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Appendix C 

Public Comments and Responses
 

INTRODUCTION
 

This report summarizes public comments submitted on the Restoration of the Mariposa Grove of 
Giant Sequoias Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Mariposa Grove DEIS). The National Park 
Service (NPS) released the Mariposa Grove DEIS for public review from March 8, 2013, through 
May 7, 2013.  

PUBLIC COMMENT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

The NPS analyzed all public comments received during the comment period. All letters, emails, faxes 
and public meeting comments were analyzed using a database developed by the NPS known as the 
Planning, Environment and Public Comment (PEPC) database. Letters were analyzed in stages, with 
review and assessment at each stage. First, staff read each letter to determine the discrete points 
expressed by the author, each of which is considered a “comment.” Next, each discrete comment 
was assigned a code associated with a particular resource topic or element of the plan. The coding 
process captured discrete comments, assigned them to specific topic areas, and stored them in a 
database where they could be quickly accessed using a variety of query and reporting tools. Staff 
derived the code categories from an analysis of the range of topics covered in relevant present and 
past planning documents, NPS legal guidance, and the comment letters themselves. Comments that 
discussed multiple issues (e.g., commercial operations and transportation) were coded to multiple 
topics if necessary. 

Comments were also reviewed as “in-scope” or “out-of-scope,” as well as “substantive” and “non­
substantive.” In-scope comments were those that addressed the structure and findings of the 
Mariposa Grove DEIS, while out-of-scope comments included those comments addressing issues 
unrelated to the plan. Substantive comments are those that: 

 Question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the EIS 

 Question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of environmental analysis 

 Develop and evaluate reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the EIS 

 Cause changes to the proposal or alternatives 

 Suggest factual corrections 

Comments in favor of or against the proposed action or alternatives, or comments that only agree or 
disagree with NPS policy, were not considered substantive, according to NPS Management Policy. 
All comments are part of the administrative record for this project. 

After staff coded all individual substantive comments and grouped those of similar context together, 
they developed a unique “concern statement” to summarize the main points or common themes 
expressed. Concern statements were identified throughout the coding process and were derived 
from and supported by quotes from original letters. Concern statements are intended to help guide 
the reader to comments on the specific topics of interest and they do not replace the actual 
comments received from individuals. Rather, concern statements should be considered as one means 
of accessing information contained in original letters and the coded comment database. 
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Appendix C: Public Comments and Responses 

The concern statements were screened to determine whether further clarification is needed in the 
EIS, or whether modification of the proposed action is necessary. In the latter case, concerns were 
brought forward to park management for further deliberation. As a result of this deliberation, 
substantive comments led to changes in the Restoration of the Mariposa Grove of Giant Sequoias 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (Mariposa Grove FEIS). The NPS responses to the concern 
statements in this appendix detail these changes and/or points to sections of the FEIS for further 
information or clarification. Some responses provide background or relevant information that 
address the comment. Some responses explain why comments were considered but ultimately 
dismissed from further analysis. 

RESULTS OF PUBLIC COMMENT ANALYSIS 

During the 60-day public comment period, the park received 334 public comment correspondences 
concerning the Mariposa Grove plan. One comment letter was from a state agency, five were from 
organizations, one business, and the remainder originated from unaffiliated individuals, including 
form letters (see table below). The analysis of correspondence identified 356 discrete comments 
(excluding form letters), which generated 68 substantive concern statements. 

Agencies and Organizations That Sent Correspondence 

Federal and State Agencies California State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Organizations Extinction Witness 
National Parks and Conservation Association 
Yosemite/Mariposa County Tourism Bureau 
Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center (CSERC) 
Yosemite Sierra Visitors Bureau 

Businesses Delaware North Companies Parks & Resorts at Yosemite, Inc. 

The majority of comments received during the public comment period were statements of support 
for Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) (271 correspondences), or statements of support for 
restoration efforts in Mariposa Grove (239 correspondences). Correspondence also reflected 
concern about access to the upper Grove area for specific users including people with disabilities, the 
elderly, or young children (24 correspondences). There were 17 correspondences that asked the 
NPS to consider alternatives to the current tram system in the upper Grove area.  

Number of Comments Received by Code 

Code Description 

Number of 
Correspondences That 
Include Specified Code 

MG0100 Alt 2 Support 271 
MG0106 General Support for Grove Restoration – No Alternative 

Specified 
239 

MG6350 Transportation – Tram Access to Upper Grove 26 
MG10100 Commercial Operations – Tram 21 
MG6100 Transportation – Circulation and Crowding 11 
MG0104 Alt 4 Support 10 

MG10200 Commercial Operations – Gift Shop 9 
MG6000 Transportation 8 
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Appendix C: Public Comments and Responses 

Code Description 

Number of 
Correspondences That 
Include Specified Code 

MG0101 Alt 2 Oppose 8 
MG4000 Visitor Facilities 7 
MG8100 ADA – Parking/Access/Trails 7 
MG1010 Policy and Other Planning 6 
MG6600 Transportation – Parking – Other Options 6 
MG0001 EIS Document/Participation 6 
MG3000 Potential Impacts on Wetlands 5 
MG4100 Visitor Facilities – Restrooms/Septic System 5 
MG2100 Restoration/Stewardship – Giant Sequoia Habitat 5 
MG4400 Visitor Facilities – Trails 4 
MG7500 Socioeconomic or Cost Analysis 4 
MG6300 Transportation – Shuttles 4 
MG7000 Signage and Wayfinding 4 
MG0103 Alt 3 Oppose 4 
MG6500 Transportation – Parking Lot in the Lower Grove 3 
MG6400 Transportation – Parking Lot at the South Entrance 3 
MG2300 Restoration/Stewardship – Prescribed Burning 3 
MG2000 Restoration/Stewardship 2 
MG7010 Soundscape 2 
MG2200 Restoration/Stewardship – Techniques 2 
MG2400 Restoration/Stewardship – Cultural Resources 2 
MG7700 Cumulative Impacts 2 
MG3100 Potential Impacts on Wildlife/Habitat 2 
MG1000 Purpose and Need 2 
MG4500 Visitor Facilities – Communications 1 
MG8000 ADA Compliance 1 
MG4300 Visitor Facilities – Utility Lines 1 
MG0105 Alt 4 Oppose 1 
MG0102 Alt 3 Support 1 
MG0010 Alt 1 Support 1 

USING THIS REPORT 

This report presents the public concerns organized by topic, along with “representative quotes,” 
which are verbatim excerpts from individual public comment letters. These supporting quotes are 
followed by information as to whether the comment author was an individual, organization (with a 
general description of the organization type), agency, or American Indian tribe or group, and the 
assigned letter number. 

Concerns that were considered substantive include a response from the project team. Substantive 
concerns and responses are listed first under each topic, followed by non-substantive concerns. 
Responses are not provided for non-substantive concerns (e.g., comments that oppose the proposed 
action but do not provide a substantive rationale, comments that do not meet the requirements listed 
above). 
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Appendix C: Public Comments and Responses 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

MG0001 – EIS Document/Participation 

Concern ID: 46361 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should improve the EIS by reconciling differences 
between the executive summary and Chapter 3, strengthening the analysis of 
beneficial impacts, and clarifying the meaning of the No Action alternative. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 93 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321060 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: While comparing the impacts presented in the 
executive summary for each alternative with the impacts presented in 
Chapter 3, it seemed that the results didn’t align perfectly. This may be due to 
the fact that the impacts were being summarized, and therefore couldn’t 
capture the complexity of the results. If this is the case, please clarify in the ES 
[Executive Summary] of the FEIS. 

Corr. ID: 93 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321061 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: The discussion of the significance of the impacts only 
discusses adverse impacts. There is no discussion, specifically, of “long-term 
major beneficial” impacts associated. Please clarify in FEIS. 

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321330 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: The phrase “no action” is confusing as the NPS has 
taken and will take actions that affect access to the Mariposa Grove and 
facilities within the planning area to keep in compliance with various State 
and Federal laws (e.g. health and safety, historic preservation, etc.). So why 
not clarify what “no action” really means? 

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321329 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Why not clarify that the public does not have to 
choose between the alternatives but can propose a hybrid alternative? 

Response: During the preparation of the FEIS, the document was edited and reviewed for clarity, 
readability, and consistency. Beneficial impacts are discussed by resource topic throughout 
Chapter 3, which includes assessment of the reduction of impermeable surfaces within the Grove as 
part of the restoration of giant sequoia habitat and improved hydrologic connectivity. Each resource 
area addressed in Chapter 3 includes a specific section on “Restoration-related Impacts.”  

Assessment of No Action alternative is a requirement under the National Environmental Policy Act. 
In this context, “no action” typically means no action related to the undertaking that comprises the 
proposed project. Under the No Action Alternative, or Alternative 1 in the EIS document, 
compliance with regulatory requirements, current management strategies, and strategies in current 
and future adopted plans would be implemented, as described in Chapter 2. Routine maintenance 
and repairs that are standard practice, or monitoring and reporting required under other federal 
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regulatory frameworks, are examples of activities that would continue under the No Action 
Alternative. 

A Preferred Alternative is identified in Chapter 2 of the DEIS as Alternative 2, the South Entrance 
hub. However, the NPS would be able to select any one of the alternatives, or possibly a combination 
of alternatives based on the analysis of impacts, in order to select the course of action that best meets 
the purpose and need of the project while minimizing adverse impacts to the extent practicable. 

Concern ID: 46362 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should clarify how funding sources influenced the 
planning process. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 331 

Comment ID: 321340 

Representative Quote: What influence did the source for the funding of the 
proposed improvements in the Mariposa Grove have on the planning 
process? 

Response: The planning process for the restoration of Mariposa Grove is driven by NPS objectives 
established through the General Management Plan (GMP) for Yosemite National Park and 
subsequent NPS decisions. Implementation of the proposed improvements to the Mariposa Grove 
would be funded by a variety of sources including the NPS, the Federal Highways Administration, 
private donors, and grants pursued by NPS and/or via park partners.  

MG1000 – Purpose and Need 

Concern ID: 46336 

CONCERN The National Park Service should consider maximizing or enabling public 
STATEMENT: recreational access to be the primary goal for its actions in Mariposa Grove. 

Representative Corr. ID: 92 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321058 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Yes conservation is one of the goals of the NPS, but I 
believe the bigger goal / mission of the NPS is to enable and not limit access: 
this is why we call it a park versus a federally protected forest.  

Response: The NPS developed the alternatives considered in the FEIS in accordance with public 
laws, treaties, proclamations, executive orders, regulations, and directives of the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks. The NPS Organic Act, passed by 
the U.S. Congress in 1916, provides fundamental management direction for all units of the National 
Park System. The Organic Act requires that NPS “shall promote and regulate the use of…national 
parks…by such means and measures as conform to the fundamental purpose of the said 
parks…which purpose is to conserve the scenery and natural and historic objects and the wildlife 
therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave 
them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.” Fragile ecosystems such as that of the 
giant sequoia warrant special care if the groves are to survive and thrive.  
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Congress amended the Organic Act with the 1970 General Authorities Act, which affirms that all of 
the nation’s parks—whether they include natural, cultural, or historic resources—are united under 
the mission, purpose, and protection of the Organic Act. The 1978 Redwood National Park 
Expansion Act also amended the Organic Act, re-affirming the mandate and directing the NPS to 
manage park lands in a manner that would not degrade park values. In addition, federal management 
decisions must be consistent with national laws, including the National Environmental Policy Act, 
National Historic Preservation Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the Clean Water Act. 

MG1010 – Policy and Other Planning 

Concern ID: 46273 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should clarify the relationship between the GMP, 
Yosemite Grant, and Mariposa Grove proposal concerning the retention of 
facilities, level of visitation, and reduction of private vehicles. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 110 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321193 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: After nearly 150 years since the Grove and Yosemite 
Valley were removed from the public domain and reserved for “public use, 
resort and recreation, inalienable for all time”, now the NPS is violating those 
express conditions of the Yosemite Grant and limiting the public’s access to 
this unique grove of trees. 

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321361 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: I request that the NPS postpone a Record of 
Decision regarding the Mariposa Grove plan until the MRP has been adopted 
and the amendments to the GMP made public. When those actions have been 
accomplished, the NPS should release an addendum to the draft Mariposa 
Grove plan indicating how those actions will affect or not affect the various 
alternatives outlined in the draft Mariposa Grove DEIS. 

Response: A new section was added to Chapter 1 of the FEIS to address Interrelationships with 
Other Plans and Policies. A new appendix (Appendix A) details the amendments that would be made 
to the GMP if the preferred alternative is selected.  
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MG10100 – Commercial Operations – Tram 


Concern ID: 46277 

CONCERN The National Park Service should consider alternatives to current tram 
STATEMENT: operations that would still allow access, including: 

- Wheelchair/scooter rental 
- Reduced tram service (limited hours) 
- Aerial tram (like a gondola) 
- Compressed natural gas vehicles 
- Repaved road 
- Electric vehicles 
- Horse and wagons 
- Golf carts 
- Narrower vehicles (less likely to impact trees or pedestrians) 
- More than one operator( to promote competition) 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 44 Organization: Yosemite Conservancy 

Comment ID: 320534 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Throughout the park, transportation is converting to 
electronic vehicles, which are much quieter. Why cannot the trams to the 
same? This would still allow people to visit, while drastically reducing noise. 
Why can the trams not run less frequently? Again, less noise, since that seems 
to be your primary concern. 

I urge you to come up with a constructive solution that takes all variables into 
consideration, and does not basically close Mariposa Grove to all but hardy 
hikers. 

Corr. ID: 85 Organization: Not specified 

Comment ID: 321035 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Suggestion: 
To limit the noise and distraction of the tram, I would like to suggest this new 
invention..... electric vehicles. No noise, no pollution, no problems. There are 
porous surfaces than could help with water permeation. If the roadbed is the 
problem, then consider a raised roadbed across critical terrain. 

Response: The NPS considered a range of access options to the upper Grove in the development of 
the alternatives. Prime considerations were the health and integrity of the trees and other ecological 
resources, site constraints such as the steepness of the grade, ways to maintain or improve the visitor 
experience, and safety. The NPS considered all of the suggestions identified in public comments. 
Access options not included in the final set of alternatives were not carried forward because of safety 
considerations due to the co-location of vehicles and pedestrians on the roadway (which would be 
narrowed as part of the restoration actions) or cost to purchase, operate, or maintain new vehicle 
types. Alternative 4 includes the option of less frequent tram service. 
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 Concern ID:   46278  

 CONCERN The National Park Service should consider the beneficial impacts of the tram 
STATEMENT:  tour, including the interpretive value of the audio tour and the safety net that 

trams provide for visitors who require assistance descending from the upper 
Grove area.  

Representative Corr. ID: 3 Organization: Private Citizen 
Quote(s):   

   Comment ID: 322033 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

   Representative Quote: The tram ride through the Mariposa Grove helped 
explain the Mariposa Grove to me in a way that otherwise, I would not have 
truly appreciated the Grove as much as I do now. 
 
If at all possible, please keep the tram.  

   Corr. ID: 43  Organization:  Not Specified   

   Comment ID: 320533 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

   Representative Quote: As a tram driver/tour guide in the Mariposa grove I 
think you’re making a very big mistake by removing the tram tours. My 
passengers are always telling me how great they are, they can see so much 
more than if  they were hiking, PLUS they get to learn about the history of the 
area. We take almost full loads every trip. What really needs to be done is to 
repave the tram road. That’s what passengers hate about the ride. It’s a giant  
pothole with a few smooth spots thrown in. Don’t deprive tourists the chance 
to see and learn about the most beautiful place in the world.  

   Corr. ID: 98  Organization:  Not Specified   

   Comment ID: 322034 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

   Representative Quote: In the Mariposa Grove, the current arrangement was 
put in place, which I have found to be a reasonable situation. One can ride the 
tram. To see the view from Wawona Point, you can get out when the tram 
stops at the site of the fallen tunnel tree, and walk out to the Point and back. 
Then there is the very nice foot trail down through the forset to the Museum, 
which is the part of the grove that I have enjoyed the most.  

Response: The effect of the tram removal on the visitors who use it is acknowledged in Chapter 3 
under Sociocultural Resources: Visitor Experience and Recreation. The analysis was revised to 
recognize the various contributions of the tram service to the visitor experience, including the 
interpretive features of the tram tour and the one-way option for hikers.  
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MG10200 – Commercial Operations – Gift Shop 


Concern ID: 46376 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should continue to provide all or some of the 
services of the gift shop. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 88 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321045 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Also, by removing the operations(Kiosk and Gift 
Shop)unprepared visitors are totally without necessay items and information. 
The concession staff is very knowledgable and is there from 7am to 7pm daily 
at the peak of the summer season. We not only sell water and tours, we also 
call 911(bee stings, broken legs, low sugar, heart attacks, lost person, etc) and 
also give directions on how to see the Grove, Park or how to get to the Bay 
Area. 

Corr. ID: 103 Organization: Delaware North Companies Parks and 
Resorts 

Comment ID: 321126 Organization Type: Business 

Representative Quote: The gift shop supports visitor activities within the 
Grove by offering supplies that visitors may not have brought with them such 
as rain jackets for inclement weather or water and snacks. Given the heat, 
elevation and extensive trail system, it is appropriate for visitors to be able to 
purchase a drink or food before or after their trip to the Grove. Another 
benefit from the gift shop is that it provides a personal contact with visitors 
during the early and late weeks of the season before NPS staff is present.... 
The Grove and South Entrance are relatively isolated from other visitor 
services and it appears that retail and food/beverage offerings at a new visitor 
hub are an appropriate and necessary visitor service. All these factors should 
have been discussed in the analysis of the Plan and in the development of 
alternatives, yet they were not. 

Corr. ID: 103 Organization: Delaware North Companies Parks and 
Resorts 

Comment ID: 322036 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: In 2012 the gift shop sold over 29,000 beverages, 
31,000 ice cream bars, 29,000 postcards, 4,400 apparel items 1,700 books and 
297 maps in a 7-month period. These statistics suggest that basic beverage, 
snack and souvenir opportunities, as well as books and maps, are valued by 
many visitors to the Grove. The sales figures also suggest that a bookstore 
concept will not be sustainable as the retail volume will not support the 
staffing necessary to run the store. 
We believe the gift shop was not adequately described and evaluated in 
Chapter 3... 

Response: The EIS has been revised to affirm that visitor information, educational, and other sales 
items would be available at the South Entrance hub under Alternatives 2 and 4. Similar services 
would be provided at the Grizzly Giant hub under Alternative 3. 
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Concern ID: 46321 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should minimize impacts on giant sequoias when 
determining locations for transit facilities in the lower Grove area. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 76 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 320588 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: In the Preferred Alternative the current tram 
ticketing and turnaround area is to be repurposed to a small transit hub. I 
recommend that the turn around area be restored since it contains a number 
of sequoias; and that the transit hub be constructed in the area currently 
occupied by the snack shack/office and current shuttle bus parking area. 

Response: The overall purpose of actions in Mariposa Grove is to restore and protect the giant 
sequoia habitat, and layouts for developed areas have been refined in order to minimize impacts on 
those habitats as well as archaeological resources, wetlands, and other sensitive resources. 

Concern ID: 46323 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should evaluate potential impacts on traffic 
congestion through analysis of parking capacity and traffic flow. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 89 

Comment ID: 321048 

Representative Quote: With the centralization at the South Entrance of traffic 
to the Grove, expanded hours will also be necessary in order to avoid 
congestion in the mornings. Currently the public parking lot in the Grove fills 
up by 9:00 a.m. in summer. With the elimination of public parking in the 
Grove, the start time for the shuttles should be no later than 7:30 a.m. during 
the peak season to better manage the flow of visitors into the Grove.  

Corr. ID: 103 

Comment ID: 321130 

Representative Quote: During a typical day, 15-20 tour busses stop to access 
the Wawona shuttle. Numerous concessioner traffic attendants are also 
situated at the South Entrance parking, at the Grove and sometimes at 
Wawona. Adding this traffic control staff creates capacity in the various lots 
beyond their static parking capacity, which is not factored into the analysis. 

Corr. ID: 331 

Comment ID: 321325 

Representative Quote: It is stated that the current fragmented parking causes 
“backtracking.” What is backtracking? How was this identified as a problem? 
Would this problem not also plague the proposed transit plans that the NPS 
wants to implement Park-wide, i.e. YARTS? 

Corr. ID: 331 

Comment ID: 321359 
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Representative Quote: The real issue is total capacity. If the current private 
vehicle access system is pushing crowding within the Mariposa Grove to 
unacceptable limits, the bus plan surely will make matters worse. Why was this 
not more fully analyzed in the Mariposa Grove DEIS? 

Response: The goal of the project is to serve the same number of visitors that currently arrive at the 
Grove on a typical busy summer day. A thorough analysis was completed to determine the 
appropriate number of parking spaces and level of shuttle services to accommodate existing 
visitation. In addition to improvements to existing circulation and parking layout, potential 
congestion will be addressed through traffic management strategies such as the use of traffic control 
staff at the intersection and in the parking lot. 

Congestion would also be alleviated by consolidating parking, which reduces backtracking. For 
clarification, an example of backtracking would include visitors coming from Yosemite Valley who 
arrived at the parking lot at the South Entrance, found the parking lots at the Grove and South 
Entrance were full, then had to travel back to Wawona to park and ride the shuttle to the Grove.  

Concern ID: 46324 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should consider congestion pricing if the 
implemented plan does not reduce traffic congestion. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 92 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321057 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: If it is too crowded, use congestion access pricing 
like they do on carpool lanes. This variable pricing can be adjusted seasonally 
as well as for holidays.  

Response: NPS policies would not allow for determining ease of access to park resources based on 
the ability to pay additional fees. 

Concern ID: 46729 

CONCERN The National Park Service should consider the potential crowding issues that 
STATEMENT: would result from consolidating parking into one parking lot, funneling 

people into shuttle buses, and closing the tram in the upper Grove area. 

Representative Corr. ID: 103 Organization: Delaware North Companies Parks 
Quote(s): and Resorts 

Comment ID: 321108 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Today, more than half of the visitation to the upper 
Grove comes from tram passengers. If that service is not available, we would 
expect far fewer people to actually observe the entire Grove. This could 
result in crowding and congestion at lower Grove areas such as Grizzly 
Giant, possibly adversely affecting natural resources and visitor experience at 
this popular destination 

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321337 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 
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Representative Quote: Considering the impacts on visitation to the 
Tuolumne Grove when the NPS cut-off private vehicle access should that 
experience not have been disclosed in the Mariposa Grove DEIS? The NPS is 
to tailor their plans around protecting visitor experience. How does 
funneling Mariposa Grove visitors to a single parking lot by the South 
Entrance and funneling people into a shuttle bus not degrade visitor 
experience? 

Response: This topic is considered in Chapter 3, Visitor Experience. Potential congestion issues 
around hub locations may occur on high visitation days under all alternatives. Alternative 2 includes 
the possibility of a roundabout as needed to address persistent congestion issues. Currently, about 37 
percent of visitors to the Grove spend at least some time in the upper Grove. Most Mariposa Grove 
visitors reach the upper Grove by hiking (27 percent), while about 10 percent arrive on the 
commercial tram service. We do not expect an overall decline in visitation to the Mariposa Grove as 
visitors will have a range of options for arriving at the Grove, including taking a shuttle into the 
Grove, or hiking in, making this a different experience than that at the Tuolumne and Merced 
Groves. 

MG6300 – Transportation – Shuttles 

Concern ID: 46328 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should modify or enhance shuttle service with: 
-Twice-daily shuttle from Yosemite Valley to the Grove during summer 
months 
-Shuttles from Wawona at least once an hour that travel directly to the lower 
Grove area rather than stop for a transfer at South Entrance 
-Shuttle connections to North park parking 
-Longer shuttle service hours (sunrise to sunset). 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 330 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321319 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: I am concerned about the reduction of shuttle 
service from Wawona.... Whatever shuttles there are from Wawona, they 
should fill-up remaining spaces on the shuttle at the South Entrance and then 
continue to the Grove.... Shuttle bus service should start much earlier than in 
the past (sunrise) and continue later that in the past. (sunset) 

Response: Final determination of the shuttle service operations would be determined at a later time 
based on available funding. 

MG6350 – Transportation – Tram Access to Upper Grove 

Concern ID: 46329 

CONCERN The National Park Service should provide additional access to the upper 
STATEMENT: Grove area for certain visitor populations including the elderly, people with 

disabilities, or families with young children. 

Representative Corr. ID: 3 Organization: Private Citizen 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 320124 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 
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Representative Quote: If at all possible, please keep the tram. 

For those of us who are older, and can’t hike as much as we used to -- the 

tram is wonderful -- and for disabled people, the tram is probably the only 

way for them to enjoy the majesty and splendor of the Grove.  


Corr. ID: 112 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321197 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: You are eliminating the opportunities of many 
peoples to experience this phenomenal grove. The fact that many in our 
society cannot walk to the top due to altitude, health, age or any other reason 
should not exclude them from this grove. Yes, the bottom part of the grove is 
outstandingly beautiful, but the upper portion should be seen also.  

Response: The overall experience in Mariposa Grove for less mobile visitors has been a key 
consideration throughout the development of the alternatives. Under the preferred alternative, the 
tram would be discontinued. A wider range of experience would be provided at the lower Grove 
through the restoration of conditions in that area, the development of additional trails including 
accessible trails, and the modification of this area into a more natural setting with fewer mechanized 
noise and emissions. 

MG6400 – Transportation – Parking lot at the South Entrance 

Concern ID: 46342 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should configure the parking to promote 
circulation and access for different types of vehicles and to minimize impacts 
on wetlands. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 50 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 320546 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: I have also heard that you are considering turning 
the snowplay area parking lot into parking for the Mariposa Grove. If you do 
that I hope you will consider providing good parking for horse trailers up the 
road then. It is a safe place where us riders can park and then enjoy the 
National Forest trails. 

Corr. ID: 103 Organization: Delaware North Companies Parks 
and Resorts 

Comment ID: 321132 Organization Type: Business 

Representative Quote: The parking configuration shown in the Plan will be 
limiting as there is only space for four tour busses, the lot shows a single 
entry/exit location and the stalls for motor homes are head-in only, which 
could create traffic circulation issues. 

Corr. ID: 109 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321179 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

C-35 




 

    

 

 

 

 

      

  
 

 
 

  
  

    

    

    
 

  

        

    

    

 

 

 
 

Appendix C: Public Comments and Responses 

Representative Quote: The South Entrance Hub for visitor parking and 
orientation seems the most logical, but I wonder if its shape or configuration 
can be modified to elliminate construction impacts over an existing wetland. 
Also, can the paved area be broken up to maintain more forest canopy for 
habitat and shaded parking. 

Response: Since the DEIS, further refinement to the layout of the South Entrance hub under 
Alternatives 2 and 4 occurred to optimize parking and avoid additional wetland areas. The revised 
layout is shown in the FEIS. 

Approximately three spaces will be provided for tour buses to use throughout the day. The spaces 
are anticipated to be along the road and not be within the parking lot, thus avoiding conflicts with 
other vehicles. The snow play area is on U.S. Forest Service lands (see Chapter 2 for Alternatives 
Considered but Dismissed from Further Analysis). 

Concern ID: 46345 

CONCERN The National Park Service should provide additional parking in the lower 
STATEMENT: Grove area. 

Representative Corr. ID: 89 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321047 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Public parking in the Grove. The preferred 
alternative only allows 50 “seasonal” public parking spaces for use when the 
shuttles stop running for the season, and eliminates public parking in the 
Lower Grove the rest of the time. In addition to these “seasonal” spaces, 
additional year-round public parking in the Lower Grove area on a first 
come first serve basis could be made availalbe on the unpaved leach field of 
the bathrooms. I would like to see the feasibility of this option explored by 
the NPS. 

Corr. ID: 333 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321386 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: The bureau supports adding the parking area at 
South Entrance. However, this should be additional to the existing parking 
in the lower grove. Shuttles can ferry visitors from the south entrance to the 
lower grove as in the past without the obvious traffic congestion in Wawona 
and the necessity of vehicles going back and forth from South Entrance. 

Response: Since the DEIS, the NPS has looked more closely at parking in the lower Grove under 
Alternatives 2 and 4. Although private vehicles that are not placarded would not be permitted to 
enter Mariposa Grove under those alternatives, entry would be allowed when the shuttle operation 
is not running. In the FEIS, the parking in the Grove when the shuttle is not operating was expanded 
under these alternatives to provide approximately 80 spaces in the lower Grove area and near the 
picnic area along Mariposa Grove Road. The final number of parking spaces would be determined 
during the final design stage. No changes were made to Alternative 3, since it would already provide 
year-round parking for private vehicles within the Grove unless the road is closed due to snow. 
During those times, visitors would need to walk from the South Entrance under any one of the action 
alternatives. 
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MG6600 – Transportation – Parking – Other Options 


Concern ID: 46348 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should consider additional parking locations 
beyond what is proposed in the alternatives. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 73 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 320578 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: How about a big parking lot in Wawona there is lots 
of flat ground in Wawona and you don’t have to clear out a lot of trees.  

Corr. ID: 90 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321055 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Put a parking lot outside YNP up the Snow Play 
Area Road. It’s a short walk to the Grizzley Giant. 

Corr. ID: 330 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321317 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: I am very much AGAINST the designated bus 
parking spaces at Wawona. If more bus parking is needed, put it elsewhere. 
Please consider putting them at the Snow Play area or Tenaya Hotel or the 
old Fish Camp Gas station area or ANYPLACE between the South Entrance 
and Fish Camp.  

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321322 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Considering the diversity of the origination of 
visitors to the Mariposa Grove would not dispersed parking lots be a more 
effective approach to traffic management? Both the TRP and the MRP 
propose a network of large parking lots to intercept visitors  

Response: Since the DEIS, the NPS has considered opportunities to optimize parking while 
protecting sensitive resources. Locations were only considered within the study area, since NPS does 
not have jurisdiction outside of the park and other planning efforts are addressing other areas of the 
park. Alternatives 2 and 4 in the FEIS were refined to include a reconfigured parking area and 
additional spaces in the South Entrance and for off-season use in the lower Grove area and near the 
picnic area along Mariposa Grove Road.  

MG7000 – Signage and Wayfinding  

Concern ID: 46306 

CONCERN The National Park Service should improve signage in the Mariposa Grove. 
STATEMENT: 

Representative Corr. ID: 41 Organization: BergmannDesign 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 320532 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 
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Representative Quote: There should be no food or drink allowed that 
cannot be carried out. Sufficient warning at the trailhead about there being 
no drinking fountains, trash cans, etc and everything that enters the grove 
must leave the grove. 

Corr. ID: 80 	 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321002 	Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Please have your signs asking people to NOT walk 
near the Sequoia’s base in more languages than English. We recently visited 
and the couple ahead of us seemed unaware of the signs as both went right 
up to the tree to take their picture touching the tree. They were not speaking 
English so probably did not understand the signage. 

Corr. ID: 103 	 Organization: Delaware North Companies Parks 
and Resorts 

Comment ID: 321112 	Organization Type: Business 

Representative Quote: We believe that improvements to trail way-finding, 
which were noted as a considerable visitor concern in public scoping, will 
help reduce incidents of tram-pedestrian conflicts as it will be easier for 
visitors to stay on the trails. Where trails cross the road, appropriate signage 
could help improve this situation and the reduction in tram service hours 
called for in Alternative 4 will further reduce the potential for adverse effects. 

Response: Under all action alternatives, signage would be improved in the Mariposa Grove. This is 
noted under the “Actions Common to All Action Alternatives” section of Chapter 2. 

Concern ID: 46313 

CONCERN The National Park Service should eliminate electronic signs. 
STATEMENT: 

Representative Corr. ID: 109 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321181 

Representative Quote: I also think that electronic signs should be 
elliminated, as they are ugly, unnecessary modern contrivance that do not 
add value to the visitor experience. 

Response: Specific signage has not been identified for Mariposa Grove at this time, however 
changeable message signs may be considered. Final determinations on signage would be include as 
part of final design activities and would be identified based on physical constraints and the objectives 
for signage improvements. 

Concern ID:	 46934 

CONCERN 	 The National Park Service should mention that the 2011 new audio 
STATEMENT: 	 equipment mitigates noise through use of headphones, and clarify the 

percent of noise impacts from the tram versus other noise generators in the 
Grove. 

Representative Corr. ID: 103 Organization: Delaware North Companies Parks 
Quote(s): and Resorts 
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Comment ID: 321110 Organization Type: Business 

Representative Quote: The noise issues related to the trams’ audio 
equipment have been addressed by the replacement of audio equipment in 
late summer 2011. This means that the audio is played over headsets to each 
visitor aboard the tram, so noise pollution from the audio equipment has 
been mitigated. 

We believe noise issues related to the trams’ diesel engines are successfully 
mitigated in Alternative 4 with limits on operating hours and route. The 
Environmental Consequences discussed in Chapter 3 concluded the 
soundscapes were exactly the same for all three action alternatives, 
suggesting that the retention of a limited tram service under Alternative 4 
would have no measurable adverse impacts to the natural soundscape within 
the Grove as compared to the other alternatives.  

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321328 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: What percentage of soundscape impacts are 
associated with the commercial tram versus the gift store generator versus 
the parking lot at the lower Grove?  

Response: Revisions were made in the FEIS to acknowledge the impacts of vehicle type and use of 
headphones in mitigating noise potential from the tram. The other noise sources such as the 
generator and parking lot are currently concentrated in one location in the lower Grove area, unlike 
the commercial tram that traverses throughout the lower Grove and into the upper Grove. 

MG7500 – Socioeconomic or Cost Analysis  

Concern ID: 46330 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should include the yearly maintenance costs of 
operating shuttles, including labor, vehicle repair, and vehicle replacement in 
cost estimates cited in the plan. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 61 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 320563 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Alternative 3 significantly reduces the need for 
shuttle buses to the Grove. Shuttle busses would be a year-after year YNP 
expense in Alternative 2. 

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321354 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: The operation and maintenance costs stated in the 
Mariposa Grove DEIS for the expanded shuttle bus system are grossly 
understated, and fail to adequately take into account labor costs, and 
increased infrastructure repair and replacement costs associated with the use 
of heavy vehicles. 

Response: The preliminary cost estimate associated with planning level information that is evaluated 
in the EIS is presented in Table 2-1. More detailed cost estimates would be developed in concert 
with final design activities. For planning purposes, the current funding, contractual agreement, and 
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hourly rate were used as a basis for assumptions. For park owned 40-foot shuttles, current service 
hour rates were used as well as an amortization rate for park-owned vehicles ($600,000 per vehicle 
with a 10-year life span divided by annual hours of service). 

Concern ID: 46331 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should augment the EIS analysis to include 
consideration of socioeconomic impacts such as loss of jobs, impacts on 
small businesses that require vehicular access into the Grove, or park 
revenue lost due to the discontinuation of the tram, gift shop, or other 
concessioner activities. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 58 Organization: Yosemite Trails Pack Station  

Comment ID: 320557 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: For the last 48 years my family has been escorting 
small groups of the people to the Mariposa Grove. It’s about a 2 hour ride 
from our Pack Station and we stop and take short break just to the south east 
of the Grizzly Giant. We cater to many segments of the general public, many 
of whom have physical limitations and would not be able to make the trip 
other then riding in a car. 

I support the No Action Alternative. If on the other hand this option is taken 
off the table, I strongly request that our ability to access the Grizzly Giant not 
be diminished by the final plan. Our ability to provide access to the public 
would be severely curtailed and the financial consequences to our family run 
company would be catastrophic.  

Corr. ID: 103 Organization: Delaware North Companies Parks 
and Resorts 

Comment ID: 321129 Organization Type: Business 

Representative Quote: The Plan fails to consider the loss of concessioner 
jobs and visitor spending that significantly affects concessioner revenues and 
Park fees. 

The concessioner operated services at the Grove generate revenues that 
annually provide the National Park Service approximately $1 90,000 in direct 
fees. Ninety percent of this revenue is retained in Yosemite National Park. 
Not only was this revenue stream not considered in a socioeconomic 
analysis, it was not considered in the cost of the alternatives or in the analysis 
of Park Operations.... We know that there are more than twenty jobs in the 
Grove relating to tram and retail services and that the visitor spending for the 
trams will not be replaced as this is a unique service. It is also obvious that the 
removal of the gift shop (replaced by a book store) will have similar adverse 
economic impacts. 

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321352 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: What is the socioeconomic impact of eliminating 
private vehicle access to the lower Grove parking area? How does this 
potentially impact the overall tourism market? 
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Response: A socioeconomic analysis for this purpose would evaluate potential impacts on the social 
environment, visitor populations, and the regional economy. The social and economic environments 
of the surrounding communities are primarily affected by changes in visitor levels, visitor spending, 
park and concessioner employment, and park and concessioner spending in the regional economy. 
Impacts on Yosemite National Park and the primary concessioner are addressed in the Mariposa 
Grove FEIS under Chapter 3, Park Operations.  

There would be no measureable changes expected in park-wide annual visitation (estimated 
3,951,393 people in 2011) as a result of the Mariposa Grove FEIS. The goal of the plan is to 
accommodate current visitor use levels. Concessioner employment associated with the tram, which 
is eliminated under Alternatives 2 and 4, is a nominal amount of employment and revenue generated 
within the park. The gift shop would be removed under all action alternatives. New visitor services at 
the South Entrance area (Alternative 2 or 4) or at Grizzly Giant (Alternative 3) would include visitor 
information, educational, and other sales items. Visitor convenience items would continue to be sold 
under a concession contract and it is anticipated that there would be little to no net employment 
change under the action alternatives. 

Overall, the project is expected to result in negligible impacts on the socioeconomic environment, 
visitor populations, and the regional economy. Similarly, the project is not expected to result in 
growth-inducing impacts either regionally or in nearby communities; this is a consideration under 
the California Environmental Quality Act. Therefore, socioeconomics was dismissed from further 
analysis. 

MG7700 – Cumulative Impacts 

Concern ID: 46334 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should evaluate cumulative impacts that address 
parkwide planning decisions as well as actions outside of the park 
boundaries. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 103 Organization: Delaware North Companies Parks 
and Resorts 

Comment ID: 321128 Organization Type: Business 

Representative Quote: The NPS has not adequately analyzed the 
cumulative effect on the visitor experience and recreation as a result of 
significant park wide reductions, removal and/or limitations on visitor 
services and recreational opportunities and that the removal of the gift shop 
and the tram tours only compounds this concern. 

We are concerned that these and the many other services discontinued for a 
large number of visitors who choose to partake in them will significantly 
adversely impact the visitor experience for the majority of visitors to 
Yosemite. We recommend that the NPS issue a supplemental document that 
describes the cumulative cost, how the plans will be funded, ADA impacts 
and the reduction in visitor services, experiences and recreation options.  

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321347 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 
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Representative Quote: To what extent (in percentages) has the Grove’s 
health been compromised by the absence of fire versus impacted by people 
trammeling the area? To what degree has air quality and air emissions 
impacts from external to the Park affected the Grove’s health? 

Response: Additional discussion was added to the FEIS to address parkwide planning and the 
relationship of plans to pursue restoration efforts in Mariposa Grove with those efforts (see 
Chapter 1 and cumulative impacts discussions in Chapter 3). Concerns such as air quality and air 
emissions are a larger regional issue. This plan would have minimal impacts on the larger air quality 
issue. Concerning the Grove’s health, quantification of impacts from the absence of fire versus 
impacts from trammeling is a complex issue. Both have affected the Grove to various degrees. The 
NPS will continue to monitor the effects of fire and trammeling on the sequoias into the future. 

Concern ID: 46535 

CONCERN The National Park Service should provide additional cumulative analysis, 
STATEMENT: particularly in combination with the MRP and TRP. 

Representative Corr. ID: 103 Organization: Delaware North Companies Parks 
Quote(s): and Resorts 

Comment ID: 321133 Organization Type: Business 

Representative Quote: The Plan does not indicate how it ties to the MRP 
with respect to parking at Wawona or the continued use of shuttle service 
from inside the Merced River corridor. Further, there does not appear to be 
a comprehensive analysis of park-wide traffic circulation that would affect 
the Grove and South Entrance area. 

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321356 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: The projected increase in tour bus activity seems to 
contradict NPS projections for this visitor group as reported in the TRP and 
MRP. There is no adopted integrated Park-wide transportation plan. 

Response: A discussion of the relationship between other planning efforts and the plan for 
restoration of the Mariposa Grove was added to Chapter 1 in the FEIS. The options proposed in the 
Draft Merced Wild and Scenic River Comprehensive Management Plan are integrated into planning for 
the Mariposa Grove FEIS. For example, facility and shuttle operations are being designed to 
accommodate anticipated public transit operations outlined in the MRP. The NPS is also preparing a 
comprehensive management plan for the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River that flows through 
Yosemite National Park. This plan will concur with the same general approach of the in-progress 
Draft Merced Wild and Scenic River Comprehensive Management Plan. 

MG8000 – ADA Compliance 

Concern ID: 46355 

CONCERN The National Park Service should clarify what is meant by the term 

STATEMENT: “accessibility” and “placarded vehicle.”
 

Representative Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified
 
Quote(s):
 

Comment ID: 321332 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 
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Representative Quote: What are “appropriately placarded” vehicles? Is 
there a difference between these and vehicles with accessibility placards? 
How is accessibility defined?  

Response: The term accessibility is used in the EIS to refer to facilities that provide access to 
mobility-impaired visitors in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). It is used 
to refer to trails, parking space, and other facilities that would be able to accommodate wheelchairs 
or other requirements by less mobile visitors. Placarded vehicles refers to the handicapped parking 
passes that are typically displayed on rearview mirrors that indicate that the car’s passengers require 
accessible facilities. 

MG8100 – ADA – Parking/Access/Trails 

Concern ID: 46356 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should consider visitors of all ability levels. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 108 Organization: Yosemite Advocates 

Comment ID: 321175 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: While we agree that the commercial tram operation 
should be discontinued, we nevertheless feel that there needs to be some 
provision for the continuation of handicapped access to the Upper Grove. 
Perhaps this could best be provided by permitting vehicles with a 
handicapped placard to travel on the service road, as is done on some of the 
restricted roads in Yosemite Valley. 

Response: This has been an important consideration of the NPS throughout the planning process. 
The objective is to balance restoration efforts associated with the removal of pavement and other 
human disturbance with the ability to provide a high quality visitor experience to visitors of all ages 
and ability levels. Under the action alternatives, this has typically resulted in expansion of accessible 
trails and improving the quality of the setting and experience in those areas, while also slowing 
degradation in more primitive areas in the upper Grove.  

Concern ID: 46357 

CONCERN The National Park Service should consider alternative means to provide 
STATEMENT: access for people with disabilities that does not allow placarded private 

vehicles into the Grove. 

Representative Corr. ID: 83 Organization: CSERC 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321021 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation 

Representative Quote: Our Center supports providing access to those who 
have limited mobility. However, we do not feel that it is necessary to allow 
those with placards to utilize their private vehicles in the Grove. 

Corr. ID: 99 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321079 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 
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Representative Quote: The plan needs to provide some other alternative 
means for handicapped access. One possibility would be to allow private 
vehicles to drive on the service road. Another suggestion would be to have a 
small fleet of NEV’s (Neighborhood Electric Vehicles) that the handicapped 
could use. 

Corr. ID: 104 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321139 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: I understand that after removing the tram road, you 
plan on creating a hardened dirt road from the Lower Grove to an area near 
the Grizzly Giant, which will accept handicapped (placard) drivers. Do you 
really prefer these types of drivers over park personnel operating a tram? 
Some of the placard drivers will absolutely interfere with hikers and other 
cars. First-timers will stop and gawk at every opportunity. You can plan on 
addressing a few car accidents per season (hopefully none involving 
redwoods). 

Corr. ID: 109 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321182 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Alternative transportation for disabled visitors 
should be considered to Grizzly Giant, such as ADA compliant shuttles, 
instead of providing for placarded vehicles and parking. 

Response: Some visitors with disabilities may be able to ride the shuttle into Mariposa Grove. To 
address a variety of potential situations, the NPS is committed to providing some accessible parking 
within the Grove itself to enable greater access. The accessible parking within the Grove is linked to 
accessible trail connections. The short section of new road alignment below the Grizzly Giant would 
be signed to encourage visitors to use the pedestrian trail instead of the road so hikers and placarded 
vehicles would not be sharing the same space. Placarded vehicles would be required to park in 
designated spaces or pullouts along the way to avoid impacts to trees. 
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