991

Mr. J. Thomas Ritter, Superintendent
Sequoia & Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers CA. 93271

Dear Sir:

I am very disappointed at your plan to increase both the
number of stock permitted and the trails maintained for stock
use. This portion of the Sierras gets very heavy use and
commercial stock use has no place on many of the fragile
areas. 1 have been at many of the high lakes (Lake South
America in particular) and have seen the banks broken and
turned into mud by the horses. Also many native wilflowers
found only in these areas are being endangered by loose stock
grazing. On dry summer trails I have experienced a large
commercial group comes by sending up a huge cloud of dust
that is impossible to avoid breathing, and then afterwards
having to walk thru piles of fresh manure.

I am requesting vou to prepare an EIS for the Wilderness
Management Plan before attempting to adopt any plan to
increase stock usage. Glacier Park and Mount Rainier are
doing much more to restrict stock usage and permit hikers to
have a pleasant experience. It appears a few commercial
interests are able to exert undue influence on Park officals.

Yours truly,
¢ ”/ .
Thomas Clohessy

P.0O. Box 845
Sonoma CA. 95476

cc. Hon. George Miller
Committee on Interior Affairs
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January 26, 1992

J. Thomas Ritter, Superintendent]
SEKI
Three Rivers, CA. 93271

Sir:

I am very concerned about the condition of the wilderness
areas in Sequoia and Kings Canyon. Having spent considerable
time there, [ see a consistent increase in damage to the
backcountry caused by stock. Meadows are trampled, native
plants are stripped from riparian areas, feces and urine litter the
trails and camp areas, and the trash brought in by folks sitting on
horses collects in heaps and exacerbates the bear problem. | am
most concerned that the NPS's obligation to provide a sanctuary
for native plants and wildlife is being severely compromised by
domestic livestock.

I understand that the NPS receives fees from stock users and
so naturally i3 biased toward them. However, the majority of the
public assumes that you are maintaining your multi-generational
public trust responsibilities by protecting the national parks as
the law requires. Clearly the NPS is shirking its duties by not
severely limiting stock use in wilderness areas such as SEKI. As
you know, the national parks are the only places where lands are
supposedly managed for ecological integrity.

Please send me the EA you prepare for your back country
management plan and a copy of that plan.- I hope you will severely
limit livestock use of NPS lands as soon as possible and put the
public and the land before special monied interests.

(Lo ie
Tom Ribe

980 E. 27th Ave.
Eugene, Or. 97405

cc: Rep. George Miller, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
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December 31, 1991

Douglas Morris
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Mr. Morris:

I have recently iearned that the draft wilderness management pian for Sequoia and Kings
Canyon has been released for public comment until January 1, 1992. Yet | have not
been notified of its release and the pending public comment period nor did | receive a
copy of the draft, despite the fact that | had written a letter in March 1991 with a list of
my concerns for inclusion in this draft. From whom did you choose to solicit comments?

| also understand that you have included in your draft a change in the stock group size
limit from 20 to 25 without any mention of the environmental consequences of such an
increase, and in the face of mounting evidence in backcountry ranger reports that the
limit of 20 stock has already caused unacceptable damage to the park wilderness. Even
maintaining the status quo on stock policies ought to require some sort of new assessment
of the current status of environmental impacts caused by these practices before such
allowances are again made. Certainly your intention to increase the stock group size
limits requires such scientific scrutinization. | urge you to perform an environmental
impact statement before putting this change into practice.

Please enter these comments into the public record and keep me informed of the status of
the wilderness management plan for Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks.

T Layotta_——

Dr. Michelle T. Zagotta
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EROA D " Ritter, Superintendent
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
3 Rivers, California 93271

Dear Mr. Ritter:

It is my understanding that the Sequoia and Kings Canyon National
Parks recently released a Draft Wilderness Management Plan that
presents only a single, poorly defined alternative and that is not
accompanied by environmental assessment as regquired by Federal law.
It appears that the present Draft Plan continues to put the
interests of commercial stock users before those of hikers. For
example, this poorly thought out proposal would continue to allow
free roaming and grazing by stock and would even authorize the
construction of additional fences around meadows. In sum, this
ridiculous and shortsighted proposal would allow and encourage
increased degradation and destruction of fragile alpine meadows,
trails and water supplies.

I am supremely disappointed that the Park Service would attempt to
adopt such a plan without considering reasonable alternatives that
would better protect resources in the experience of visitors.
(Actually, one would expect such behavior from the Forest Service
but certainly, not the Park Service). Please, I urge that stock
use in the National Parks of the High Sierra be reduced and further
limited and the damage they inherently cause be thereby reduced.

Very truly yours,

1137 Cedarcreek Drive,) Number 5

Modesto, Ca. 95

cc: Honorable George Miller, Chairman
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PO Box 161
Oceanside. Oregon
97134

December 28. 1991
J. Thomas Ritter
Superintendent
Sequoia and Kings Canyon N. Parks
Three Rivers. CA 93271

Dear Mr. Ritter.

I am alarmed at the Draft Wilderness Management Plan for two of
Qur country's greatest National Parks. The plan caters +to the
interests of =<stock users to the detriment of hikers and the
wilderness resources. The vreferred alternative continues to
allow free roaming and grazing for stock animals. more fence
building around meadows. increasing the number of trails to be
maintained for stock use (building larger trails), and increasing
the limit on size of stock groups from 20 to 25.

I am a fishery research biologist who has spent years working in
some of the largest and remote wilderness areas in the country. I
have seen the incredible damage that stock animals and
bureaucratic catering to stock animals is doing to the Wilderness
and it has to stop. A congressional hearing in 1989. with
testimony from Wilderness Rangers from around the country
concluded that we are loving our Wilderness to death. If s=o.
stock use is largely responsible, from what I have seen in hiking
more than 2000 miles of trail in the course of my mountain lake
survey and research work.

If you are looking for guidance in developing a plan that is
progressive, I suggest contacting Rocky Mountain National Park
personnel. They restrict stock to lower less~fragile elevations
and designated camp areas at least one-half mile from lakes and
removed from other sensitive habitats. The High Sierra Hikers
Association has also presented You with a detailed proposal for
improvement that cails for closing several 2xXisting trails to
stock. prohibiting cross—country travel and requiring stock to
carry their own feed.

I urge vou to adopt strong and progressive policy for scaling
down stock use in National Park Wilderness Areas before they are
further damaged. The HSHA proposal gets my full support. The Park
Service has been a negligent steward of the land in letting a
vocal minority of cutfitters and stock users run rampant over the
interests of hikers and the Wilderness. I look forward to Some

changes. .
er 5

cc: George Miller. Jim Bradley, DC
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, P.O. Box 3222 C
Chico, California 95927-3222 )
26 December 1991

Douglaé K. Morris, Chief Raxiggrj , ” S . o '
Sequoia and Kings CanyanNadpr{a;“Par};s o :
" Three Rivers, CA 93271 ST

’ Dear Mr. Morris, - - | |
 The following comments on SEKI's Draft Wildernesa Management Plan are my

P 8

personal opinions as a concerned citizen and do not necessarily reflect in any way'
 the'views or positions of my employers or anyone else: -~ -~~~ -

| sacugp e are certainly other alternatives for managing the backcountry of =
Sequola and Kings Canyon’ National Parks in addition to the one outlined in the = -
- Draft:: Why is only one alternatlve presented? = - T R
~ I am not happy about the proposal td create a network of "historic™ trails to
be maintained for stock use. What are the costs/benefits of such a program? Who.
will pay the costs? Who will benefit?  The Draft is short on’ details, Itis my -
opiniont that stock use should be confined to the current system of maintained

-

trails, in order to reduce environmental and social impacts, |

I als oppose plans to increase the stock group &ize limit from 20 to 25
head. Research findings indicate that stock group sizes should b lowered o
order to protect the "experience™ of visitors to the Sequoia-Kings backcountry.

size. Is consistency not so important after all? How do you justify the number of’
10? To provide consistency, I support the number of 8 used in other areas, o
however, an even smaller number (i.e. 4-6) would better protect resources and
the experience of visitors. ‘

Please prepare an environmental hﬁpact statement and place my name on the
mailing list to receive a copy. Thank you, o ‘

Sincerely,

)

Tom Suk






_ PETER STEKEL 4
4266 WINSLOW PL. N. #101.
SEATTLE, WA 98103
206-633-3917

December 2, 1991

Douglas K. Morris, Chief Ranger
Sequoia-Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Mr. Morris,

Thankyou for the draft Wilderness Management Plan for the Parks.
I have read through it and would like to make some comments.

\
| appreciate the time, energy, and effort that the NPS staff has
devoted to the draft Plan. Particularly | want to commend you
for your devotion to the NPS ideal of preserving and protecting
the Park's resources for our, and future, generations.

1. Visitor use.  Provision should be made for people planning on
extended-day backpack trips as "overnighters" can claim all
permit space leaving long-term hikers out in the cold. For
instance, overnighters going to Pear Lake can effectively fil]
the trail quota barring people who wish access to Deadman Canyon

via the Tablelands.

of Three Rivers, Woodlake, Fresno (and vicinity), Visalia, and
East Side towns. The Purpose would be to educate the public
about Park policies and procedures.

3. Wood fires. Page 8 comments on use of gas stoves: They
should be required, not encouraged in all areas.

4. Camping and campsites. Areas listed in appendix |-E should be
rigorously rehabilitated.

5. Commercial services. Companies, like Outward Bound, should
not be allowed to field over 75 individuals/year in the
backcountry. This would avoid overuse of areas used by large
groups year after year. Just look at what a few years of Sierra
Club use did to Bullfrog Lake earlier this century. Companies
making lots of money taking clients into the backcountry
shouldn't be allowed to preclude the general public from the



Pater Stekel/NPS letter
trailheads by filling the quotas.

6. Plans for Sequoia Groves and Fisheries Management are good and
“right on the money."

7. Bighorn Sheep. |f the Sheep are reestablished, how will this
affect backcountry use? Will there be more closures? What are
the ares to be reestablished with the Sheep? These points are
unclear in the draft Plan.

8. Stock. A1l stock use should be limited in terms of size (less
than 10 animals/trail/WEEK) and length of stay (1 day/campsite).
Stock use should be discouraged and attempt to phase it out by
2010 be made, or reduce it by 75% of the 1990 level.

NPS should not be allowed to graze any government stock in the
Park as it sets a bad example. :

NPS staff, trail crews, employees, etc. should not be allowed to
use any stock as it sets a bad precedent.

9. Standards for primary and primitive trails. In paragraph B.3,
why impact one area with trail construction and another by
obtaining material from concealed sites? Keep the barrow pits
next to the already extant eyesore vs. making another. People
using the backcountry should be aware of their impact on the
landscape.

10. Bridges. Don't build anymore and don't carry any more into
the backcountry. Follow the Rocky Mountain plan. if a ford is
dangerous to be made by foot, fell a tree. Make the backcountry
an exciting place to be. Most bridges are over-built in order to
handle stock. Q@et rid of the stock.

11. Your sign plan is wonderful. | suggest replacing signs as
needed vs. pulling out all the current ones and putting up new
signs. Save some money this way.

12. Helicopter use. No copter flights should be allowed between
July 4 and September 1 for ANY administrative, non-emergency use,
in any area of the backcountry wilderness.

13. Ccabins and administrative camps. | appreciate the sentence
about service personnel "must always comply with regulations
prescribed for visitors.” This has not always been the case in
the past but is less of a problem due to the energies of people
like Dave Parsons and David Graber.

14. Scientific study and impact monitoring. The Plan is unclear
about who and when all equipment used during a study will be
removed. What happens if a study is many years long and a site
is marked? Also, some incentive for outside researchers to
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submit progress reports should be made. | would suggest cutting
off funding if reports aren't submitted by January 15 of each

year. Best to cut your losses than continue to fund scientific
"dead beats."

riinﬁﬁrelx, :
YA i

Peter Stekel ’

P.S. Please note that my address has changed. Thanks!



b



December 13, 1991

Douglas K. Morris - Chief Ranger
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, California 913271

Ref: D18
Dear Mr. Morris:

Thank you for allowing me to participate in the review of the
Draft Wilderness Management Plan for the Kings Canyon and Sequoia
National Parks. I have enclosed my comments to this document as
part of this letter. ‘

When I received the plan by mail with the enclosed introductory

information, I assumed I would be doing a paragraph-by-paragraph
review of a basically complete Plan. After reading the plan, I

felt that there were some basic issues that I needed to address

first.

stock animals allowed in the park wilderness, and that they are
allowed to graze in the wilderness. The use levels of pack
animals in the wilderness are due, for the most part, to the
commercial operations serving the region. The direct effects of
allowing domestic animals in the parks are well known, and the
measurements of these effects are a subject of monitoring and
study. Even so, the actual reasoning used to arrive at the
stated limits were not spelled out in the plan. Though many of
the problems with pack animals are disclosed in the plan, and
others were listed in my letter to you of February 10, 1991, I
will list them again:

(1) Affects on meadow vegetation, with an intrinsic effect on
indigenous wildlife due to decreased forage.

(2) Erosion of trails and streambanks, and damage to root
structures.

(3) Deposition of feces on trails and in water, with resulting
water quality reduction and the potential for disease
transmission to native animals.

(4) Constructions such as hitches and barriers that compronmise
wilderness values.

(5) Litter from pack groups that detracts from the wilderness
experience.

The wilderness is not a place to conduct business. There is an
intrinsic problem with business use of wilderness because the
success of business requires growth. This causes increased
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demands on the wilderness and thus compromises wilderness values.
In the case of pack and saddle firms, there is clearly a
cumulative impact on the park by allowing domestic animals to
graze in the meadows and thus consume resources that would
otherwise be available to indigenous park fauna. These resources
are the base of an entire food chain that supports all park life.

None of the arguments set forth in the plan justify the
commercial use of pack animals in the park. If the parks were
but a small part of extensive wilderness, as they were
nistorically, then it might be different. But the situation has
now changed. The parks are now an island of wilderness in a sea
of civilization. The animals and plants that live in these parks
need to be protected to the extent possible. We can’t expect the
native life to compete with commercial levels of livestock in the
park, rnor should we allow it. A wilderness cannot double as a
ranch, and the wilderness plan should reflect that.

The quotas and limits on pack animals should not be driven by

economic reasons. If the park service has financial ties to

commercial pack and saddle businesses operating in the parks,
then consider charging (more) for wilderness permits as an

" alternative. Money will be saved in trail maintenance, meadow

recovery activities, and any other actions undertaken to mitigate

affects by pack animals.

If the park service insists on allowing pack animal enterprises
to operate in the parks, then it must apply more rigorous
standards to those using pack animals in the wilderness than are
currently set. For instance, if the maximum party size is 15,
then make that a total group number including people and pack
animals. Defecation on trails and in streams must be reduced.
and since people are not allowed to forage in the parks, pack
animals should carry their own food. Grazing should be
prohibited.

Beyond the general comments I have made here, I have some
specific comments as well:

m&:mmwm:mn

The item as stated is far too general. One of the basic
objectives of the plan should be the continued study of animal
populations within and adjacent to the wilderness to determine
whether certain animals are in decline, or if populations are
only stable in the park because of migration from less desirable
locations. Provisions should be made in the plan to act on these
data when available. Clearly the relationship between the parks
and adjacent national forest wilderness makes this kind of
cooperative effort possible.




’RMA:MMMMMEM:IML

This item does not appear to be at the same level as the others.
Perhaps a more general wording such as "support established
wilderness camps at existing use levels".

mgzmmsmmnmmmm:mq

I believe supporting commercial establishments of any kind is
contrary to the basic wilderness principles. (See page 3 - Laws
and Policies - Items C and E.)

¢
EageA:QbiesLimgndMﬂnaggmgn;P_Qligig_a:EemL

The wording here should be consistent with the other itenms.

Page 5 - Modification of the Plan

The formation of an advisory board is a good idea. If the park
service initiates the formation of such a board, it should
understand that backpackers, environmentalists, and operators of
pack service companies do not represent the same kind or level of
interest in the park. Though these voices need to be heard, the

administration. It may not function well if polarized by largely
contrasting interests.

EaggZ:'Egmi;s:las_tD_amgr_ann

The number of pack and saddle stock, as I stated previously,
should be reduced.

Page 10 - Winter Use last paragraph

Rewrite and include proper appendix reference.
Page 10 - commercial Services

Commercial use of wilderness should be discouraged.

MM:MHMHMMWMA
Areas Open to Stock Use

Close all meadows to grazing, and reclaim damaged meadows. Stock
traffic over trails with extensive stream crossings should also
be restricted .



mm:mgmzingmm;

I believe my general comments cover this topic, but in summary:
Grazing in the wilderness should be eliminated. Despite the
extensive studies performed, the intrinsic effect on wildlife is

ignored here. Clearly it is possible for pack stock to carry its
own feed, as stated on page 21, paragraph 6.

It appears that a great deal of the plan is contained within the

appendices. For that reason, it would probably have been best to
send these out for review as well.

This concludes myucomments on the plan. I would like to know the
names and addresses of those selected to join the advisory
committee, and how to request copies of annual progress reports
on research activities in the park wilderness.

(‘ Y

(/-

/'féﬁi.

4635 Springer Road

Mountain View, california 94040

cc: John Rasmussen - Western Sierra Nevada Committee
Sierra Club




J. Thomas Rit%EEE*D

Superintendant
Sequoila % Kings Canvon Mational Farks

Daecember 28, 1991

Dear Mr. Ritter ,

As a long time visitor to the Sierra high country and
wilderness, and as a native Californian I am writing to express my
dismay at the apparent direction of wilderness administration. I
am sure that it will come as no surprise to you that those of us
whao have had the privelage of experiencing California’s back
country have come away with a4 sense of reverance +or its beauty and
the i1nspirational and restorative quality that it gives to each of
LES W

Frnowing that the remaining wilderness repre2sents only a
vestige of pristine California instills in moast of us a jealous
sense ot stewardship which unfortunately is not always expressed to
those who have been charged as you have with the considerable task
of administering this precious resource. However as you and your
staff are about to launch strategies for the future use of the
Sierras I feel it is urgently necessary that you know how certain
use of the back country has impacted that experience to which I
have referred.

In 17921 I spent approximately Z0 days in the Sierras, west,
2ast, north, and south. The areas which I visited in some cases
were the obvious routes of pack animal =2xcursions. The evidence
that made them obvious in large part is the reason for this letter.
I do not consider mvself to be squeamish however the volume of
manura and pack party litter was truely intolerable. One camp
ground in the Finto lLake vicinity was so extensively fouled that
entire campsites were rendered uninhabitable. 0QOther sites were
hung with the paraphernalia of absent rpackers (feed sacks, =tc.)
which although nat as putrid discouraged if not preventead
backpackers such as myself from using them.

My party remained at the Pinto Lare Campground for only one
might although under nore favourable circumstances we would have
stayed langer. The area is a lovely site with much to offer but on
that +irst night we were rousted from our sleeping bags by a herd
of mules which had wandered oaut of the nearby meadow intg our
Campsi e, It was only the clanging bell of the lead mule which
roused uws in time to avoid a paossible trampling. In the morning
the site which we had cleared of dung the day before was again
fouled by the herd.

While the herd incident was an isolated occurence the problem
of fouled campsites as well as trails was definitely not. As you
know backpackers are held to a high level of responsibility for
their actions on Sierra trails. My experience has shown that to
the greatest extent we adhere to regulations thus preserving the
environment far the pleasure of all. It is unfair that a small
minority of users (pack train parties) spoil through irresponsible
use this experience for all who come after them.



ds youw may well i1magine hachpackers spend some time around
the =vening campfire in the company of new acqualintances madae on
ke trail. When they do the talk predictably turns fto their mutual
expariences. This lssue of pack animal destruction of the back
country is a frequent subject. Theories of damage caused by hooves
on the trails, grazing in the meadows and the attitude of the
packers themselves are supported by statistics which imply the
genuine cancern of those expressing their thoughts. I might add
that an unpleasant rumor that some familial relation between your
affice and the pack companies explains the leniency atforded them.

In closing I want to state in the strongest terms my
concern that vou and your staff weigh carefully the consequences of
allowing this activity to continue unchecked. Flans to increase
the existing stock use trail network as well as to increase ta 23
the number of animals per group is eutremely ill advised. In any
avent it is imperative that you undertake and complete an
Eavironmental Impact Statement to accurately assess the situation
at hand.

I would appreciate any response you feel appropriate to
this letter as well as any memos updating the progress of the
wilderness planning process. Also I would like to see a coRy of
the Draft Wilderness Management Flan.

Faithfully yours,

Pl

Feter J. Hearn

cCcs Hon. Geo Miller, Chairman, CIIA, Washington, D.C.



' WSZO 1 QLI e€s Z Inspired Writing and Photography by Andy Selters

Tom's Place, Rural Station
Bishop, CA 93514
(619) 93%5-4932 :

December 18, 1991

Douglas Morris, Chief Ranger
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Mr. Morris:

Thank you for soliciting comments on the Draft Wilderness
Management Plan for the Parks. In general I find the plan very
appropriate. I have just a few comments:

For bear management, | encourage you to go forward with a program
to make lightweight food Storage canisters available to users.
They might be rented from park offices, or made available in
equipment stores., Lijfe Link corporation of Jackson, Wyoming has
long experience working with high-impact plastics for outdoor
recreationists, and may be able to help with development.

Some of us at Wilderness Press wonder if winter users may be
responsible for a spread of intestinal parasitées in the water
supplies of the Parks. I am an avid backcountry skier, and I know
how easy it is for skiers to contaminate streams or even lakes when
the landscape is blanketed in snow. Encouraging winter users to
take special care to avoid contaminating streams should be a part
of the Park's educational program. :

I urge you to monitor carefully, as your draft plan implies you
will, the condition of trails before giving clearance to stock use.
My experience is that stock can have a serious impact on a trail
when it is wet, and minimal impact on the same trail when it is
dry.

[ urge you to require stock parties to carry "grazing substitute
feed" year round, not just when meadows are closed. This would
eliminate the grazing impacts that stock use brings, and go a long
way toward patching the relationship between backpackers and
stockmen.

If grazing is to be continued, and if llamas are indeed more
efficient in feed per load carried, then the Parks should encourage
the use of Ilamas, as they have less Impact on trails as well. I
know packers will balk at llamas as a non-traditional animal, but
tradition is not a strong enough reason to resist an improvement
that helps save meadows and trails, and may thereby allow them to
conduct a larger business.

On page 26 you mention the possibility of approved cross country
stock use. [ can't think of any place in the Parks where stock
should be allowed to trave] Cross country,



Finally, | have a couple of requests® Could you send me a list of
Park trails listed "Primary" and "Primitive," and the proposed
stock use cross-country travel zones? Also, on page 25 you mention
photos on file that show vegetation change since 1918. Are these
photos available to the public, at Ash Mountain?

Once again, thank you for soliciting comments, and I look forward
to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Andy Selters
Author and photographer, Wilderness Press guidebooks



DAVID C. FRANKENBACH
430 Wast Lambert Road
La Habra, California 90631
(310) 697-6439

December 3, 1991

Douglas K. Morris, Chief Ranger
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, California 93721

Dear Mr. Morris:

Thank yvou very much for the opportunity to review and
comment on the Draft Wilderness Management Plan for Sequoia
and Kings Canyon Natlonal Parks.

I believe this draft plan has many good aspects. I am
particularly encouraged that the addition of new trails, and
upgrading of primitive trails into maintained trails, will
be kept to a minimum. There are already an adequate number
of maintained trails to allow access to regions of interest
to most backcountry travelers. Sufficient area must be left
trailless to allow the opportunity to experience the sense
of adventure and solitude which comes with cross country -
travel to continue to exist.

I would recommend that the Wilderness Management Plan take a
more proactive stance regarding the management of stock use
in the backcountry. While it may be true that other
backcountry users have an impact on trails, water sources,
and camps, I believe the impact on these resources caused by
stock use is measurably greater. For this reason stock
management plans must address these issues as well as the
grazing issue. I would suggest the following specific
changes to the draft plan:

- The maximum party size for stock should be lowered.
Smaller stock parties will have a lesser impact on the
environment they travel through, and will not intrude on
the experience of others as much as a larger stock party.

- Instead of simply encouraging the use of lightweight
-camping gear for stock users, a specific maximum ratio of
stock/people should be established. This will be a much
more effective policy for limiting the excessive use of
stock to carry non-essential items into the backcountry.



- I would recommend that research be undertaken to
determine the quantitative impact of stock use in areas
other than grazing areas. In particular, I believe the
impact of stock use on water sources and trail erosion
should be measured. This will aid in establishing
objective criteria for managing the future use of stock
in the parks.

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to contribute to this
process.

ards,

R0 d

David C. Frankenbach



Dwight M. Willard
1074 Neilson Street
Albany, California 94706
(510) 526-9278

December 23, 1991

Douglas Morris, Chief Ranger
Sequoia/Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271 ‘

Re: Draft wilderness plan
Dear Mr. Morris,
['have the following comments on the Draft Wilderness Management Plan;

L. In general, I found the Plan to be too vague in several areas, particularly regarding
restrictions on stock users. For example, "Areas or trails may be closed to stock use
where there is evidence of adverse effects on resources." (emphasis added) That
isn’t informative, and it isn’t a clear plan. Will you ban stock where they are
damaging resources or not? If the parks’ plan is to allow continued resource damage
by stock, the Plan should admit it, so the public can object. If not, then the Plan
should spell out a mandatory ban on stock use when stock creates or threatens to
create or perpetuate resource damage.

Stock use

2. I favor a ban on non-administrative stock use in the National Park wilderness. The
Sierra wilderness is not like Yellowstone with its huge meadow expanses and virtually
unlimited routes for dispersed horse travel, While someplace like Yellowstone may
accommodate horse use, Kings Canyon and Sequoia wilderness is primarily high
country where stock are inappropriate and damaging to the wilderness resource. The
parks also have numerous heavily used travel corridors, where damaging stock use
inappropriately conflicts with other non-damaging use. How can the NPS insist on
"no-trace" camping for backpackers but not for stock users (who heavily impact the
landscape even if they are conscientious)? The fact that a use is "traditional” does not
make it appropriate to continue. The NPS mandate to protect Park and wilderness
resources should supersede established but contlicting stock use patterns.

3. Having backpacked throughout the Sierra for more than 20 years, I have seen
many examples of stock damage to resources such as long-term overgrazing damage
and gouged wet meadows, not to mention bacterial and visual dung pollution. The



damage is obvious and undeniable. The National Park Service should not plan as if
certain levels of avoidable resource damage from stock are acceptable. The NPS
should bar avoidable resource damage from stock. It is insutficient for the parks to
just try to eliminate or mitigate a few worst examples of stock damage.

4. My opinion is partially based on my observation that stock behavior "regulations’
won't work. The regulation approach is flawed because it attempts not to eliminate
resource damage, but merely to eliminate the most severe examples of it. But even
s, it is also flawed because stock use regulations are likely to be commonly
disregarded by stock users, who, by definition, don’t have "no-trace" camping values.
Their sympathies are against any such regulations. As a matter of values and
practicality, they will often disregard them. They know that in many cases the risks of
being cited for violations will be nil. The example described below illustrates the
problem of irresponsible stock users.

5. The draft Plan says, "Virtually all alpine and subalpine lakes basins...have been
closed to grazing." What about the lakes at the head of Blue Canyon? Idon’t know
if there is a grazing ban or not there, but in summer this year a party allowed their
several horses to graze and excrete freely along a subalpine lakeshore. Were there
regulations to prohibit that damaging stock use or not? Even if there were
regulations intended to keep stock away from lakeshores, the regulations wouldn’t be
enforced in areas like Blue Canyon which are away from the main travel corridors.
Once the stock is in the backcountry, compliance with regulations is problematical at
best. The only effective way to protect resources against stock damage is a clear ban
on stock entry into the wilderness.

Cairns

6. Cairns are not a major issue, but I wish to comment on them. Eliminating
damaging stock use is the proper priority, not eliminating cairns. [ object to the
proposal for removal of all cairns on unmaintained and cross-country routes.
Excessive cairns could be removed, but not all. That proposal is as inappropriate as
one to remove all summit registers would be. I find cairns, like summit registers, to be
inobtrusive, harmonious and natural in the Sierra wilderness, which no one mistakes
for never-trod virgin territory. Cairns contribute to visitor enjoyment and safety,
without being an intrusion on wilderness. In the Sierra, cairn evidence of human
existence and caring is no more an intrusion on wilderness than the sight of a
previously used campsite. '

Party size
7.1 object to the proposal to allow parties of 25 (people and/or stock). 1 favor a ban

on stock, and a limit of 15 or less people, with provision for a discretionary waiver in
rare circumstances to allow a larger group for a class, boy scout group, etc. only if the



NPS was satisfied that the group trip plan justified that large size of a group.
Commercial guide profit motives would never be justification for a waiver. The NPS
could then impose proper conditions on any waiver, including change of trip
campsite locations if appropriate to avoid campsites vulnerable to further resource
damage, etc.

Please keep me on the mailing list concerning the wilderness plan.

Yours,

eyt 2.4

Dwigh illard
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4’11‘0: Superintendent, Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Subject: Use of pack animals

I have reviewed the proposed wilderness management plan for Sequoia and Kings Canyon
National Parks and do not agree with the rules governing the use of pack animals. It is
undeniable that such use is traditional and historic; travel by horseback was commonplace
even before the park was created, but this was long before our society had become
enlightened about the importance of our environment, and the preservation of sensitive
ecosystems. Prostitution, for example, dates back to biblical times, but its long history does
not justify its existence.

The use of a pack animal by an able bodied person clearly conflicts with the principle of
minimum impact. It is undeniable that one person with two pack animals will impact the
trails, meadows, and water sources many times more than one person on foot, yet the quotas

listed in your proposal imply these ratios.

Obviously, there are certain valid uses of pack animals: Maintenance of park facilities
requires transport of heavy materials and tools, and certain handicapped people might
otherwise never experience the beauty this park has to offer. I also do not recommend
shutting down all recreational pack animal use immediately, but any modern wilderness
management plan should recognize that such practices will eventually be prohibited. The
management plan for Sequoia and Kings Canyon Park should not compromise the minimum
impact principle so that a selfish few can profit. It should immediately discourage pack
animal use except where absolutely necessary. ‘

Sincerely,

Timothy K. Brand
10161 Lebanon Dr.
Cupertino, CA 95014

™






28 December 1991

Alan J, Savage
5203 Wheaton St.
Dayton, oOhio 45429

Douglas K. Morris, Chief Ranger
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Mr. Morris and Mr. Ritter:

I would like to thank you for keeping me in touch with your
park's Draft Wilderness Management Plan and allowing me a
chance to publically comment. X

In short, I do not believe that the DwMp currently under
review goes far enough in curtailing stock use in our park's
backcountry.

special interest group (stock-user advocates) pressures have
been strong. And the park deserves much credit for initiating
the changes currently under proposal. However, I believe

that prudent park backcountry management demands that stock use
be severely curbed. While the proposed plan does make positive
steps, I strongly éncourage park managers to stop these huge
pPack trips of up to 25 animals,

The effects of large stock parades in our wilderness areas are
obvious. I have seen the degradation in many of our western
parks, including Sequoia, Kings Canyon, and Yosemite. Torn up
trails and waterbars, destroyed steps, heavily impacted camps,
litter of bottles and cans miles from trailheads, trampled
meadows, horse feces in ponds and Streams, horse feces on the
trail in disgusting quantities, and of course the insects (and
certainly Giardia) which are attracted to mammalian scat.

Popular horse trails--like the John Muir--have been truly changed
by the presence of stock use, and I do not believe that the
change is for the better. And T know of few (if any) backpackers
who favor stock use in these degrading quantities,

And so, I believe that your DWMP stops short in its attempt to
prudently manage our wilderness resource. Indeed, am I correct
in reading that in 1966 twenty head of stock per party was the

maximum limit? Are we becoming more lenient by now allowing 25?

wrangled its way into this plan's good intentions. Our wilderness
will only see increased backpacking use in the next 25-50 years--
our prudent planning now will ensure a pleasant experience in

the future,

I heartfully encourage you both to cut stock use by half and put
some real "teeth" into the enforcement of stock regulations in
Sequoia/Kings Canyon National Parks. Your prudent decisions affect
people all over this great country. Thank you for your time.

Alan . SaVace
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2694 Vancouv~ar Ave,
Ventura Calif, 93003
becember 724, 1091

To: Douglas K. Morris, Chief Ranger
Seaquoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, Ca, 93271

Thank you for the copy of the draft Wilderness Manacement Plan
of the above Parks,

I do not have the experience or knowledge to comment on the ma ja
ority of the items covered by the plan. As a backpacker I do have
an interest in each item but trust the judgement and guidance of the
park service and the adl{/isory group to make reasonable and fair deci-
sions on all aspects except the item concerning Stock Use Management.,

I feel the only way to keep the Sierras pure and in a natural
state is to ban all livestock from them. I realize this is a big
mountain to climb but I am sure the rewards will be worth the effort.

During July 1990 I walked the south third of the Muir trail and
during July 1991 I walked the north two-thirds., Spending that much
time that close to the impact convinced me of the negative impact
that livestock has had on the environment. You see their droppings
every where they have been, even in or near the streams, Their impact
on the wet meadows is even more critical., This evidence leads me to
believe that livestock is the primary cause of giardiasis in the streams
of the Sierras and their continued use will perperuate this problem,

In conclusion I ask that every effort be made to curtail or
discontinue the use of livestock in the Sierras,

Respectfully







January 6, 1991

CIQUOIN AES e

~—Jv-Thomas Ritter, Superintendent
Sequoia-Kings Canyon National Park
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Superintendent Ritter:

As a frequent visitor to Sequoia-Kings Canyon, I am writing with
a comment about the Draft Wilderness Management Plan.

I have serious concerns about the heavy use of horses and mules
in the Park. Their damage to trails, water sources, stream and
lakeshores, undeveloped campsites, and vegetation is rampant in
the backcountry.

I encourage you to add language to the final version of the
Wilderness Management Plan which does the following:
1) severely restricts or eliminates access of stock to the

backcountry;

2) severely reduces the allowable size of a party of pack
animals;

2) absolutely prohibits off-trail and secondary-trail travel
by stock; ~

3) prohibits all grazing.

Pack animals cause vastly disproportionate damage in a park
which, justifiably, asks backpackers and hikers to travel and
camp "clean". Why are the standards so different for the few who
individuals who choose this high~-impact mode of travel? It
appears that either these privileged constituents or the
commercial pack outfits have undue influence.

In this time of fiscal austerity, I simply cannot see a rational
justification for spending money on trail repairs, trail
upgrading, construction of special fences, etc. for the benefit
of stock users. Any provisions to increase their access should
be removed, since greater access means greater environmental
degradation.

I urge you to uphold your responsibility as the Park’s chief
steward: please protect the magnificent beauty of the backcountry
from the abuses of pack animals and their users.

Sinzjrely,

am Gitchel
5356 N. callisch
Fresno, CA 93710

Copy to: Honorable George Miller
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RUSSELL D. BUTCHER
Southwest-a-Californis Representative December 27 ’ 199 1

RE: DRAFT "WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT PLAN":
SEQUOIA-KINGS CANYON NAT'L PARKS

Mr. Douglas K. Morris

Chief Ranger

Sequoia-Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, California 93721

Dear Doug:

National Parks and Conservation Association, a 285,000-member
nonprofit organization founded in 1919 to promote the protection,
enhancement, and public understanding of the National Park Systenm,
has carefully reviewed the draft "Wilderness Management Plan" for
Sequoia-Kings Canyon National Parks.

(1) Only the Proposed action, called "The Plan," is
pPresented in this document. The document fails to offer a range
of alternatives, with various options for each element of the
alternative. Such a range of alternativesg should include sub-
stantive choices, so that the reviewing publics may express their
preferences for all, parts, or none of the proposed action or
preferred alternative.

(2) We are concerned that a number of informational
appendices, that are an integral part of the draft "Wilderness
Management Plan," are either not attached to the draft document
Or are not even completed yet. We seriously question the validity
of such a public presentation of a document, which by its own
admission is not yet complete. How can the public be expected
to understand the proposed action in itg relevant totality?

An example of this problem concerns which trails are to be
maintained and which are not; and which of each are to be closed

National Parks and Conservation Association
Box67,Couonwnod,Aﬁzon386326
(602) 634-5758



2-NPCA re draft wilderness mgt. plan, Sequoia-KC

to stock travel: Will there be new areas opened to stock |
travel and use? This kind of data seem3 fundamental. without

it we are handicapped in our effort to understand just what is
be ing planned. ,

In light of our comments under (1) and (2), above, we suggest
that the present draft "wilderness Management plan" be renamed
a scoping document that is preliminary to a true draft Wilderness
Management Plan, complete with a range of alternatives, an Environ-

mental Assessment oOr Environmental Impact statement, and relevant
appendices. -

(3) The reviewing public is being asked to put its stamp
of approval on the goal of upgrading some "historic" backcountry
trails. Which ones? why? To expand upon -the number of routes
stock groups may use? Could this in effect constitute cross-
country travel? what about the vital resource data, upon which
such an important decision should be pased? How do the interests
of hikers fit into such determinations?

(4) In order to comply with the relevant provisions of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) , the draft "wilderness
Management Plan® should be accompanied with at least an Environ-
mental Assessment, if not an Environmental Impact Statement. We
understand from the covering letter of November 12 that "Following
public comment and development of the Wilderness Management Plan,
an Environmental Assessment will be completed to address changes
to the existing plans. There will be an additional period of public
review of this Environmental Assessment."”

why is this process being offered in piecemeal fashion? To be
properly reviewable The Plan, Alternatives to the proposed action,
appendices, and EA or EIS all need to be presented gimultaneously
as a single package. Wwhich brings us back to our suggestion that
the present document be renamed as a scoping document.

(5) We note that a "key change" of The Plan is to sub-
stantially expand and redirect monitoring and grazing management
of meadows and grasslands utilized for forage by stock animals.
Ccarrying capacity, The Plan proposes, will be based on vregidual
biomass," which may result in "some limited change in patterns of
use as packers are directed away from a few of the most popular
and convenient meadows, which are sometimes severely overused,
to areas that are underutilized [emphasis added]."”

This statement sounds like the management philosophy of a
multiple-use agency wherein the object is to balance extractive
resource uses to achieve "sustained yield." It does not sound
1ike a national park management objective, in which the park
resources are to be protected unimpaired. In fact, your summary



3-NPCA re draft wilderness mgt. plan, Sequoia-KC

statement says expressly that "Thig Plan redirects emphasis
to the standard range management practice [emphasis added]."

Is it appropriate and ecologically sound to spread thig
extractive utilization of meadows and grasslands to a wider
Proportion of the pParks' wilderness backcountry? What impacts
would this action have upon native wildflowers; upon rare or
endangered species of Plantlife? 1f there are Presently
unacceptable impacts--and Certainly "severely overused" aptly
describes a kind Of unacceptable impact, then we strongly urge
that there needs to be a meaningful way to reduce those impactg--
not by impacting a larger éxpanse of that fragile ecosystem, but

The bottom line here is for the National Park Service to
follow the legal mandates of park management; and to bage carry-
ing capacity upon authoritative data regarding the health and
welfare of the resources,

attention to National Parks and Conservation Association's own
widely acclaimed publication on carrying capacity, VISITOR IMPACT
MANAGEMENT, Volumes 1 & 2, published in 1990. This document
offers much important, timely, and useful information on this

System and to the quality of the visitor's experience.

(6) We are concerned that the draft Plan is hard to
compare with the 1986 plans., we urge that this comparison should
be carefully done--perhaps through the commonly used technique of
a chart in which elements in each pPlan (and each alternative to
the proposed action) can be Succinctly indicated and thus quickly
compared for differences/similarities.

(7) Finally, the draft document contains a matter that
is ambiguous: it ig called a draft "Wilderness Management Plan,"
which clearly Suggests it applies exclusively to congressionally
established wilderness areas. Yet, in the Introduction of the
document (page 2), reference is made to The Plan's objective
to define "the Primary policies which guide visitor use and re-
Sources protection for the roadless areas, including designated
wilderness, of thesa Parks [emphasis ad ed].™ This confusion
needs to be clarified, so we know the document is addressing an
area of the parks that is somewhat larger than the wilderness




4-NPCA re draft wilderness mgt. plan, Sequoia-KC

please let us know if we can be of further help on the
jgsue of wilderness management at sequoia-Kings Canyon, at
this phase of the process. We look forward to participating
as the process progresses.

Q};h’beﬁg regards,
LLAL4¢—————"‘—_‘—
cc: NPCA Headquarters Rugsell D. Butcher
HS Hikers Ass'm. pPacific Southwest Regional Director
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Mr. Stanley T. Albright
Regional Director
National Park Service
P.O. Box 36063

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mr. Albright:

I have backpacked in the Sierras for a number of years. I have
become increasingly concerned with the pack trains of horse and
nmule that penetrate deep into the back country lakes and rivers.

The trails that have been used by stock are deeply rutted, dusty
when dry, and muddy bogs when wet. The campsites used by stock
have been trampled by the stock and severely fouled by their
riders since they bring to the area so much excess food and
equipment that they will leave metal grills, rope, plastic tarps,
pans, etc. I have yet to see a campsite of even a few horse-
packers that don't have a fire ring the size of a small ball ring
burning logs four feet long.

Most horse packers that I have met travel in groups of six people
with ten animals which has a devastating impact on any area that
they invade. The meadows where the animals graze are trampled.
and polluted with the vegetation grazed and the trees scarred

from their rubbing and the rope scars from where they have been
tied.

I.understanq that some people are not physically able to walk
mllgs Carrying a heavy pack to enjoy our wonderful areas of
solitude and inspiration. These individuals could use one pack

animal for three to four people's gear and not the current three
animals for two people.



Mr. Stanley T. Albright February 5, 1991
Regional Director Page Two
National Park Service

San Francisco, CA

your current policy is to allow up to twenty horses to be used by
a single group. It is being considered to increase this number

to twenty-five at Yosenmite and Sequoia/Kings Canyon national
parks. .

I urge you to please not allow this increase in the number of
animals chewing up our back country. Instead please consider
1imiting the number of stock per group to a maximum of three.
This number of animals would still allow groups physically unable
to hike with a pack or those wedded to the cowboy and horse

nystique, to still enjoy the Sierras and not ruin it for the rest
of us.

Sincerely,

Bp B
WILLIAM H. MINKNER
Attorney at Law and

Backpack Hiker

WHM/b1w

cc: Thomas Ritter/Supt.
Sequoia & Kings Canyon Ntl Pks

Michael Finley/Supt.
Yosemite Ntl Pk

High Sierra Hiker's Assoc.
Truckee, CA

*] support limiting the number of stock allowed in the Sierras.
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David Campbell
1511 Rambling Rd.
Simi Valley, CA 93065

November 10, 1996

Ralph Moore
Wilderness Coordinator

National Park Service

Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Sir:

| am writing concerning the wilgexje
Kings Canyon National Parks and wotild ke my letter to be placed in the
administrative record for the SEKI wildernesyg Mmanagement plannning process.

I have been hikin ackpadking, an cli bing mountains in Sequoia & Kings
Canyon Parks every spmmer for 3p years and have a deep love and respect for these
mountains. | am also Quite concerned about the misuse and damage to trails,
meadows and camp sites by commercial packers. | believe that at least 90% of the
trail damage and trail erdsion i due to horses and mules. And itis disappointing and
disturbing to arrive at a beautiful camp site after many hours of hiking to find horse
manure covering all the flat areas. (One example | remember was Colby Lake deep in
the Western Divide between Whaleback and Milestone Mountain.)

I'also know such commercial outfits get preferential treatment over the ordinary
citizens. | think it is grossly unfair for ordinary citizens to be restricted by the wilderness

of 1994. When | reported it to the ranger at Cedar Grove, she called her supervisor and
confirmed that the packer really did have special permission! Her only explanation
was that the packers have a strong lobby! (Incidentally, | filed a complaint, but never
received the courtesy of a reply.)



Now | do feel stock use should continue in the parks, but with correction of some
of its abuses of the wilderness. | think the number of animals per party should be
reduced to 10 or less. | think grazing in wilderness areas should be much more
restricted than it now is to protect fragile meadows. | believe camping by parties with
stock should be limited to specific designated locations. And certainly they should not
be allowed to camp at sites away from astablished trails. (In 1994, | camped at Grouse
Lake, a couple of miles off the Granite Lakes trail, and saw that horses or mules had
been brought in to that otherwise pristine little lake, crashing through trees and shrubs
along their way.) | believe some trails should be designated only for foot travel, to give

people a break from the dust and manure of stock-used trails.

Yours truly,

‘P. (ampbdk



— | /8 /z,z.,/ VA
Kalh M oeve ’

Wit wess  Comrd)inelos

;{QI ’SE KT ,4441/14/45;14&»171 P/am

@.&r §:f/,

%15 Q bQGRCOOM’ZN hkﬁf T;{/é)l//j /Kf—
710 FEQ;\S?,U‘ my 05 .?*cﬁ[:m Zo m’»oa a/c}'qusf

with the yst oV shoek punpils ol

= fm?hsl, amag éofse T}N‘Upg i the égK;

L wild erness

,@r[’\% \/oo/\/é pevel 696»\ baok f[»e/‘e A

bt T o, Ll oy From Livst bad ec

u V/,>an'ém¢
that they rpos xtesive Jawnge

THes rothig gose o die o) of 4
g Ay e ﬁ{aef%vQﬂWmZ/%o QL

/71/ /,‘%rd w it /MQ H o) .ﬂaf Jvlo Ay apX

_hike on g +ca)) thel pos’ Lgeﬂyan o

a dostT Tronch by <’00vz7z[655 wvles .

Plegse

e odfer g objechm i e SERT
aed mnisfeehe @@j |

/R
JAcK  Fupl e 7z NS/

T Clll c 77
B~







DAVID K. BERKE, M.D., FA.C.C.
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
2287 MOWRY AVE. SUITE D
FREMONT, CALIFORNIA 94538

TELEPHONE (S10) 797-9924
FAX (510) 793-9199 '

October 31, 1996

Ralph Moore
Wilderness Coordinator

National Parks Service

Sequoia and King's Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Mr. Moore:

Please place this letter in the administrative record for SEKI's
Wilderness Management Planning Process.

controls.

I oppose domestic livestock grazing. I think camping with stock
animals should be prohibited in the high elevation areas and
restricted to designated sites.

I think some trails should be foot travel only and not open to

stock. Particularly the limit should be no greater than six
animals per group.

Thank you for considering my concerns.
Sincerely yours,

David K. Berke, M.D.

vb

Cc: High Sierra Hikers Association

P.O. Box 8920
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96158






HOWARD J. WHITAKER
2041 Campton Circle
Gold River, CA 95670-8301

COPRY

22 October 1996

Mr. Ralph Moore

Wilderness Coordinator

Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Mr. Moore,
RE: SEKI Wilderness Management Plan

Please place the following comments in the administrative record for SEK|l's
wilderness management planning process.

1) The large numbers of stock animals that use the SEKI wilderness are
damaging the fragile backcountry meadows, wetlands, streambanks and
lakeshores. In addition, SEKI's wilderness campsites, trails, and water quality
are also being degraded and polluted by stock manure and urine, and by soil
erosion resulting from trampling by stock animals. Excessively large stock
parties damage sensitive aras and detract from the wilderness experience of
backcountry visitors. As an example of how severe the impact of stock is, | have
quit using the SEKI backcountry as a result, and | know of several other foot
travelers who have done the same. o

Due to the severe, unremitting impact of stock use in the SEK] wilderness, the
time has come to completely ban stock use. It will probably be necessary to
implement the ban in a phased manner, which should include the following
measures:

a) all grazing by domestic livestock in SEKI should be prohibited. Stock users
should be required to carry compressed feed for their animals, and to keep the
animals tied up, far from water sources, when they are not being ridden;



b) camping with stock animals should be allowed at designated sites only, and
should be prohibited in fragile, high-elevation areas,

c) a network of "foot travel only" trails should be designated for visitors who
desire an experience free of the dust, manure, and flies found on trails used by
stock animals;

d) the maxirﬁﬁm ng/mber of stock animals per group should be reduced from 20
tos; 7 7O

e) the practice of allowing commercial mule-packing outfits to write their own
wilderness permits must be discontinued. Commercial clients should stand in
line with the rest of us to obtain permits, and more importantly, they should be

educated about wilderness ethics and regulations from experienced rangers, not
the packers.

2) The Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep are severely threatened with extinction.
The latest studies indicate that there may be fewer than 100 sheep remaining in
SEKI. The NPS must take all action necessary to assure the survival of this
magnificent but disappearing species, even if measures require closure of large
areas of wilderness to visitors until bighorn populations stabilize.

3) Daily overflights by military jets shatter the natural quiet of the SEKI
backcountry. The wilderness management plan should address this issue and

overflights need to be regulated in order to restore tranquility to the SEKI
wilderness.

Sincerely,




October 28, 1996

Ralph Moore, Wilderness Coordinator

National Park Service

Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks AN
Three Rivers CA 93271

Dear Mr. Moore,

Please place this letter in the Administrative Record for SEKI’s Wilderness Management
Planning Process.

The large number of horses and mules using the SEKI wilderness damage the stream
banks, lake shores, meadows and wetlands. Horse and mule manure and urine degrades
the quality of the wilderness campsites, trails and streams. Streams are also polluted by
soil erosion caused by trampling of horses and mules.

The number of stock per party should be limited to a maximum of eight stock animals (20
is way too many animals for one group) to reduce the damage to sensitive areas and to
improve the quality of my back country experience.

Each stock user should be required to carry feed for their animals to eliminate grazing and
to keep animals away from water when they are not being ridden.

Use of designated campsites should be required of stock users. These sites should not
include fragile, high elevation areas. Use of designated trails should also be required for
stock users so that cross country travel is eliminated.

A separate network of trails should be maintained for foot travel only to allow back
country visitors to have an trip free of stock manure with its attendant odor, dust
(powdered manure) and free of the flies that the manure attracts.
Please take steps necessary to assure the survival of the Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep.
Thank you for your consideration of these important matters.
Best Regards,

c ooon O
David M. Edlund

1922 Tioga Blvd.
New Brighton MN 55112






Queen of Angels-
Hollywood Presbyterian
Medical Center

October 24, 1996

Richard D. Schneider, M.D.

Queen of Angels-Hollywood Presbyterian Medical Center
1300 N. Vermont Avenue

Los Angeles, California 90027

Ralph Moore

Wilderness Coordinator, National Park Service
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, California 93271

Dear Mr. Moore:

Please place this letter in the adminstrative record for SEKI's
wilderness management planning process.

I strongly object to large stock parties being permitted in the
National Parks. These stock animals do considerable damage to the
environment especially the fragile high elevation areas. In my
opinion, stock animals should be prohibited entirely from the
National Parks. Overall, I understand that there are certain
economic interegts pushing for stock animal permits. At the
absolute maximum, these groups should be limited to six animals and
camping should be limited to designated sitesg only. If possible,
the stock animals should be kept away from foot trails uwsed by
hikers. They should certainly not be allowed off designated trails
at any time.

Please consider the impact that stock animals have on other wild
life such as the Sierra Nevada Big Horn Sheep which are nearly
extinct. These wild animals need protection from human intrusion
and also from the noise caused by military jet aircraft.

I have been and remain a strong supporter of the National Park
Service and its mission. I wish to convey that I Sincerely feel
that stock animals degrade the natural environment .
Sincerely,

A /
Richard D. Schneider, M.D.
cc: High Sierra Hikers Association

Box 8920
South Lake Tahoe, Ca 96158

1300 North Vermont Avenue =+ Los Angeles, California 90027 (213) 413-3000






88 Karen Lane
Walnut Creek, CA 94598

oY
(/(/C \ \ October 31, 1996

Subject: Wilderness Management Plan

Mr. Ralph Moore, Wilderness Coordinator
National Park Service

Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Mr. Moore:

As a regular user of Sierran wilderness areas | have developed a strong opposition to the
large numbers of packer stock in these areas. The damage they do to riparian areas and
other fragile environments is brutal. | see no excuse for continued loose grazing in any
park. These are the few areas in the nation where we have the potential to protect these
environments, so let us do our best to enhance them.

subject of higher elevations, the severely threatened Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep need
spedal protection. If necessary, some areas with higher populations of bighorn sheep
should be closed to all visitors,

number of stock, perhaps 8 to 10 animals (at absolute maximum) to a party, and only one
party to one of these camps. Such a limit would allow parties to consist of 5 to 7 riders
and 3 to 4 pack animals.

To summarize, protection of fragile areas must include locating stock at significant distance
from springs, streams and lakes, limitation to certain trails, no loose animals and permits to
be issued by park employees only.

Thank you for your attention, | would appreciate your placing my letter into the
administrative record for the Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks wilderness
management planning process.

Sincerely,

Ralph Kraetsch






Sunny Neweu Sorensen

7117 Westmoorland Drive
Berkeloy, CA 94705
510.204.9304

December 13, 1996

Ralph Moore, Wilderness Coordinator
National Park Service
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks

Three Rivers, CA 93271
RE: SEKI Wilderness Plan
Dear Mr. Moore:

| am writing to give my comments on the Sequoia and Kings Canyon wilderness plan, and wish
this to be placed in the administrative record for SEKI’s wilderness management planning process.

The most urgent of my concerns is that the SEKI wilderness is suffering greatly from the
large numbers of stock animals that use it. Fragile backcountry meadows, wetlands, and
riparian areas are being severely damaged by these animals, causing soil erosion and water
pollution. Trails are trashed and require extra maintenance, which they don't receive; stock
manure and urine leave a stench on the trails and harmful bacteria in the water. This can hardly
be called a good wilderness experience either for those who visit, or the animals who live there.

I've been backpacking for a number of years and have seen first hand the expansion of the
number of stock and damage they cause to wilderness areas. | am also a conscientious Sierra Club
backpack leader who limits the number of hikers on my trips to 10 or less— although the Parks
and Forest Services tell me I can take 15. | am absolutely appalled at the damage | see on the
trails, in the meadows, and around lakes. Damage created by horses, mules, and cows. Allowing
20 head of stock to each party is, in my opinion, a gross error in judgement on the part of the Park
Service. Conscientious management would limit the total number of horses, mules, or
donkeys to a maximum of SIX for every 12 people, and designate a limited number of

horse and mule ONLY trails and horse and mule ONLY camps with the restriction that
require the horse users to maintain them in a low impact manner and keep them clean of
manure and trash. No horses should be allowed cross country travel. Who would pay for this to
happen? The packers and horsemen. The Park Service could raise funds by weighing in the
horse and charging by the pound. The Park Service could also encourage the use of llamas, which
are no more severe on the environment than deer.

Another part of this issue is the hypocrisy with which the Park Service “administers”
permits for commercial packers. It appears they are able to write their own permits, and can



write as many as they want in any given period. This would be fine if they had, as | mentioned
above, specific trails not used by backpackers and a limited number of horse camps— away from
backpackers— which they maintained. But this is not the case. From first hand experience, ['ve
found they have a “different” set of wilderness rules to follow— that don’t seem in harmony with
the rules for backpackers. Three years ago, for instance, | led a Sierra Club trip of six over 12,000
Mono Pass down into the recesses. At Summit Lake, two groups of packers joined together and
40 horses were drinking, urinating, and pooping on the edge of this fragile lake. It wasn't
SEKI....but you know it happens there, too. I'd like to see this addressed and corrected.

Next is the Issue of grazing domestic livestock. There needs to be an end to this, regardless

of who thinks it's their historic right to continue. Fragile meadows are trampled to death, and
streams are being polluted even more. Are you waiting for an E-coli lawsuit before you do
anything? Cows in the wilderness are a thing of the past...just like the sheep. You aren’t charging
cattlemen enough for the damage that is done, and what the ranchers get from this “privilege” is a
drop in their financial bucket. It is NOT their right or heritage to graze cattle anymore than it is my
right or heritage to defecate in the streams.

I'd also like to point out that bighorn sheep are nearly extinct in SEKI. According to my
information, there are less than 100 left. Perhaps as you are reducing and eliminating the number
of stock in the area, you could also set aside some sections of the park to protect the sheep. This
may mean closing an area to all traffic during certain times of the year until such a time when their
numbers increase. It would be an effort well worth the inconvenience to backcountry visitors.

Last, I'd like to ask what can done about the continual military jets that fly over SEKI. They
really shatter the wilderness experience for everyone. How to resolve this problem needs to be

addressed.

Sincerely,

Sunny Sorensen

cc: High Sierra Hikers Association \/
The Sierra Club
The Wilderness Society



STEPHEN V. O'NEAL

230 Southampton Ave.
Berkeley, CA 94707

Telephone 510-526-5076

November 3, 1996

Ralph Moore, Wilderness Coordinator
National Park Service

Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

RE: SEKI's Wilderness Management Planning Process
Dear Mr. Moore:

As someone who travels in the backcountry of Sequoia and Kings Canyon National
Parks ("SEKI") every year I want to make sure that the following comments are placed in
the administrative record for SEKTI's wilderness management planning process. Please
incorporate this letter into that administrative record.

Over the past few years in my travels in the SEKI backcountry I have become
concerned and frustrated over the use and abuse of the backcountry by large numbers of
domestic stock animals. The trail quality and camping experience has been greatly
compromised by the manure and urine deposited by horses and mules on the trails and in
off-trail areas as well. Numerous campsites have been destroyed by the trampling of what
seem to be ever-increasing numbers of domestic stock. The trails themselves are often
reduced to powder by the hooves of the horses and mules used by commercial packers.
Into that powder is mixed the manure those horses and mules deposit on the trails, Asa
result, instead of enjoying the pure alpine air, which is one of the points of a trip in the first
place, hikers are forced to breathe a mixture of dust and powdered manure that creates air
quality that would not be tolerated in any factory or on any freeway in California.

Leaving aside the offal generated by the domestic stock animals and the trampling of
meadow and trail they perform, the sheer size of the stock parties greatly detracts from the
wilderness experience for which the wilderness areas were created in the first place. After
pulling a 12,000 foot pass in hail and rain, making your way down to the trees and feeling
close to nature, the sight of 15 or 20 people and horses brought in by a commercial packer
with all the trappings of civilization, engaging in what amounts to a tailgate party, ruins
the experience. There are any number of sites within the National Parks reachable by
motor vehicle which can and do cater to the people who want a large-group experience
with the comforts of civilization. However, our wilderness areas were not created with
that kind of an experience in mind, but rather as an alternative. The domination of SEKI



by the commercial packers has resulted in a great natural resource which Congress set
aside to be enjoyed by all of us being exploited and ruined for commercial gain.

I want to register my strong belief that all stock use in the SEKI wilderness should be
prohibited. If that is not done I believe that at a minimum controls should be imposed to
protect the wilderness including:

- the prohibition of grazing of domestic livestock in SEKI. Stock users should be required
to carry compressed feed for their animals and keep the animals tied up well away from
water sources when not being ridden;

_the restriction of camping with stock animals to designated sites only, with an absolute
prohibition in high-elevation areas;

_the establishment of a network of foot-travel-only trails which would permit those of us
who object to breathing powdered horse manure to travel in peace;

_the reduction of the maximum number of stock animals so that no more than four stock
animals could travel in a group. The current "limit" of twenty is outrageous and designed
solely for the pecuniary gain of the commercial packers.

A further area of concern has become overflight of the wilderness by military jets. On
a trip down the southernmost 50 miles of the Muir Trail in September the activity by
military jets gave the wilderness the feel of an air show. Surely the post-Cold War military
can find someplace for its pilots to fly other than over designated wilderness areas within
our National Parks.

Adoption of the points raised above in the wilderness management plan for SEKI

would have a profound positive impact on the wilderness experience and bring SEKI more

closely in line with what Congress clearly intended when our wilderness areas were first
established.

Very truly yours,

Stephen V. O'Neal

bee: High Sierra Hikers Association



Thur Nov 14, 1996
Karl Diederich

1360 E. 014 vail Road
Tucson, Arizona 85706
(520) 806-1575
karld@aztec.asu.edu

Mr. Richard Moore, Wilderness Coordinator
National Park Service

Sequoia & Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rives, CA 93271

Dear Mr. Moore:

Thank-you for your and your teams' effort in ascertaining public
input for your wilderness management plan. Although I was not able
to attend any of vyour meetings, I would like to write a few
comments. Please place this letter in the administrative record
for Sequoia-Kings Canon wilderness management planning process.

experience the vast majority of public derives from your parks. T
have greatly enjoyed numerous hikes in different barts of Sequoia
and Kings Canyon parks spanning two decades, and have suggestions

parks: Reducing the severe impact of stock damage and addressing
military Set overflights, which also reduce the wilderness
experience.

I have seen tremendous stock impact, both as damage the
wilderness itself, and in reducing the wilderness experience of
the majority of the public trying to enjoy your park.

I suggest that commercial outfitter stock use be phased out in
your parks over the next three years. Your parks are heavily used,
and commercial exploitation provides very little additional use of
your park.

I suggest that all stock parties (hopefully only private), be
limited to 6 head. Large parties particularly damage sensitive
areas and detract from the wilderness experience. I have seen
beautiful lake shores turned to mud.

I suggest that stock be required to stay on designated
maintained trails. Off trail stock travel has enormous detrimental
impact.

I suggest that stock travel be closed to trails which are not
sufficient for their heavy impact.

I suggest further that additional foot travel only trials be
created so that the majority of your visitors can enjoy a
wilderness experience free of stock pulverized dusty trails
covered with manure and stinking of urine and surrounded by flies.



T have wound up traveling trails recently made unpleasant by stock
animals. It changed the whole focus of my hike, and really altered
what should have been a wonder ful experience.

I suggest that camping with stock be limited to designated sites
only. I have seen numerous stock parties in my various trips in
your backcountry. Some have even followed standard regulations.
However, most do not. Having a regulation telling people in
general terms where it is permissible to camp with stock 1is not
working. I recommend that you designate specific sites, and allow
camping at these sites only.

I suggest eliminating jivestock grazing in your parks. In this
matter, the demonstrated violations by stock parties is even
worse. Stock users should be required to carry compressed feed for
their animals.

Likewise, due to the egregious damage at water sources, I
suggest that stock animals be required to be tied up far from
water sources when they are not being ridden.

On the second issue, of frequent overflights by military Jjets.
vour wilderness plan really should address this. Please seek to
eliminate it. They greatly disturb the tranquility of your park
and the wilderness experience of the public there.

Finally, I am very concerned about the declining trend in the
number of Sierra Nevada Bighorn sheep in your parks. I suggest

your wilderness management plan include necessary actions to
ensure their survival.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,
;£242Lé4;422
Karl Diederich

bcc: HSHA



Bond R. Shands, Jr

Post Office Box 40788

San Francisco, California
94140-0788

Telephones: 415/703-8068
(office)

415/821-1485
(residence)

415/703-8055
(office fax)

Internet E-mail Addresses:

bond_shands@ci.sf. ca.us
(office)

bshands@pacbell. net
(residence)
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: October 31, 1996

Mr. Ralph Moore, Wilderness Coordinator
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Mr. Moore:

It is my understanding that SEKI (Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks) is
currently in the process of drafting a wilderness management plan, and that you are
leading that effort. As you may know, I had sent a letter to the Superintendent on
September 25, 1996, as well as an earlier letter on September 23, 1994, regarding
wilderness management issues at SEKI. (Copies of both letters are enclosed).
Because the issues raised in my letters remain unresolved, I request that both letters
be placed in the formal administrative record for your wilderness planning process.

Concerning the issue of stock use within SEKI, I'd like to add the following points.
I believe that the number of animals within any party should be limited to not more
than 20 and they should be confined to major trails and officially designated camp
sites. Stock handling issues such as grazing in the meadows, roaming free near
bodies of water and “loose herding” are all practices which should be prohibited.
Stock manure should be scattered or removed from the trails almost immediately
following its appearance. Stock animals are not indigenous to the Sierra and their
unchecked presence is an abominable activity which must be rectified. Just as
wilderness rules have been proscribed governing the conduct of individuals within
and for the preservation of SEKI, so too we need a more stringent code governing
the use of stock animals in that same environment.

In summary, I urge that stock parties be kept on trails and in officially designated
campsites, that the number of animals in a group be kept small and that someone be
required to clean up after them. Or, as we’ve all heard so many times before,
require that they and their handlers “take nothing but photos, and leave nothing but
footprints”,

Sincerely,







Bond R. Shands, Jr

1362 Guerrero Street

San Francisco, California
94110-3623

Telephones: 415/703-8068
(office)

415/821-1485
(residence)

415/703-8055
{fax)

CompuServe Mail ID:
73531,511

Internet E-mail Address:
73531.5118compuserve.com
-of- TamHiker@aol.com

of
C’/V September 23, 1994

Superintendent

National Park Service

Sequoia & Kings Canyon National Parks
Ash Mountain

Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Superintendent:

On Monday, September 12th, I returned from a nine day Sierra Club National
Backpacking Trip in Kings Canyon Park. Our route out of Cedar Grove was up
the Lewis Creek Trail over Kennedy Pass and through the Volcanic Lakes area to
the lower State Lake, then back to the Copper Creek Trail and Cedar Grove via
Glacier and Grouse Lakes.

Our small group hoped for a wilderness experience while endeavoring to sharpen
our no-trace camping skills. However, we were all amazed and distraught over
the amount of horse manure we found in each and every meadow we crossed.
While I expect to find the stuff on the trails, which we gladly share, the fact that
all of the meadows in the Monarch Divide were so completely covered with
horse feces was a most unpleasant bit of reality I had certainly not expected to
see. And, when we reached State Lake, the manure was everywhere, even
extending down to the lake front. In addition, the State Lake area was riddled
with numerous horse paths. It was most unpleasant, and instead of remaining in
that area for a couple of days, we departed after only one day. As I said, we had
hoped for a wilderness experience. Instead, what we found more closely
approximated a barnyard experience.

It appears to me that the local packer concessionaire is using the National Park
lands as his private grazing pasture. And, instead of limiting his animals to
remote meadow sites, our State Lakes experience proves that his animals are
allowed to roam uninhibited wherever they please. Meanwhile, visitors such as
myself are required obtain a permit and we are expected to practice no-trace
camping while backpacking in these same areas. Yet the packer seems most
uninhibited in his use of these lands. Some might see this as evidence of a
double standard. Before making this judgement call, I'll await your clarification
as to why it’s not! '

In the Sequoia Bark newsletter from the park (Summer 1994 edition), there’s an
article titled Park of Forest which outlines the National Park Service mission "...
to emphasize strict preservation of natural and historic features......", etc. I would
suggest that there’s nothing natural about the abundance of horse manure in the
High Sierra meadows, and that it only exists there because you allow it. Quite
frankly, you should be ashamed of yourself, just as I'm ashamed for you. I urge
that you immediately take action to insure that the park back country meadows

are kept from being used as a barnyard and pasture.

Sincerely,

ﬁw@%%@"




Bond R. Shands, Jr

Post Office Box 40788

San Francisco, California
94140-0788

Telephones: 415/703-8068
(office)

415/821-1485
(residence)

415/703-8055
(office fax)

Internet E-mail Addresses:

bc;nd_shands@ci. sf.ca.us
(office)

bshands@pacbell.net
(residence)
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September 25, 1996

Mr. J. Thomas Ritter, Superintendent
Sequoia & Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Mr. Ritter:

I am writing to express my concern and unhappiness over conduct by members of
your field staff during the last week of August in Sequoia National Park. The details
of my complaint are as follows.

From Sunday, August 25th through the following Wednesday, | was a member of a
group of Sierra Club peak climbers camped at the Big Arroyo site near the junction
of the High Sierra and Big Arroyo Trails. During this same period, a group of park
service personnel were camped below us further down the Big Arroyo Trail. At
night a number of stock animals from the other camp were set free and allowed to
roam up and down the area between the two camps. The lead animal was equipped
with a very noisy cow bell. Each evening and throughout the night, the animals
entered our campsite and had to be chased off. After the first night, a passing
ranger was asked to transmit a complaint down to the other campsite. That
complaint apparently fell on deaf ears, for the evening animal intrusions continued.

Mr. Ritter, I have to tell you that I don’t visit National Parks in order to participate
in a barnyard experience. Having my ears assaulted each evening by the sound of an
unpleasantly-sounding, loud cow bell is not my concept of wilderness solitude.
Arising one or more times during the night in order to drive the animals away is not
my idea of night time entertainment. In short, those animals made our evening
attempts at rest and sleep a futile, miserable exercise.

The experience I've related above is, in my opinion, all the more disgusting because
it occurred as the result of actions by members of your staff. Whether due to sheer
stupidity, uncaring incompetence, or just plain insensitive concern for the rights of
others, it seems to me that several members of your staff need to attend a good class
in basic wilderness courtesy and manners. I hope that you will convey my concerns
to those responsible and that you will see that this type of episode is not allowed to
occur again within the areas of your jurisdiction.

Sincerely,




United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Kings Canyon National Park
Sequoia National Park
Three Rivers, California 93271-9700

N1623

October 8, 1996

Mr. Bond Shands, Jr.
P.O. Box 40788
San Francisco, California 94140-0788

Dear Mr. Shands:

I appreciate your writing to describe your recent trip into the Big Arroyo area of Sequoia
National Park and regret that your trip did not meet your expectations. We apologize for
any inconvenience the National Park Service stock party may have caused. I can assure that
it was not the intent of our staff to disrupt your solitude in any way. I will pass along your
concerns and we will try to do better. ‘ ,

We sincerely want you to be able to have the best possible wilderness experience when you
come here. Our Wilderness Office staff will be glad to help you plan a trip with minimal
stock encounters, if that is your desire. Certain areas do present a much higher likelihood of
encountering stock than do others. ,

Thank you again for taking the time to write. I hope your next visit to these parks will be a
good one.

Sincerely,

Michael J./Tollefson
Superintendent



Bond R. Shands, Jr

Post Office Box 40788

San Francisco, California
94140-0788

Telephones: 415/703-8068
(office)

415/821-1485
(residence)

415/703-8055
(office fax)

Internet E-mail Addresses:

bond_shands@ci.sf.ca.us
(office)

bshands@pacbell. net
(residence)
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October 18, 1996

Michael J. Tollefson, Superintendent
National Park Service

Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, California 03271-9700

re: N1623
Dear Mr. Tollefson:

Thanks for your October 8th, 1996 response to my earlier letter concerning stock
use within the park. As you know, I expressed my unhappiness over the actions of
your staff in allowing National Park Service stock animals to freely wander into my
campsite on three successive evenings while staying in the Big Arroyo area.

My interpretation of your letter leads me to believe that you condone the practice of
allowing National Park Service stock animals to freely roam within established
campsite areas of the parks under your jurisdiction. And, if I further understand
your position in this regard, I assume that you have no intention of changing this
practice despite the aesthetic injury it delivers to visitors who are in the park.

Assuming that my interpretation of your position in this matter is correct, I further
assume that you have no practical objection to my pursuing this matter with higher
level officials in the Department of the Interior as well as my own elected
representatives. As you no doubt may have noted, I resent my treatment by your
staff in this matter, and that complaints to them and you remain unresolved. It is
my intention to see if a more satisfactory resolution of my concern is available from
a more understanding source.

Very truly yours,




701 Bamboo Terrace

San Rafael, CA 94903

11-10-96

National Park Service

Attention: Ralph Moore, Wilderness Coordinator
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks

Three Rivers, CA 93271

Dear Ranger Moore:

I would like to have this letter placed in the administrative record for SEKI's wilderness
management planning process.

The wilderness trails and water sources are being polluted by domestic stock.
Humans are requested to camp and bury feces off the trail and away from water sources.
Stock should do the same. Perhaps people who use stock should be required to clean up

and bury all their stock manure,

An alternative would be to reduce the number of stock and to not allow them in some
campsites and water sources.

Some trails and campsites should be for hikers only for those who want to escape pack
animals.

It is very discouraging to find the only water source and campsite for miles polluted with
stock manure.

Thanks for considering these points.
Happy (manure free) trails,

Hal Parker

nps1196






Please place this letter in the "administrative record for SERI’s
wilderness management Planning process"

November 9, 1996
Dear Mr. Moore,

I am writing in regards to the draft plan in Sequoia-Kings Canyon
National Park. I ‘tried writing earlier but found the comment
parameters required for those who did not attend the public
workshops a bit too complicated.

I have hiked in the Kings Canyon area and found it truly
disappointing-- the natural beauty was nice but it was far from
what it ought to have been.

First of all, the trail I chose to hike on was wide enough to drive
a truck down, and were not talking foreign economy sized vehicles.
The trail was sandy, dusty, and trampled-- however, off trail was
actually quite nice. There was also a disqusting amount of horse
shit all along the trail, which I don’t believe is part of the
native environment. If I, as a hiker, were to unload my waste along
the trail I would probably be given a citation. The fragrance of
the natural forest is actually quite pleasant, it is a shame a
hiker has to leave the trail to experience that. Why is it that
way? Why do we allow our national treasures to be abused in this
way? There are countless acres of wilderness in this condition. Why
is it that in our national parks we tolerate this?

It is truly time to put an end to the destruction. I have seen many
trails destroyed by inconsiderate horse riders. I have seen horse
hoof prints in lakes. I have seen piles of horse shit in the water
of lakes and streams. I have even found a dead horse left in a
stream half rotted away and crawling with maggots-- care for a
drink? I have seen tree roots dug up and exposed to leave large
circular pits of bare soil-- dust pits with a dead tree in the
center. I have seen meadows full of hoof-print holes filled by
stagnant water-- insects and mud were everywhere. I have seen
meadows with a few wild flowers at the edge and the center mowed
down to nubbins by horses. I have seen... need 1 go on? It seems
rather incredible to me that the people we ask to protect our
natural resources dole them out to the highest bidders.

Why is it that I can’t take my dog to the trails of a national
park, but I can take my horse? Please make some sense with your
"new" draft plan. Look at me with a straight face and tell me
horses should be allowed in the national parks and that they do not

40’s --they don’t allow that any more and for good reason. I think
it’s time to put an end to horse travel in our national parks. Do



1 have a problem with people who are handicapped or otherwise
couldn’t visit the wilderness? -- No, I would make an exception to
people who NEED horses in order to be there, not those who simply
want them. Regardless, I do believe 20 animals per group is way out
of line. Something more like 6 animals total would be a little
more realistic. I don’t believe being gravitationally challenged is
a valid reason for riding a horse into the wilderness. If a person
can park in a designated handicapped space, they probably should be
permitted to ride, however I think that these cases would be few
and far between-- significantly reducing the impact on the
sensitive and fragile environment. I am not against the forest
service using horses to do necessary maintenance either, I just
don’t believe we need commercial 20 mule teams in our national
parks. Why should people be allowed to profit by bringing large
groups of animals into the backcountry and damaging it. I have seen
the results of that scenario; barren camp places, damaged plants
etc. The fragile places can't survive when you allow large herds of
horses to graze and trample. I don’t believe I should have to
tolerate a spoiled wilderness on account of a thoughtless group of
backcountry travellers.

pPlease put an end to the travel of horses in the national park. In
the very least there should be areas of travel that horses and
mules are restricted to-- my dog is restricted to the paved areas.
There should be areas to walk that are free from the all too
familiar horse shit. There should be areas where foot travel is the
ONLY permitted method of trav<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>