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Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This volume summarizes the comments received
following the release of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement on May 7, 2004. All written
comments were considered during the prepara-
tion of the Final Environment Impact Statement,
in accordance with the requirements of Council
on Environmental Quality’s regulations for im-
plementing the National Environmental Policy
Act (40 CFR 1503). The comments allow the
study team, NPS decision-makers, and other in-
terested parties to review and assess the views of
other agencies, organizations, and individuals
related to the preferred alternative, the other al-
ternatives, and potential impacts. It is important
to stress that the selection of the preferred alter-
native and revisions to the alternative are not
based on how many people supported a particu-
lar alternative.

Substantive comments have been summarized
and responses provided; where necessary
changes to the draft plan have been made.
Comment letters from all federal, state, and local
governments, as well as private organizations
and individuals that made substantive com-
ments, are reprinted. In the case of the Mineral
King permit cabins, due to public interest in the
issue, a representative sample of comments is
reproduced, but since this issue has been ad-
dressed by the passage of Public Law 108-447,
no further response is needed. Comments simply
expressing a preference for an alternative or ac-
tion within an alternative were not responded to,
nor were questions and comments that did not
directly address issues relevant to the general
management plan.

The Council on Environmental Quality’s regula-
tions for implementing the National Environ-
mental Policy Act require that the National Park
Service respond to substantive comments, which
are defined in Director’s Order #12: Conserva-
tion Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis,
and Decision-making Handbook (NPS 1999), as
those that do one or more of the following:

(a) question, with reasonable basis, the accu-
racy of information in the environmental
impact statement

(b) question, with reasonable basis, the ade-
guacy of environmental analysis

(c) present reasonable alternatives other than
those presented in the environmental im-
pact statement

(d) cause changes or revisions in the proposal

In other words, substantive comments raise, de-
bate, or question a point of fact or policy. Com-
ments in favor of or against the proposed action
or alternatives, or comments that only agree or
disagree with NPS policy, are not considered
substantive.

RANGE OF COMMENTS

The National Park Service received approxi-
mately 400 comments on the draft plan by mail,
e-mail, fax, and the Internet. A number of groups
/ people submitted duplicate comments by differ-
ent means, and several people commented up to
six times. No substantive comments were re-
ceived from American Indian tribes. Of the com-
ments, around 10 were received from agencies
and an elected official, and 23 from organizations.
The remaining comments were from individuals
and included form letters, a petition, and varia-
tions of form letters.

The public comment period began May 7, 2004,
and the original 90-day public comment period
was extended another 60 days, closing on Octo-
ber 6, 2004. In August 2004 open house public
informational meetings were held to summarize
what the two-volume draft plan included, to
provide information on what constituted sub-
stantive comments, and to encourage public
comment. Meetings were held in Three Rivers,
Visalia, Clovis/Fresno, Bishop, Sacramento, San
Francisco, and Los Angeles, as well as at Cedar
Grove, Grant Grove, and Lodgepole in the
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parks. A staff meeting was held at Ash Mountain
headquarters.

The following topics received the most com-
ment:

» Mineral King special use permit cabins —
Over 300 comments were received, ranging
from support for removing the cabins (the
no-action alternative and alternative A),
public acquisition and public use (preferred
alternative), and continued occupancy by
special use permit holders with ability to
transfer permits (alternative C). However,
as stated previously, Public Law 108-447
has superseded the alternatives presented in
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
so these comments are not responded to.

» Stock use related issues — About 100 com-
ments were received illustrating differing
viewpoints: stock use is a traditional use
and should be allowed throughout the
parks; stock use is not sustainable and must
be eliminated; stock use needs to be regu-
lated in terms of use locations; a no-grazing
alternative should be considered; the stock
impact thresholds or the analysis is wrong,
or data are insufficient to analyze impacts.

 High Sierra camps — About 45 comments
wanted the Bearpaw Meadow camp re-
moved, while some supported an additional
high Sierra camp.

» Wolverton Boy Scout special use permit —
Of the 23 comments received, all supported
continued Boy Scout use, plus one new al-
ternative.

Other comments cited a lack of information on
carrying capacity, air quality, visitation, traffic,
water withdrawals, the Ash Mountain area, and
boundary adjustments. Finally, concerns and
guestions were raised about wilderness, wild and
scenic rivers, the Wilsonia Historic District,
transit and biking options, aircraft overflights,
and interpretive materials. Each of these issues
or concerns is addressed specifically in the fol-
lowing responses to comments.

Comments relating to hydroelectric facilities
have been superseded by Public Law 108-447.

CHANGES AND CLARIFICATIONS TO THE
DRAFT DOCUMENT

Numerous changes were made to the Draft Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement as a result of com-
ments received, as summarized below. This list
does not include all the changes that were made
to clarify points, provide additional rationale for
decisions, or correct minor errors or omissions.

 Actions Related to Special Park Uses —
The Kaweah no. 3 hydroelectric facilities
and the Mineral King permit cabins are no
longer addressed as alternative issues be-
cause the provisions of Public Law 108-447
superseded the consideration of alterna-
tives. As a result, appropriate changes were
made to the purpose of and need for the
plan and to the alternative actions.

Special use permits in the Mineral King
area will be managed in accordance with
NPS Management Policies 2001 and Direc-
tor’s Order #53: Special Use Permits. In
accordance with Director’s Order #53,
permits are temporary uses. If personal
property associated with the permits is sold,
application may be made to the superinten-
dent to transfer or reassign the permit. Per-
mits are issued only to individuals, joint
property couples as defined by the state of
California, and corporations / trusts. The
permit may be revoked or not renewed if
permit conditions are not complied with or
if the permit is found to be incompatible
with park administration and purposes.
Since Congress allowed issuance beyond
the original permittee of record, permit con-
ditions will be reviewed to ensure their
long-term compatibility with park purposes.
Permit conditions are established to support
the mission of the National Park Service to
protect natural and cultural resources and
visitor experiences.

A review of permit conditions will address,
among other things, topics that were listed
in the Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment: sustainable use, code compliance
(applicable laws, regulations, and orders),
utilities, self-sustaining funding (to main-
tain the historic community appearance),
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facilities within the 100-year floodplain,
maintenance, potential hazardous materials
mitigation, and decision criteria to deter-
mine if cabins would be rebuilt in case of a
natural disaster (such as a tree fall, flood, or
avalanche). The Mineral King cabin per-
mits do not convey exclusive use of park
lands — members of the public will con-
tinue to have the right to cross cabin tracts
to access park features and to view and ap-
preciate cultural resources. Permittees will
be responsible for all costs related to ensur-
ing that cabins meet state and local regula-
tions and do not impair park resources.

Permits will be issued unless the “permit is
incompatible with the administration of the
park pursuant to this section or that the land
is needed for park purposes.” Permit condi-
tions will be reviewed and revised through
a separate NEPA process.” (Section 3.4 of
the NPS Management Policies 2001 states,
“Regardless of who prepares compliance
documents, the applicant is responsible for
paying all NPS costs incurred in meeting
NEPA and 106 compliance requirements.”)
Because a general management plan is a vi-
sion document, the implementation pro-
gram for extending permits will be under-
taken through a special use permits imple-
mentation plan for Mineral King.

A new section on special park uses has
been added to “Laws, Regulations, Service-
wide Mandates and Policies” in volume 1.
Appendix G has been added to volume 2
and includes excerpts from the Manage-
ment Policies 2001 and Director’s Order
#53: Special Park Uses.

Management prescriptions have been re-
written so that each individual prescription
discusses carrying capacity, indicators and
monitoring, and the range of actions that
might be taken if desired resources condi-
tions were not maintained and desired visi-
tor experiences not achieved.

Stock use issues have been clarified.

Water withdrawal proposals have been
clarified.

The possibility of a transit system from
Visalia to the park has been added.

Management prescriptions have been re-
written to specifically address illegal mari-
juana cultivation on public land.

Laws and policies governing use by Native
Americans of park resources have been
added to “Laws, Regulations, Servicewide
Mandates and Policies” in volume 1.

The summarized comments also address inaccu-
rate information and misperceptions in the
comments.



List of Commenters and Comment Topics

NOTE: Letters are numbered in the order that they were recorded. Letters marked with an asterisk (*)
have been reprinted in this volume. A duplicate listing of an organization or individual generally
means that identical comments were received by various means (i.e., by fax, e-mail, or regular mail).

Comment ‘
No. Commenter Comment Topics
1* Backcountry Horsemen of California (Ferguson, Bar- | Stock Use, Other
bara J.)
2 Alltucker, Mike and Marilyn Mineral King, Cultural Resources
3* West, Bill Stock Use, Mineral King, Wilderness
4% Wilsonia Historic District Trust (Collin, Gus) Private land, Education
5 Brady, Jim Stock Use, Wilderness
6 Hanson, Kathy Stock Use, Wildemess, Other, High Sierra Camp, Min-
eral King
7 Hack, Sheryl Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Other
8* National Trust for Historic Preservation (Veerkamp, Cultural Resources, Other
Anthony)
o* Toney, Michael — same as 36 Mineral King, Private Land, Stock Use, Water
10* National Parks Conservation Association (Boyd, Diane) | Wildemess, Carrying Capacity, High Sierra Camp,
Other, Mineral King, Stock Use, Water
11 Brown, Kamber Mineral King
12% Fontaine, Joe Wildemess, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King, Other
13* Doyle, Barbara, and Greg White Mineral King, Water, Private Land, General Natural
Resources, Cultural Resources
14% Alliance of Backcountry Parachutists (Heid, Robin) Visitor Use
15 Blevins, David & Carol Cultural Resources, Mineral King, Other
16* Karplus, Katie Pack Stations, Other, Private Land
17 Livingstone, Rachel Mineral King, Hydroelectric, Cultural Resources, Water,
General Natural Resources
18 Ingram, Timara Mineral King, Cultural Resources
19 Ross, Eliza Ingram Mineral King, Education, Cultural Resources
20* Avery, Chris and linda Cultural Resources, Mineral King
21 Riksheim, James Mineral King
22* Hack, Karen — same as 293, 310 Mineral King, Other
23 Avery, Jennifer Mineral King, Cultural Resources
24 David, Joseph Mineral King, Visitor Use
25* Austin, John Carrying Capacity, Water, Transportation
26 O'Brien, Barrie Mineral King, Cultural Resources
27 Miller, Bruce and Patricia Mineral King, Cultural Resources
28 Norris, Jennifer Pack Stations, Stock Use, Visitor Use, Wilderness
20%* Conn, Lawrence Stock Use, Wilderness, Other
30* Backcountry Horsemen of California, High Sierra Unit | Stock Use, Wilderness
(Garden, Kevin)
31 The Wildemess Society (Gunn, Susan) Wildemess, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King, Other,
Private Land
32 Johnson, Joseph Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Other
33 Andersen, Goldie Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Other
34* Helms, John and Julie Mineral King, Stock Use
35 Johnson, Michelle Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
36* Toney, Michael — same as 9 Pack Stations, Mineral King, Other, High Sierra Camp,

Private Land
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Comment ‘

No. Commenter Comment Topics

37* Wollenman, laWanda Mineral King, Cultural Resources

38 Strickland, Gerry Mineral King, Cultural Resources

30* Werner, Harold Wild and Scenic Rivers, Other

40 Hummel, Greg Stock Use, Wildemess, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King

41 Gravelle, Bruce Wild and Scenic Rivers, Mineral King, Cultural Resources

42 Wollenman, Guy Mineral King, Other, Culiural Resources

43 Douglas, Graham Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations

44 Vassar, Richard Stock Use, Other, Wildemess, High Sierra Camp, Min-
eral King

45 Childs, Robert Stock Use, Wildemess, High Sierra Camp, Pack Sto-
tions, Mineral King

46* Kennedy, Ronald Mineral King, Other, Visitor Use

47 Gleffe, Marlene Stock Use, Wildemess, High Sierra Camp, Pack Sto-
tions, Mineral King

48* Merrill, Susan and Arthur — same as 307 Private Land, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Hydroelectric,
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, Water, Mineral
King, Transportation, General Natural Resources, High
Sierra Camp

49 Wilbanks, Thor and Karin Ericsson Stock Use, High Sierra Camp, Wilderness

50* Boley, Paul Mineral King

51 Kalish, Stephen Stock Use, Wildemess

52* Homeyer, Nancy and Bill Stock Use, Wildemess, High Sierra Camp, Pack Sto-
tions, Mineral King

53* Badgley, Richard Mineral King, Visitor Use

54* Selcer, Donald Stock Use, Other, Wilderness, Pack Stations

55 Maodin, John and Chris Other, Visitor Use

56 Jali, Rick Stock Use, Mineral King

57 Megalli, Mary Mineral King, Cultural Resources

58* Carpenter, Alan Stock Use, Wilderness

59* Mountain Defense league (Rose, Pandora) Stock Use, Pack Stations, Wilderness, Visitor Use

60 Voorhees, Jean Mineral King, Cultural Resources

61%* Newton, Brian Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Visitor Use, Other

62 Tillman, Virginia Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Other

63* Peterson, Edward Mineral King, Cultural Resources

64* Cochrun, Mary and larry Other, Visitor Use

65* Cosart, Keith Mineral King, Cultural Resources

66* Cluck, RoseMary Mineral King, Cultural Resources

67 Betts, Donald Boy Scouts

68* Tulare County long-Range Planning (George, Finney)  |Other, General Natural Resources, Cultural Resources

69* Mazur, Rachel Other, Visitor Use, Wildemness, Wild and Scenic Rivers,
Mineral King

70 Steinbacher, Kurt Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp

71* Peters, G Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Visitor Use, Transporta-
tion

72* Klein, Barry Mineral King, Cultural Resources

73 Jacobsen, Patricia Mineral King, Cultural Resources

74 Brown, Gretchen Mineral King, Cultural Resources

75% Cairmns, Aubrey Mineral King

76 ledford, Diane Mineral King

77 Coughran, Jane Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources

78 Wilkins, Lois Mineral King

79% Schwaller, Greg and laurie Transportation, Other, Mineral King, Visitor Use, Water,

Hydroelectric, High Sierra Camp




LIST OF COMMENTERS AND COMMENT TOPICS

Comment ‘
No. Commenter Comment Topics
80 DeRidder, Mitch Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Mineral
King, Private Land
81* Foltz, Beverly — same as 122, 321 Mineral King, Cultural Resources
82* Bancroft, Larry Carrying Capacity, Water, Other, General Natural
Resources
83* Weaver, John — same as 345 Private Land, Visitor Use, Cultural Resources, Other
84* Weaver, John Visitor Use
85 Foster-Keddie, Kevin Stock Use, Wildemess, Other, High Sierra Camp, Min-
eral King
86 Schneider, Richard Stock Use, Wilderness, Mineral King
87* Sholle, Barbara Stock Use, Pack Stations, Mineral King
88* Clohessy, Thomas — same as 391 Wilderness, Other, Mineral King, High Sierra Camp,
Stock Use
89* Sweet, Ed — same as 9 Other, Air Quality, Stock Use, Pack Stations
90 Name withheld Other, Education, General Natural Resources, Visitor Use
91 Fontaine, Joe Other, Mineral King, Transportation, Education, Visitor
Use
Q2% Modin, John and Chris — same as 126, 320 Mineral King, Pack Stations, Visitor Use, High Sierra
Camp, Wildemess
93 * Keller, Walt Wildemess, Other, Stock Use, Visitor Use, Boy Scouts
94* Voelz, Dan Mineral King, Cultural Resources
95 Robbins, Andrew Boy Scouts
96 Sleeper, Kenneth Boy Scouts
o7 Robbins, Michael Boy Scouts, Visitor Use
98 Mulholland, Christine Private Land, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Q9* Bree Ph. D., Donn — same as 125 Cultural Resources, Mineral King
100* Engelhardt, Thomas Private Land, Mineral King, Pack Stations
101 Duvol, Sharon Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Pack Stations
102* Voorhees, James Mineral King, Cultural Resources
103 Wilkins, Fred Mineral King, Other, General Natural Resources
104 Braden, Scott Other, Visitor Use
105* Avery, linda Cultural Resources, Mineral King
106 Wilson, Leslie Other, Education, General Natural Resources, Water,
Wild and Scenic Rivers
107* American Conservation Consortium (Williams, Marc)  |[Mineral King
108* Crowe, John T. — same as 118 Mineral King, Other, Cultural Resources
109* Spence, Brian Stock Use, Wildemess, Visitor Use, High Sierra Camp,
Pack Stations, Mineral King
110* Becker, Bill Hydroelectric, Mineral King, Visitor Use
111% Alliance of Backcountry Parachutists (Heid, Robin) Visitor Use
112 Name withheld Mineral King
113* San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (Guer- | Air Quality
ra, Hector)
114%* Wilsonia Historic District Trust (Collin, Gus) Private Land, Cultural Resources, Other
115% U.S. Environmental Profection Agency, Region IX Air Quality, Stock Use, Transportation, Other
(Hanf, Lisa)
116* Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility Wildemess, Mineral King, Other
(Ruch, Jeff)
117 Crowe, John T. Mineral King, Other
118* Crowe, John T. — same as 108 Mineral King, Cultural Resources
119* Tulare County Resource Management Agency (Blair, | Transportation, Mineral King, Visitor Use, Other
James)
120* Alliance of Backcountry Parachutists (Tilley, Martin) Visitor Use




List of Commenters and Comment Topics

Comment ‘

No. Commenter Comment Topics

121 Snelling, Kenneth and Jo Ann Pack Stations, Private Land, Other

122*% Foliz, Beverly G. — same as 81, 321 Mineral King

123 Adams, Llinda E. Mineral King, Cultural Resources

124 Koch, Mary Mineral King, Other

125% Bree Ph.D., Donn — same as 99 Mineral King, Cultural Resources

126* Modin, John and Chris — same as 92, 320 Mineral King, Other, Pack Stations, Visitor Use, High
Sierra Camp, Wilderness

127 Hack, Nadine Mineral King, Other

128 Stowell, Robin Boy Scouts

129 Blalock, Charlene Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources

130* Betts, Thomas Boy Scouts

131 Cluck, Aaron Mineral King, Cultural Resources

132 Taylor, John Boy Scouts, Visitor Use

133* Alsup, William Pack Stations, Other, Stock Use, Visitor Use, Wilderness

134 Frazier, Frank Boy Scouts

135 Filbins, Mylon (2) Other

136 Blair, Jean Mineral King

137 Conrad, Kristine Other, Mineral King, Visitor Use

138 Root, Gail Mineral King, Cultural Resources

139 Ware, Tom Mineral King, Cultural Resources

140 Sullivan, Scott Stock Use, Wildemess, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King

141 Bissiri, Paul and Nadean Stock Use, Mineral King, Other

142%* Church, Cari Mineral King, Other

143 Stringham, Dee Mineral King

144* Elsas, Donna Mineral King

145 Sinclaire, lance Mineral King

146 Norton, Russ Mineral King

147 Wilson, Eleanor Mineral King

148 Viloria-Matsumura Mineral King

149 Norton, Jill Mineral King

150 Matsumura, Neil Mineral King

151 Ternstrom, Chris (2) Mineral King

152 Ternstrom, Paul Mineral King

153 Potts, Norma Jean Mineral King

154 Sinclaire, Joan Mineral King

155 Stringham, Jud Mineral King

156 Bradish, Charles Mineral King

157 Veehala, Deedri Mineral King

158 Potts, William and Norma Mineral King

159 Grayson, Douglas Mineral King

160 Crant, Melanie Mineral King

161 Billingsly, Don Mineral King

162 Scott, Joyce Mineral King

163 Bailey, Carole and Karl Mineral King

164 Massey, Lenora Mineral King

165 Billingsly, Betty Mineral King

166 Bailey, Carole Mineral King

167 Rosenthal, Arlene Mineral King

168 Eastin, Charlotte Mineral King

169 Bailey, Gilbert Mineral King

170* Gardiner, Bill Pack Stations, Stock Use, Wilderness, Water, High Si-
erra Camp, Pack Stations, Mineral King

171 Penningfon, Paula Stock Use, Wildemess, Mineral King
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Comment ‘

No. Commenter Comment Topics

172 Mann, Robert Other, Visitor Use

173 Anderson, Milton Mineral King

174 Parkening, Christopher Other, Mineral King

175 Selke, Alia Other, Stock Use, Wildemess, Visitor Use, High Sierra
Camp, Mineral King

176* Murphy, James Stock Use, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King, Pack Sta-
tions, Wildemess

177 Boyd, Earl Mineral King

178 Koch, Larianne Mineral King, Cultural Resources

179 Dyer, linda Mineral King

180 Thabco, 2 Mineral King

181 Wilkins, Lois Mineral King, Cultural Resources

182 Beach, Deidra Mineral King, Cultural Resources

183 Foltz, Dr. David Mineral King, Cultural Resources

184 Boyd, Joyce Mineral King

185 Claire, Jeff Mineral King

186 Hewitt, Meilani Mineral King

187 Wilkins, LJ. Mineral King, Other, Education, Wildemess

188 Lois Wilkins Mineral King, Other, Education, Wildemess

189 Singleton, Mark Mineral King

190 Carpenter, Gary Mineral King

191 Annie Carpenter Mineral King, Other

192 Anderson, Delores Mineral King

193 Johnson, Alice Mineral King

194 Tavares, Trevor Other, Mineral King

195 Roach, Betty Mineral King

196 Becker, Margaret Mineral King, Cultural Resources

197 Roper, Ann Mineral King, Cultural Resources

198 Mancha, Howard Other, Stock Use, Mineral King

199 leighton, Charles and Marianne Other, Wilderness, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Private Land,
Mineral King

200 Reynolds, Brian and Diane Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources

201 Hauben, Chana Mineral King

202 Krause, Karen M. Mineral King

203* Volding, Doug Mineral King, Cultural Resources

204 Ingram, Steven C. Mineral King

205 Duncan, Nancy Mineral King

206 Brown, Jill Mineral King, Cultural Resources

207 Halligan, David W. Mineral King

208 Hicks, Robert B. Cultural Resources, Mineral King

209 Martin-del-Campo, Felix & Janet Cultural Resources, Mineral King

210 Gravelle, Bruce Mineral King, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Cultural Resources

211 Jurevich, Gia McCloskey Mineral King, Other, Cultural Resources

212* Diederich, Karl Stock Use, Wildemess, Pack Stations, Mineral King,
High Sierra Camp, General Natural Resources

213 Sherlock, Mike Mineral King

214 Hendricks, Lillian Mineral King

215* Meyer, D. Christian Mineral King

216* Meyer, Jacob Mineral King

217 Ewen, Margie and Alan Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Education

218 Knipp, Dan Mineral King

219 Alosi, Jeanette Stock Use, Wildemess, Pack Stations, Mineral King,

High Sierra Camp




List of Commenters and Comment Topics

Comment ‘

No. Commenter Comment Topics

220 Williams, Mark Mineral King

221 Hummel, Greg Stock Use, Wildemess, Pack Stations, Mineral King,
High Sierra Camp

222% Crowe, John T. Wild and Scenic Rivers, Mineral King, Visitor Use

223 Peoples, Donna Stock Use, Wildemess, Pack Stations, Mineral King,
High Sierra Camp

224 Reynolds, Les & Gail Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Hydroelectric

225 DeVol, Sharon Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources

226* Gordon, Michael E. Other, Stock Use, Pack Stations, Mineral King. High
Sierra Camp, Wildemness

227 Eastin, Irving Mineral King

228 Thaw, Steven Stock Use, Mineral King, High Sierra Camp, Wilder-
ness, Pack Stations

229 Benedetti, Bob Other, Stock Use, Wilderness, Mineral King, High Sierra
Camp

230 Mo, Virginia L. Mineral King, Cultural Resources

231 Roberson, Patricia A. Mineral King, Cultural Resources

232 Roberson, Teddy E. Mineral King, Cultural Resources

233 landry, Mauriene Other, Mineral King

234 Pendley, Alan R. Other, Stock Use, Wildemess, Pack Stafions, High Sierra
Camp, Mineral King

235 Stevens, Mark Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations

236* Wood, Gordon E. Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Visitor Use

237 Hath, Douglas C. Cultural Resources, Mineral King, Other

238 Koch, Bryan Other, Visitor Use, Private Land

239 (unreadable), Sharon Mineral King

240 Frederiksen, linda Mineral King, Cultural Resources

241 Johnson, Mrs. Clinton H. Mineral King

242* Mueller, Helen L. Other, Visitor Use, Private Lland, Socioeconomic

243 Mountain, MarthaElin Mineral King, Cultural Resources

244 Freeland, Patricia Mineral King, Cultural Resources

245 Jacobsen, Ann Mineral King, Cultural Resources

246 McGee, Moe Mineral King

247 Hack, Nadine Mineral King, Other

278 Huntsberger, Cynthia W. Mineral King, Cultural Resources

249 Visher, David Stock Use, Wildemess, High Sierra Camp, Mineral
King, Pack Stations

250 Kiernik, Maria Stock Use, Wildemess, High Sierra Camp, Pack Sto-
tions, Visitor Use

251 Clohessy, Lucille Rella Stock Use, Wildemess, Pack Stations, High Sierra
Camp, Mineral King

252 Godin, Roger ). Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations

253 Carpenter, Alan F. Stock Use, Wilderness

254 Merrow, Margaret R. Other, Mineral King, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Cultural
Resources

255 Boley, Paul R. Mineral King

256 Koontz, Ben R. Mineral King, Cultural Resources

257 Seely, Melinda Mineral King, Culiural Resources

258 Hauben, Chana Mineral King

259 Spain, Cynthia Mineral King, Cultural Resources

260 Jackson, Alex Stock Use, Pack Stations, High Sierra Camp, Wilder-

ness, Mineral King
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Comment ‘

No. Commenter Comment Topics

261 Abele, Rich Stock Use, Pack Stations. High Sierra Camp, Wilder-
ness, Mineral King

262 Manning, Meredith Other, Stock Use

263 Hasenick, Bob Stock Use, Wilderness, High Siera Camp, Visitor Use,
Mineral King

264 Wollenman, Guy A. Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources

265 Talbert, Jane Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, High Sierra
Camp, Mineral King

266* Talbert, Rob Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, High Sierra
Camp, Mineral King, Pack Stations

267 Robbins, Jack Stock Use, Wilderness

268 Meodin, John and Chris Other, Visitor Use, Transportation

269 Duvall, Cher Mineral King, Cultural Resources

270* Edlund, David M. Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King

271 Sandoval, Norbert Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources

272 Sandoval, Christopher Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources

273% Koch, Richard & Jean Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources

274* Meyer, Earl D. Mineral King, Cultural Resources

275 Meyer, Jana Mineral King, Cultural Resources

276 Jacobson, Verona & Larry Mineral King, Culiural Resources

277 Kauling, Robin & Wilma Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources

278* California Save Our Streams Council (Carter, Lloyd)  |Stock Use, Wildemess, High Sierra Camp

279 Stringham, JoDee Mineral King

280 Hill, Cathleen J. Mineral King

281 Hill, Will Mineral King

282 Cosart, Keith H. Mineral King, Cultural Resources

283 Sheppard, Karen Mineral King, Cultural Resources

284 Koontz, Ben Mineral King, Cultural Resources

285 Devol, Shirley Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Education

286 Georgi, Maggi Other, Stock Use, Pack Stations, High Sierra Camp,
Wilderess, Mineral King

287 Saurenman, louise Mineral King, Cultural Resources

288* The Wilderness Society (Gunn, Susan) Wildemess, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King, Other,
Private Land

289* National Parks Conservation Association (Boyd, Diane) |Wildemess, Carrying Capacity, High Sierra Camp,
Other, Mineral King, Stock Use, Water

290* Back Country Horsemen (Garden, Kevin) Stock Use, Wilderness

201* High Sierra Hikers Association (Browning, Peter) Stock Use, Pack Stations, High Sierra Camp, Other,
Mineral King, Wildemess, Water, General Natural
Resources, Visitor Use

292 Yates, Arthur G. Mineral King

293* Hack, Karen — same as 22, 310 Cultural Resources, Other, Mineral King

294~ Eaton, Perry Stock Use, High Sierra Camp, Pack Stations, Mineral
King, Wildemess, Other

295 Uhlig, Roger Mineral King, High Sierra Camp, Stock Use, Wilderness

296* Name withheld Mineral King, Other, Visitor Use

297* Hengst, David and Couriney Mineral King

208* Lynen, Lo High Sierra Camp, Other, Mineral King, Pack Stations,
Stock Use, Wildemess, Transportation, Education, Hy-
droelectric

299 love, linda Mineral King

300 Crowe, John T. Mineral King, Cultural Resources

301 Ingram, James W. Wild and Scenic Rivers, Mineral King, Other
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List of Commenters and Comment Topics

Comment
No. Commenter Comment Topics
302* Judd, Richard Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, Visitor Use
303* Di Silvestro, L. Laile Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Education
304 Neves, Dr. David and Cathy Mineral King, Cultural Resources,
305* Bates, Stuart R. Mineral King, Visitor Use
306* Young, Bradley and Victoria Mineral King, High Sierra Camp, Stock Use, Pack Sta-
tions, Wilderness
307* Merrill, Arthur and Susan — same as 48 Pack Stations, Private Land, Wild and Scenic Rivers,
Hydroelectric, Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations,
Water, Mineral King, Transportation
308* Mineral King District Association (Hath, Kathy) Cultural Resources, Mineral King
309* Tulare County Resource Management Agency (Blair, | Transportation, Mineral King
James A.)
310* Hack, Karen — same as 22, 293 Mineral King, Other
311 Mineral King District Association (Van Zandt, Michael |Cultural Resources, Mineral King
J)
312* Parks, James N. Cultural Resources, Mineral King, Visitor Use
313 Kennedy, Ronald D. Mineral King, Other, Visitor Use
314* Tulare County Resource Management Agency (Finney, |Other, General Natural Resources, Cultural Resources,
George) Hydroelectric
315* Green, D. Adrian Mineral King, Cultural Resources
316 Blair, James Visitor Use, Socioeconomic, Mineral King, Other
317* Barton, Jim Other, Mineral King, Socioeconomic, Hydroelectric,
High Sierra Camp, Visitor Use, Transportation, Boy
Scouts, Cultural Resources
318 lindsey, Irvin E. Mineral King, High Sierra Camp, Wildemess, Stock
Use, Pack Stations, Other
319* Dunham, Don E. Other, Stock Use, Mineral King
320* Meodin, John and Chris — same as 92, 126 Mineral King, Other Pack Stations, Visitor Use, High
Sierra Camp, Wilderness
321* Foliz, Beverly G. — same as 81, 122 Mineral King
322 Keesey, John and Joan Mineral King
323 Felciano, Celeste Stock Use, Wildemess, Mineral King, High Sierra
Camp, Pack Stations
324 Hemlsberger/Huntsberger, Cynthia Mineral King, Cultural Resources
325 Hath, Kath Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
326 Stowell, Llorenzo Mineral King, High Sierra Camp, Stock Use, Wildemess
327 Boesel, John Stock Use, Pack Stations, Wildemess
328* Stocking, Stephen General Natural Resources, Stock Use, Cultural Re-
sources, Visitor Use, Water
329* Hack, Nadine Other, Mineral King, Hydroelectric, Cultural Resources,
Visitor Use, Pack Stations, Stock Use, Wildemness, High
Sierra Camp,
330 Share, Jack B. Other, Mineral King, Visitor Use, Private Land
331 Roberts, Sir Gilbert Other, Visitor Use, Hydroeleciric
332 Crowe, John T Wild and Scenic Rivers, Mineral King, Visitor Use
333* Girshman, Irving L. Stock Use, General Natural Resources, Mineral King,
Wilderness
334* National Trust for Historic Preservation Cultural Resources, Other, Mineral King, Private Land
335* Califomia Equestrian Trails & Lands Coalition (B/C Stock Use, Pack Stations, Other
Horsemen)
336* High Sierra Hikers Association (Browning, Peter) Stock Use, Pack Stations, High Sierra Camp, Other,

Mineral King, Wildemess, Water, General Natural
Resources, Visitor Use
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Comment ‘

No. Commenter Comment Topics

337 Sledge, Karen Private Land

338* van Gilluwe, Pete Other, Air Quality, General Natural Resources

339* Elliott, John Mineral King

340 Barton, James Other, Mineral King, Socioeconomic, Hydroelectric,
High Sierra Camp, Visitor Use, Transportation, Boy
Scouts

341+ Elliott, Sarah Barton Mineral King

342 Sachau, B Other, General Natural Resources, Visitor Use, Transpor-
tation

343 Gilbert, Dr. Deborah Mineral King

344% Glick, Frank Boy Scouts, Other, Visitor Use

345% Weaver, John — same as 83 Other, Visitor Use

346 Weaver, John Private Land

347 Hamel, Lawrence Mineral King, Education, Cultural Resources

348 Hill, David Boy Scouts

349 Becker, Bill Hydroelectric, Mineral King, Visitor Use

350 Thompson, Russ Boy Scouts

351 Lynch, Patrick Boy Scouts

352 Woatson, Mike Boy Scouts

353 Sillman, Arnold Boy Scouts

354 Glick, Frank Boy Scouts

355 McMaster, James Boy Scouts

356 Crothers, Pat Other, Cultural Resources, Private Land

357 Glick, Frank Boy Scouts, Other, Visitor Use

358* Nelson, John Visitor Use, Mineral King, Transportation, Stock Use

359 Carter, Mark Mineral King

360 Ingram, Timara Mineral King, Cultural Resources

361 Pritchett, Sue Mineral King, Visitor Use, Cultural Resources

362 Benedict, John Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Other

363 Entz, James Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Visitor Use

364* National Parks Conservation Association Wildemess, Carrying Capacity, High Sierra Camp,
Other, Mineral King, Stock Use, Water

365* Boiano, Danny Water, Carrying Capacity, General Natural Resources,
Cultural Resources

366 Stekel, Peter High Sierra Camp

367* Stekel, Peter Mineral King, Water

368* Backcountry Horsemen of California, High Sierra Unit | Stock Use, Pack Stations, Other, Wildemess, High Sierra

(Pendegraft, Karl J.) Camp, Cultural Resources, Transportation, Visitor Use,

Wild and Scenic Rivers

369* Sierra Club Kern-Kaweah Chapter (Unger, Lorraine) Mineral King, Air Quality, Transportation, Visitor Use,
General Natural Resources, Education

370 Melekian, Bernard Boy Scouts

371* Seaborn, Margaret Private Land, Education, Visitor Use, Stock Use, Pack
Stations, Wildemess, Socioeconomic, Hydroelectric,
Mineral King, Transportation, WA

372* National Park Service, Air Resources Division (Reilly, | Air Quality

Liana)

373 Douglass, Darrell Visitor Use, General Natural Resources

374* U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service General Natural Resources

375 Faulkner, Bob Transporfation

376 Warner, David B Other

377 Faszholz, Jean Private Land, Education

378 Camara, Tom Other, Hydroelectric
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Comment ‘

No. Commenter Comment Topics

379 Patzkowski, Dennis Other, General Natural Resources

380 Bissiri, Mark Other, Mineral King

381 Adams, Penelope Mineral King

382 Share, Jack B. Other, Mineral King

383 Betts, Thomas K. Boy Scouts

384 Girshman, Irving L. Stock Use, Mineral King, Visitor Use

385 Ward, Jane & Glenn Stock Use, Wildemess, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King

386 Silpa, Michael L., M.D. Boy Scouts

387 Stowell, Richard Boy Scouts

388 Stekel, Peter Boy Scouts

389* U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Sacramento Office) General Natural Resources

390 Buckingham, Margaret Boy Scouts

391+ Clohessy, Thomas — same as 88 Wilderness, Other, Mineral King, High Sierra Camp

392 Barash, Ace, M.D. Stock Use, Wildemess, Pack Stations, High Sierra
Camp, Mineral King

393 Bergantz, George Stock Use, Pack Stations, Wilderness

394 Biggio, Kim Mineral King, Cultural Resources

395* U.S. Senator Feinstein, Dianne Mineral King, Cultural Resources

396* U.S. Senator Feinstein, Dianne Mineral King

397 DeV (unreadable) Mineral King

398 unreadable Mineral King

399 Unreadable (Lunbeck) Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Education

400 Hunisberger, Cynthia Mineral King, Cultural Resources
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Substantive Comments and NPS Responses

Substantive comments from the letters are ex-
tracted below. Most comments are quoted from
the original letter; they have been edited only for
style consistency and spelling. Bracketed hum-
bers at the end of a comment indicate the source
of that comment (see previous table for com-
ment letter numbers). The draft document is re-
ferred to in the following responses as the
DGMP-CRMP / EIS.

Where appropriate, the text in the final docu-
ment has been revised to address comments and
changes, as indicated in the following responses.
All page number citations refer to the draft
document.

NATURAL RESOURCES

1. Exotic Vegetation

Comment: lllegal marijuana farms should be
addressed in the general management plan. [82]

Response: In recent years illegal marijuana
farms have been discovered primarily in the
foothills area of Sequoia National Park. They
were not discussed in the draft plan since they
were discovered later in the planning process.
NPS Management Policies support exotic spe-
cies eradication, and management prescriptions
for Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
have been refined to specifically address this
misuse of public land.

2. Species

Comments: The general management plan
should acknowledge the known and potential
impacts of fish stocking and prohibit all fish
stocking within the parks. The plan should ac-
knowledge that bighorn sheep populations
within the parks are critically endangered, and
protection and restoration of populations must
take priority over recreational use. [291]

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service does not
concur with the conclusion that the alternatives
are “not likely to adversely affect the bighorn
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sheep, valley elderberry beetle or vernal pool
fairy shrimp” since the plans do not provide suf-
ficient information to fully evaluate the impact
on these species. [389]

Response: Fish stocking is not a general man-
agement planning issue since it is regulated by
policy and is not permitted in these parks. Fish
stocking is an activity that was conducted for
many years but was discontinued about 1988.
This was the result of NPS policies which to this
day prohibit fish stocking when that stocking
may impair park natural resources or processes.
Park managers have determined that fish stock-
ing is harmful to park resources and is therefore
prohibited. In recent years actions have been
successfully taken to remove nonnative fish spe-
cies from some wilderness locations in order to
restore viable populations of the native yellow-
legged frog.

The Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep is an endan-
gered species listed by both the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and California. Sequoia and
Kings Canyon National Parks work with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Califor-
nia Department of Fish and Game to ensure the
protection of this species. Recent monitoring
activities have shown that the populations are
likely expanding, evidenced by the monitoring
of existing herds and the discovery of a new
herd in Kings Canyon National Park. Park man-
agers will enact controls on recreational pursuits
and take other proactive steps, if necessary, to
protect the bighorn sheep populations.

Discussions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice on November 5, 2004, resulted in an agree-
ment that the National Park Service will com-
plete site-specific data collection at the project
level to determine if bald eagles, bighorn sheep,
valley elderberry longhorn beetles, or vernal
pool fairy shrimp are present or if the project
would occur within suitable habitat. Based on
this information, the National Park Service will
complete further consultation for project specific
actions that may affect these species to ensure
that projects developed under the scope of the



Natural Resources

final management plans are in compliance with
the provisions of section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act.

3. Water Resources
3A. Water Withdrawals

Comment: Existing water withdrawal informa-
tion is not adequate to determine sustainable
water withdrawal amounts for developed areas
within the park. [365, 82, 10]

Response: A park resource committee under-
took additional review and analysis of historic
annual water withdrawals in developed areas.
The committee confirmed that water availability
may be affected by annual precipitation, which
may periodically limit water utilization in some
developed areas of the parks. However the com-
mittee concluded that the preferred alternative
approach remains valid due to the potential to
make more efficient use of water by reducing
water loss within the water distribution system
and through further conservation measures. The
NPS Division of Water Resources has been
working with park staff on an update of the 1989
Water Resources Management Plan. Actions in
the alternatives table have been clarified as fol-
lows: parkwide — line 35, Grant Grove — line
215, Wuksachi — line 243, Lodgepole — line
271, Wolverton — line 286, Giant Forest — line
300, Ash Mountain — line 343, and the Mineral
King area — line 377. Information in appendix
E (“Water and Wastewater Use”) will be up-
dated as specific water resource studies are
done.

3B. Impact of Climate Change on Water
Availability

Comment: One of the largest systematic stress-
ors to the park ecosystem is anthropogenic cli-
mate change: The climate will continue to warm
in the future. This warming, and the impact that
this will have on reducing water supplies, must
be factored into all water use plans. This likely
reduction in water supplies will be particularly
important when assessing water withdrawals
near giant sequoia groves. The likely reduction

15

in water supplies due to climate change should
be noted in the preferred alternative. [36]

Response: The way in which future water sup-
plies will respond to climate change is not pres-
ently known, but NPS policy compels a standard
of “no impairment” of significant park re-
sources, including giant sequoia groves. Text
has been changed in the section addressing
“Mitigation for Increased Water Withdrawals”
(DGMP-CRMPIEIS, vol. 1, p 73).

4. Air Quality

Comments: More detail is needed related to air
quality, existing monitoring sites, and new stan-
dards. Technical questions and non-GMP issues
were brought up by the NPS Air Resources Di-
vision. (Note: Staff turnover in the NPS Air Re-
sources Division resulted in technical review
comments being submitted during the public
comment period instead of during the NPS in-
ternal review.) [372, 115]

The San Joaquin Valley Pollution Control Dis-

trict listed a number of district rules and regula-
tions addressing specific technical requirements
for prescribed fire, architectural coatings, wood
burning fireplaces, asphalt paving, etc. [113]

The Clean Air Act amendments place on federal
land managers an affirmative responsibility to
protect air quality related values of their class |
areas regardless of the source of pollution. The
GMP should clearly articulate a plan for meeting
this mandate. [10]

The parks must balance the aggressive goals of
prescribed fire with the effects on human health,
visitor enjoyment, and reduced quality of life in
surrounding communities. Mechanical thinning
should be increased to protect already deterio-
rated visual capabilities in the parks. [338]

Response: A general management plan is in-
tended to be a vision document that does not
provide a high level of operational detail about
air quality management. NPS policy addresses
many of the ideas suggested, so the plan does
not need to make decisions relative to many top-
ics. Laws and policies related to air resources,
soundscapes, and nightscapes were summarized
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in the plan (DGMP-CRMPIEIS, vol. 1, p. 15).
Regional pollution control district policies and
requirements provide a basis for collaboration
and ongoing dialogue between the park and the
pollution control district to work toward achiev-
ing the mutual goal of improved air quality.

Technical data updates and the level of detail
relevant to a general management plan have
been included in revisions to “The Affected En-
vironment.”

Prescribed fire methods are addressed in the
parks’ Fire and Fuels Management Plan.

The parks’ Air Resources Management Action
Plan details specific air quality management
recommendations; a summary of this plan has
been added to the “Relationship to Other Plan-
ning” section in volume 1. Note that parks’ web-
site provides public information about air quality
issues.

5. Fire Management

Comment: Do not give prescribed fire a higher
priority than mechanical thinning. [338]

Response: As stated in the document, the Fire
and Fuels Management Plan addresses specific
methods related to air quality, fuels manage-
ment, and prescribed fire.

6. Natural Sound

Comment: A mandatory aircraft overflight ceil-
ing and other limits are needed to protect the
natural soundscape. [291, 89]

How are overflights limited? Text [that says]
“continue to limit” seems inaccurate. [328]

Response: NPS policy states that “the Service
will work cooperatively with agencies of the
Department of Defense in order to address the
congressionally mandated missions of all agen-
cies” and will “strive to mitigate any adverse
effects of military training flights or operational
low-level overflights on park resources, values,
or visitor experiences.” The parks have been
addressing the issue of aircraft overflights in
various ways. Years of discussions with the
military branches have led to some improve-
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ments in flight paths and the voluntary estab-
lishment of a floor of 18,000 feet above mean
sea-level over the parks. Park managers will
continue to work closely with the military and
the Federal Aviation Administration on over-
flight issues. However, much of Sequoia Na-
tional Park constitutes an authorized military
overflight zone.

7. Natural Dark

Comment: The plan states that soundscape /
night sky would not be affected by any of the
alternatives. What about impacts of expansion of
Wauksachi and other development projects? Con-
struction projects do impact the soundscape. [82]

Response: Present park policies call for the use
of lighting equipment that is compatible with
preserving “dark skies” where feasible. Con-
struction projects do affect the soundscapes, but
the duration is generally short. Mitigations to
impacts of construction on soundscapes, and
lighting on dark skies will be detailed in site-
specific construction plans and associated NEPA
documentation.

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

8A. East Fork of the Kaweah

Comment: The East Fork segment does not
qualify as eligible and suitable due to develop-
ment for 100 years. [41, 222]

Response: The commenter appears to be con-
fusing criteria for wilderness with criteria for
wild and scenic rivers. As stated in the draft
document, the small amount and scale of devel-
opment, as well as hydroelectric facilities, do not
disqualify the East Fork as being suitable and
eligible for inclusion in the wild and scenic riv-
ers system because the waterway remains gen-
erally natural and riverine in appearance
(DGMP-CRMPIEIS, vol. 1, p. 22). As stated on
page 21 of volume 1, classification as “Recrea-
tional” is appropriate for areas that are readily
accessible by road and may have some devel-
opment along their shores.
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8B. North Fork of the Kaweah

Comment: The North Fork should be eligible.
There is no good reason for its not being eligi-
ble. [82]

Response: Although attractive, the North Fork
of the Kaweah was determined not to be eligible
because no outstandingly remarkable values
were identified within the park. The Bureau of
Land Management, however, has determined
that portions of the river outside the park are
eligible as a scenic and recreational river, with
wildlife, cultural, and visual values.

WILDERNESS

9A: Wilderness Discrepancies

Comment: There are numerous discrepancies
regarding wilderness. [31]

Response: Even though this comment is not
related to the general management planning ef-
fort, the following explanation is provided.

Calculating Acreage of Existing Wilderness in
the Parks. Most of the acreage figures used in
the draft document were generated by means of
the parks’ Geographic Information System.
Some of these figures are still subject to change
as an advancing technology is applied and
boundary errors are corrected (e.g., adjusting
boundaries more closely to the center line of
rivers and mountain ridges). The figures in the
document, and those provided below, are the
result of the most accurate technology available
and are more accurate than figures found in
other places. According to our latest calcula-
tions, these parks combined contain 865,257
acres (this includes the most recent addition of
the 1,518-acre Dillonwood area).

In designating the Sequoia-Kings Canyon Wil-
derness in 1984, Congress stated that it com-
prises “approximately seven hundred and thirty-
six thousand nine hundred and eighty acres.”
Following the boundary description provided by
Congress in the bill authorizing designation of
the Sequoia-Kings Canyon Wilderness was cal-
culated through GIS software as 723,036 acres.
This means that the designated wilderness in

17

these parks comprises 83.56% of the total park
area. The difference between what Congress
“approximated” and what was scientifically cal-
culated is approximately 13,944 acres. This dif-
ference (less than 1.9%) is due to manual calcu-
lation errors dating back to the original map. It is
not a result of the parks taking any actions to
reduce the original area intended by Congress to
be wilderness. Detailed maps showing the wil-
derness boundary are available at the parks.

Discrepancy of Potential Wilderness. The
DGMP-CRMP/EIS was in error in stating that
private property at Oriole Lake is potential wil-
derness. Oriole Lake and adjacent park lands are
in wilderness, including a primitive road that
provides access to 12 acres of private inhold-
ings. If these inholdings were acquired by the
National Park Service from willing sellers, the
area would be come wilderness. All references
to Oriole Lake as potential wilderness have been
corrected in the final document. Also see re-
sponse 9F.

When the boundary for the Sequoia-Kings Can-
yon Wilderness was finalized, the potential wil-
derness acreage at Pear Lake was reduced to 5
acres and the other 25 acres were included as
designated wilderness because they were deter-
mined to fully meet wilderness character criteria,
in accordance with the intent of Congress.

9B. Wilderness Studies

Comment: Wilderness hearings are requested.
[116]

Response: The National Park Service is re-
quired to assess the wilderness suitability of
lands added to national parks to determine if
they warrant further wilderness studies. Areas
assessed (the Chimney Rock, Mineral King, and
Dillonwood additions) were noted on the Back-
country / Wilderness maps for each alternative
in the draft document as areas to be studied.
While this assessment was outside the scope of
the general management plan, the plan noted
areas compatible with management as wilder-
ness and suitable areas where further wilderness
studies would occur. Public comment was
sought during the wilderness suitability assess-
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ment period. A memorandum on the wilderness
suitability assessment for Sequoia and Kings
Canyon National Parks was signed by the Pa-
cific West regional director on April 25, 2005. A
notice of final determination relative to suitabil-
ity and non-suitability for inclusion in wilder-
ness has been published (now in draft).

The wilderness suitability assessment found that
the “developed” portion of the Mineral King
addition and the Dillonwood addition do not
meet the criteria necessary for wilderness desig-
nation and warrant no further study. The devel-
oped area of Mineral King did not meet criteria
because it includes the road corridor and con-
tains significant human-constructed features,
such as roads, buildings, and utilities. The Dil-
lonwood addition is extensively roaded and has
been greatly modified by timber operations.

The assessment found that the “backcountry,” or
undeveloped / unroaded segment of the Mineral
King addition and the Chimney Rock addition
warrant further study because they (1) are pre-
dominantly roadless and undeveloped; (2) are
greater than 5,000 acres in size or of sufficient
size as to make practicable their preservation
and use in an unimpaired condition; and (3)
meet the five wilderness criteria listed in the
NPS Management Policies 2001. Separate from
the general management plan, wilderness studies
with accompanying hearings will proceed for
these areas. The text related to wilderness stud-
ies on page 24 of the DGMP-CRMP/EIS, vol-
ume 1, has been updated.

9C. Wilderness Designation and Wilderness
Studies

Comment: No additional wilderness is needed

since more than 96% is managed as wilderness.
Such designation might preclude effective fuels
reduction. Money spent on wilderness studies is
better spent protecting resources. [1]

The parks lack sufficient wilderness plans. The
National Park Service must continue to manage
three roadless areas as recommended wilderness.
What does “compatible with wilderness designa-
tion” mean? [31]
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All areas that qualify should be recommended to
Congress for designation. [12]

Response: The Sequoia-Kings Canyon Wilder-
ness was established by the California Wilder-
ness Act of 1984. Two areas of recommended
wilderness — the Hockett Plateau and the Red-
wood Canyon/North Fork areas — were ex-
cluded by Congress “without prejudice” in the
1984 act. Three areas added to the parks — Min-
eral King in 1978, Chimney Rock (also known
as the Jennie Lakes addition) in 1984, and Dil-
lonwood in 2001 — were all assessed for wil-
derness eligibility in 2003. Chimney Rock and
the undeveloped portions of Mineral King were
found to be eligible for wilderness designation,
pending a public wilderness study process. Dil-
lonwood was found to not possess characteris-
tics for eligibility. The suitability assessment
was signed by the regional director in May 2005
and was submitted to the director of the National
Park Service for consideration. All of the areas
named above, except Dillonwood, are managed
as wilderness in accordance with NPS Manage-
ment Policies 2001.

By policy, the areas of recommended wilderness,
Redwood Canyon/North Fork and the Hockett
Plateau, are also managed as wilderness.

The term “compatible with wilderness manage-
ment” was used in the draft document to de-
scribe how areas could potentially be managed
under differing alternative scenarios. This term
was developed so as not to prejudge any wilder-
ness studies. Areas compatible with wilderness
have either been previously recommended for
wilderness designation, have not been assessed,
or are part of ongoing wilderness studies.

Park wilderness and backcountry areas are cur-
rently managed in accordance with two plans
from 1986 — the Backcountry Management
Plan and the Stock Use and Meadow Manage-
ment Plan. While each of these plans provides
good guidance, a new wilderness stewardship
and stock use plan is scheduled upon the com-
pletion of this general management plan.
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9D. Hockett Plateau Designation

Comment: Diverse viewpoints and opinions for
and against wilderness designation of Hockett
Plateau were received. [10, 12, 48]

Response: Hockett Plateau is recommended
wilderness and has been managed for its wilder-
ness values in accordance with NPS Manage-
ment Policies. Due to its remoteness and terrain,
this type of management is sensible. See further
discussion under topic 25B, high Sierra camps.

9E. Mineral King Designation

Comment: Given the significance of the possi-
ble designation of these areas as wilderness
management areas in terms of the impacts on the
cabins, the permit holders, and the Mineral King
Cultural Road Historic District, this topic has
not been adequately addressed in the plan and in
the planning process. It is simply inadequate to
indicate that this topic would be studied after the
plan is put in place, because the topic will have
significant bearing on land uses within the area.
This study must be completed as part of the
General Management Plan planning process, and
should be completed prior to the completion of
the plan in order for the impacts of such a desig-
nation to be properly considered by the public
and the Park Service. [20, 23]

Response: The Mineral King Valley, except for
the road corridor and developed areas, was
found suitable for wilderness designation (line
151 in the alternatives table, vol. 1), so the des-
ignation does not affect the Mineral King Road
Cultural Landscape District. Wilderness desig-
nation in the Mineral King Valley outside the
developed areas and the road corridor would not
have a bearing on the cultural landscape district,
other than to protect its size and character. Wil-
derness studies of this area and other areas found
suitable for wilderness were conducted inde-
pendently from the general management plan-
ning process, and further studies will be under-
taken separately by the parks. Wilderness desig-
nation would require recommendations by the
secretary of the interior and the president to
Congress, followed by legislation. The devel-
opment of the 1980 Comprehensive Manage-
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ment Plan for Mineral King was done with pub-
lic involvement. However, the level of past pub-
lic involvement was not sufficient for finalizing
a proposal or recommendation for wilderness

status. Therefore, a formal wilderness study will
be undertaken in the future to address this issue.

9F. Oriole Lake Designation

Comment: Wilderness status should not be con-
sidered for either Mineral King or Oriole Lake.
These areas are not suitable as they have had
habitation for over 100 years, and the whole area
presently has multiple uses. Use in these areas
should not be restricted. Oriole Lake inholders
should be allowed to remain and not be con-
demned. [93]

Response: Oriole Lake and adjacent park land
are designated wilderness, as is a road corridor
that provides access to 12 acres of private in-
holdings. If and when all private properties were
acquired by the National Park Service from will-
ing sellers, the area would become wilderness.
See response 9E with regard to Mineral King.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

10. Monitoring Cultural Resources

Comment: To ensure for their preservation and
to provide some accountability, the protection
and preservation of all park historic and prehis-
toric resources must be monitored by the park
and reported to the state historic preservation
officer and the national preservation officer as
determined by law. [8]

Response: Cultural resource management plans
specify how cultural resources are to be pro-
tected and preserved; a general management
plan is a broad vision document that provides
overarching guidance for subsequent implemen-
tation plans. Laws and policies applicable to the
management of cultural resources are listed on
pages 17-18 in volume 1 of the DGMP-CRMP/
EIS, and this approach is reiterated in the “Man-
agement Prescriptions: Elements Common to All
Prescriptions” (DGMP-CRMP/EIS, vol. 1, p.
55).



SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS AND NPS RESPONSES

11. Park Cultural Resource Preservation

Comment: Preservation and adaptive use of
older structures should be pursued whenever fea-
sible. Park preservation efforts should not be lim-
ited to properties determined eligible for the Na-
tional Register [of Historic Places]. Many older
structures that don’t qualify may still contribute
to the park’s distinctive sense of place. [8]

Response: The National Park Service agrees.
The parks have many older buildings that are not
identified as culturally significant but that still
contribute to the use and character of the parks.
Many of these buildings will be retained during
the lifetime of this plan.

12. NPS Cultural Resource Maintenance

Comments: The National Park Service is not in
business to maintain cultural resources and does
not adequately maintain the Mineral King spe-
cial use permit cabins or other individual cul-
tural resources. [20, 129, 341]

Structures are deteriorated (e.g., the park’s first
ranger station); interpretation is absent; and his-
toric structures listed on the national register are
not identified. [341]

Response: While these are not substantive com-
ments, they point out a common misconception
— that the National Park Service is not respon-
sible for cultural resources and that it inade-
guately maintains cultural resources. The Na-
tional Park Service manages the most important
cultural resources in our nation, ranging from
the White House to cultural icons such as the
Washington Monument, the Statue of Liberty,
and Mount Rushmore. The Park Service is the
keeper of the National Register of Historic
Places. Within Sequoia and Kings Canyon Na-
tional Parks, the Park Service maintains numer-
ous cultural resources in addition to those on the
List of Classified Structures (see DGMP-
CRMP/EIS, vol. 2, appendix C). Some of these
maintained cultural resources are not directly
connected to the purpose for which the parks
were set aside. The draft plan pointed out that
the range of management actions within the Sec-
retary of the Interior’s Guidelines relative to
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cultural resources is wide. As mentioned at sev-
eral locations within the document, in consulta-
tion with the state historic preservation officer,
two Giant Forest historic districts of local sig-
nificance were removed to protect internation-
ally significant sequoia groves — the reason the
parks were set aside. This action illustrates the
difficult tradeoffs that must be made within the
national park system. The Mineral King special
use permit cabins are privately owned structures,
and the Park Service is not responsible for their
maintenance.

13. Traditional Cultural Property
Quialification

Comments: Listing on the National Register of
Historic Places applies to the Mineral King
community or equates with traditional cultural
property designation. [144, 21, 105]

The Mineral King living historic community
suggested by public comment is not reflected in
the DEIS. [22]

The National Park Service has the responsibility
to preserve cultural as well as natural values.
You would not preserve an Amish community
by evicting its residents — you cannot preserve
the Mineral King community by evicting the
people and preserving the cabins. [108]

The Mineral King Road Cultural Landscape Dis-
trict fails to identify users as contributing ele-
ments. [20]

Stock use should be inventoried as a historic
landscape. [368]

There is considerable debate concerning private
interests on public lands. As a rule, the National
Trust [for Historic Preservation] is committed to
preserving cultural heritage resources while
maximizing public access. We recognize that
some communities have important, long-stand-
ing ties to park land, often predating the estab-
lishment of parks. We believe that it is appropri-
ate to seek ways to collaborate with these com-
munities and recognize them as potential park
assets. [8]

Response: The National Park Service collabo-
rates with Mineral King permit holders by
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means of several memoranda of agreement to
address issues such as maintenance standards for
privately owned historic structures and educa-
tion.

Traditional uses, such as stock use, do not qual-
ify as a historic landscape.

While outside the scope of a general manage-
ment plan, it is important to clear up a common
misconception. Neither the recreation cabins in
Mineral King nor their owners qualify as “tradi-
tional cultural properties.” At Sequoia and Kings
Canyon National Parks there are several such
areas, comprised of either inholders or permit-
tees. Two areas in the parks with recreation cab-
ins are listed on the National Register of Historic
Places — the Wilsonia Historic District (listed
on March 14, 1996) and the Mineral King Road
Cultural Landscape District (listed on October
24, 2003). Wilsonia is of local significance as
representative of a recreational mountain com-
munity developed between 1918 and 1945. Min-
eral King is also locally significant, and the three
summer home tracts are eligible for their archi-
tecture and design as notable examples of rec-
reation tracts built in the rustic vernacular style.
While cabins in these areas have been used for
several generations, they do not rise to the stan-
dard defined in the 1980 amendments to the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act (see discussion
below). They are not different than seasonal rec-
reational cabin tracts in many locations, where
seasonal residents have enjoyed various local
recreational opportunities.

National Register Bulletin 38 provides guidance
for evaluating and documenting traditional cul-
tural properties (NPS 1998f). A traditional cul-
tural property is defined generally as

one that is eligible for inclusion in the Na-
tional Register because of its association
with cultural practices or beliefs of a living
community that (a) are rooted in that com-
munity’s history, and (b) are important in
maintaining the continuing cultural iden-
tity of the community. . . . There are many
definitions of the word “culture”; but in
the National Register programs the word is
understood to mean the traditions, beliefs,
practices, lifeways, arts, crafts, and social
institutions of any community, be it an In-
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dian tribe, a local ethnic group, or the peo-
ple of the nation as a whole . . . One kind
of cultural significance a property may
possess, and that may make it eligible for
inclusion in the Register, is traditional cul-
tural significance. “Traditional” in this
context refers to those beliefs, customs,
and practices of a living community of
people that have been passed down
through the generations, usually orally or
through practice. The traditional cultural
significance of a historic property, then, is
significance derived from the role the
property plays in a community’s histori-
cally rooted beliefs, customs, and prac-
tices.

The bulletin further states,

The subtlety with which the significance
of such locations may be expressed makes
it easy to ignore them; on the other hand it
makes it difficult to distinguish between
properties having real significance and
those whose putative significance is spuri-
ous. As a result, clear guidelines for
evaluation of such properties are needed.

In the 1980 amendments to the National Historic
Preservation Act, the secretary of the interior,
with the American Folklife Center, was directed
to study means of

preserving and conserving the intangible
elements of our cultural heritage such as
arts, skills, folklife, and folkways

and to recommend ways to

preserve, conserve, and encourage the con-
tinuation of the diverse traditional prehis-
toric, historic, ethnic, and folk cultural tra-
ditions that underlie and are a living ex-
pression of our American heritage. (NHPA
502; 16 USC 470a note)

14. Ethnographic Resources

Comment: NPS policy related to Native Ameri-
can uses, including plant gathering, was not ac-
curately stated. [116]

Response: The text has been clarified for Native
American relations (line 10 of the alternatives
tables), and specific laws and policies for ethno-
graphic resources have been added to “Laws,
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Regulations, Servicewide Mandates and Poli-
cies” in volume 1.

PARK USE

15. Visitation / Use Levels
15A. Carrying Capacity

Comments: Carrying capacity has not been
comprehensively addressed and needs to have
more detail.

Determining user capacity and resource limits
should be given the highest priority in the deci-
sion-making process, to ensure that excessive
visitation and use do not degrade the resources
we are trying to preserve. With a rapidly increas-
ing population encroaching on these parks, this
may prove to be a difficult challenge. [10, 25]

Response: The planning team consulted with an
NPS workgroup that has been defining how to
address carrying capacity appropriate to the pur-
pose of general management plans. Management
prescriptions have been identified as the best
place in a plan to discuss carrying capacity, and
an extensive new subsection on carrying capac-
ity has been added to each management pre-
scription. Each subsection identifies types of
indicators to be monitored and the range of ac-
tions that NPS managers would take if monitor-
ing indicated an undesirable change in resource
conditions or visitor experiences, The manage-
ment prescriptions section concludes with a new
discussion of carrying capacity implementation
and adaptive management.

A general management plan is a vision docu-
ment, and procedures or methods for monitoring
indicators and standards, such as the NPS visitor
experience / resource protection process, are
more appropriately detailed in other plans. This
general management plan for Sequoia and Kings
Canyon National Parks has been underway for
several years, during the period that principles
for managing carrying capacity have been evolv-
ing. It is likely that future management plans for
these parks will be able to define more specific
carrying capacities, especially for backcountry
areas, based on a longer history of data collec-
tion. It is also likely that resource indicators will
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be more precise in the future and that manage-
ment actions will more effectively address cu-
mulative resource effects.

15B: Basis for Crowding

Comment: How was crowding related to carry-
ing capacity defined? Was there a scientific
study? [82]

Response: Frontcountry carrying capacity num-
bers were based on the physical carrying capac-
ity of facilities such as parking lots. Text in each
management prescription has been revised to
clarify the bases for these numbers.

16. Sustainable Growth

Comment: Define sustainable growth.

Response: Sustainable growth is using park re-
sources and environments in a way that does not
deplete or permanently damage them, allowing
the uses to continue for an extended time. This
definition has been added to the glossary in vol-
ume 2.

17. Use Levels
17A: Parkwide Visitor Use Levels

Comment: The general management plan
should decide that more visitor use is desirable.
The appropriate amounts of visitation to the
parks should be increased without causing ir-
reparable resource damage; however, altering
the desired experience will change as the popu-
lation and use increase, and therefore should not
be a determining item. [84]

Visitation projections are insufficient. The cu-
mulative impacts of population increase, na-
tional monument plans, and highway improve-
ments on visitation need to be addressed. [25]

Response: During public scoping for this gen-
eral management plan most people strongly pre-
ferred maintaining current visitor experiences
and a low-key park character. To balance this
desire with considerable regional population
growth, the preferred alternative states, “Ac-
commodate moderate increased visitation, with
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an emphasis on day use”(DGMP-CRMP/EIS,
vol. 1, line 15 of the alternatives table). Day use
results in fewer demands on water supplies
within the parks. Moderate visitation increases
would occur in frontcountry areas, where addi-
tional road capacity exists. However, there may
be times when some highly popular day use ar-
eas cannot accommodate additional people, and
visitors will need to proceed to other locations or
use transit. At present there are no constraints on
the number of people entering the parks.

Visitation projections were calculated based on
historical data from the NPS Statistics Office,
with a 10% annual increase as the high end of
the range, and a 10% decrease the low end. As
explained in the document, it is unlikely that
visitor use would either rise or fall at a steady
10% rate or remain exactly the same over the
next few years. A more likely scenario would be
random increases or decreases from year to year
averaging 1% to 3% over a five-year period,
with extraordinary spikes of plus or minus 10%,
much like the patterns of actual visitor use data
(DGMP-CRMPIEIS, vol. 2, p. 59). Projections
in the final document have been updated using
more recent data, which indicated there were
525,035 visits to Kings Canyon in 2004 and
1,000,177 to Sequoia. Both of these numbers
were within the range included in the DGMP-
CRMP/EIS (vol. 2, p. 61).

17B. Ash Mountain Area Visitor Use

Comment: More information is needed to ad-
dress visitor use. Use is concentrated at Ash
Mountain now, and there are inadequate facili-
ties to manage the situation. Sites need to be
hardened. [39]

Response: Management prescriptions call for
river protection measures so that trails and ripar-
ian areas can be protected in a way that with-
stands use. Use of the Ash Mountain area is lim-
ited by parking capacity. The carrying capacity
section added to each management prescription
describes types of indicators that will be moni-
tored to determine when management actions
such as hardening areas or locally restricting use
are needed.
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17C. Mineral King Visitation

Comment: Include and update visitation figures
for the Mineral King area, showing a breakdown
of user types. This is needed to project facility

needs and is related to the fate of the area. [316]

Response: The parks keep annual visitation fig-
ures for various areas in the parks. Overnight
stays indicate that in 2000 the Cold Spring
campground had 8,000 overnight stays, making
it the fourth busiest campground in Sequoia Na-
tional Park, and the Atwell Mill campground
had 2,000 stays, making it the sixth busiest
campground. There may be some value to a fur-
ther breakdown of visitation in the Mineral King
area in terms of developing equitable fees for
special use permits and campgrounds and of
seeking some compensation for the use of park
roads by private landowners.

18. User Fees

Comment: Any fees imposed for backcountry
use should be used only for maintenance and
restoration purposes and not for new “improve-
ments.” There are enough trails already, and
restrooms and other amenities only attract more
use. There is too much use already. [92]

Response: User fees at these parks are enacted
in full compliance with legislation passed by
Congress. In December 2004 Congress passed
the Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement Act.
These parks will be analyzing the nature and
structure of all fees to ensure compliance with
the new act. The backcountry trail network is
less extensive than it was 50 years ago. Back-
country toilets are provided to protect park re-
sources only in a few heavily used areas.

TRANSPORTATION

19. Regional Transit Connections
Comment: A transit vision for connections to
the valley needs to be included. [119]

Response: Line 12 of the alternatives table has
been revised to recognize ongoing park and local
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discussions to connect local communities to the
parks through transit.

20. Transit and Transportation Planning
Alternatives

Comments: The document acknowledges a se-
rious air quality problem and the expectation of
visitation increasing in the future, but the draft
does not do much to address eliminating genera-
tion of air pollution within the park. There is the
tiny shuttle service in the Giant Forest area and
some language to explore a more extensive
transportation system under some alternatives,
but there is nothing that presents a really signifi-
cant change. The park should have explored one
alternative that seriously considered elimination
of pollution using known technologies. An ex-
ample of some components within a “green”
alternative might read something like this:

All public (and maybe some administra-
tive) access would be restricted to a mass
transit system utilizing non-polluting
technologies. The system would pick up
visitors from parking garages in gateway
communities (or just inside our park en-
trances or include major urban areas and
airports) and move them within the park.
Alternatively, visitors may enter on bicy-
cle or on foot and be excluded from an
entrance fee, rewarding them for practic-
ing the cleanest form of transit. [39]

If you need information, or you would like some-
one to do the driving for you or you’re driving a
vehicle too big to go up the switchbacks after
Hospital Rock, you come quickly to a visitor cen-
ter with a LOT of parking, where you can get
orientation, direction, information, food, a movie,
and public transportation to your in-park destina-
tion. You can walk some foothill trails and access
the river directly from here, and you can picnic
here also. Ash Mountain might be converted to
such a center. Or it might be better even closer to
Three Rivers (maybe where the Edison plant is,
by the park entrance?) to reduce vehicle traffic
into the parks and to make it easy for those stay-
ing in Three Rivers to hop a shuttle that circu-
lates through the town and takes employees and
visitors to the orientation / administration area
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(this also happens at Zion and its gateway town).
Another shuttle would loop to Visalia. The shut-
tles are quiet, fuel-efficient, all-weather vehicles.
They are only about the size of airport shuttles,
so they can easily navigate the worst of Generals
Highway and Moro Rock and Crystal Cave
roads. Relatively small, they fill up and unload
quickly, so their turnaround times are quick and
they can be flexibly scheduled. [79]

The FEIS should discuss options for expanding
the shuttle system, identify criteria for analysis,
and indicate whether analysis would be subject
to future tiered NEPA documents. The FEIS
should include a map depicting current and fu-
ture shuttle routes. [115]

Response: The plan authorizes exploration of
these and other transportation visions. NPS tran-
sit policy is to utilize non-polluting and energy-
efficient technologies wherever feasible. This is
a technical area where specific studies are re-
quired. The general management plan leaves
these details to be worked out in subsequent
planning efforts. The parks lie within one of the
most heavily polluted air basins in the United
States; any changes in park emissions will unfor-
tunately provide only negligible improvement.

Transit for the Giant Forest area was addressed
in the Interim Management Plan (the “Finding
of No Significant Impact” for which was signed
in April 1996). That plan included route maps,
shuttle types and limited access roads. Some bus
stops have been constructed. A transit system
plan is schedule to begin operations in summer
2007. No service is currently being provided.
The alternatives presented in this plan include
links to public transit outside the parks. If addi-
tional facilities were required, compliance would
also be required.

21. Gas Stations in the Parks

Comment: The preferred alternative should not
allow for any gas stations in the parks, since gas
is readily available outside the parks. Any gas
station inside the parks will only create unneces-
sary environmental problems such as increased
air pollution due to fumes from filling and to the
inevitable gas spills. Gas stations will also lead
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to even more traffic congestion, because the
large gas tankers necessary for filling the sta-
tions would have to travel the already crowded
park roads. [36]

Response: The preferred alternative calls only
for consideration of a self-service gas pump at
the Lodgepole market. While there are environ-
mental challenges associated with providing a
gas pump in the parks, this is offset by the en-
ergy consumption and air pollution that would
be generated by people driving greater distances
to find fuel.

22. Mineral King Road Traffic Counts

Comment: The traffic counts indicated for Min-
eral King are inadequately documented and
highly suspect. [316]

Response: The volume and capacity estimates
for park roadways, including Mineral King Road
(DGMP-CRMP/ EIS, vol. 2, Table 40) are based
on highway characteristics and recorded traffic
counts undertaken by transportation engineers
using standard methodologies and practices.

VISITOR EXPERIENCES

23. Stock Use
23A. Stock Use

Comments: Stock use is a traditional, historic,
and cultural cornerstone in the establishment,
management, and public use of Sequoia and
Kings Canyon National Parks. [34, 335]

Stock use is not sustainable. [291]

Response: The traditional range of park activi-
ties listed on page 34, volume 1 of the DGMP-
CRMP/ EIS, was not meant to be inclusive of all
park activities. The National Park Service agrees
that stock use is a valid traditional park activity.

The 1971 Master Plan proposed the eventual
phaseout of “livestock in the higher elevations”
of the parks. Also, major planning efforts since
that time, including the Backcountry Manage-
ment Plan (1986) and the Stock Use and Mead-
ow Management Plan (1986), provided for the
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sustainable continued use of pack stock for rec-
reational and administrative purposes. The latter
two documents were done in compliance with
the National Environmental Policy Act, includ-
ing a thorough public review process. They are
the basis upon which the parks’ backcountry and
wilderness have been successfully managed for
the past 20 years. Continued access to the parks’
backcountry and wilderness by recreational and
administrative pack stock was analyzed in the
GMP-CRMP/EIS because it is appropriate to
analyze major changes to previous plans to de-
termine if the changes are necessary to meet the
mission of the parks.

23B. Stock Regulation

Comments: Regulations indicate an anti-stock
bias. [290]

Regulations are needed. Suggest hardening stock
camps, stock should not be allowed in sensitive
areas such as wetlands, regulate water pollution
by stock, and use stock group size limits. [291]

Regulations and monitoring are not adequately
discussed. [1]

Do not separate users since it does not support
the parks goal to “promote and educate and fos-
ter better understanding between user groups.”
Separation lays the foundation for animosity and
conflict. [368, 109]

The draft GMP presents inconsistent rationale
for the restrictions of stock-based activities.
Stock use impacts were not included in the list
of backcountry stressors (p 67, vol. 1), so clearly
they are not a stressor. [1]

Recommend numerous changes to regulations.

[1]

Response: To preserve and protect park re-
sources, many uses are regulated, including driv-
ing, hiking, camping, and stock use (whether
private or commercial). Limits are based on the
ability of resources to sustain use without im-
pairment.

Sections 8.6.8.1 and 8.6.8.2 of the NPS Man-
agement Policies 2001 state that stock will be
kept within the carrying capacity of an area; that
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managers must regulate use so that resource
conditions are protected; that conflicts with
other public uses are kept to a minimum; and
that use of pack-in feed (preferably weed-free
pellets) is encouraged and required wherever
grazing would have unacceptable impacts on
park resources. Section 8.2.2.1 states that super-
intendents will consider a wide range of tech-
niques in managing use, including “separation of
conflicting uses by time or location.”

The carrying capacity discussion, which has
been expanded in the final document, monitors
indicators of resource conditions to determine
when park managers must take actions to protect
resources or visitor experiences. The range of
actions that managers could take is described in
the carrying capacity discussion for each man-
agement prescription. For example, in the cross-
country zone, the range of management actions
includes modifying quotas to reduce or shift use,
closing areas to use, removing trails, resting and
rotating use areas, removing invasive plants, de-
stroying / demolishing illegal plants and related
construction, and expanding education (espe-
cially “leave-no-trace” ethics).

The National Park Service agrees that group size
limits, on-trail and off-trail for both hikers and
stock, need to be analyzed. This, again, is an
issue of detail that is treated programmatically in
this Final Environmental Impact Statement and
will be explored in more detail in the future wil-
derness stewardship and stock use plan.

The “inconsistent” statement on page 67 under
“Backcountry” was meant to refer to broad-
scale, systemic stressors, such as air pollution
and climate change. The list does not include all
stressors. Stock and hiker use can also be a
source of local impacts that require controls to
minimize those impacts.

23C. Stock Use Locations

Comments: Limit areas for stock use; stock
should not be allowed in sensitive areas. The
general management plan should have retained
key language from the 1971 Master Plan to
phase out non-essential stock use in sensitive
areas. [54]
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Stock users have the right to go anywhere. [48]

Stock users may be restricted and not have the
experience of exploring and experiencing soli-
tude — wilderness values that are as important
to stock users as hikers. [1]

Response: The issue of stock use in high eleva-
tion areas of these parks will be thoroughly con-
sidered and analyzed in the future wilderness
stewardship and stock use plan.

Management prescriptions allow stock use in all
backcountry zones, but not in every location. For
example,

» Major Trails: Stock use may be permitted,
with restrictions on stock party size and the
location and timing of use. If stock use is
allowed, trails and bridges are designed and
maintained to stock standards, and appro-
priate facilities (such as campsites, hitch
rails, and drift fences) may be provided.

» Secondary Trails: Stock use may be permit-
ted on trails that can sustain use without
significant resource damage.

» Cross-Country Areas: Stock use may be
permitted.

The establishment of stock-free areas and foot-
travel-only trails is an issue of detail that will be
analyzed in a future wilderness stewardship and
stock use plan.

23D. Stock Use Alternatives

Comments: The general management plan
should not have looked at a no-stock alternative
since the 1971 Master Plan was replaced by
plans that continued stock use. [1]

The general management plan should have in-
cluded a no-grazing alternative, which is reason-
able and feasible and had been requested by nu-
merous people. [54, 29, 87, 88]

The DEIS violates the Wilderness Act by pro-
posing removal of a historic use and violates
authorizing legislation which calls for a “pleas-
ure ground” with “freest use . . . for recreation
purposes by the public.” [30]
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Fees should be charged to stock users to cover
the cost of trail maintenance. [3]

Response: The National Park Service disagrees
that the no-stock alternative evaluated in the Fi-
nal Environmental Impact Statement violates the
Wilderness Act. Moreover, under the National
Environmental Policy Act, it is appropriate to
consider a range of alternatives. The National
Park Service’s preferred alternative does not
propose removal of historic stock use, but it
would regulate stock use as mandated by policy.

The analysis of a no-grazing alternative is out-
side the scope of this plan, but it may be appro-
priate during the development of a wilderness
stewardship and stock use plan for these parks. It
is the policy of the National Park Service to de-
velop general management plans that provide
broad, overall guidance, not to treat each issue in
fine detail. More detailed considerations, i.e.,
grazing vs. no-grazing, will be handled in the
wilderness stewardship and stock use plan. If a
no-grazing alternative is to be analyzed, the ap-
propriate place to do that is during the develop-
ment of the wilderness stewardship and stock
use plan. Also see response to 23B.

Fee structures, which are outside the scope of a
general management plan, are reconsidered pe-
riodically by park managers.

23E. Stock Use Impacts

Comments: | urge the park to respond to the
real negative impacts of stock in the high coun-
try, and revise the general management plan ac-
cordingly. (Impacts described include dust, fe-
ces, urine, noise, visual/aesthetics and behav-
ioral disturbances.) [133, 170, 176]

[Impact] thresholds are wrong, and there is in-
sufficient data for analysis. [1]

It is unclear what measures are being taken to
address eroded trails or trespass cattle. The FEIS
should provide information about enforcement
and monitoring measures to protect surface wa-
ter quality. [115]

Response: The preferred alternative provides for
the use of pack and saddle stock in many areas

27

of the parks. The National Park Service believes
that recreational stock use can be managed to
ensure minimal impacts on resources and visitor
experiences. It is beyond the scope of this gen-
eral management plan to analyze all the details
of stock (or hiker) use. A detailed analysis of
stock and other wilderness activities will be
conducted for the future wilderness stewardship
and stock use plan, which will also include pub-
lic input and review in accordance with the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act. The details of
any future monitoring studies and additional
control measures, if needed, will also be evalu-
ated in that planning effort.

There are, at times, impacts on park resources
from pack stock, as well as from other back-
country and wilderness uses. Park managers
have employed actions, as identified in the
above referenced plans, to monitor and mitigate
these impacts. Mitigation efforts include
controlling access based on soil moisture condi-
tions, restricting use numbers, timing use and
closing meadows to grazing, improving trails
(maintenance, rerouting away from moist areas,
and hardening), requesting use of weed-free
feed, and continuing ongoing educational efforts
to encourage minimum impact practices.

Residual biomass, or the amount of aboveground
plant material remaining in a meadow at the end
of the growing season, is one component of the
meadow monitoring program at Sequoia and
Kings Canyon National Parks. In systems domi-
nated by perennial herbaceous plants, adequate
residue provides nutrients for recovery the fol-
lowing season, protects soil surfaces and plants,
replenishes the soil mulch and organic layers,
and traps and holds moisture. Residual biomass
also provides both shelter and forage for the
many animals that depend on meadows for all or
part of their life cycles. As such, it is an impor-
tant integrator of meadow function and can pro-
vide a quantifiable and repeatable measure to
guide management.

Because this method does not require the ability
to identify individual species, it can be carried
out by non-biologists with a minimum amount
of training; in these parks wilderness rangers
collect the majority of the residual biomass data.
Meadow condition is also assessed during a re-
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connaissance of the meadow and plots. The ex-
tent of trampled vegetation, deep hoof prints,
closely cropped vegetation, and erosion potential
are recorded. Groundcover (live plant, bare
ground, rock or litter) is estimated through the
step-point method along transects used to esti-
mate residual biomass.

The residual biomass protocol is the key compo-
nent of a multi-faceted monitoring program. For
the evaluation of meadow condition, results
from the residual biomass program are taken
into consideration along with assessments of
groundcover, trampling, hoof print impacts, and
erosion potential before recommendations are
made as to specific management actions, wheth-
er by closing areas to use or instituting restric-
tions. Expanding the monitoring program to
more formally address mechanical impacts of
stock use will be considered in the future wil-
derness stewardship and stock use plan.

The carrying capacity discussion has been ex-
panded within the management prescriptions to
address indicators such as soils and water qual-
ity, monitoring, and the range of actions that
could be taken to address changes in resource
conditions.

23F. Water Impacts of Stock Use

Comment: Stock use contaminates surface wa-
ters, violating California water quality standards.
This is primarily the result of direct input of
urine and manure into waters that could be con-
trolled by regulating grazing. [291, 109, 212]

Response: Park managers share your concern
about ensuring that visitor and management ac-
tivities do not contaminate or otherwise impair
pristine park waters. Occasionally park staff get
reports of stock discharges into streams and
lakes, but water quality is excellent when com-
pared to the standards in the Water Quality Con-
trol Plan for the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board. In the early 1980s water
samples were collected above and below a heavy
use stock area on the Hockett Plateau, and nutri-
ents and fecal bacteria were sampled for about
seven years; no stock-related impacts could be
detected. During runoff events the natural contri-
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bution from meadow mice and other organisms
far outweighed any contributions from stock.
This does not mean that stock do not cause im-
pacts to water quality, but the impact was not
detectable. Recent work in this area, in particular
a 2004 study by Dr. Robert Derlet and Dr. James
Carlson of the University of California at Davis
School of Medicine, likewise failed to show any
detectable correlation between increased water-
borne pathogens and high-use stock areas. Most
park meadows are wetlands, and wetlands are
well known for their ability to improve water
quality. Water quality monitoring will be a com-
ponent of the Sierra Networks’ vital signs pro-
gram that is currently being developed for Dev-
ils Postpile National Monument, and Y osemite,
Sequoia, and Kings Canyon national parks.

Your suggestion to tie and feed stock is an op-
tion. It also has its own impacts, such as soil dis-
turbance. These issues will be thoroughly ana-
lyzed during development of the parks’ wilder-
ness stewardship and stock use plan.

253G. Wetlands and Stock

Comment: Wetlands are adversely affected by
stock use. [291]

Response: Park wetlands have been inventoried,
and information is available to the public
through the National Wetlands Inventory pro-
gram. The inventory has been independently
evaluated to identify where additional informa-
tion is needed.

The management of wetlands used for grazing is
covered by the current Stock Use and Meadow
Management Plan. Stock use and meadow con-
ditions are monitored, and when problems are
discovered, meadows are rested and adjustments
are made to allow recovery and prevent the
problem from recurring. This program will be
analyzed as part of the future wilderness stew-
ardship and stock use plan.

23H. Stock and Aesthetic Impacts and
Wilderness Character

Comment: Stock use adversely impacts wilder-
ness character and aesthetics. [291]
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Response: Aesthetics in the wilderness environ-
ment are subjective, especially when it comes to
recreational pack stock. The NPS Organic Act,
the Wilderness Act, and the California Wilder-
ness Act were all enacted with the understanding
that the use of recreational pack stock to experi-
ence large natural areas, including designated
wilderness, was an acceptable traditional prac-
tice. One of the originators of the concept of wil-
derness, Aldo Leopold, even stated that one rea-
son for having wilderness is to perpetuate “primi-
tive skills in pioneering travel.” He specifically
indicated that one of those skills is travel by
pack-train. These parks strive to meet the desires
of many user groups, including hikers and stock
users. Comments both for and against continuing
stock use have been received, and the National
Park Service believes that recreational stock use
can be managed in a manner that is sustainable
and does not harm resources, nor unreasonably
disrupts other wilderness users.

Again, many of the details that commenters have
requested be considered and analyzed in the
general management plan (e.g., designated stock
camps, foot-travel only zones, no-grazing, and
the extent and role of commercial stock opera-
tors) will be more properly addressed in a future
wilderness stewardship and stock use plan.

24. Commercial Pack Stations
24A. Parkwide

Comments: All commercial pack stations
should be removed from park lands due to re-
source impairment. [291]

The operation of pack stations is contributing to
the demise of songbird populations in Sequoia
and Kings Canyon by creating artificial habitat
for the parasitic brown-headed cowbird. [291]

The plan favors commercial stock interests over
private use. [170]

Response: A general management plan provides
broad guidance. The preferred alternative pro-
poses possible pack stations in the parks as a
commercial service, which would be subject to
NPS commercial services policy, as referenced
on page 19 of volume 1 of the DGMP-CRMP /
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EIS. The general management plan is not in-
tended to serve as a site-specific operations or
development document.

Eliminating pack stations from park lands might
reduce cowbirds, but these birds feed in many
developed sites, especially around campgrounds.
The parks have had the threat of cowbirds pro-
fessionally evaluated, specifically in a two-year
study conducted by the Kern River Research
Center during 1995 and 1996. The study in-
cluded Cedar Grove, Grant Grove, Giant Forest,
and Mineral King. During that study 198 nests
were examined, of which 129 nests were poten-
tial hosts for cowbirds, but only four nests
(3.1%) had been parasitized. The study con-
cluded that cowbirds were not causing signifi-
cant effects to the nesting success of songbird
populations in these parks.

24B.: Wolverton and Mineral King Pack
Stations

Comments: In most of the proposed alternatives,
including the preferred alternative, the pack sta-
tion in Mineral King is proposed for relocation
“to a more suitable location” and to “improve
resource conditions.” (These terms were used
without definition). However, no proposed indi-
cation of where the pack station would be located
is provided, nor is any process for designating
such a location specified. More information must
be provided on these issues before this document
can be considered to be complete. [20]

Locations need to be identified for replacement
of the Wolverton and Mineral King pack stations.
More information about potential sites and proc-
ess to select are needed. [23, 82, 39, 298, 371]

After 28 years and a new management plan, it’s
time to relocate the lots and pack station to a
more suitable site in the Faculty Flat area.

Response: At least six possible new locations
for a pack station have been identified in the
Lodgepole / Wolverton area. A preferred alter-
native has not yet been identified and must await
the preparation and public review of an envi-
ronmental assessment. A new pack station site in
Mineral King that protects park resources while
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providing the necessary logistics for operation
has not yet been determined.

25. High Sierra Tent Camps
25A. Bearpaw Meadow High Sierra Camp

Comments: Remove the Bearpaw Meadow
camp. (A total of 45 commenters supported re-
moval of the camp. Many commenters expressed
concern that the camp was inconsistent with wil-
derness values and stated that park managers had
promised not to expand the camp.) [31, 294, 306]

The Bearpaw Meadow camp in Sequoia Na-
tional Park provides valuable recreational oppor-
tunities to park visitors without degrading the
wilderness environment. (A much smaller num-
ber of commenters supported the camp. Several
supporters felt high Sierra camps met the needs
of the elderly and people with disabilities, as
well as providing hardened facilities to mitigate
the impacts of stock use.) [368]

Response: The impacts of the Bearpaw Meadow
camp are known and are deemed to be reason-
able and easily reversible. Park managers be-
lieve that these impacts do not constitute re-
source impairment. The parks are in compliance
with wording in House Report 98-40, which was
prepared as supporting documentation for the
California Wilderness Act. That report states, “if
and when . . . the continued operation of these
facilities in these parks at the then current ac-
ceptable operational standard results in an in-
creased adverse impact on the adjacent wilder-
ness environment (including increased adverse
impact on the natural environment within the
enclaves themselves), the operation of these fa-
cilities shall be promptly terminated” (U.S.
Congress, House of Representatives 1983). It is
the professional opinion of park managers that
impacts have been reduced over time and are
within an acceptable operational standard.

25B. New High Sierra Camp on Hockett
Plateau

Comments: The preferred alternative should not
allow for a new high Sierra tent hotel on the
Hockett Plateau. Such a hotel would only nega-
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tively impact the environment around the pla-
teau (helicopter noise, increased stock use,
crowding, trampling of soils and vegetation
loss). The hotel would also prevent the adjacent
area from becoming a wilderness, which violates
NPS Management Policies 2001, which state
that the National Park Service will take no ac-
tion to diminish the suitability of an area pos-
sessing wilderness characteristics (DGMP-
CRMPIEIS, vol. 2, p. 187). From a land area
perspective, the area near the hotel that would
not be included in any wilderness represents a
small fraction of the Hockett Plateau region that
may be considered as a wilderness (0.07%).
However, the sheer numbers are deceptive, be-
cause they ignore the qualitative negative impact
that the hotel would have on wilderness. (This
comment was generally typical of the majority
who did not support this idea.) [31, 291, 10]

A new high Sierra camp at the Hockett Plateau
would be a positive impact on recreational ac-
tivities due to increased accessibility. [317]

A new high Sierra camp, which would have a
positive impact on education, should be consid-
ered and the Hockett Plateau should not be in-
cluded in any wilderness designation. [307]

There is no justification for such a proposal; the
public doesn’t want it; the park can’t afford it;
and it would result in additional pollution and
commercial exploitation. Former Superintendent
Ritter stated, “No additional camps of this nature
would be established.” [291]

Response: The preferred alternative proposes
only to study the feasibility of an additional
backcountry camp at Hockett Plateau; this is
within the authority of park managers and within
the scope of this general management plan. Im-
pacts would be assessed during any feasibility
study. Any determination to move forward with
this option would involve a separate public re-
view process and would be in compliance with
existing legislation and policy. The National
Park Service acknowledges that high Sierra
camps are popular, and that they meet the needs
of many who find backpacking and camping too
difficult. A high Sierra camp would not prevent
the surrounding area from becoming wilderness,
as supported by the establishment of the Se-
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guoia-Kings Canyon Wilderness with several
areas of exclusion, including the Bearpaw
Meadow high Sierra camp.

26. Winter Use
26A. Snowmobile Use

Comments: Snowmaobiles should be permitted
on some park trails, as they were historically, to
allow an appropriate winter visitor experience
that would also provide increased recreational
access for persons with disabilities. [345]

The preferred alternative should ban all snowmo-
biles from the parks. Snowmobiles, being motor-
ized equipment, have no place in national parks
and, given the limited winter staffing levels, the
National Park Service will not be able to enforce
any rules limiting snowmobile access. [9]

Response: Law and NPS Management Policies
2001 (sections 8.2 and 8.2.3.2) govern the use of
off-road vehicles (which includes snowmobiles)
in parks and wilderness. Snowmobiling may be
allowed in designated areas only by special
regulations and when consistent with the pur-
poses for which the parks were established.
Snowmobiling is not a recreational use to be
encouraged. Designated routes can only be in
locations where there would be no adverse im-
pacts on the area’s natural, cultural, scenic, or
aesthetic values and in consideration of other
visitor uses. Section 8.2 of the Management
Policies does not allow visitor activities that un-
reasonably interfere with (among other things)
the atmosphere of peace and tranquillity or the
natural soundscape. Both current practice and
the preferred alternative provide for limited
snowmobile use only on road surfaces and only
to access private cabins in Wilsonia (line 212 in
the alternatives table, DGMP-CRMP/EIS, vol.
1) and along the Mineral King corridor (line
373). This is considered the minimum accom-
modation for winter access and does not include
recreational use. Rangers in both locales enforce
park regulations. Park staff use snowmobiles for
administrative access to these areas, as well as
for winter search and rescue in limited areas,
when these tasks cannot be reasonably accom-
plished by other means.
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26B. Mineral King Winter Use

Comment: Mineral King Road should remain
open during the winter to the public, not just
permit holders; suggest using a Snow Cat for
access to increase winter visitation. [358]

Response: The proposal is similar to alternative
D in the draft document, which encourages win-
ter use. However, as indicated by the preferred
alternative, other than necessary access by resi-
dents, the most appropriate winter use of Min-
eral King Road is for cross-country skiing.

27. Tent Camping

Comments: All developed campgrounds should
have quiet areas reserved for tents only to ac-
commodate those campers wishing a more
peaceful camping experience.

The Atwell Mill campground should be retained;
its distance from the river makes it safer for
families. [64, 100]

Response: The preferred alternative makes par-
ticular provision for different styles of camping,
including RV, tents only, and bike-in campsites
(see line 178 in the alternatives table, DGMP-
CRMPI/EIS). It also provides for primitive camp-
grounds in low-use frontcountry zones, where
RVs would be precluded. The parks currently
provide areas dedicated only to tent camping
where more developed campgrounds are large
enough to accommaodate a variety of uses.

The Atwell Mill campground has been deter-
mined to cause unacceptable impacts to the
health and enjoyment of the giant sequoia grove
in which it occurs, so it is proposed for removal.

28. Backcountry Parachuting

Comment: Backcountry parachuting should be
added to activities listed in the management pre-
scriptions. [14, 111, 120]

Response: NPS Management Policies 2001
(sec. 8.2.2.7) do not allow backcountry para-
chuting since it “is not an appropriate public use
activity within national park areas and is prohib-
ited by 36 CFR 2.17(3).” Section 8.2 of the
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Management Policies states, “many forms of
recreation enjoyed by the public do not require a
national park setting, and are more appropriate
to other venues.” A few NPS exceptions, such as
on Bridge Day at Delaware Water Gap, have
been allowed.

29. Visitor Education
29A: Mineral King Education

Comment: One of the special characteristics of
Mineral King, and one of the aspects of Mineral
King that is appreciated by visitors, is its long
and interesting history of human habitation. The
history of the area is as valuable as its beauty.
Visitors to the park have commented very fa-
vorably on fireside chats and walks covering
historic topics. Members of the Mineral King
community include historians and are valuable
resources in building and delivering history pro-
grams. The park system has a unique and won-
derful opportunity to draw from a sizable com-
munity of people who have strong connections
to the area dating back over 100 years and have
demonstrated a desire to share that history with
visitors for decades. | would like to see a plan
that includes a way to preserve the non-struc-
tural historic heritage of the area and share it
with visitors. | believe that the cabin owners
have demonstrated that they can play a valuable
role in such a plan. [303]

Response: NPS policy calls for the development
of interpretive plans to guide educational efforts
in national parks. These policies also strongly
encourage partnerships. An agreement with the
Mineral King Preservation Society currently
provides for cooperative interpretive activities.

29B. Wilsonia Education

Comment: At least one of the historic structures
in Wilsonia might be used as an “Educational
Center” for a joint NPS+WHDT [Wilsonia His-
toric District Trust] educational program focus-
ing on the flora, fauna, and history of the entire
Grant Grove area. [4]

Response: Although not specifically addressed,
an “educational center” using a Wilsonia historic

32

structure is not incompatible with the preferred
alternative and would be worth further discus-
sion. Use of structures by the University of Cali-
fornia at Merced and other institutions for field
instruction is anticipated.

29C. Multi-lingual Education

Comment: The general management plan
should address the increase in Hispanic popula-
tion with education, bilingual rangers, and
programs designed to attract this regional
population. [90]

Response: The National Park Service agrees,
and the preferred alternative is titled, “Accom-
modate Sustainable Growth and Visitor Enjoy-
ment, Protect Ecosystem Diversity, and Preserve
Basic Character While Adapting to Changing
User Groups.” This vision includes meeting the
educational needs of new user groups such as
the growing Hispanic community. While a gen-
eral management plan does not specify the de-
tails for achieving goals, line 17 in the alterna-
tives table does accommodate the types of ideas
suggested.

SPECIAL USE PERMITS

30. Mineral King Special Use Permit Cabins

Comments relating to the Mineral King special
use permit cabins are summarized from the fol-
lowing letters: 22, 37, 46, 50, 53, 23, 61, 63, 64,
65, 66, 71, 72, 75, 79, 81, 89, 91, 92, 94, 99,
100, 102, 105, 108, 110, 142, 144 (form letter),
199, 203, 207, 215, 216, 236, 270, 273, 274,
296, 297. 298, 305, 306, 311, 315, 319, 329,
333, 339, 341]

30A. Legislation Related to Mineral King
Special Use Permit Cabins

Comments: Public Law 95-625 of November
10, 1978, which required the Mineral King his-
toric cabins to be removed on death of the lessee
of record, must be amended to allow the contin-
uation of leaseholds in perpetuity. (Approxi-
mately half of the comment letters expressed
some variation of this viewpoint. A diverse
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sample of these letters has been reprinted to il-
lustrate this point of view.)

The cabins at Mineral King should be removed
when the permittee-of-record dies and the sites
restored to their natural condition, as envisioned
by Congress when it added Mineral King to Se-
guoia National Park. (Around a quarter to a third
of the comments supported some variation of
this viewpoint, and similarly a sample of these
letters has been reprinted.)

Response: The National Park Service cannot
amend public law. Numerous letters incorrectly
mentioned lease holdings; however, the Mineral
King cabins are not leases but special use per-
mits.

Since the release of the draft plan, Congress
passed Public Law 108-447 to amend Public
Law 95-625 and indefinitely extend special use
permits and allow them to be transferred to
heirs, successors, and assigns. In accordance
with the original terms of Public Law 95-625,
permits may still be revoked by the secretary of
the interior at any time if it is determined that
continued use of the cabins by private owners is
incompatible with park purposes or if the land is
needed for park purposes.

30B. Preservation of Mineral King Special
Use Permit Cabins.

Comments: Existing Mineral King cabin own-
ers are best suited to preserve and protect these
structures for future generations. Existing cabin
owners have fulfilled this role for decades at no
cost to the public and will continue with this
stewardship responsibility.

California has an interest in cabin preservation.

Response: Under Public Law 108-447 cabin
owners retain responsibility for maintaining their
cabins to the standards set forth in a memoran-
dum of understanding between the National Park
Service and the Mineral King Preservation Soci-
ety (a five-year agreement, dated March 8,
2003). Standards may be included in updated
permit conditions. Also see response 30A.
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30C: Non-contributing Elements of Special
Use Permit Cabins

Comment: Features of the Mineral King His-
toric District that have been determined non-
contributing should be re-assessed as part of the
plan and given the opportunity to be made con-
tributing if possible.

Response: The National Park Service agrees. As
a broad vision document, a general management
plan does not deal with details that will be more
appropriately addressed in updated permit agree-
ments. However the Park Service agrees with
the goal of a more accurate representation of the
Mineral King Road Cultural Landscape District
implied in this comment. This concept was in-
cluded for alternative C in the draft plan, which
stated the following goal, “Features of cabins
that made them non-contributing elements of the
landscape district would have to be removed as a
condition of the permit extension in order to por-
tray a more historical appearance” (line 372 in
the alternatives table, DGMP-CRMP/EIS, vol. 1,
p. 155). Because Public Law 108-447 has super-
seded the draft plan, the removal of noncontrib-
uting elements could be voluntary, made part of
the Mineral King Preservation Society memo-
randum of understanding, or included in revised
permit conditions.

30D Potential Relocation and Removal of
Historic Structures

Comment: Wild and scenic river designation
may lead to attempts to remove some or all
structures listed on the National Register of His-
toric Places. [300]

Response: Potential wild and scenic river desig-
nation of the East Fork of the Kaweah River un-
der the classification of “recreational” would not
require the removal of structures. However, dam
studies required by Congress in reauthorizing
hydroelectric special use permits would assess
whether any habitable structures are in hazard-
ous locations. The relocation of these structures
could be required for health and safety reasons.
The National Park Service attempts to comply
with all laws, including the Wild and Scenic
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Rivers Act; it does not prejudge possible con-
flicts among statutes.

30E. Mineral King Road

Comment: Preliminary evaluation indicates that
park access constitutes a large percentage of use,
and the county has initiated discussion about
potential park funding for the maintenance of
roads and bridges. [119]

Response: The National Park Service maintains
Mineral King Road within the boundary of the
park; outside the park maintenance has been and
continues to be the responsibility of the owner,
in this case Tulare County.

30F. Mineral King Socioeconomic Impact

Comment: Socioeconomic conclusions need to
be reconsidered. A regional comparison (impact
on the county) makes more sense than the im-
pact of the permits to the park budget. [316]

Response: Permit fees are paid to the park and
taxes are paid to the county. As accurately stated
in the analysis, both are quite insignificant to the
regional economy. There appears to be no ra-
tionale to revising the analysis.

30G. Utilities

Comment: Water quality is a big issue. The
Mineral King area suffers from lack of over-
sight. There is no sewage system, and effluent is
not regulated. Cabin water systems are scattered,
with pipes both above- and belowgrade. The
systems are probably not up to any kind of
building or health code. The buildings are eye-
sores, with maintenance, safety and fire hazards.
[367]

Response: The National Park Service and the
Mineral King Preservation Society will use the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties, with Guide-
lines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring,
and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (NPS
1995d) to maintain the cabins in a manner that
preserves the integrity of the Mineral King Cul-
tural Landscape District. Permit conditions will
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be updated to meet applicable fire, safety, and
health codes; sanitation codes will be met with-
out causing unacceptable adverse impacts to
park resources.

31. Hydroelectric Facilities

31A. Laws and Permits Regulating
Operations

Comment: Public Law 99-338, which stipulates
that the dams above the Mineral King Valley
must be removed in the year 2006, must be
stricken and new legislation passed. [371]

Response: Public Law 108-447, signed into law
on December 8, 2004, authorizes the secretary of
the interior to permit continued operation of the
Kaweah hydroelectric generation facilities,
which includes the dams above the Mineral King
Valley, for two additional periods of 10 years
each. Consequently, the preferred alternative
language which calls for removal of all hydroe-
lectric facilities is now moot. Studies of down-
stream impacts and dam hazards are required by
the legislation.

31B: Dams and Artificial Lakes

Comment: Dams should not be removed from
the area. The beautiful lakes that surround Min-
eral King in the mountains are so much a part of
the valley. Please reconsider removing the dams
that will cause the drainage of many of these
beautiful and historic lakes. [2]

Response: Dams were constructed to enlarge
natural lakes for hydroelectric generation pur-
poses. If the dams were removed, it would be
undertaken in a way that would restore these
lakes to historic water levels.

31C: Hydroelectric Impacts

Comments: The preferred alternative should call
for the removal of all dams, impoundments, and
diversions of free-flowing rivers within the parks.
While the presence of some of these construc-
tions does not preclude the inclusion of adjacent
river segments in the wild and scenic rivers sys-
tem, these constructions do not belong in national
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parks: they adversely impact the purpose of pro-
tecting forever the greater Sierran ecosystem and
its natural evolution. The removal of these [struc-
tures] would have important environmental im-
pact on soils and vegetation as well as improve
visitor experiences: who wants to see a dam in
the middle of an otherwise free-flowing river?
Any historic sites could be preserved by photo-
graphic recording. The loss of recreational activ-
ity directly associated with any dam removal is
small. The arguments given in volume 2, page
298, that the removal of Mineral King dams
would result in moderate-major adverse impacts
is misleading, because it does not consider that
many of the stated recreational activities (e.g.,
camping, hiking and fishing) could continue even
if the dams were removed. [298]

Mitigation measures and added impacts sug-
gested the need for retaining dams and fisheries.
Without dams, low years could not sustain fish.
[371]

Response: While this issue is now moot for the
present (see response 31A), the National Park
Service believes that deconstruction and removal
of the dams would have clearly detectable to
noticeable and substantial impacts that would be
long term, but not permanent. The Park Service
does not disagree with the desired condition be-
ing eventual removal of hydroelectric facilities,
as the conditions of the special use permit stipu-
late.

32. Wolverton Boy Scout Camp

All 23 comments received on this topic sup-
ported the continuation of the Boy Scout special
use permit.

Comments: There may be changes planned for
the Boy Scout facility, Camp Wolverton, in Se-
quoia National Park. This is a great camp and a
wonderful opportunity for the young scouts to
experience the best part of the Sierra Nevada. |
was a counselor there in 1965 and the amazing
thing was watching the mountains change inner
city LA tough boys into caring naturalists (this
really happened, you should have seen it!). |
urge you to adopt the no-change alternative for
the Camp Wolverton Boy Scout camp. [130]
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What does “permit Boy Scout use as much as
possible” mean? [82]

In the preferred alternative, the Boy Scouts
could partner with the National Park Service to
manage the permit facilities for use by park vol-
unteers and others. Language on line 282 of the
alternatives matrix related to the Wolverton Boy
Scout Camp could be revised to say:

Retain the permit Boy Scout camp with
modifications to the permit. Modifications
shall include but not be limited to the fol-
lowing: The Boy Scouts shall provide
camping space to park volunteers at no
charge to the National Park Service. Park
volunteers shall pay a minimal cost to the
Boy Scouts to cover expenses such as wa-
ter, tables, hot showers, bear-proof food
storage, trash pick-up, etc. The Boy Scouts
shall provide a reservation system for park
volunteers to use the camp. The Boy
Scouts shall maintain the existing infra-
structure of the camp at no charge to the
Park Service. The Boy Scouts shall make
the camp accessible to other youth groups
in addition to the Boy Scouts of America
for outdoor education camping experi-
ences. [344]

Response: The preferred alternative as written
does not preclude the use of this site by the Boy
Scouts. It expands its availability to other
groups, including youth groups and park volun-
teers. The National Park Service agrees that the
Boy Scouts and many other groups have bene-
fited from using the camp over the years. The
specifics of the operation of the Wolverton camp
will be developed in consultation with present
and potential users. Specific substantive propos-
als, such as the one presented in the comment
above, will be fully discussed.

PRIVATE LAND

33. Wilsonia

33A. Purchase and Use of Wilsonia
Properties

Comment: Why would the park want to buy out
Wilsonia, and what does the park plan to do with
historic structures if they buy them? Can these
properties be used to supplement the inadequate
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employee housing situation in Grant Grove?
Could they be used for more office space? It is
my understanding that the park has allowed the
historic structures which they own in Wilsonia
to slide into disrepair. What does the National
Park Service plan to do with them? [16]

Response: The commenter misunderstood the
proposal. The preferred alternative says: “The
recreational community continues private resi-
dential uses. Adaptively reuse NPS-owned his-
toric buildings through the historic leasing pro-
gram for seasonal staff residences, public lodg-
ing, or concession housing. Remove nonhistoric
NPS structures and restore the areas. Acquire
properties on a willing-seller / willing-buyer ba-
sis when funding is available or resources are
threatened. Septic constraints could limit adap-
tive use” (DGMP-CRMP/EIS, vol. 1, alterna-
tives table, line 211). One or more structures in
Wilsonia may support research in the parks
through assignment to the Sierra Nevada Re-
search Institute at the University of California
Merced. Further, the park is presently attempting
to restore structures it owns that are contributing
elements to the historic district. No buildings are
specifically targeted for acquisition under this
proposal. As identified in this plan, the Park
Service intends to carry out its legal responsibili-
ties as the owner and manager of cultural re-
sources within Wilsonia.

33B. Wilsonia Historic District

Comment: We support the adaptive use of NPS-
owned buildings through the historic leasing
program. However, we are concerned that its
focus on continued NPS acquisition will result
in continued erosion of the historic character and
viability of the Wilsonia community. As a rule,
only threatened historic resources should be tar-
geted for acquisition. Likewise, only those non-
historic NPS structures which detract from the
rustic character of the community should be re-
moved. In general we support the vision of seek-
ing to “preserve a private residential commu-
nity” with opportunities for public lodging.

In the case of Wilsonia, the National Park Ser-
vice’s past policy of acquiring parcels and struc-
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tures as opportunities occurred significantly im-
pacted the integrity of Wilsonia, both from a
historic resource management perspective, but
also from a community viability perspective.
The Park Service directly contributed to blight in
the community, and its actions eroded the sense
of community. The National Trust opposes con-
tinued acquisition of historic structures in Wil-
sonia unless it can be demonstrated that NPS
ownership is the best strategy for the preserva-
tion of these resources. Instead, the National
Park Service should explore purchasing conser-
vation easements on private properties. [8]

Response: The preferred alternative appears to
meet the concerns expressed in these comments.
The National Park Service will evaluate NPS
buildings contributing to Wilsonia’s historic
status. The land protection plan for Wilsonia
will be updated following the completion of the
general management plan and will recognize the
historic status of the Wilsonia Historic District
and address protection of the historic character.

33C. Wilsonia History Questioned

Comment: In volume 2, page 68, the history of
the area for Wilsonia should be modified. It is
my understanding General Grant National Park
was established in 1890, and a 200-acre pri-
vately owned area was adjacent to the park
boundary. (Page 307, and some later pages, in-
dicate “Private land at Wilsonia predates the
creation of the park in 1890.”) This should be
clarified on page 68. In 1919 a portion of this
privately owned land was subdivided and be-
came Wilsonia. In 1940 Sequoia National Park
and Kings Canyon National Park became one.
At this time a finger of land was acquired which
physically connected the Grant Grove section to
Sequoia/Kings Canyon National Park. This fin-
ger of land included Redwood Mountain Grove,
Redwood Canyon, and encircled Wilsonia. | be-
lieve the University of California Forest Re-
search project in Redwood Canyon was the cata-
lyst for this, as well as the desire to have the en-
tire park lands physically connected. At one time
| believe this area also contained Whittaker For-
est, maintained by the University of California.
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If this is correct, the plan should reflect it. If it is
not correct, please let me know. [83]

Response: The history of Wilsonia in the
DGMP-CRMP/EIS, volume 2, page 68 is cor-
rect.

33D. Wilsonia Wells

Comment: There are more than 11 wells in Wil-
sonia. Most of the cabins have their own wells.
Perhaps the Park Service owns 11 wells at the 92
tracts it owns in Wilsonia, since the former own-
ers are using 10. If this is correct, it should be
clarified. [83]

Response: The number of wells will have to be
investigated and corrected if necessary. Since it
may affect water availability in Grant Grove,
updates to the Water Resources Management
Plan will incorporate data about private water
use in Wilsonia.

34. Oriole Lake

Comments: The inholdings should remain and
public access improved. [48]

Acquire Oriole Lake inholdings from willing
sellers. The less rugged terrain at Oriole Lake
lends itself to some form of camping and park-
ing that could help with overcrowding in other
frontcountry areas. If driving in is not feasible,
then hike in. [371]

Response: The preferred alternative includes
trail access and would not necessarily preclude
camping. However, the fragility of Oriole Lake
and the extreme rarity of its type would necessi-
tate low-impact use. Also see response 9E.

35. Silver City

35A. Expanded Services and Mineral King
Road Carrying Capacity

Comment: The road from Three Rivers to Min-
eral King cannot support increased traffic. The
road’s twists, turns, and narrowness in parts
makes the drive challenging at best. How will
additional cars be accommodated? Do you have
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some plans to improve the road not discussed in
the general management plan? [13]

Response: Although the Mineral King Road
represents challenging driving, it is not near ca-
pacity and could easily provide for the small
increase in traffic envisioned. The action stated
in the preferred alternative is to pave additional
sections to reduce maintenance and resource
damage (DGMP-CRMP/EIS, vol. 1, alternatives
table, line 357), but it does not commit the Park
Service to any actions nor to provide funding.

35B. Expanded Services and Water
Availability

Comment: There is no “extra” water to supply
any additional facilities at the Silver City Resort.
Was the park planning to drill wells or somehow
otherwise secure additional water supplies not
discussed in the plan? [13, 48]

Response: The visions in the draft plan allow
for certain actions, but do not mandate them.
The partnership proposed for Silver City to pro-
vide expanded services (DGMP-CRMP/EIS,
vol. 1, alternatives table, line 369) would be con-
tingent on the support of the private owners of
the Silver City Resort. Such a partnership might
consider securing additional water supplies, but
any expansion of services would be constrained
by the protection of park resources and existing
water rights and availability.

36. Private Land in Mineral King Valley

Comments: The legislation adding Mineral
King Valley to Sequoia National Park does not
call out a “willing seller” or any restrictions on
acquiring inholdings. This willing seller addition
is not called out by Congress and should be to-
tally deleted from this environmental impact
statement. [46]

Call out Disney as the property owner and refer-
ence in indices. The Disney land at the old dump
site has loose asbestos that needs to be miti-
gated. [46]

Response: Acquisition of property by the Na-
tional Park Service is an option covered by the
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agency’s land protection policy. Acquisition
methods include purchase, donation, bargain
sale, or condemnation. Generally parks only
seek acquisition from willing sellers. Coopera-
tive management approaches to private land
within the parks is another protection approach.
Land protection plans relative to private land
would be updated at the completion of the gen-
eral management plan. A general management
plan establishes land acquisition goals for land
protection plans. The preferred alternative rec-
ommends the acquisition of only a very small
amount of private land within the parks to im-
prove visitor access and use.

Walt Disney Corporation does own two small
parcels in the Mineral King Valley. These par-
cels were purchased years ago when a ski resort
was initially being considered. The parks have
expressed an interest in acquiring those proper-
ties to resolve trespass and parking issues.

Thank you for your concern about hazardous
materials. Mitigation for asbestos is a responsi-
bility of the landowner. The scheduled update of
the parks’ Land Protection Plan will address this
type of specific issue.

THE GMP DOCUMENT AND ALTERNATIVES

37. Inadequate Maps

Comments: The draft plan does not provide
adequate mapping of areas of concern, including
but not limited to inholding areas, sensitive and
endangered species, historic resources including
hydroelectric facilities and historic districts,
pack station facilities, and backcountry facilities.
This makes the draft plan impossible for the av-
erage reader to assess, and improperly limits
understanding by the public of the impacts of the
alternatives proposed. [20]

Final wilderness maps and legal descriptions
should be included in the appendix. [31]

Response: A general management plan is not
intended to serve as a site-specific operations or
development document. The existing maps in
the draft document are adequate for this plan-
ning purpose. Additional maps, if needed by
groups or individuals, can be obtained from park

headquarters upon request. Additional wilder-
ness information will be included in the forth-
coming wilderness stewardship and stock use
plan. Information about the location of sensitive
park resources is intentionally withheld to help
ensure their protection.

Inholdings, hydroelectric facilities, and ranger
station locations identified on the alternatives
maps were keyed to the parks’ Geographic In-
formation System. Similarly, zones have been
keyed to GIS but the maps included are intended
to be conceptual and to be supplemented with
proposed actions in the alternatives table
(DGMP-CRMPIEIS, vol. 1, pp. 80-159).

38. Environmentally Preferred Alternative

Comment: The National Park Service appears
to deem its preferred alternative as the “envi-
ronmentally preferred alternative” only on the
basis that the alternative offers more balancing
between population and resource use. While bal-
ancing such factors is one of several general
goals of the National Environmental Policy Act,
it does not render an alternative as the “envi-
ronmentally preferred” alternative. Nor is such
balancing the mission of the National Park Ser-
vice, which rests instead on an unequivocal
commitment to preserving resources first, and
allowing for their enjoyment second, in an un-
impaired way. The Wilderness Society hopes
that the Park Service will adopt changes in the
Final GMP/EIS that will improve the document
and afford greater protection to the resources of
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks for
future generations. [31, 3, 54]

The draft plan improperly concluded that the
environmentally preferred alternative is envi-
ronmentally superior to the “no stock™ alterna-
tive — this makes no sense and does not pass
the red face test. [3]

Response: Section 101(b) of the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act includes six goals for de-
termining the environmentally preferable alter-
native, all of which are addressed in the com-
parison table on pages 77-78 of vol. 1 of the
draft document. The six goals have elements that
address both resource protection and public use.
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Section 1.4.3 of the NPS Management Policies
2001 states that the agency does have a “funda-
mental purpose” that “begins with a mandate to
conserve park resources and values” and “also
includes providing for the enjoyment of park
resources and values by people of the United
States” and that when there is a conflict “con-
servation is to be predominant.” The environ-
mentally preferred alternative most effectively
strikes a balance between resource protection
and visitor use to achieve these fundamental
purposes without impairment of resources.

39. Boundary Adjustments

Comment: Boundary adjustments were not se-
riously addressed. [39]

Response: As described in the DGMP-CRMP /
EIS, following the scoping period two actions
occurred that made several proposed boundary
adjustments unnecessary — the creation of Gi-
ant Sequoia National Monument, and the addi-
tion of Dillonwood to Sequoia National Park.
These actions provided additional protection for
adjacent natural resources. Therefore, the final
plan proposes only a modest amount of future
acquisition to improve visitor experiences. This
includes acquisition of the Alley property just
outside the Sequoia National Park boundary on
the North Fork of the Kaweah to improve ac-
cess; acquisition on a willing-seller basis of Ori-
ole Lake properties inside Sequoia National Park
to provide public access to a foothills lake envi-
ronment; and acquisition of the Disney owned
property in the Mineral King Valley to improve
visitor facilities.

40. Administrative Facilities Impacts

Comments: In the preferred alternative the park
would move administrative facilities out of the
park. It was not clear whether this was intended
for administration, maintenance, resources, re-
search, fire and rangers, or only for a portion of
these. | am concerned about this on several lev-
els. Impacts to park operations from having to
drive further to and from projects were not con-
sidered. Employees having to drive through the
entrance station in the middle of the day will also

impact traffic and congestion. It may be possible
to make this work in Ash Mountain, but | do not
think it is safe or ecologically ethical to do that in
Grant Grove or any other part of the park. The
nearest land that the park could use on CA 180 is
a long way down the highway so employees
would spend a lot more of their time commuting
to the park from their shop or office. [16]

Administrative facilities outside the park would
adversely affect air quality from increased traffic
congestion. Consider the former Ash Mountain
CCC camp. [317]

Response: The proposed action, as stated in the
alternatives table in volume 1, is to relocate
some functions and facilities outside the parks to
meet management needs (line 32). Line 336 re-
fers specifically to the Ash Mountain area and
adds a “when beneficial” caveat. The purpose of
retaining an option to redesign and possibly re-
locate some facilities outside the parks is to pro-
vide future park managers flexibility in how they
can reduce impacts on park resources and ac-
commodate needed park operations. Any reloca-
tion would take into account all impacts, includ-
ing those described as well as local and county
requirements and zoning, and additional compli-
ance would be required for specific construction
projects.

41. Cedar Grove Season

Comment: All of the alternatives state that sea-
sons in Cedar Grove are “extended fall and
spring.” What does this mean and what will the
impacts be to park operations and to staff and
visitor safety? The road is dangerous when it is
icy. It can easily start snowing in October, and it
would be a lot of work to try to keep the road
clear through the winter. Visitors could become
stranded if there were a large storm. Rocks fall
on the road continuously throughout the rainy
and snowy season, and it could be hazardous to
keep the road open when there is a lot of rock
fall. [16, 79]

Response: The vision for the preferred alterna-
tive is to include more spring and fall time
(DGMP-CRMP/ EIS, vol. 1, alternatives table,
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line 165). Implementation of this alternative
would depend on encouraging the California
Department of Transportation to keep the high-
way open longer in fall and spring (see line
169). This would be contingent on a determina-
tion that keeping the road open for a longer sea-
son would be both safe and practical.

42. “Green” Approaches Recommended

Comment: We strongly agree that basic, natu-
ral, and rustic are key criteria in the parks’ built
environment, which should be as harmonious as
possible with its setting, while at the same time
showing visitors that sustainable structures can
be beautiful, functional, and appropriate in any
setting. Displays should explain the energy-
efficient, “green” features of the buildings (solar
power, natural heating and cooling, native plants
only for landscaping, etc.), giving visitors ideas
they can use at home. [79]

Response: The National Park Service agrees.
Section 1.6 of the Management Policies 2001
requires the agency to provide proactive envi-
ronmental leadership in all aspects of its activi-
ties, including facilities, construction, education,
and operations. NPS policy directs that new
structures be energy-efficient. Sequoia and
Kings Canyon National Parks have architectural
guidelines that include rusticity and integration
with the natural landscape. Also old nonnative
landscaping is being gradually replaced with
local native species. The parks use alternate fu-
eled vehicles when feasible. Giant Forest way-
side and museum exhibits have provided educa-
tion about the environmental consequences of
past decisions.

43. Grant Grove Entrance Station

Comment: The preferred alternative proposal to
redesign and or relocate the entrance station
needs more detail and analysis.

Response: The vision in the preferred alterna-
tive is to reduce entrance station wait times and
to improve the visitor experience by redesigning
or relocating the entrance station. The general
management plan is not the appropriate planning

document to design or assess a Site-specific pro-
posal. An environmental assessment will be re-
quired when a project is considered for construc-
tion. Listing in a general management plan does
not ensure funding for a project.

44. Milk Ranch Area

Comment: The Draft GMP makes no mention
of the Milk Ranch Road. Congress designated
the road and the Milk Ranch fire tower as wil-
derness (reference the 1980 map cited by Con-
gress). The road is therefore closed to motor ve-
hicles. The National Park Service has drawn a
map that excludes the road corridor, the fire
tower, and a buffer zone around it from wilder-
ness. The National Park Service’s rationale is
that fire towers cannot be in wilderness. How-
ever, fire towers exist in wilderness throughout
the nation. The fire tower itself is acceptable in
wilderness under the minimum requirement ex-
ception of the Wilderness Act, section 4(c).
Roads cannot be in wilderness. Instead of clos-
ing the Milk Ranch Road, the National Park Ser-
vice has instead selected to keep it open to the
operation of motor vehicles. [31]

Therefore, it appears that the National Park Ser-
vice administratively attempted to create a Milk
Ranch Road wilderness exclusion 6,800’ long
and 60 feet wide through wilderness, i.e., over a
mile long (10 acres). The National Park Service
has prioritized the operation of motor vehicles
on the road to gain access to BLM lands outside
of the park [rather] than protecting the lands
[and] administering [the lands] as wilderness, as
directed by law. [31]

The National Park Service appears to have once
again substituted its judgment for that of the
Congress. In the late 1970s Sequoia park super-
intendent David Thompson recommended that
the Milk Ranch Road be excluded from wilder-
ness. (See: “Important Issues Concerning Wil-
derness Recommendations for Sequoia and
Kings Canyon National Parks.”) However, con-
trary to this recommendation, Congress did not
exclude the Milk Ranch Road from wilderness
in the 1984 designation act. [31]

The Wilderness Society believes that it is illegal
for the National Park Service to administratively
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de-designate lands designated by Congress as
wilderness. The submission of maps and legal
descriptions to Congress that declared Milk
Lake Ranch Road outside of “wilderness” is not
a valid process to change this designation. The
Park Service’s ability to make final maps and
legal descriptions of wilderness boundaries does
not provide it the capability to alter those bound-
aries to achieve a new management goal. Rec-
reationists who wish to gain access across park
wilderness on the Milk Ranch Road to BLM
lands to the west of the park can do so by foot or
horseback. The Park Service must manage what
Congress designates. (31)

Response: Those portions of the Milk Ranch
Road inside the park, as well as the fire lookout,
are in wilderness. All NPS motorized uses of the
road within park boundaries must be preceded
by a minimum requirement / minimum tool
analysis and determination. Access to private
lands served by the road is not affected by wil-
derness designation.

45. Bicycling

Comments: Support opening of the Colony Mill
trail to non-motorized vehicles to provide a safer
bicycling alternative to the Generals Highway.
[358]

The existing policy is too restrictive — moun-
tain bikes should be allowed on the Colony Mill
trail and along flumes which are seldom used.
[331]

Strongly oppose use the Colony Mill Road for
bicycling (without any justification). [291]

Allowing bicycles on the Generals Highway
does not seem to be a prudent idea. There is a
major safety issue. Bicycles should not be per-
mitted on the Generals Highway. [82]

The draft plan does virtually nothing for bicy-
cles, the greenest form of transportation (other
than hiking). Bicycling should be rewarded by
not having to pay an entrance fee. The current
draft provides for some local bicycle use in Ce-
dar Grove and considers bicycle use on the Col-
ony Mill Trail in one alternative. That is sad
support for a clean, non-polluting form of trans-
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portation. We need to give bicyclists the ability
to safely travel to all road accessible points
within the park, even if it means excluding cars
from some areas or building special bicycle
paths that parallel some roads. [39]

Response: Bicycling is allowed by NPS policy
on park roads and on designated trails. The Na-
tional Park Service agrees that bike riding on the
Generals Highway may not be safe or comfort-
able for many bicyclists, particularly families.
The preferred alternative would facilitate bike
riding by closing much of River Road in Cedar
Grove to motorized vehicles; by providing bike
access to Park Ridge Lookout at Grant Grove;
by providing a seasonal safer transit and bike
use of Crescent Meadow Road in the Giant For-
est; and by designating Shepherd Saddle Road as
a bike trail.

46. Mitigation Measures

Comment: Mitigation measures are inadequate,
difficult to locate, and should be with the envi-
ronmental consequences. [23, 82, 311]

Response: As stated in the Council on Environ-
mental Quality’s “Regulations for Implementing
the Procedural Provisions of the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act” (40 CFR Parts 1500-
1508), mitigation measures are to be included in
the description of alternatives (sec. 1502.14(g))
and may be included in the environmental con-
sequences if necessary (sec. 1502.16(h)). The
discussion of mitigation measures in the DGMP-
CRMP/EIS is consistent with this direction.
Mitigation measures are also called out in the
indexes of both volumes.

47. Employee Housing

Comments: Employee housing has not been
adequately addressed. [69]

How do work camps square with policy not to
provide housing? [328]

Response: One of the purposes of the general
management plan is to articulate goals and ob-
jectives for future management, not to provide
detailed actions to accomplish them, which is
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left to implementation plans. Section 9.4.3 of the
NPS Management Policies 2001 states that the
agency’s policy for housing is to rely on the pri-
vate sector for employee housing while provid-
ing required occupancy housing for essential
persons to provide for timely response to park
protection needs, to prevent threats to resources,
and to protect the health and safety of visitors
and employees.

Work camps would provide short-term, not
long-term housing. The housing management
plan for each park addresses permanent, sea-
sonal, and temporary housing needs of volun-
teers, researchers, cooperators, contractors, and
concession employees.

48. Proposed Actions

Comment: A number of the proposed actions,
such as the major transportation system for the
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Giant Forest area, have not been fully assessed
in the Draft EIS. [25]

Response: The Giant Forest transportation sys-
tem was addressed in the April 1996 Interim
Management Plan Environmental Assessment,
for which public involvement was conducted
and a “Finding of No Significant Impact” was
issued. These actions have been incorporated
into the DGMP-CRMP/EIS to confirm that the
National Park Service still supports that concept,
and the actions are common to every alternative
for the Giant Forest area (lines 288-303 of the
alternatives table in vol. 1). Additional compli-
ance for specific parts of the transportation sys-
tem will occur as the projects are funded for de-
sign and construction.
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- September 3, 1996 }

Mr. Tom Dungan

Bl Don Farming Company
Post Office Box 275
Exeter, California 53221

Dear Nr. Dungans

Thank you for contscting me ‘about H.R. 3534, the Mineral King Act
of 1996. 1 sppreciste hearing from you.

° This législation would allow the Depsrtment of Interior to renew
permits for ths occupsnts of 65 cabins in the Mineral King area of
Segquoia National Park. A 1978 law transferring the land from ‘the
Forest Service to the park continued the permits for the occupants of
the cabins, with the understandirng that the permits vould not be
transferrad to others and that ths cabing would be demolished when the

permit holders died.

/

‘ I support the Mineral King legislation. It is a long-held belief
of mine that the government should not evict psople from their homes,

As you may know, the House of Re resentative is proposing o
include the Nineral King Act in the'Presidio/Omnibus Parks bill. The
Prepidio/Omnibus Parks bill is currently in conference, where
differences betveen the House and Senate parks bills are being vorked

out. .

T ' agaln, thank you for writing, If you have any further questions
or comments, please do not hesitate to contact Jon Chase of my
wWashington, D.C. office mt 202/224-3841, .

With varmest regards.

Sincerely,
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FEDERAL, STATE, AND LocAL GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES

-

: ‘;,c\'i" su,&.
S 5]
é ‘w 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ABENCY :
rd REGION IX
1t pagt? 75 Hawthorne Streset

San Franclsco, CA 34105-3801

June 25, 2004

David Graber

GMP Coordinator

Sequoia and Kings Canyon Na ional Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271-9651

Subjcct: Sequoin and Kings Canyon Nutionul Parks/Middle und South Forks of the Kings River
und North Fork of the Kern River General Management Pian end Comprehensive River
Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement {(DEIS) [CEQ# (040207).

Dear Mr, Graber:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the document referenced
above. Our review and comments are provided pursuant to the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quadity’s NEPA Implementation Regulations at 40

CFR 15301508, and Section 309 of the Claan Air Act.

-

We have rated this DEIS as LO — Lack of Dbjéctions_(sce enclosed “Summary of Rating
Definitions™). However, we request some additional information be included in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS} for clarification.

The DEIS mentions in several sections the possibility of expanding the shuttle system,
which would reduce vehicle miles traveled within the parks end relieve traffic and parking
congestion in some high-use areas. The DEIS (Vol. 2, p. 243) states that a new transit system is
planned 1o begin at Giant Forest/Lodgepole in 2005, The FEIS shouid discuss opticns for
cxpnnding the shultle aystem, identify criterie that would be used 10 nnelyze these options, and
indicate whether the unalysis would be the subject of a futere tiered NEPA document. The FEIS
should also include a map depicting the current and planned shuttleftransit routes.

On July 18, 1997, EPA promulgated an annual PM2.5 standard of 15 wsgim?, a 24-hour
PM2.5 standard of 65 pzg/m?, and an 8-hour ozone standard of 0.08 parts per million (62 FR
38652 and 38856). The San Joequin Valley is non-attainment for the new PM2.5 and ozone
standards. Volume 2, Table 2 of the DE!S should be revised to include the annual and 24-hour
PM2.5 (particulate matter smaller than 2.5 microns) standards and the eight-hour ozone standerd,
which are cumrently in effect. Tables 32 through 36 should also include the projected PM2.5

emissions for each aliemative,

Pricted on Recycled Paper
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The Park Service conducts monitoring and research-on the stock carrying capacity of parl,,
areas, including meadows and riparian areas, and some mitigation measures are identified in the
DEIS. According ta the DEIS (Vol.2, p. 62), some front country stock use trails are heavily -
eroded. Riparian areas are also being damaged by trespass cattle (DEIS, Vol. 2, p. 15).

However, it is uriclear what measures are being taken or will be taken to prevent further damage,
repair trails, and monitor and enforce against trespass cattle in order to protect surface water
quality. The FEIS should provide this information,

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please send & copy of the FEIS to
this office when it is officially filed with our Washington, D.C,, office. In the meantime, if
you have any questions, please contact Jeanne Geselbracht, the lead reviewer for this project.

Jeanne can be reached at (415) 972-3853 or geselbracht jeanne@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

B Wip———

P;A, Lisa B. Hanf, Manager
Federal Activities Office

Enclosure
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August 13, 2004

N3615 {2350

Memarandum

Te: Dir. David Graber
Senior Scientist, Sequoia and Kings Canyen National Parks

From: /s Liana Reiily
Environmental Protection Specialist
Policy, Planning and Permit Review Branch, Air Resources Division

Subject:  Comments on Sequeia and Kings Canyon National Parks Draft General Management
Plan

Thank you for sending the Draft Generai Management Plan for Sequoia and Kings Canyon
National Parks {(SEKI) for our review. The Air Rescources Division (ARD} is especially
interested in working with SEKI with the GMP as these Class I parks experience some of the
worst air quality days in the nation. As the GMP indicates, the results of the air pollution are
being seen in the parks; from the deterioration of {rees, to high levels of atmospheric oxygen
being detected in lakes to the potential impacts ranging from an altered composition and
structure of the forest to changes in wildlife reproductive capacity, longevity, intelligence and
behavior. ARD commends Sequeta and Kings Canyon (SEKI) for recognizing the impact that
air poltution is having en the natural resources within the parks and looks ferward to working
with the parks to address these impacts. Thank you for considering the comments below to
further improve the Air Quality segments of the proposed GMP.

General Comments
= Firstly, ARD would like to commend SEKI for its involvement with state and local air

quality planning efforts. As the majority of the emissions that affect park resources
ariginate outside of the park boundaries, ARD commends and encourages the continued
contribution that SEKI makes by siting on local and state air quality

boards/commissions.

= ARD also commends SEKI for implementing an air advisory program. ARD further
encourages the contineed utilization and publication of the program.
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*  ARD is aware that numerous air quality monitors are situated throughout the park to
measure ozone, particulates, acid deposition and visibility. Please include results from
these monitors, including 2 map of their location. Results can be incorperated in an

appendix.

» Please include any general or tramspontation caaforimity projects that are cucrently
underway or are planned for the near tuture,

*  Please be consistent with labeling the sources of information for tables and charts.

Sammary
It is noted that SEKI is trying to protect the night sky/natural dark from light pollution. Please

explain how this is being/will be accomplished.

Introduction: Context for the plan

Page 22. ARD commends SEKI for increasingly using alternative fuels, including CNG, for the
park service fleet to reduce localized transportation-related emissions. ARD encourages the
continued utilization of clean fuels, the purchase and utilization of hybrid vehicles and the use of

pollution contral devices where feasible.

Relntionship to Other Planning
ARD iz encouraped by the parks” interest in transit. ARD believes that air poliution can be

decreased via increasing public transportationshuttles within the parks; especially as vehicular
traffic s one of the major sources of pollutants in the San Joaquin Valley and the park. ARD
supports the parks’ efforts to further develop the transit system within and to the parks.

Affected Environment

General
This section does an inndequate job of addressing air quality as an impact topic considering the

severity of air quality at SEKL This section should also theroughly diseuss existing air quality,
trends, and resource impacts, including a more comprehensive discussion of known zair quality
refated values and inpacts.

Specific
= Page 19, Regional Air Quality. Please add a map showing the overlap between the

counties. nonattainment areas, and park botndaries.

s Page 20, Table 2. The table should include the new ozone and particulate matter
standards. Even though implementation of these standards is evolving, the designations
for the 8-hr ozone standard have been finalized and those for PM fine are soon to follow,
Since the GMP is forward-looking, the affected environment should be written wiilin the
context of the new standards. (Note: This may lead to a complication in the
Environmental Consequences Section as impact definitions track the old standard. We

suggest that the definitions be revised),
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= Page 21, Table 3. This tabte should be updated to reflect new ozone and particulate
matter standards,

» Page 21, Table 4. We would consider a contribution of up to 30% of a county’s air
pollutants to be a significant amount, ARD is concerned that the county and state
stationary source emission estimates in Table 4 are incorrect. The parks should contact
CARB for corrected estimates or otherwise account for the impacts that SEKI has on

regional air quality.

» Page 21. Park emissions from staticnary, area, fire, and mobile sources should all be
disclosed and ideally summarized in a single table.

» Page 21, Smoke Emissions. The referenced smoke emission estimates contained in the
San Joaquin Valley Smoke Management Plan should be disclosed in this section. These
are contained in the Fire Management Plan, but only for particulate matter,

n  Page 22, Air Quality Monitoring and Research. This section shouid include a summary
of air quality monitoring at SEKI. The summary should discuss recent ozone, pm,

deposition, ete., as well as trends.

= Page 23, Air Quality Monitoring and Research. Itis unclear whether the last paragraph
is providing a web link for monitoring data or effects data. This should be clarified. The
link to Alr Resources [nformation System (ie, Air Quality Related Values) data for
SEK]1, http:/AwwawZnature nps.goviain/Permits/ ARIS/sekifindex.btm should be added.

Environmentsl Consequences

General
= Please include emissions from smoke, even if just in stimmary format as it is understood

that the emissions are incorperated in the valley’s plan. Furthermore, the Fire
Management Plan should discuss measures to mitigate smoke emissions. These should

be reproduced in this section or at least referenced,

»  Although the fate of air quality is lavgely not a result of park management actions, the
NP5 should do our part ro mitigate emissions where possible. There is no discussion of
mitigation measures as there are with other impaet topics. A list of mitigation measures
contmon to all aiternatives should be included. It should address smeke emissions,
transportation emissions, construction emissions and stationary source emissions. [t may
be that much of this is addressed (a5 best management practices) in the Air Resources
Managenrent Aciion Plan (1999, If so, those mitigation measures should be

sumimarized and updated in this section.

= Tiis section should base impacts on new ozone and FM standards.
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" Page 242 Giant Forest Shuttle. Please explain why Wolverten parking area is NOT
included in carrying capacity.

* Page 242, Transit. ARD supperts increasing the teansit system in the park for this leads
not only to decrease traffic but to a decrease in VMT and also pollution levels. We
recommend that further steps be taken to protect air quality via the transit system.
Additional measures that can be taken 10 further improva the air quaiity of SEKI include
utilizing elean fuels, adding pollution control devices to vehicles and limiting idling time

of transit vehicles.

ARD commends SEKI for making an effort to address alr quality issues in the GMP, ARD
encourages the parks to further develop the air quality section. Although it is acknowledged that
the bulk of the air pollution that impaets SEKI comes from outside the park boundaries, ARD
requests that the parks look niore at what can be done internally to minimize air pollution. This
can be done by enacting mitigation measures for mobile, stationary, smoke and construction
emissions. ARD also encourages SEKI to work with Caitrans and encourage them to ) assist in
the development of more public transportation options o Sequoia and Kings Canyon National
Parks and b) to take mitigation measures when construeting new roads, i.e State Route 65, to
minimize the amount of poliutants entering the air and consequently the parks,

Thark you for the opporiunity te comment on the.Draft GMP for SEXI. Should you have any
questions regarding the comnments herein or should you desire assistance in incorporating these
comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at: 303 987 6895 or liana reillviE@nps.pov.

bee:

SEKI: Superintendent

IMRQ: NP5 GMP Team Leader, Susan Spain

IMRQ: Chief of Planning, John Reber

ARD-DEN: Shaver, Bunyak, Reading and Project Files
ARD-DEN: LReilly:LR:8/13/04:x6895:SEKI. menm.doc
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s, Elaine Rideout Z

At this time, the Service is unable to concur with your determination that the draft management
plans, as proposed, may affect but are not likely to adversely affect the bighorn shesp, valley
elderberry longhom beetle or vemal pool fairy shrimp. The drafi management plans do not
provide sufficient information conceming project specific actions to fully evaluate the potential

impacts to these species.

Projects developed under the scope of the final management plans are subject to the provisions of
Section 7 of the Act. As noted in Volume 2, page 143 of the DEIS, before any specific actions
are implemented under the final management plans, site specific daia collection is needed to fully
evaluate the impact to species coverad under the Act. We look forward to commenting on those

projects as they become available for review.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. H you have any further questions
regarding this action, please contact Andy DeVolder or Roberta Gerson of my steff at

(916) 414-6600.

ce:
Dr. David Greber, SEKI Senior Scisntist
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ORGANIZATIONS

IO

Alliance of Backcountry Parachutists

2081 Goetz Road
Perris California 92570 USA
wiwbackcoyntryparachutists.ong

= E v August 20, 2004
Dick Martin, supcrintendent H @
47050 Generals Highway
Three Rivers, CA 93271-9700 AVG 23 2004

SEQUOTA AND KINGS CANYON NP}

Dear Superintendent Martin:

The Allisnce of Backeountry Parachutists is contasting you at the direetion of Interior
Department assistant secretary P. Lynn Scarlett, who on July 1, 2004, wrote to
Congressman Tom Tancredo concerning fair access to ths park system by backcountry
parachutists: “We hope that members of the parachuting community will avail
themselves of the many opportunities that the parks offer for involving them In the
planning and decision-making process...”

Assistant secretary Scarlett's letter I3 ottached, along with Congressnan Tancredo’s April
2003 Ietter to NPS regarding its blanket prohibition of backeountry parachuting, In that
letter, the assistant secretary also said that, official prohibitiop aside, she is “confident
that (Director Malnells) would expeet park superintendents and other NP8 declsion-
makers to give serious considerztion to paracbuting and similer activities as part of their
normai responsibifities for managing recreationad uses.”

So bere we ave, ready 1o get involved in the planning and decision-meking process so that
backcountry parachuting and jts participants can becorne & routine, responsible and
respected part of your unit’s backeountry activities,

Like Congressman Tancredo, we very much appreciate Director Mainella for baving
begun this fuir access process in 2002 with the New River Gorge National River, and
look forward to working with yon on an approsch tailored specifically for the needs and
circumstances of your unit.

In particular, we want to stress that we agree with assistant secretary Scarlett that the
New River waiver, while it did in fact set a new precedent for NPS-parachutist
cooperatlon, s in no way a mode) for parachuting in other areas of the national park
system. New River jumping occurs one day each year at a specific location and time, and
is specifically designed to draw teas of thousands of spectators to the promotional event
of which parachuting is the signature element.

Tha Aliance of Backeountry Parachustists (ASP) Ls e Intomationel group of Indviduals and essotiatod 1
omanizations dedicalad o fiie nccess and cesponsibie use parachutists who [a to Jump in the backeountry.
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The fair a¢oess we seek is routine wilderness access: Backcountry parachutists as
individuals and small groups pursuing their recreational activity of choice in a way that is
aperationally identical to.rock climbing ectivities as they currently exist in your unit.

Since backeountry parachuting is so operationally similar to rock climbing, we think a
good management starting point is to regulate it the same way your unit eurrently
manages rock climbing regulations, It’s the most logical way to handle the activity, pius
it follows an already established procedure that reduces planning and administrative
efforts accordingly.

We would like to meet or discuss with you at your earliest convenience how we can most
effectively start involving ourselves in your backeountsy planning and decision-making

process and very much appreciate this opportunity to start fresh with the Park Service in
finding common ground and fair access for our recreational activities.

Thank you in advance for your atteation to this matter, and wa look forward to hearing
scon frem you seon.

! Tilley
American Director
Alliance of Backcountry Pacachutists

The Alliance of Backcountry Parachutists (ABP) i en intemaBional group of individuals and essocisled
organizations dedicaied o falt access and responsiie use parachutists who ke 1 Jumg in the backoountry,
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"Eagle Dancer Images” To: <susan_spain@nps.govs
<edl@tstonramp.com:= Li=H

10/08/2004 03:23 PM Subject: NPS: SEKI GMP comments
MET

NPS GMP Team Leader

Susan Spain, Landscape Architect
National Park Service - DSC
12795 W, Alameda Parkway

Denver, Colorado B0225-0287
[303}) 98%-22BC

E-mail: susan_spaininps.gov

Dsar ¥=. Spain:

Herawith are the comments from the Alliance of Backeountry Parachutists
regarding the draft General Management Plan:

Topic 1: Miscaellaneous Comments and Ideas

Per Assistant Secretary of tha Intericr P, Lynn Scarlett’s Julyl, 2004,
letter to Ceongressman Thomas Tanerede regarding backcountry parachuting in
national park units, we hereby propose that the term and activity of
"hackcountry parachuting” be included in the folleowing sectiens and pages of
the Drafe, General Management Flan and Comprehensive River Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement, Velume 1: Purpose pf and Need for
Botion/The Alternatives/sIndex:

SCOFPE OF THE FLAN/ Values and Issue Identified During Scoping, Page 33:
Wilderness Values. Amend the last sentence to read: “Widerness is also
valuad for the different recrsational opportunities it provides - primarily
hiking., backpacking, stock use, rock olimbing and backoountry parschuting.”

MANAGEMENT FRESCRIPTIONS/Frontcountry Prescriptiona, page 57: Apporopriate
activities. Amend first =entence to read: *Activities may includs onsite
programs, hiking., water play, fishing, vaving, rock climbing, backeountry
paractmting, nonmeotorized watercrafi use, cross-country skiing. snowshoeing,
hicycling and steck use in dealgnated arsas."

MANAGEMENT FRESCRIPTIONS/ Frontcountry Zone, page 58: Rppropriate
activitles. Amend first sentence to read: “"Activities include driving.
sightssaing, hiking, rcamping, caving, roock eclimbing, backsountry
parachuting, water play, fishing, nonmotorized watercraft use, cross-country
skiing, snowshoeing, and picnicking.*

HMANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS/ Backcountry (and Wilderness) Prescriptions, Major
Trails pages 62: Appropriate activitiss. Arend first sentence to read:
*Actcivities include hiking, backpacking, fishing., rock climbing, backsountry
parachuting, nonmoterized watercrast use, and winter uses {cross-country
skiing and snowshoeing).”

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS/ Backeountry (and Wilderness) Prescriptions,
Secondary Tralls page 63: Appropriate activities. Amend first sentence to
read: “Activities include hiking, backpasking, fishing, reck climbing.
backeountry parachuting, nonmotorized wateroraft use, and winter uses
teross-country skiing and snowshoeing).”

MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES/Mitigating Measure Included in the
Alternatives/Mitigation for Impacts on Threatenad, Endangered, or Sensitive
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Species, page 73. Amend Paragraph 2, second sentence to read: *This could
include closures of araas or restrictions on use (e.g., rock climbing and
backcountry parachukbing in sheep habitabt or trail use and backcountry
parachuting in the wicinity of occupied raptor nests.”

ALTERNATIVES CHARTS, page %1, refersnce 61. Amend Recreation entry to read:
“Recreation - Outstanding recreaztional opportunities, such as niking,
camping, climbing, backeountry parachuting, photography and opportunities to
axperience solituda. "

ALTERNATIVES CHARTS, page 91, reference 63. Amend Recreation enbry to read:
"Recraation - The adjacent trail provides exceptional hiking and camping
opportunities, Excellent opportunities for unconfined recreation such as
meuntein and rock elimbing, backeountry parachuting, and for selitude.”

General cemmentary related to theses proposed amendments:

Backcountry parachuting is a neonpolluting, normoterized recreational
ackivity that is wery much akin te rock climbing in its general character
and practice, except that thexe is no physical impact to the rock walls by
protection devices or chalk. This activity has been going on in the naticnal
parks for more than 20 years neow, despite official access discrimination by
the Naticnal Park Service.

kg & result of assistant Secretary of the Interiocr P. Lymn Secarlett's July
1, 2004, letter to Congrvessman Thomas Tancredo, it is impertant for NBS
planners ta operate in good faith and with an open mind te the posaibility
of allowing backeountry parachuting to become an accepted part of the
hackeonntry recrestional opportunities and practices in Hings CanyonsSequoia

and other naticonal park units.

The ABP recognizes that thera are multiple management issues at work in any
decigion to include backcountry parachuting in your GMP or other use plans,
and we are ready and willing to be flexible and patient as we work Logethexr
to inciude this now-traditional backoountry activity in the offisially
recognized and accepted activities of Rings Canyon/Sequoia.

Thanks yeu for you attentien te this matter.
Robin Heid

Aocess Coordinator

Alliance of Backeountry Parachutists

Ceo: Tancredo/Scarlett/Mainella

EDITOR’s NOTE: Attachments have not been included. The original letter is on file at park headquar-
ters.
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Dr. David Graber, Senior Scientist
Sequoia & Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271-9651

RE: Sequoia-Kings Canyon National Parks Draft General Management Plan comments:

I am an avid hiker and backpacker, although this latter pursuit was much more avid in
my younger years. In spite of this limitation, I have backpacked in the Mineral King
basin, and have spent several other extended visits day hiking out of the Mineral King
Village area. It is a rare opportunity to interact with the natural environment while
surrounded by the historic environment. Mineral King offers this opportunity. The
historic setting of mines, mining structures, cabins, trails, and roads is particularly
significant. All too often, history is erased in the misguided attempt to experience nature.
Nature in its purest form can be accessed easily simply by hiking over Sawtooth Pass,
entrance to thousands of acres of back country. But the wonderful ambience of Mineral
King can only be felt by soaking in the history it represents. And in particular, the cabins
and village structure are of paramount importance.

My several visits to Mineral King have convinced me that the preservation of this special
mountain community (the road, buildings and families), is important as a meaningful
aspect of Sierran history. Where else are seventh generation families living as their
forefathers did without modern amenities? Park visitors enjoy learning of the past from
community members at campfires, on the trail and in guided walks. This culture and
environment must be preserved for future generations to enjoy and experience.

It appears that the most efficient and cost-effective way in which to ensure the
preservation of the cabins and the community is to continue the special use cabin permits.
The families have proven their willingness and ability to maintain the historic integrity of
the cabins and to act as stewards of the valley. They have invested their own resources,
both time and money, towards the preservation of this important historic resource - at no
cost to the taxpayers.

The General Management Plan for Sequoia must provide for issuing permits to the
current cabin owners. If that necessitates additional legislation, the National Park Service
should pursue this. A national historic district within the Park greatly enhances the
visitor experience.

I can say with certainty that if the cabins and other historic resources do not continue to
exist in their current form, I will not again visit Mineral King. The combination of
natural beauty and historic integrity is the only reason I will chose this destination over
other alternatives.

Marc Williams, President

American Conservation Consortium, Ltd.
85 North Road

Fremont, NH 03044

603-679-8307

acc@conservator.com
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), FS
REGARDING: SEKI GMP

Dear Ms, Spain and Pr. Graber,

By way of background, the Backcountry Horsemen of California {BCHC) is a state-wide
organization of over 4,000 members representing 26 units whose purpose is to improve and
promote the use, care and development of California backcountry trails, campsites, streams and
meadows and to keep the backcountry trails and forage areas open to horsemen on all public
lands. We also have extensive educational programs and literature for our membership and the
public on good trail manners and wise use of public lands. Our organization contributes
significant labor 1o trail maintenance and other velunteer efforts on both federal and state public
lands on an annual basis.

We are a state member of the Backcountry Horsemen of America representing 19 state
organizations and 16,000 members nationally. Nationa! wide the Backcountry Horsemen
contributed over $3.4 million in volunieer efforts on public lands in 2003.

The following comments are related to the Draft General Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement.
# 1 - Historical Mission:

Stock Use is a traditional, historic and cultural cornerstone in the sstablishment, management,

and public use of Seguoia and Kings Canyon National Parks.

+ Ttisa valid use and has been documented throughout the Parks' history. As such it
should be preserved and protected to a much greater degree than what is proposed in the
Draft GMP.

* Stock use meets the Parks’ mission by enhancing visiter experiences, provides greater
access to people of limited physical abilities, and accommodates different user skills abilities
and age levels.

»  Moreover, because over 209 of the Parks is elther designated or managed as Wildemess,
those guidelines prohibit mechanical means of rransportation, stock use is the only methed
available to support both park and visitor services in those wilderness areas,

» By the very virtue of being an historic, traditional and cultural activity, pack and saddle
stock use is appropriate in Seguoia and Kings Canyon National Parks (SEKI).

+  The Mission Goal la on page 11, w protect natural and cultural resources and associated
values, supports our argument that pack and saddle stock wse is appropriate in Sequoia and
Kings Canyen National Parks. The continued use of pack and saddle stock ensures the
preservation and protection of an important aspect of our cultural history and the values
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associated with western sertlement. Initial visitors to the park utilized pack and saddle stock.
The result of these early visitations, and the appreciation of the unigue features of the
environment, led to the designation of the area as a national park.

s The National Environmental Policy Act Section 10(b) 4 mandates preservation of
“imporiant historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage...” Pack and saddle
stock use is an important historic and cultural aspect of our national heritage. Pack and
saddle stock use pre-dates the formation of both Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks.
First stock nse by Euro-Americans was in the late 1850"s. In 1861 horse use and trail

building took place in Log Meadow. In 1890 Sequoia National Park was formed, and the 4°
US Calvary conducted its first administrative patrols in 1891. In 1902, a contract was
awarded for commereial transportation with horses and mules {wagons, pack trains, etc).
Moreover, stock use was the primary means of access into Sequoia and Kings Canyon

National Parks into the early 20" century.

= Active support of pack and saddle stock use by the public, commercial service providers,
and Park employees will fulfill the Pari’s mandate to preserve an important aspect of our
national and especially our western cultural heritage.

¢  The second mandate of Section [0(b)4 is to “maintain...an environment that supports
diversity and variety of individual choice.” The banning of stock from the Parks would
¢liminatz the diversity and individual choice by making the Park accessible only to those who
can hike into the wilderness, or access the front country by a mechanized mesns.

v  In order for SEKI te have support for its program and activities, it must remain
accessible 1o all user groups not just an elite, physically fit few.

¢  The National Histeric Preservation Act, Section 470{b)(1) states: “the spirit and
direction of the Nation are founded upon and reflected in iis historic heritage;” and
subseciton (2) states: “the histerical and eultural foundarions of the Nation should be
preserved as o living part of our community life and development In order to give a sense of
orienfation to the American people.”

The use of pack and saddle stock is a part of our historical and cultural heritage and the
feundatien of the settlement of the West and establishment and use of the Parks. Every effort
should be made to preserve and increase pack and saddle stock in the Sequeia and Kings
Canyon National Parks.

#2 — Concerns with Alternatives

All of the alternatives presented propose to either eliminate, increasingly regulate, andfor
severely limit stock use throughout the Parks.

Examples include;
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+  More regulated party size litnits - Preferred Altemnative and Afternative C.
*»  Greater levels of o site regoiations - Preferred Alternative and Altermative C.
*  Separation of use areas - Alternatives C & D.

¢ The Preferred Alternative and Altemative C propese to modify the queta system for
resource protection. NO data is given to support the need for an adjustment in the quota

system. .

s Alternative C proposes to “disperse use in small groups.™ Ne data is given to support
this proposal for a group size reduction.

= Additionally, the Preferred Alternative and Alternative C would limit or cap commercial
pack operations. These last elements would farther reduce the economic viability of the
commercial pack operatiens within the park fercing their removal from the Parks. This
would have a net effect of further reducing opportunities and facilities for stock access for
both the general public and for users of private stock.

*  Altenative A would ccmpletely eliminate: all pack and saddle stock from the Park. We
believe that Alternative A is not a viable alternative as required by NEPA. Park Sarvice
guidelines for preparation of Environmental Impact Statements states that “CEQ defines
reasonable alternatives as those that are technically and econamically feasible and that show
evidence of common sense.” Page 35 states that the general management plan must decide
whether stock use is appropriate, noting that “some groups” want stock use eliminated. Stock
use is an historic use in the Parks and has been rigorously restricted and monitored since
1986. A "no stock” alternative does not show evidence of commien sense, Additionally, in
the Draft GMP ‘management altematives,” Volume I, page 77, Geal 2, Aliernative A “does
not meet the goal” of NEPA section 101(b).

Furthermore, you state in the “Need for the Plans” section {page 6) that the 1971 Master Plan
had a goal to phase out stock use but that goal was replaced by the 1986 Srock Use and
Meadow Management Plan that regulated stock use 1o protect park resources.
Consequentially, there {s no justification for a “*no stock alternative” in this Plan.

A “no stock” alternative belongs with those alternatives considered but rejected becauss of
the arguments stated above,

All alternatives imply an jnappropriate anti stock biag,

In addition to the above points, the following further supporis our contention that the General
Plan has an inappropriate anti stock bias:

s Page 34 lists *Appropriate Visitor Experiences.’ Steck use is completely ignored in the
‘“traditional range of Park activities.’
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*  Page 35 - The question is posed ‘can stock use be accommodated as an activity.” The
GMP states ‘the Management Plan must decide whether stack use is appropriate.” By virtue
of its historic and cultural precedent, stock use is an appropriate use.

#3 — Insufficient Data for Analysis of Alternatives:

On Page 35, the docuinent states: ““The general management plan will look at whether resource
condition menitoring and research indicate that stock nse can be continued without irreparable
resource degradation.” We find no further discussion in the document about “resonree condition
motitoring” vis a vis stock use.

Due to the lack of important data that you indicated would be part of the Plan, the aitematives
cannot be assessed because no quantitative information is presented that will allow evaluation of
the alternatives or to assess the effects of the proposed actions.

As an exzmple, the preferred alternative would reduce stock party size. No information is Eiven
on what the existing stock party size is, and no information is given on what the proposed stock

party size would be. Thus, there is no justification for the stock party size reductions, Changes

in stock party size need to be analyzed and evaluated through the NEPA process.

Furthenimore, this proposed action may be unnecessary given thal backcountry use accounts for
only 2-3% of the visitation in the Park and 4% of the 2-3 % js stock use, and 50% of the 4% is
administrative stock use. Our point is that stock use is insignificant. The decument clearly
tdentifies the major stressors as coming from environmental conditions ouside of, and beyond
the control of the National Parks. Consequently stock use, accounting for an insignificant ameunt
of use {.05-.1%) of the Parks, is not a significant stressor.

Another example of insufficient data is on Page 114 — the Preferred Altemative. The Draft Plan
states “modify quota system as needed for rescurce protection.” This would imply a need. The
Plan does not provide any data to support any need for modification (reducticn) to the current
trajilhead queta system,

Thien, on Page 114, the Plan states “Determine party size limits through a revised wilderness and
backeotntry nanagement plan.” This statement is foo vague and we cannot determine if party
size limits will be decreased, and use further restricted, or if the party size limits will be increased
1@ match those of the surrounding nationat forests and other national parks, Thus it is not
possible to comment on the aiternatives’ merits and to the effects and changes that may result,

The maps are completely insufficient, This includes the Wild & Scenic river map through the
wildemess maps. There is ne detail that aliows one to become orjented to features,
improvements and other facilities. The legends are insufficient and it is impossible to determine
the areas on the map that are being referenced.

#4 . Conflicting Information:
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*  Pg 67— “Most stressors to the backcountry are region wide such as air pollution and
climate change, rather than from activities within the parks.” Since stock use is completely
unrelated to air pollution and climate change, it is clearly not a stressor to the backcountry.
Yet, on Page 86 - The Preferred Alternative would “expand use of controls on stock party
size, regulation of dates and locations, designation of areas, and appropriate closures as
needed.” This is totally incensistent with the statement about stressors implies that those
things cause degradation in the backcountry. Region wide caused by ... not by aciivities
within the park. Limit backcountry use to improve resource conditions. But the stressors are
not even related to the use.

¢ Pg 114 - Preferred Alternative — “modify quota systzm as needed for resource
protection” implies a need. There is no need for modifications if degradation is not caused by
stock use. Additionally, there is no data presented on the performance of the existing guotas
that would justify a need to change the quotas.

*  On Pg 189 - Environmental Consequences, Vegetation & Soils. Preferred Alternative
“Limiting backcouniry use to improve resource conditions would result in minor to moderate,
beneficial long-terin, localized effects.”  Since most stressors are not stock related, but are
region wide factors (air quality and climate change) there is no apparent reason for more
liraits on backeountry stock use.

Moreover Park figures put stock use at approximate 2% of all backcountry use further
reducing any contention that stock can be a significant siressor to the hagkeountry

environment.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Provids for the continued use of pack aud saddle siock in both the front country and
wilderness areas of the parks at the traditienal use levels using 1954 as the base level (50
year historic banchmark).

2. Change grazing restrictions on all trail systems o facilitate shorter travel distances, The
maximum distance between allowable camping and grazing areas should be no greater
than 7 miies, with camping limits of no less than 2 nights per area. This provides
opportunities for visitors to trave] with both young and old members of their group and
aids in the Parks’ mission to facilitate and enhance visitor experiences.

3. Meadow closures would not exceed | year. A rest - rotation schedule could replace the
closure system that is currently in effect. We would encourage the Parks to utilize the
knowledge and expertise of accredited Range Management specialists and local stock
users to develop a realistic and feasible grazing program.

4. Parly and group size limits should be no less than 15 people and 25 head of stock.

5. Increase private and commercial stock use. The carrying capacity is far greater than what
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10.

11.

12.

13.

curtent limits allow. Considering the fact that in 1935 almost 45,000 stock user nights
were recorded in both parks (sumimary report of steck vuse in Wildemess Meadows from
1955 to 1999) and that in 2003 there were only 2500 commercial and private stock use
nights it is clear that the parks capacity to handle more stock use is far greater than
current use levels, It is therefore our contentien and our recommendation that private and
commercial stock use be increased and use arzas expanded (trails, corrals, ovemnight
facilities, hitch rails, bear boxes, tc.).

Trails Inventory — We request that the general plan describe the existing trails inventory,
both in the front country, backeountry and wildemness areas and state as a goal that a trails
transportation system be evaluated for current and future use and that standards be
established that would preserve the condition of the trails to allow use by pack and saddle
stock. The Plan does not discuss the adequacy of the trails transportation system nor does
it reference a trails inventory of any kind,

Stock use will be allowed on major irails, secondary trails and allowed to travel cross
couniry. Particularly in the backcountry and wilderness, the experience of exploring and
having opportunities for selitude are just as important to stock users. Stock use may be
limited on the heavy use front-country interpretative trails.

Reestablish cominercial pack station aperations in the Wolverton aren. Establish a
facility that can provide services for day rides and overnight trips; include facilities and
services for persons with disabilities; include overnight corrals and facilities for private
stock users; include camping sites for stock users for both shoet term (1 night) and longer
term (14 nights). Improve and expand pack station operations in Mineral King, Grant
Grove, and Cedar Grove. Centinue to allosy commercial pack stations to enter from
surrounding natienal forests,

Reinstate the provision for commercial pack stations to issue wilderness permits to stock
parties.

Expand visitor access for stock users by developing an additional High Sierra Camp on
the Hockett Plateau with stock facilities (corrals, hitch ealis, pastures, bear boxes, etc.).

Do not select any alternative that separates user groups. This does not support the Parks’
Mission to “promote and educate and foster better understanding between user groups.”’
Rather it lays the foundation for animosity and conflict.

Supplying backcountry and wilderness administrative functions should be done primarily
using pack and saddle stock. The use of helicopters should be limited to emergency
situations including evacuations, rescues, and initial attack on fires.

The Preferred Altemative states that 46.8 miles of river are suitable for a “waid"

designation and 24 miles are suitable for “recreational” designation under the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act. We can only support further designations if the historic use of trails
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and camp sites along these stretches of the rivers are preserved.

While Section 7(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act precludes the construction of any
water resources projects that would have & direct and adverse effect on the valves of wild
and scenic rivers. The river stretches identified as “eligible and suitable” (starting on page
100} would be afforded “additional long-term protection against downstream water
resource projects.” However, the GP fails to note that the same section of the act states
“Nothing contained in the foregoing sentence, however, shail preclude licensing of, or
assistance to, developments below or above a wild, scenic or recreationsl] river aren or on
any stream tributary thereto which will not invade the area or unreasonably diminish the
scenic, recreational, and fish and wildlife values present in the area on the date of
designation of a river as a component of the national wild and scenic rivers system.”

t4. We cannot support any further wildemess designations for the following reasons:

®  More than 96% of the Parks are managed as wilderness,

&  The designation of more wilderness would preclude the efiective use of fuels reduction
activities that reduce the threat of catastrophic fire,

®  The effort (in manpower and dollars) necessary (o further study areas for wildemess
designation would be better spent on maintaining wildemess trails to protect the resource
and other wildermess maintenance needs.

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara I, Ferguson
Vice President, Public Lands
BCHC

ee: John Keyes, President, BCHC
Karl Pendegraph, High Sierra Unit President
Stephen Didier, Chairman, BCHA
Kevin Garden esq., Saltman and Stevens
Congressman Devin Nunes
Congressman George Radanovich
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3 36§

Backcouniry Horsemen of California

High Sierra Unit Hacelved NRC.&
P.0. Box 4427
Visala, CA g3278 BCT 19 2604

NPS GMFP Team Leader, Susan Spain
National Park Service -~ DSC

12795 W_ Alameda Parkway

Denver, Colorade 80225-0287

Dear Susan:

The following comments are submitted on behalf of the High Sierra Unit of the Backcountry
Horsemen of California. Qur unit is comprised of approximately 250 members. The High Sierra
Unit was the first Backeountry Horsemen unit in the state of California, and we fiave been in
existence for over 20 years. Originally, the unit was formed to protect the uses of pack and
saddle stock in Sequeia and Kings Canyon National Parks, and Sequoia National Forest. There
are now 25 units throughout the state representing approximately 4000 members. Additionally,
we are affiliated with the Backcountry Horsemen of America, which has representatives in 19
states.

We have taken an active role in Sequoia-Kings Canyon Nationa! Park planning issues since the
early 1980°s. We also take an active role in volunteer service projects. Members from our unit
are also involved in organizations that help support Sequoia and Kings Catiyon National Parks
(ic: the Sequoia Fund and the Sequoia Natural History Association), To summarize — we care
deeply about the past, present and fiture of these parks; ensuring the preservation of the cultural
and historic use of pack and saddie stock; and protecting access to these public lands.

1t is with great concern that we submit our comments to the Draft Genera) Managenment Plan.
We fee! the GMP does not provide adequate protection of historic and euftural uses; each of the
alteratives appears to add additional restrictions and limitations to stock use, including the
possibiiity of total elimination; there is insufficient data provided to substantiste the need for the
proposed restrictions and limitations; and there is conflicting information as to the rationale for
the proposed restrictions. Because there is no clear alternative that meets our needs for the
future, we have listed our suggested recommendations that should be incorporated into the final
decision for the Plan.

We would like to see Sequoia and Kings Canyor National Parks take the lead nationally, in
preserving the traditional and historic uses of pack and saddle stock. This includes opportunities
for both the private stock user and for those needing the services of a commercial provider. We
would like to see front-country facilities that are steck use oriented, such as campgrounds for
stock use, as well as traitheads with overnight camping facilities. Stock use should be
inventoried as an historic Jandscape. Backcountry and wilderness areas (tzails) should not be
closed to areas historicaily used by stock. The regulations should be more realistic for visitors
traveling by stock in terms of areas between meadows open for grazing, length of stay, end
access to campsites with bear proof food lockers. Commercial pack stations should be re-
established at Wolverton and Mineral King, and the operations at Cedar Grove and Grant Grove
should be issued new long term contracts,

BUHC - High Sizera Unil Comments - Deaft GMEP - 10604 1
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1t is our strong belief that the Congressional direction in the establishment of Sequaia National
Park should be evident in the activities provided for in the future. Congress stated that the Park
was being “dedicated and set apart as e public park, or plezsure ground, for the benefit and
enjoyment of the people” And furthermore, Congress stated that the regulations implemented
for activities in the Park shall be “primarily aimed at the freest use of said park for recreation
purposes by the public...” A review of the current list of stock use restrictions angd regulations
does not depict ‘freest use.” Additionally, we do not believe the alternatives and proposals in the
Draft GMP reflect the spirit and the specifics of the National Historic Preservation Act. The Act
states, “the historical and cultural foundations of the Nation should be preserved as a living part
of our community life and development in order to give a sense of crientation to the American
people” If the stock use traditions in SEKI are reduced and diminished, it reflscts poorly on the
planners and administration for making decisions that would result in a loss of an important
heritage.

Qur specific comnients pertaining to the Draft GMP are as follaws:

* [tisa valid use and has been documented throughout the Parks’ history. As such it
should be preserved and protected to a ruch greater degree than what is proposed in the
Draft GMP. By the very virtue of being an historic, traditional and cultural activity, pack
end saddle stock use is appropriate in Sequoia and Kings Canyon Nationa! Parks (SEKI).

*  Stock use meets the Parks’ mission by enhancing visitor experiences, provides greater
access to people of limited physical abilities, and accommodates different user skills
abilities and age leveis.

* The Mission Goal 1a on page 11, to protect natural and cultural resources and associated
values, supports our argument that pack and saddle stock use is appropriate in Sequoia
and Kings Canyon Naticnal Parks. The continued use of pack and saddle stock ensures
the preservation and protection of an important aspect of our cultural histery and the
values associated with western settlement. Initial visitors to the park utilized pack and
saddle stock. The result of these early visitations, and the appreciation of the unique
features of the environment, led to the designation of the area as a national park.

* The National Environmental Policy Act Section 10(b) 4 mandates preservation of
“important historic, cultural, and nefural aspects of our national heritage. ..” Pack and
saddle stock use is an important historic and cultural aspect of our national heritage.
Pack and seddle stock use pre-dates the formation of both Sequoia and Kings Canyon
National Parks. First stock use by Euro-Americans was in the late 1850°s. In 1861 horse
use and trail building tock place in Log Meadow. In 1890 Sequoia National Park was
formed, and the 4 US Calvary conducted its first administrative patrols in 1891. In
1902, a contract was awarded for commercigl transportation with horses and mules
(wagons, pack trains, etc). Moreover, stock use was the primary means of access into
Sequoiz and Kings Canyon National Parks into the early 20 century.

BCHC - High Sitrme Unit Coraments — Draft GMP - 10504 2
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Active support of pack and saddle stock use by the public, commercial service providers,
and Park employees will fulfill the Park's mandate to preserve an important aspect of our
national and especially our western cultural heritage.

The second mandats of Section 10(b) 4 is to “maintain...an environment that supporis
diversity and variety of individual choice.” The banning of stock from the Parks would
eliminate the diversity and individual choice by making the Park accessible only to those
who can hike into the wilderness, or access the front country by a mechanized means.

Because over 90% of the Parks is either designated or managed as Wilderness, the
wilderness guidelines prohibit mechenical means of transportation. Stock use is the only
method available to support both park and wvisitor services in those wilderness areas.

In erder for SEKI to have support for its program and activities, it must remain accessible
to all user groups not just &n elite, physically fit few.

2. All of the alternatives presented propose to either eliminate, increasingly regulate, and/or
sgverely limit stock use throughout the Parks.

Alternative A would completely eliminate all pack and saddte stock from the Park. We
believe that Alternative A is not a viable alternative as required by NEPA. Park Service
guidelines for preparation of Environmental Impact Statements states that “CEQ defines
reasonable zlternatives as those that are technically and economically feasible and that
show evidence of common sense ™ Page 35 states that the general menagement plan must
decide whether stock use is appropriate, noting that “some groups” want stock use
eliminated. Stock vse is an historic use in the Parks and has been rigorously restricted
and monitored since 1986. The Draft GMP ‘management alternatives,’ Volume I, page
17, Goal 2, Alternative A “does not meet the goal” of NEPA section 101(b).

Furthermore, the “Nead for the Plans” section (page 6) states that the 1971 Master Plan
had a goal to phase out stock use bus that goal was replaced by the 1986 Stock Use and
Meadow Managemerit Plan that regulated stock use to protect park resources.
Cansequentially, there is no justification for & “no stock slternative” in this Plan,

A “no stock™ alternative belongs with those alternatives considered but rejected.

Page 34 lists “Appropriate Visitor Experiences.’ Stock use is completely omitted in the
‘traditional range of Park activities.”

Page 35 — The question is posed ‘can stock use be accommodated a5 an activity.” The
GMP states, “the Management Plan must decide whether stock use is appropriate.” By
virtue of its historic and cultural precedent, stock use is an appropriate use. To include
the question *should stock use be appropriate’ reflects an anti stock use bias in the GMP.

BCHC - High Sicrma Unit Comments - Drafl OMP - 1006404 k}
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»  Additional examples of regulations and restrictions are as follows;
More regulated party size limits - Preferred Alternative and Alternative C.
Greater levels of on site regulations - Preferred Alternative and Alternative C.
Separation of use areas - Alternatives C & D.

»  Additionally, the Preferred Alternative and Alternative C weuld limit or cap commercial
pack operations. These last elements would further reduce the economic viability of the
commercial pack operations within the park forcing their removal from the Parks. This
would have a net effect of further reducing opportunities and facilities for stock access
for both the general public and for users of private stock.

= On Page 33, the document states: “The general management plan will lock at whether
resource condition moanitoring and research indicate that stock use can be continued
without irreparable resource degradation.” We find no further discussion in the
document about “resource condition monitoring™ pertaining to stock use.

»  Due to the lack of important data, the alternatives cannot be assessed because no
quantitative information is presented that will allow evaluation of the alternatives or to
assess the effects of the proposed actions,

As an example, the preferred alternative would reduce stock party size. No information
is given on what the existing stock party size is, and no information is given on what the
proposed stock party size would be. Thus, there is no justification for the stock party size
reductions. Changes in stock party size need to be analyzed and evaluated through the
NEPA process. Furthermore, this propesed action is unnecessary given that backcountry
use accounts for only 2-3% of the visitation in the Park and 4% of the 2-3 % is stock use,
and 50% of the 4% is administrative stock use. The amount of stock use is insignificant.

The document identifies major *stressors” as coming from environmental conditions
outside of, and beyond the control of the National Parks, Consequently stock use,
accounting for an insignificant amount of use (.05-.1%) of the Parks, cannotbe a
significant stressor.

*  Page 114, the Plan states “Determine party size limits through 2 revised wilderness and
backcountry management plan.” This statement is too vague and we cannot determine if
party size limits will be decreased, and use further restricted, or if the party size limits
will be increased to match those of the surrounding nationat forests and other national
parks. Thus it is not possible to comment on the alternatives’ merits and to the effects
and changes that may result.

*  The Preferred Alternative and Alternative C propose to modify the quota system for
resource protection. NO data is given to support the need for an adjustiment in the quota
systern.

BCHC - High Sierra Unit Cotnitvertts — Draft GMP - 1066104 4
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* Another example of insufficient data is on Page 114 — the Preferred Alternative. The

Draft Plan states “medify quota system as needed for resource protection.” This would
imply a need. The Plan does not provide any data to support any need for medification

(reduction) ta the current traiihead quota system,

" The maps are completely insufficient. This includes the Wild & Scenic river map
through the wilderness maps. There is no detail that allows one to become oriented to
features, improvements and other facilities. The legends are insufficient and it is
impossible to determine the areas on the map that are being referenced.

* Alternative C proposes to “disperse use in small groups.” No data is given to support this

proposal for a group size reduction.

4. The Draft GMP presents conflicting information for the proposed restrictigns,

Exampies include the foilowing;

* Air quality and climate change.
Pg 67— “Most stressors to the backcountry are region wide such as air pollution and
climate change, rather then Srom activities within the parks.” Since stock use js

completely unrelated to air pollution and climate change, it is clearly not 2 stressor to the
backcountry. Yet, on Page 86 — The Preferred Alternative would “expand use of controls

on stock party size, regulation of dates and Incations, designation of areas, and
appropriae closures as needed.” Thisis totally inconsistent with the statement about

stressors implies that those things cause degradation in the backeountry are region wide

and caused by external factors (i.e.. air pollution and climate change) not by activities
within the park. Yet the Plan proposes to limit backcountry use to improve resource
conditions, even though the *stressors’ are net related to the use,

* Page 114 - Preforred Alternative — “modify quota system as needed for resoyrce
protection” implies a need. There is no need for modifications if degradation is not

caused by stock use, Additionally, there is no data presented on the performance of the

existing quotas that would justify a need 1o change the quotas.

" Page 189 - Environmental Consequences, Vegetation and Soils, The Preferred

Alternative states that “Limiting backcountry use to improve resource conditions would

result in minor to maderate, beneficial long-term, localized effects ”  Since most

Stressors are not stock related, but are region wide factors (air quality and ciimate change)

there is no apparent reason for more limits on backcountry stock use, Park figures put

stack use at approximate 2% of atl backcountry use further reducing any contention that

stock can be a significant stressor to the backeountry environment,

BCMC - High Sierra Unit Comnpients — Drafl GMP - 106401 5
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BECOMMENDAT TONS:

L. Provide for the continued use of pack and saddie stock in both the front cotntry and
wilderness areas of the parks at the traditional use levels using 1954 a5 the base level (50
year historic benchmark).

2. Change grazing restrictions on all trajl systems 1o facilitate shorter travel distances, The
maximurn distance between aliowable camping and grazing areas should be no greater
than 7 miles, with camping limits of no less than 3 nights per area, Thig provides

aids in the Parks’ mission to facilitate and enhance visitor experiences, It also allows
&roups to have “layover days’ to enjoy and explore the scenery in various areas
throughout the Parks.

3. Meadow closures would not exceed 1 year. A rest - rotation schedule could replace the
closure system that is currently in effect. We would encourage the Parks to uiilize the
knowledge and expertise of accredited Range Management specialists and local stock
users to develop & reafistic and foasible grazing program.

E-Y

. Party and group size limits should be no less than 15 people and 25 head of stock,

current Hmits allow. Considering the fact that in 1955 almost 45,000 stock user nights
were recorded in both parks (summary report of stack use in Wilderness Meadows from
1955 to 1999) and that in 2003 there were only 2500 commercial and private stock use
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ner does it reference a trails inventory of any kind.

7. Stock use will be aliowed on major trails, secondary trails and allowed to travel cross
country. Particlarly in the backcountry and wilderniess, the experience of exploring and
having opportunities for solitude are just as important to stock users,

*

Reestablish commercizl pack station operations in the Wolverton area. Establish
facilities that can provide services for day rides and overnight trips; inciude facilities and
services for persons with disabilities; include overnight corrals and faciljties for private
stock users; include camping sites for stock users for both short term (1 night) and longer
term (14 nights).

CHC - High Siema Unit Comments — Draft GAB . 10,604 6
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9.

10,

11

12

13

14,

15.

Improve and expand pack station operations in Mineral King, Grant Grave, and Cedar
Grove. Include overnight corrals and facilities for private stock users; include camping
sites for stock users for both short term (1 night) and longer term (14 nights). Centinue to
allow commercial pack stations to enter from surrounding national forests.

Reinstate the provision to allow the commercial pack stations to issue wilderness permits
to steck parties.

Expand visitor access for stock users by developing an additional High Sierra Camp on
the Hockett Plateau with stack facilities (corrals, hitch rails, pastures, bear boxes, etc.).

Do not select any alternative that separates user groups. This dees not support the Parks’
Mission to ‘promote and educate and foster better understanding between user groups.”
Rather it tays the foundation for animosity and conflict.

The use of helicopters should be limited to emergency situations including evacuations,
rescues, and initial attack on fires. Supplying backcountry and wilderness administrative
functions should be done primarily using pack and saddle stock.

Stock use should be inventoried as an historic landscape

Recommendations for the Management Prescriptions:

v Giant Sequoia Groves: Must include historic uses, including stock. Stock should not
be prohibited from any trails or areas in or around Giant Sequoia groves where they
have traditionally been traveling. Stock use access should be the same as when the
military patrolled the Park.

v River Protection Measures: There should be NO additional restrictions than what
existed at the time of Congressional designation for roads, trails, and steck use.

v Natural Sound: Do net prohibit necessary management items such as bells on stock
in the backcountry.

v Cultural Resources: Cultural landscapes are to be protected and preserved. Stock use
is historic, pre-dating the establishment of both Sequoia and Kings Canyon National
Parks. This historic use needs to be recognized and preserved.

v Commercial Services: Pack stations must be re-established at Welverton & Mingral
King ASAP. The Plan must provide for viable operations at Cedar Grove and Grant
Grove. Incidental business permits for packing operations (based cutside the Pack)
must be allowed to continue for pack statlon operations on the adjacent Inyo, Sierra
and Sequoia National Forests. Commercial packing services need to be expanded to
encourage oppottunities for the disabled, elderly, youth greups, and to provide for
accommodating private stock use for shott term boarding.

BCHC - High Siama Unii Comments — Draft GMF = 107674 7
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16. Recommendations for Park Facilities:
v Roads:
Reads and trailheads should accorumodate stock trailer travel and parking.

17. Recommendstions for Park Development:

v Need Campgrounds for stock users. For front country areas — campgrounds that
could accommeodate overnight camping to the same stay limits as regular
campgrounds. Trailhead camping for 1 night to accommodate stock groups going
into the wilderness. Need ability to stay with steck and not required io unhook
trailets.

v Backcountry prescriptions: Need to allow stock use where terrain permits. Stock
should not be prehibited from any trail. The trails can be signed as “not
recommended for stock’. Cross country should be allowed for all stock use (private
& commercial).

18, Recommendations Common to All Alternatives:
v Kings Canyon: Need stock camping facility for short and fong term camping. Need
facility to accommodate stock for day rides, and trailhead areas for short term
camping before going into the backcountry.

v Wolverton: Need commercial pack station services to the public, including providing
staging area and boarding facility for prvate stock.

v Mineral King: Need commercial pack station services to the public, including
providing staging area and boarding facility for private stock,

v Dillonwaood: Has a long history of being wsed for stock use, which should continue.
Dilloawood needs a facility for overnight steck accommedations for short term
camping and long term camping.

19. Wilderness Act:

v The Plan has omitred information on the purposes of wilderness, specifically that
wilderness areas ‘shall be devoted to the public purposes of recreational, scenic,
scientific, educational, conservation, and historical use’ and about commercizl use.
There are misleading statements about what is prohibited. Commercial use is NOT
prehibited, but rather allowed ‘as necessary to meet minimum requirements for the
administration of the area for the purpose of this Act...> The Plan misconstrues the
facts to the public.

20. Potentia| wilderness:
« Bear Paw would pot have to be removed if the area were designated wilderness.

There are many such facilities and services that are specifically provided for in other
wilderness areas’ enacting legisiation.

BCHC - iligh Sierm Unit Comments — Drafl GAMP - 10604 B
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21. Visitor and Community Values and Issues:

v Thg citizens have stated they want little change. The historic vse of pack and saddle
stock is an integral part of the SEKI landscape. As mentioned previously, the Parks
were established for public enjoyment, and the public expects to have access to these
parks. Access provides opportunities for visitors to want the parks to remain open to
future generations. We need to ensure that a range of experiences are available for
persons with different skills, abilities and ages. Closure and restriction of stock
facilities narrows that range of experiences, and it certainly makes wildemess suiteble
for an elite few.

22, Additional iands designated as wildemmess
There should not be ane more acre of designated wilderness until legislation is enacted
that protects existing pack and saddle stock use at levels existing at 1964, the date of the

original Wilderness Act.

23. Additiona! lands designated as Wild & Scenic Rivers :
We will only support further designation of lands under the Wild & Scenic River Act if

the historic use of trails and camp sites for stock use are preserved,

We appreciate the opportunity to submit our comments to the Draft General Management Plan.
Please keep the High Sierra Unit of the Backcountry Horsemen of California on all mailing lists
for any subsequent planting documents and correspondence pertaining to Sequoia and Kings
Canyon National Patks. Our mailing address is; P.O. Box 4427, Visalia, CA 93278,

President, High Sierra Unit
Backecountry Horsemen of Califomia

cg: John Keyes, President, BCHC
Barbara J. Ferguson, Vice President, Public Lands, BCHC
Stephen Didier, Chairman, BCHA
Kevin Garden esq., Saltman and Stevens
Congressman Devin Nunes
Congressman George Radanovich

BCHC - High Sterra Unit Comments - Drafi OMP - 1006:04 g
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$FC-
SALTMAN & STEVENS, P.C.

1801 K Street, KW, Washington, D.C. 20006

{202y 4522140

Fax: (202) 7758217
Email: kgarden@saitmanandstevens.com

October 5, 2004

V1A U.S, MAIL AND E-MATL,

Park GMP Coordinator

Dr. David Graber, Senior Scientist
david_graberi@nps.gov

Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271-9651

Re:  Comments regarding SEKI GMP
Dear Mr. Graber:

We are submitting these comments on behalf of, and as legal counsel for, the High Sierra
Unit of the Back Countty Horsemen of Califomia (“HSU-BCHC”) regarding the National Park
Service's Draft General Management Plan and Comprehensive River Management
Plan/Environmental [mpact Statement for the Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks ("Draft
GMP/EIS™. HSU-BCHC will alse be submitting an additional set of comments in addition to,
but complimentary with, the legal comments set forth herein.

In summary, these comments address deficiencies in the Drafi GMP/EIS based on the
Wilderness Act of 1964 and autherizing statutes for Sequoia National Park. In addition, these
comments also address the failure of the drafi Environmental Impact Statement to properly
evaluate the environmental impacts related 1o stock use in the areas at issue pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA™),

The Wilderness Act of 1964

As you are aware, pack and saddle stock use was occwrring in the area, now part of
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks, long before those areas were designated as national
parks in 1890 and 1940, rcspectively.’ In addition, such historical stock use was well-established
as of 1984 when areas within the parks were deterruined 1o have the qualities of “wilderness” and
were added to the National Wildermess Preservation Systemy. Since that designation, this use has
been reduced. Nonetheless, the Draft GMP/EIS proposes that even further reductions in stock

' A portion of Kings Canyon National Park had previously been designated as General
Grant National Park in 1890.
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Dr. David Graber

Sequeia and Kings Canyon Natienal Parks
October 3, 2004

Page 2

use are necessaty in order to preserve the area’s wildemess character, which was clearly present
in the 1980s with much higher stock use,

As the Draft GMP/EIS notes, under the preferred alternative 96% of the park area is
designated or managed as wilderness, Draft GMP/EIS, Vol. 1 2t 112, However, notwithstanding
the historical stock use which has occurred in these areas since the 1800s, the Draft GMP/EIS
fails to properly acknowledge, address and preserve this historical use.? This faiture constitutes a
violation of the Wilderness Act of 19564 (“the Wildemess Act™).

As explicitly stated in the Wilderness Act, “wilderness areas shall be devoted to the
public purposes of recreational, scenic, scientific, educational, conservation, and historical use.”
16 U.8.C. § 1135(h). However, notwithstanding the well-established historical use of stock
within the wildemess areas at issue, NFS not only ignored its obligation to preserve this use, it
included in the draft Environmental Impact Statement {(“DEIS"} an altemative (“Alternative A™)
that would eliminate stock use altogether. Including this alternative in the DEIS, in and of iiself,
is contrary to the Wilderness Act. Moreover, inclusion of this alternative, in large part based on
the apparent belief that stock use is inconsistent with wilderness, demonstrates an inherent bias
in the document against stock use,

In defining “wildemess,” the Wildemess Aot states that wilderness should be in contrast
with those areas where man's works “"dominate the lendscape.,” 16 U.8.C. § 1131(c). Clearly,
stock use does not condlict with this element of wilderness. The Act further defines wildemess
as being an ar¢a “uatrammeled” by man where man is a visitor who “does not remain.” /d.
Given that the definition of "untrammeled” is "not captured or controlled,” use of pack and
saddle stock also does not violate this provision. Moreover, given that stock users are similar {o
backpackers as to how much time they spend in the wilderness, stock users similarly do not
violate the definition of wilderness by remaining in those areas. Wilderness is further defined to
be an area “retaining its primeval character and influence” and withour “permanent
improvements or human habitation.™ Jd. Again, stock use 15 no more inconsistent with thess
criteria than backpacking {which, while it also uses trails, in fact typically involves far more
medern gear and a much Jess traditional appearance). And the fact that stock use is no Jess
consistent than backpacking with the applicable wilderness criteria applies equally to each of the
remaining criteria used to define wilderness, such as wildemess being an area primarily {not

*Not only does the Draft GMP/EIS complefely ighare the huge role played by stock inthe
cuitural history of the area in its recitation of this history (see Draft GMP/EIS, Vol. 2, pages 34-
44), it actually omits altegether stock use from its Hsling of “traditional park activities,” See
Draft GMP/EIS at Val, |, page 34, This omission is a blatant example of deliberate revisionist
history.
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exclusively) affected by the forces of naturs with man’s imprint “substantially unnoticeable” and
involving opportunities for solitude. Jd

Finally, while NPS sets forth various provisions of its NS Management Policies 2001
manual in the draft GMP/EIS (see Vol. 1, pages 13-19), it omits the highly-pertinent direction in
that same policy manual which states that, as to wilderness arcas, “Historic and/or prehistoric
trails will be administered in keeping with approved cultural resoarces and wilderness
management plan requirements.” NPS Policies Managsment 2001 at 6.3.10.2 (Trails in
Wilderness) (emphasis added). Needless to say, the Draft GMP/EIS makes no effert to comply
with this very clear requirement set forth in NPS’s own internal policy manual.

Authorizing statutes

While NPS sets forth a lengthy list of various statutes applicable to the management of
Sequoia National Park in the Draft GMP/EIS at Volume 1, pages 13-19, NPS omitted the statute
establishing Sequoia National Park in which Congress siated that the park was being “dedicated
and set apart as a public park, or pleasure ground, for the benefit and enjoyment of the peopie.”
16 U.8.C. § 41 (ciphasis added).” NPS also omitted from its lengthy list the statute in which
Congress stated that the regulations implemented for activities in Sequoia National Park shall be
“vrimarily aimed at the freest use of said park for regreation purposes by the public and for the
preservation from injury or spoliation of all timber, natural curiosities, or wonders within said
park, and their retention in their natural condition as far as practicable.” 16 U.S.C. §45b
(emphasis added).*

Given this explicit Congressional direction to allow for the “freest use” of recreation
along with preserving the “natural curiosities” and “wonders™ in the park, NP3 at a minimum has
an obligation to specifically justify any restrictions on that recreation. Howsver, while the Draft
GMP/ELS proposes at one point eliminating al) stock use, and proposes in the preferred
alternative substantial limitations on this use, NPS never justifies why this elimination or
substantiat limitations are being imposed. Because the statutes clearly demand the “freest use”
of the park, the burdzn is on NPS to justify restrictions on that use. Overly protective measures
which impinge on the “freest use” for recreation are in direet violation of this statutory
requirement. NPS clearly does not meet this burden with respect to the restrictions it has
proposed for stock use.’

The Draft GMP/EIS refers to this language in passing at Volume 1, page 9, but does not
dwell on its significance.

3See note 2, supra.
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National Environmental Folicy det

The putpose of NEPA is to ensure that the decision maker is filly aware of all the
environmental impacts associated with the various alternatives he or she is offered, as well ag
ensuring that a reasonable range of alternatives are offered as well, 42 U.8.C. § 4332, As staled
in the applicable regulations:

{The EIS] shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental
impacts and shall inform decisionmakers and the public of the reasonable
alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impaets or enhance the
quality of the human environment.

40 C.F.R. § 1502.1. However, the lack of quantitative information in the Draft GMPF/EIS as to
the impacts, or lack thereof, of stock use completely precludes the decision maker from making
an informed selection of an appropriate altemative.

For example, there is no overall assessment of the purported detrimental harm caused by
steck nse. Moreover, this harm appears to be largely anecdotal as opposed to objective given
that only 2-3% of the visitors to the parks go into the backcountry, which includes the wildemess
areas. Of that 2-3% use, only 4% is stock use (. [%4 of the overall use in the parks). In addition,
of that .1% of overall use, half is by NPS stock! Thus, private stock use is only .05% of the use
in the park areas. There is no discussion or analysis in the Draft GMP/EIS of how this little
amount of use can be causing enough harm to merit contemplating its total elimination. In
another exampte, the preferred altemative in the Draft GMP/EIS propeses reducing the party size
of groups uging stock. Howsaver, no proposed party sizes are given. As such, it is completely
impossible to assess the physical impacts of this alternative as well as the social, all of which are
part of the “human envirenment™ which must be analyzed in an EIS. See 42 U.8.C. §
4332(2)C); 40 CF.R. § 1508.14.

The comptlete lack of & quantitative analysis of the impact of stock vse precludes any
decision maker from making a rational decision as to which alternative to select. This type of
decision making is precisely what NEPA prohibits. Therefore, absent more information as to the

5In fact, NBS appears 10 turn this statutory language on its head by stating in the Draft
GMP/EIS that “the general management plan must decide whether stock use (horses. mules,
llamas) is appropriate.” Draft GMP/EIS, Vol. 1 at page 35. This proposition presumes that stock
use shouid be eliminated unless its use can be justified. However, under the statute, recreational
activities such as stock use are to be continued unless their elimination can be justified. The
assertion nonetheless clearly, if unintentionally, displays an inherent bias against stock use by
the drafters of the Draft GMP/EIS.
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purported detrimental impacts of stock use, any NPS decision as to the GMP will be in violation
of NEPA.

In addition to these issues related to measuring environmental impacts and as the Draft
GMP/EIS actually notes, NEPA expressly states that the federal government has a “continuing
responsibility™ to “preserve important historic, cultural, and naturat aspects of our national
heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, an environment which supports diversity and variety
of individual choiee.” 42 U.5.C. § 4331{b)(4). Given this direction from Congress, NPS has a
responsibility to preserve, wherever possible, historie and cultural aspects of our heritage.
Traditional pack and saddle stock use is clearly one of these aspects. Yet NPS has included in
the Draft GMP/EIS a proposal to completely eliminate this use. In addition, NPS has identified a
preferred aiternative which substantially limits this use, Because of this express Congressional
direction, as well as the similar obligations imposed under the Wildemess Act as to historical
uses, NPS has & heightened burden for justifying restrictions on stock use. A review of the DEIS
demonstrates that the basis for NPS's decisions are simply insufficient to meet this burden. The
Draft GMP/EIS not only violates the specific obligations under NEFA, but its overall purpose as
well.

Conclusion
For the reasens set forth above, as supplemented by HSU-BCHC's additional comments,
the Draft GMP/E!S violates the Wildemess Act, NEPA and the authorizing statute for the
Sequoia National Park.
We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments.
Very mwuly yours,
SALTMAN & STEVENS, P.C.

R oA~

Kevin R. Garden

cc.  Susan Spain
NPS GMP Team Leader
Marily Reese
HSU-BCHC
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2551

California Equestrian Trails & Lands Coalition

Charles (Toby) Hursi Chairman
36281 Lodge Road
Tollhouse, CA 93667

Richard Martin, Superintendent

Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
47030 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271

Ref: SEKI General Management Flan

Dear Superintendent Martin,

“The California Equestrizn Trails and Lands Coalition (CET&LC), representing all the major recreational
equestrian organizations in California (46,000 members in 370+ clubs) has been following with interost
the Sequoia/Kings National Park General Management Plan, It contains many references to recreational
stock use that we will comment in depth, One of our principle members, Backcountry Horsernen of
California, has done a complete review of the proposed plan and we will paraphrase many of their

COMUNENs.

Our organizational purpose is to maintain recreation stock use of trails and facilities in all public lands
as part of the heritage use. Listed below are some of our concerns and proposed changes.

Historical Mission:

+  Itis a valid use and has been documented threughout the Parks' history. As such it should be
preserved and protected foa much greater degree than what is proposed in the Draft GMP.

«  Stock use meets the Parks® mission by enhancing visitor experiences, provides greater access io
people of limited physical abilities, and accommodates different user skills abilities and age
levels.

« Moreover, because over 90% of the Parks is either designated or managed as Wilderness, those
guidelines prohibit mechanjcal means of transportation, stock use is the only method available to
support both park and visitor services in those wildemess areas.

+ By the very virtue of being an historic, traditional and cultural activity, there is absolutely no
question that pack and saddle stock use is appropriate in Sequoia and Kings Canyon National
Parks. (This is not subject to different ‘opinions’ from otber user groups. SUGGEST YOU
TOTALLY DROP THIS SENTENCE.)

P. O. Box 201, Prather, CA 93651, (559) 855-7765. FAX (559) 855-2236
www.cajeauesiriangoalition.co Email; easyrider@psnw.com
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Your Mission Goal la (page 11) 10 protect natural and culfural resources and associated values
supports our argument that pack and saddle stock use is appropriate in Sequoia znd Kings
Canyon National Parks, The continued use of pack and saddle stock insures the preservation and
protection of an important aspect of our cultural history and the values associated with western
settlernent and the fact that pack and saddle stock allowed initial and subsequent visitation to the
Park,

The National Environmental Policy Act Section 10{b) 4 mandates prescrvation of “important
historic, cultural, and natural aspecis of our national heritage.. * Pack and saddle stock use is an
important historic and cuitural aspect of our national heritage.

Pack and saddle stock use pre-dates the formation of either Sequoia or Kings Canyon Naticnal
Parks. First stock use by Euro-Americans was in the late 1850’s. 1861 horse use and wrail
building took place in Log Meadow., Sequoia Park in 1890, The 4% 1JS Calvary conducted first
adrministrative patrols in 1891. 1902 contract awarded for commercial transportation with horses
and mules (wagons, pack trains)... Stock use was the primary means of access into Sequois &
Kings Canyon Naticnal Parks in the early 20" century. To even consider reducing access to
histeric stock use would be contrary to your cultural mandate.

The second mandate of Section 10(b)4 is to “maintain...an environment that supponts diversity
and variety of individual choice.” The consideration of banning stock use from the Park wounld
eliminate diversity and individual choice by making the Park accessible only to those who can
hike in backcountry or wilderness or access the front country by a mechanized means.

In order for SEKI to have support for its program and activities, it must remain accessible to all
user groups not just the elite physically fit few.

Concerns with Alternatives

All the alternatives as presented reflect an attitude to eliminate or more severely restrict and reduce stock
use throughout the Parks:

More regulated party size limits (Preferred Alternative and Alternative C),
Greater levels of on site regulations (Preferred Alternative and Alternative C),

Separation of use areas (Altemnative C & 3)8
The Preferred Alternative and Alternative C propose to modify the quota system for resource
pratection, is gly 8 the pee n adjustment jn th 5
Alternative C proposes to “disperse use in small groups™. data i3 give
0 fi i ducticn.

‘Additionally, the Preferred Alternative and Alternative C would limit or cap commercial pack
operations. These last elements would further reduce the economic viability of the commercial
pack operations within the park forcing their possible remaval from the Parks. This would have
a net effect of further reducing oppoertunities and facilities for stock access for both the general
public and for users of private stock.

Alternative A would completely eliminate all pack and saddle stock from the Park. We believe
that Alternative A is net a viable alternative as raquired by NEPA. Park Service guidelings for
preparation of Environmental Impact Statements states that "CEQ defines reasonable altematives
as those that are technically and economicaily feasible and that show evidence of common
sense.” Page 35 states that the general management plan must decide whether stock use is
appropriate, noting that “some groups” want stock use eliminated. Stock use is an historic use in
the Parks and has been figorously restricted and monitored since 1986. A “no stock” altemative
does not show evidence of common sense.
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«  Purthermore, you state in the “Need for the Plans” section (page 6) that the 1971 Master Plan
had a goal to phase out stock vse but that goal was replaced by the 1986 Stock Use and Meadow
Management Plan that regulated stock use to protect park resources, Consequentially, there is
o justification for a “no stock alternative" in this Plan,

+ A “nostock” alternative belongs with those alternatives censidered but rejected because of the
arguments stated above.

Insufficient Data for Analysis of Alternatives:

On Page 35, the decument states: "“The general management plan will Jook at whether resource
condition monitoring and research indicate that stock use can be continued without irreparable resource
degradation.” We find no further discussion in the document about “resource condition monitoring” vis

a vis stock use.

Duie to the lack of important data that you indicated would be part of the Plan, the Plan’s alternatives
cannot be assessed because no quantitative information is presented that will atlow evaluaticn of the
alternatives or to assess the effects of the propesed actions.

As an example, the preferred alternative would reduce. stock party size. No informaticn is given on what
the existing stock party size is, and no information is given on what the proposed stock party size would
be. Thus, there is ne justification for the stock party size reductions. Furthermare, this proposed action
. . is unnecessary given that backcountry use accounts for only 2-3% of the visitation in the Park and 4% of
___)the 9.3 % is stock use, and 50% of the 4% is administrative stock use. Our point is that stock use is
insignificant and consequently could only b¢ a very minor stressot with very minor resource impacts.

Pg 114 — Preferred Alternative — “modify quota system as nesded for resouzce protection” implies a
need. The Plan does not provide any deta to support rodification (reduction} to the current traithead
quota system. Where is the resource dats that justifies this consideration?

Pg 114 -- “Determise party size limits through a revised wildemess and backcountry management plan.”
The Pian does not pravide any data to support the need to address party size limits or the need to revise
the 1986 Backcountry Management Plan. It is very misleading that only the Preferred Altemnative
addresses changing the 1986 Backcountry Management Plan and it is not mentioned in the other

Alternatives.

Maps are completely insufficient. The Wild & Scenic river map through the wilderness maps - there is
110 detail that allows one to become oriented to features, improvements end other facilities, The legends
are insufficient and it is impossible to determine the areas en the map that ars

Conflicting Information:

+  Alr quality and climate change.
Pg 67 — “Most stressors to the backeountry are region wide such as air poliution and climate
change, rather than from activities within the parks.” Since stock use is completely unrelated to
air pollution and elimate change, it is clearly not a stressor to the backcountry. Yet, on Page 86
— The Preferred Alternative would “expand use of controls on stock party size, regulation of
dates and jocations, designation of areas, and appropriate closures as nesded.” This is totally

P. 0. Box 201, Prather, CA $3651, (559) 855-7763. FAX (55%) 855-2236
www,calequestriancoalition.comt Emgil: easyrider@psow.com
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standards be established that would preserve the condition of the trails to allow use by pack and
saddie stock.

Summary:

It is obvions why the CET&LC has great concemn with the SEXI general Management Plan. You have
implied in your meetings with our organizational representatives that the Park supports continned use of
recreational stock use but this plan says the contrary. If you mean some very limited use as outlined,
this is hardly support when it is clearly a cultural and historic use at levels far above present use, We as
a representative coalition of equestrian users, strangly object to such limiting alternatives, as noted
above, and ask that you reconsider stock limiting references and leave as is.

HRes Ily;

Charles (Toby) Horst, Chairman

P. O. Box 201, Prather, CA 93651, (559) 855-7765. FAX (559) 853-2236
www.calequestiiancoalition.com Email: essyrider@psnw.com
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HI G HI B B peS,
SIERRA .
HIKERS.
"ASSOCIATION

- PO BOX 8920 $0. LAXE Takor CA 96158

CERTIFIED MAIL
October 5, 2004

Richard H. Martin, Superintendent

Sequoia and Kings Canyon Nauonal Parks o
47050 Generals Highway - . g
Three Rivers, Celifornia 93271

-SUBJECT: Comments o Draft General Managema}:f Pian and DEIS

. Dgar Supetimendant Martin: ,
Thm letier tra.nsrmts comments of thc High Sierra Hikers Assomauon regarding the Draft -
General Management Plan and Comprehensive River Management Pian / Bnvirommental
Tmpaci Statement (Draft GMP) for Sequola and Kings Canyon National Parks, The High
Sierra Hikers Association appreciatea this opporfunity to submit comments for your
consideration.

The High Sterra Hikers Association (HSHA) is & nonprofit public-benefit orgamzatmn

. that educates jts members, public officials, and the public-at-large about issues affecting .

“the High Sierra, and that seeks to protect wildland values in the Righ Sierra fo he public
benefit, The HSHA represents thousands of citizens, many of whom uss anid’ enjoy beth.
the “Bonteountry™ and “backcoumry" aréas of Sciuofa and Kings Caizyon Nationial Parks
(SEKD) for hiking, campiiig, backpaokmg, climbing, mountaineering, cmss~country

. skiing, horse packing, wildlife viewing, photography, and other pursuits, aswellasfo -
seek sohtude and quiet, :

As detailed in these commments, our meinbers’ use and enjuyﬁ-yént of SEKI would be
significaritly harmed under the proposcd actlon {i.¢., the Draft GMP’s “preferred
attcrnatwe”)

The HSHA submmcd détailed scoping comments dated March 30, 1998, and Aprit 9,
1998. Roth scoping letters are Incorporated by reference. I cncourage you to review those
commcnts along with this letter. :

I sumy, we are enormiously dasappomtedihal—after mote than six years of work——the
Park Service has produced a Drafi GMP (and im particular a “Preferred Altemative™) lhat
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Richard ¥, Martin, page 2 of 26

fails to nddress most of the key issues raised i our previous comments, that fails to
provide adequate protection for the scenery and natural resources of SEKI as required by
the 1916 Organic Act that created the National Park Service, that fails to preserve the
wilderness character of the Sequola-Kings Canyen Wilderness as required by the 1964
Wilderness Act and the 1984 Californis Wilderness Act, and that also fails to adequately
evaluate a range of alternatives and the environmental impacts of those alternatives as
required by the Natienal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), As discussed below, these
failures render the document and its proposed action inadequate to satisfy legal
requirements.

The Draft GMP/EIS needs to be substantially supplemented to address the relevant key
issues. Our specific commenis are a3 follows:

Stock use in sensitive high-elevation areas

SEKI's existing Master Plan calis for the phase-out of all stock animal use in SEKi's
unique and fragile high-elevation areas. The Diraft GMP proposes to eliminate that
imgortant programmatic direction, This would constitute a major change 1o existing
programmatic direction, and the Draft GMP/EIS fails to even menlion this fact, let alone
evaluate and disclose the eavironmental consequences. SEKI's existing Master Plan
states:

“Because of the damage resulting from Hvestock foraging for foad and
resultant trampling of soils, possible pollution of waler, and condlict with foot
travelers, use of livestock in the kigher elevations for any purpose should be
phased out as conditions permit...Livestock may be used in the lower
elevations and around developed areas whete it can be stabled and fed without
open grazing on park lands." (SEKI Master Plan, p. 24}

As requested by numerous commenters throughout this planning process, this existing
Master Plan language should be retained and incorporated into the new GMP. Cr,
alternatively, the new GMP should be supplemented to provide equivalent or better
protection of SEKI’s scenery, natural resources and visifors® experiences when compared
to the language of the 1971 Master Plan. At minimum, the new GMP/EIS must disclose
the environmental consequences of discarding or weakening the existing prograrmatic
direction (a NEPA requirement}, and provide direction that aveids impairment of the
scenery, natural resources, and wilderness character (as required by the Organic Act and
Wilderness Act).

In contrast, the proposed action effectively eliminates this key Master Plan language
without providing equivalent programmatic protection or any analysis or disclosure of the
environmental consequences of disearding this language. This would be dlegal, for the
fellowing reasons: (1) Removing the Master Plan’s programniatic direction and
substituting the proposed stock management scheme would result iy significant
impairment of natural resources, scenery, and visitors’ experiences, in violation of the
Organic Act, the Wildermess Act, and the California Wilderness Act; and (2) The DEIS
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fails to take a hard look {or any look at all) at the environmental impacts of eliminating
this current management direction, as required by NEPA,

Many research scientists have documented the significant, adverse impacts that result
from recreational stock use. Whitson (1974) provides a pood discussion of how horse
impact differs frem hiker inpact. Dale and Weaver (1974) observed that rontes used by
herses were deeper than those used by hikers only. Trottier and Scofter (1975}
documerted deterioration of trails used by large horse parties. Weaver and Dale (1978)
found that horses caused significant]y greater 1rail erosion than hikers, Whittaker {1978}
concluded thar horses significantly increased the potential for severe erosion by churning
soil into dust or mud, Weaver et al, (1979) found that horses caused more trail wear than
both hikers and motorcyeles. After reviewing the available fterature, Kuss et al. (1986)
concluded that: “Pack stock and horse travel is considerably more damaging to trails than
hiking.” More recent studies (e.g., Wilson and Sensy 1994, Deluca et al. 1998) have
aonfirmed these eartier studies, doeumenting that horses produce more erosion than
hikers, bicycles, and even motoreycles.

Numerous studies have documented adverse impacts to meadows cansed by recreation
livestock (Cole 1977, DeBenedetti and Parsons 1979, Hauitain and Das 2000, Merkle
1943, Nagy and Scotter 1974, Neuman 1590, Neuman 1991a-b, Neuman 1992, Neuman
1993, Neuman 1994a-b, Clson-Rutz et al. 1996, Schelz 1996a-c, Strand 1972, Sirand
1970a-¢, Symner and Leonard 1947, Weaver and Dale 1978). In addition to the impacts
outlined above, trampling and grazing by livestock are known to increase bare ground
and soil compastion, and to contribute to streambank crosion, scdimentation, widening
and shallowing of channels, elevated stream temperatures, and physical destruction of
vegetation (Behoke and Raliegh 1973, Bohn and Buckhouse 1985, Kauffman and
Krueger 1984, Kauffinan et al. 1983, Olson-Rutz et al. 1996, Sickert et al. 19835),
Streambanks and lakeshores are particularly susceptible to trampling because of their
high moisture content (Marlow and Pogacnik {985). Unstable streambanks lead to
aceslerated erosion and ¢levated instream sediment loads (DufT 1979, Winegar 1877),

Of significant concern are the physical, or “mechanical,” impacts that result to fagile
high-elevation soils, meadows, and wetlands when these areas are trampled by recreation
stock animals (1e., horses and muies). The impact is severs because:

"A small bearing surface carrying heavy weight, a horse’s hoof can generate
pressures of up to 1,500 pounds per square inch.” (Cole 1950}

When stock animals are released to graze in arcas with low sofl strength—such as is
found throughout rmuch of the SEKI high country—these high pressures can result in
numerous deep hoolprints, broken sod, plant pedestalling, increased erosion, shifts in
species composition, and even lowering of water tables. Many reports prepared by SEKI
staff over the years have documented such persistent, ongoing damage (see DeBeredetti
and Parsons 1979; Hauhain 1999; Haultain and Das 2000; Neuman 1991b, 1992, 1994a;
Scheiz 1996d; Suk 1989, 1990, 1991; and SEKI's “case incident reports” #200835,
200836, 200842, 201491; and others).

87



LETTERS RECEIVED

Richard 1. Martin, page 4 of 26

The *opening dates” adopted by SEKI to reduce trampling impacts during the early
summer season have not heen effective at preventing significant, adverse impacts to
meadows, streambanks, lakeshores, and wetlands (see references in preceding

paragraph). Studics conducted at SEKI have documented some of the long-term effects of
multiple deep hoofprints el by recreation livestock in high-elevation meadows (see
“hoofprint impact study” in Neuman 1991b, 1992, 1994a). These SEKI reports clearly
show that stock trampling of high-elevation meadows in SEKT resuits in long-term
adverse changes in meadow ecology. For example, the SEKJ scientist who conducted the
studies concluded that (ke numerous deep hoofprints created by stock animals eentributed

to seil loss, declines in species diversity, and shifts in species coniposition. He concluded

that:

“These changes may have occurred in impéroeptible stages, remnaining fully
vegotated and showing only moderate impact at any given time during the
precess, but the result is undeniably a negative change in the meadow that can
be considered permanent.” (Neuran 1994a}

Unfortunately, the studies described in the preceding paragraphs were discontinued in
1994, due te “other priorities.” According to SEK! staff, the hoofprint impaet studies
were discontinued in favor of developing a “residual biomass™ monitering protocol that
managers hope will allow them to assign forage utilization limits to specific meadows.
(We have detailed in previous correspondence, and incorporate by reference, our
eoncerns reparding the inadequaey of SEKT™s residuat biomass scheme, ie., lack of
statistical power to reliably detect change, absence of management standards to maintain
meadows in an “unimpaired” condition, lack af practical means to implement and enforce
grazing limits in remote settings, lack of ability to adjust limits belbre overgrazing
oceurs, efc.),

Aside from the shonicomings of the residual biomass (RB} proposal, we find it very
disturbing that managers at SEKI seem so willing te divert their limited resources to
“dividing up the pie” for stock users, while ignoring readily available evidence that
continued grazing and trampling by stock in the fragile SEKJ high country is causing
significant ecological impacts. SEKI’s obstinate focus on RB monitoring is especially
disturbing since SEKI scientists have reported clearly that the RB monitaring program
camnoet address the key issues of Physicai damage resulting from stock animals being
allowed to graze in frapile areas.

Y A Tune 2000 report by the SEKT Division of S¢ience and Natuml Resources Management states: “This
very wet meadow, . continues to recefve use while soils are still soturated. Given the hydrafogie regime of
this meadow, these soils zre tikely to remain too wet to withstand stock use without eesulling in a net loss
of soil during runcll, Reconnaissanee surveys in 1997, 1998 and 1999 noted deep, persistent hoofprints in
the meadow adjacenl la the stack camp and along the siteambanks on both sides of the creck. As mentioned
in eariier reports, it is important to note thal these concerns are net refated to resideal biomass, but rather to
phiysical damage ta plant roots and soil erosion resulting from animals being (urned out into very wet
soils.” {Hauliain and Das 2000, discussing Upper Colby Meadow, which to this day remains open o
arazing.)
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Please consider for a moment that your agency quietly discontinued a study (the
hoofprint impact study) which concluded that stock trampling of high-elevation meadows
is “undeniably” resulting in negative and permanent changes in meadows. And instead
of investigating further (or paying any heed to the available resuits), SEKI stafT appears
ta be moving forward, heads down, in an effort {o implement a flawed RB methodology
that NPS managers have indefensibly been touting as a panacea to grazing management
issues at SEKI, We helieve that this example illustrates the strong bias of SEKI managers
to defend continued livesiock grazing at all cost,

In an altempt to address these issues, reparts prepared by SEKI scientists (Schalz 1996k,
1996¢) recommend and support an immediate ban on grazing in “Production Class 1*
(i.e., high-clevation) meadows in SEKI:

“All production Class 1 meadows should be ¢lased to grazing. This includes
all measured Class | meadows and all others within the elevation limits of this
class. In other words, all meadows above 970{) feet should be closed to
grazing...Class 1 meadows are our very sensitive high elevation meadows that
generally do not receive much use,, but they are so sensitive to disturbance
ihat the little use they do get causes high inpacts and the available feed is
exhausted guickly.” (Schelz |9%6c, emphasis added)

This recommendation by SEK['s professional scientific staff should have been
implemented immedistely via an order of e Superintendent, yet it has languished for
years and still has not been implemented. While the public has beet told repeatedly that
the Superintendent has the diseretion and authority to rapidly adopt resirictions whenever
necessary to avold adverse impacts to park resources, this autherity is rarely used when
1he interests of stock users may be affected. Quoting from a recent United States Disirict
Court ruling:

*“...the evidence demonstrates that SEKI management’s discretion may be too
heavily impacted by political facters to have a predictable ability to protect the
environment...” High Sierra Hikers Assoelorion v. Kennedy, No. C 94-03570
CW (N.D. Cal. June 14, 1695)

In sum, the failure to take a hard look at the relevant factors, and the failtre to conclude
the obvious—that grazing is inappropriate in the high elevations of SEKI—can only be
characterized a3 arbitrary and capricious. The Draft GMP is fatally flawed because it does
not synthesize the readily available information about the impacts of stock use in high
elevation areas {i.c., above 9,700 feet), it does not consider all of the many significant
aspects of the environmental impact of the proposed action, and it does not inform the
public that it has indeed considersd environmental concers in its decision-making
process. And by discarding the protective language of the 1971 Master Plan ih favor ofan
inadequate and politically driven regulatory scheme, it would resukt in significant
impairment of SEKI's scenery, natura! resources, and wildernass character.
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The studies and reports cited above and efsswhere throughout these comments ars but a
fraction of the available inforation that the DEIS fails to synthesize. Numerous other
range management and ranger patrol reports are readily available in SEKQ’s own files and
elsewhere that document significant, adverse impacts due to stock use in the high
elevations of SEKI, See for example the many “end-of-senson” reporis prepared annaally
by SEKI’s backcouniry rangers, and other documents In the files of the Division of
Science and Natural Resources Management.

Your DEIS should evaluate and synthesize all of the accumulated knowledge about the
tmpacts of stock use at hiph elevations, and conclude that the programmatic direction
contained in the 1971 Master Plan should be retained or strengthened, not discarded in
lien of the woefully inadequate regulatory scheme proposed by the Draft GMP, The only
logical, defensible appreach to this issue is to adept programmatic direction in this new
GMP that prohibiis all grazing above 9,700 feet elevation throughout SEKI—-as has been
recommended for years by SEKI's own scientists and rangers.

Livestock grazing—parkwide

Nearly all of the impacts deseribed and referenced above could be aveided by prohibiting
grazing throughout SERI {i.e., requiring stock users to carry feed for their antmaly), a3 is
required in most other national parks. As shown in Exhibit A, many national parks
throughout the United States have recognized the myriad impacts caused by grazing and
trampling by stock animals, and have adopted bans on consumptive use (L.e., grazing) by
domestic stock within national park boundaties. We, and numerous other commenters,
strongly advocaie a ban on grazieg by domestie stock animals throughout SEKI, as
required in most other natioral parks. Thers is siznply no valid justification for
aliowing the known and significant adverse impacts to continue within SEKI when
feasible alternatives readily exist. The convenience of a minority specinl-interest group
{i.e., stock users) must not be allowed to guide such key park management direction.

Throughout this planning process, the HSHA and pumereus other comimenters have
repeatediy requested fisll consideration and adoption of a “no prazing® alternative for all
of SEKI. The Draft GMP/EIS violates the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
because it fails to evaluate and consider a “no grazing” aliemative. NEPA very clearly
requires consideration of a range of reasonable altemnatives. The NPS needs to back up,
and carefully evaluate and consider the environmental benefits of a parkwide “no
grazing” alternaiive,

The Draft GMP/ELS fails to take 2 hard look at (or even mention) the abundant number of
comments that requested consideration of a "no grazing™ altemative. It fails to consider
that a “no prazing” alternative would be entirely feasible and in the best interest ofthese
parks, A "no grazing™ alternative would allow administrative, commercial, and private
stock use to continue (becanse stock users could carry feed for their animals), A “no
grazing™ alternative would avoid nearly al! of the on-going impacts of stock grazing and
trampling of meadows, weilands, and Jakeshores, A “no grazing™ alternative would
eliminate most of the direct inputs of stock manure and wrine into surface waters.
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Instead of evaluating a “no grazing™ alternative, which is eminently reasonable and was
advocated by numerous commenters, the Draft GMP/EIS instead includes a “no stogk™
alternative, which nobody advocated or even sugpested, The inclusion of a “no stock”
atternative (supported by no one), while ignoring the many calls for a “no grazing”
alternative, is completely arbitrary, A “no stock™ alternative would unnecessarily prohibit
all stock use. [t would even prohibit the Park Service from using stock animals for
essential administrative functions, such as re-supplying traf! crews, ranger patrols, and
search/rescue operations. This would necessitate the use of motarized transport (i,
helicopters) for many such administrative functions, in tension with the Wilderess Act.
For these reasons, the “no stock” alterpative is in truth se radical that it will net even
receive serious consideration by Park Service decision-makers.

Why is this issue of such concer? First, a stricl “no stock™ alternative will never be
selected {or even seriously considered), and it diverts attention Fom an entirely
reasonable alternative that could eliminate most stock impacts while still allowing stock
use to continue {i.e., no grazing}. Awd second, the Draft GMP/EIS justifies the “preferred
alternative™ {i.e., continuation of current damaging stock use practices) by claiming that it
is somehow environmentally superior to the “no stock™ allernative. How can this be?

Specificalty, how can al? of the documented impacts associated with current stock use
possibly be “environmentally preferred™ when compared to no stock use at all7 Table 2
{Vol 1, pp. 77-78) tells us: Because a strict “no stock™ alternative doesn’t allow stack use
and would “hamper resource protection efforts,” This is a eireular, disingenuous,
capricious argument. The Draft GMP/EIS first puts forth a strict “no stock” altemative,
and then concludes that it’s not desirable because it doasn't allow stook use! The
docunent nppears to be crafled in such a way as to make meaningful change in SEKI’s
archaic stock use practices appear infeasible.

What the Park Service needs fo do at this point is to ¢raft an alternative that aliows stock
use 1o continue, while also mitigating the known, doctimented, significant effects of that
use. The best way to accomplish this is wilh a e grazing” alternative.? The GMP/EIS
simply cannot satisfy NEPA requirements without consideration of such an alternative.

Water Pollution

The Park Service does not effectively control the direct deposition {or surface runoff) of
stock animal wastes into surface watcrs. Stock urine and manure deposited by grazing
animals is known to contaminate surfice waters in SEKI (Schelz 1996c, p- 22), and to
contribute to the aceelerated eutrophication of streams and iakes (Stanley et al. 1979),
Incrensed nutrient inputs to surface waters is also known to adversely affect insteearn
aguatic organisms and alter their eommunity assemblages (USEPA 1999). Such impacts

% If the Park Service truly believes and can demonsirate that grazing by admin|strativa stock is necessary
for adiministrative “resource protection effores,” then it should alse evajuate an alternative that allows
grazing by adminisicative stock (o the extent necessary, yet which requires sl commercial and private stock
users Lo corry feed for their znimals.
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are a significant cancern in the natural aguatic environments of SEKI, which should be
protected from impairment.

Becauge stock animals that are released to graze openly on park lands deposit large
guantities of manure and urine directly into sucface waters, a “no grazing” alternative
should censider the benefits of requiring that stock animals be tied and fed without open
grazing on park lands. Packing feed and keeping animals tied up would avoid most
discharges of stock manure and urine into sucface waters.

The contamination of SEKI’s surface waters by Hvestock manure and urine violates State
of California water quality standards {objectives)—in particular, objectives for nutrients,
bacteria, and the nondegradation objective contained in the Water Quality Control Plan
(Basin Plan) for the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Bogrd. The State’s
objsctives for drinking water are violated becanse park visitors do not want to drink water
when they sec controllable discharges of stock manure and vrine into them. The
ohjectives for recreation are violated because park visitors are repulsed when they see
direct discharges of stock manure and urine into surface waters. Visitars will avoid
contact with the water, and their reereational experience is sipnificantly impaired.

Regarding the State’s nondegradation objective, the California State Water Resources
Centrof Board’s Resolution 68-16 (“Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining
High Quality of Waters in California”} Jays out mandatory requirements that apply to
Park Service lands in California, State water quality objectives and palicies, including
Resolution 68-16, which must be adhered to by SEK!, require that specific, formal
iindings be made by State officials before water quality may be degraded by contrellable
sources such as direct inputs of stock manure and urine inte park waters. These findings
have not been made {or even discussed) in the draft GMP/EIS.

Livestock manure can aiso poliute water with organisms such as Giardia, Campylobacter,
and Cryptosporidium which may be pathogenic to humans and other aninals, Some “pro-
livestock” Interest groups often claim that recreational livestock do not spread these
organisms, and that the strains of Giardia, Canypylobacter, and Cryptosporidium spread
by domestic livestock may not be infective to humans, Neither of these claims is
substantiated. While the ¢cross-transmission of enteric pathogens from stock animals is
certainly controversial, there is ample evidence to demonstrate the potential for cross-
transmission of these diseases between stock animals and humans, (see Bemrick 1968,
Blaser et al. 1984, Burat et al. 1990, Butzler 1984, Capon et al. 1989, Davies and Hibler
1979, Faubert 1988, Isaac-Renton 1993, Kasprzak and Pawlowski 1989, Kirkpatrick and
Skand 1983, Kirkpatrick 1989, LeChevallier et al. 1991, Manahan 1970, Manser and
Daiziel 1985, Meyer 1988, Rozquist 1984, Rush et al. 1987, Saced et al. 1993, Stranden
et al. 1990, Suk 1983, Suk <t al. 1986, Tayior et al. 1983, Upcraft and Upcroft 1994,
Weniger et al. 1983, Xizo et al. 1993, Xiso and Herd 1994).

The contamination of surface waters due 1o stock manure and urine, and all of the

resulting significant and potentially significant impacts to water quality (e.g.,
cutraphication, alteration of instream community assemblages, spread of diseases), could
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be substantially avoided by a “no grazing™ alternative, if such an alternative includes
park-wide mitigation measures, such as requiring that afl campsites for stock users be
designated (away from water sources, on level and diy sites), and that stock anlnals wear
diapers, which are now readily available (see Exhibit B), and could be emptied away

from surface waters to minimize discharges of waste,

The Park Scrvice might be able to make a case that such a stock management strategy
could replace the Master Plan language without causing significant impaets. But i
ceriainly can’t make a credible case that the “preferred altemative” won't produce
substantial impacts compared to the current programmatic direction {j.., the Master
Plan).

Aesthatic Impacts——adversa Impacts to park scenery and the "wilderiess
exparianca” (i.e., wilderness character)

The 1916 Organic Act that created the National Park Service establishes its mission:

*...1o conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objecis and the wild
life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner end
by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future
generations.”

And the 1964 Wilderness Act establishes the Park Service’s duty when managing
designated wildemess:

*“...each agenoy adrninistering any area desighated as wilderness shall be
responsible for preserving the wilderness character of the area and shall so
administer such area for such other purposes for which it may have been
established as also to preserve its wilderness character,”

The many members of the High Sierra Hikers Association (and other cornmenters) are
very concerned about the mytiad aesthetic impacts that resuft from stock use, such as the
presence of annoying bells, dust, manure, ucing, and flies; the proliferation of unsightly
hoofprints and drift fences; ard impairment of the scenery due to the unnamral
appearance of meadows grazed by domestic stock (see Absher and Absher 1979, Cole
1980, Lee 1975, Stankey 1973, Watson ct al. 1993).

In ap attemp to rationalize the “preferred alternative™ (i.e.. continue stock use at “present
levels™) the Draft GMP/ELS purports to analyze the many concerns about stock impacts
in two sentences:

“Impacts of hotse use (feces, eraded trails, dust) would centinue to cause
minor, adverse, long-term impacts on a sreall Aumber of backcountry hikers,
but increased regulation and stock-free areas would somewhat mitigate this
impact. Moniloring, regulation, and education would gradually improve trail
and backeountry conditions.” (Vol. 2, p. 274)
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First, the Draft GMP proposes no new “stock-free arcas” and no programmatic direction
to establish stock-free areas (even though we have long advocated a ban on off-trail use
by stock and the designation of a network of foot-travel-only trails). Second, case law is
clear that monitoring doss not—and cannot—constitute mitigation of environmental
impacts. Third, the record is abundantly clear that SEK1's regulation of stock use is
inadequate to prevent ongeing significant adverse impacts, and the “preferred alternative”
would essentially codify SEKI's current deplorable regulatory scheme by tossing out
pretective language in the current Master Plan while requiring nothing new, And fourth,
to claim {without any supporting eviderce} that the impacts of stock use are “minor,” or
that those impacts affect only “a small number of backcourtry hikers,” is absolutely
arbitrary,

One study in the Sisrra Nevada found that 60 percent of groups surveyed thought that the
use of stock was entizely inappropriate (Absher and Absher 1979). Another study found
that 59 percent of visitors preferred not to meet horse users in the wilderness (Stankey
1973). Another study in Yosemite National Park found that the presence of horse manure,
and facilities such as hitch rails, were key sources of visitor dissatisfaction (Lec 1975). A
study in Rocky Mountain National Park showed that a majority of hikers who
disapproved of horse use—>57 percent of all users—did so becauss they disliked horse
manure and urine, and the flies and other insects attracted to it (ses Cole 19903, A recent
study in Sequoia and Kings Canyon Nationai Parks documents similar findings (Watson

et al. 1993},

One key provision of the Organic Act directs the Park Servics to protect the scenery of
the national parks. Yet managers at SEK1 contitue to demenstrate complete reluctance to
regulate stock use in any way to comply with this mandate. Put simply, park visitors have
an absolute right 1o view park meadows (i.e., scenery} in 2 healthy, natural, unimpaired
condition. Ranger Randy Morgenson perhaps said it best—that park visitors should have
the opportunity to view:

“...knee-high grasses, ripe and open panicles drifting in the moving air,
luminous-bronze in the backlight.” (Morgenson 1989)

Such an experience simply cannot be had in meadows that are open to grazing and
trampling by domestic livestack. The Park Service needs to acknowledge this truth.

The year-gnd reperts prepared by SEKI’s backcountry rangers should be a key source of
information to your planning tean1. Those reports document many of the impacts
discussed above, as well as complaints registered by the public. For example, one such
report states:

“MeClire Meadow is one of the most unique examples of an alpine meadow in

the Slerra. Even after twenty years of fairly strict grazing regulations, it still
shows much evidence of poor recovery....in the summer heat—even a week
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after a stock party leaves—the entire meadow smells like a corral...a major
source of complaints by hikers."

The preponderance of public comments and other evidence readily available o SEXI
staff show that the majority of park visitors who encounter stock impacts are significantly
and adversely affected, and that the impacts of stock animals are “a major source of
complaints.™ The statenient in the Draft GMP/ELS that stock tmpacts are “miner™ and
affect only a “small number™ of park visitors are without any basis in fact. Such
statertents are false, and arbitrary, and render invalid the conclusions that the “preferred
alternative” poses no significant effects and is environmentally superior to the *no stock™
alternative. :

Simply stated, SEKI's cutrent management paradigm is devoid of any sarious
consideration of scenie or aesthetic impacts, Your GMP/EIS should fally evaluate the
impacts discussed above, and incorporate provisions into the GMP that will protect {and
restore where necessary} the precious scenery and wilderness characier of these majestic
national parks. This should include careful evaluation and adoption of a park-wide “no
grazing” alternative (as discussed above), programmatic direction allowing commercial
stock use only to the extent necessaryf and adeption of programmatic direction requiring
ather park-wide mitigation measures for stock use, such as designated campsites and
horse diapers {see Exhibit B) to keep manure off trails and out of waterways and
campsites. Programmatic direction to designate campsites for stock users would prevent
sites vsed by hikers from being polluted with stock manure and urine. Programmatic
direction to keep stoek tied and 1o supply feed would eliminate the need far annoying
bells and unsightly deift fances, and would prevent grazing and trampling impacts, and
water pollution. Programmatic direction to designate a network of “foot trave{ enly” trails
would provide hikers who so desire with a “stock-free® experience (j.e., free of the
manure, urine, flies, and dust characteristic of trails chumed by stock). And direction to
adopt lower group size limits based on scientific principles (see Cole 1980 & 1990,
Watson et al. 1993) would reduce the substantial impacts of large steck groups on
seenery, natural resources, the experience of other park visiters.

In the defense of continued heavy stock use in SEKI, the Park Service invariably recites
the mantra of “historically and culturally significant,” which makes it sound as if stock
users have grandfather rights to exploit these parks because they™ve been doing it for so
long. But no one has such prandfather rights. There is nothing in the Organic Act, {he
Wilderness Act, or the California Wilderness Act that grants grandfather rights to any
individual, group, or categery of people to conduct activities harmful to the scenery,
natural resources, or wilderness character of SEKI. Nor is there any language that

} We suggest that the GMP provide programmatic direction to limit commerziat stock use in SEKT oaly (o
those persons who cannat walk, hike, or carry a backpack. Using stock animals for comfart, convenience,
or “fun™ is not truly necessary, and due to the known significant adverse impacts, should be discouraged.
Any unnecessary stock use should be confined o lower-elevation, non-wilderncss trails that are designed,
eonstructed, and maintained to fully withstand the impacts of steck use. Only the GMP can provide such
pregrainmatic direetion,
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specifiess—or even permits—harmful comimercial exploitation of SEKI by private
interests for their own gain.

Impacts to wetlands

High-elevation meadows, due to theit charaet eristic shont growing seasons, saturated
conditions Gom snowmelt, high ground water tables, and wetland-dependent plant
communities, often meet the definition of jurisdictional wetlands. Unfertunately, the
hungreds of meadows in the SEKI high counlry that qualify as jurisdictional wetlands
have never been adequaltely disclosed or protected from the adverse impacts of stock
trampling. (See hoofprint impact studies and other discussion above re: physical
trampling impacts.)

Federal statute, regulation, executive order, and policy eall for the protection and
enhancement of wetlands, At minimum, the following items should be addressed in any
OMP to be adopted for SEKI (see also NPS-77, “Natural Resources Management
Guideling™):

*

L]

Inventory wetland 1 in the SEK] wildem a part of the planni
process. Clearly, many wetlands exist within SEKI, National Park Service
policies (see NPS-77) require that wetlands be inventoried as part of the planning
process in order to facilitate management of wetland resources. At mininum, the
GMP should provide strong programmatie direction to protect wetlands area,
functions, and values frorm the impacts of human ectivities, including stock use.

Specify mitigation measures that will *“avoid any action with the potential for
adversely impacting wetlands.” In order to prevent loss of wetlands area,
functions, or values due to livestock trampling of wetiands, this will necessarily
include elosures of sensitive wetlands {such as those exhibiting low “soil
streneth™} to all domestic livestock grazing, The current system of opening dates
and grazing management at SEKI is clearly inadequate, because it allows
trampling (i.e., numerous deep hoofprints, shearing of streambanks and
Iskeshores, ete.) to significantly impact wetlands. Hoofprint impacts have been
shown to cause long-term ecosystem chanpes in wetland arcas, as discussed
above, A “no grazing” alternative could feasibly achieve the nesded wetlands

protection.

Specify what actions will be taken to restore wetland finctions and v; wher
they have bgen harmed by previous human aclions. Examples include: re-routing

existing trails out of wetland areas where practical alternatives exist, and
prohibiting all grazing in wetland areas that have been degraded by past livestock
trampling.

Specify “reguirements for monitoring programs and other actions 1o ensure
praigetion, enhancement. and successful restoration of wetiand values to the
greatest extent, feasible,” The GMP should include a specific menitering element

96



Organizations

Richard H. Martin, page 13 of 26

ta track the progress of wetlands protection and restoration measures. The eurrent
monitoring programs at SEK] are incapable by design of detecting adverse
impacts to wetlands caused by stock trampling.

Programmatic direction is clearly needed in the GMP if the broad federal and state
wetlands protection requirements are ta be met, Clearly, thase mandates are not currently
met; sensitive wetlands in SEKI continue o be significantly impaired by stock trampling,
and the NP3 needs to address this issue in its GMP.

Bearpaw Camp {and proposed new commercial camp on Hochett Plateau}

The ugly commercial camp at Bearpaw Meadow should be removed, and this planning
process is the best time and place to direct its removal, The polluting camp is an affront
to the national park, an intrusion on the wilderness, and requires continual massive inputs
of high-impact maintenance, such as mule trains and helicapter flights, The camy ¢reates
adverse impacts due to sewage disposal, greywater disposal, food storage, helicopter use,
stock use, neise, and impainment of the scenery.

I 1984—two full decades age—Congress instructed the National Park Service ta
prepare a reporl on the impacts caused by the Bearpaw commercial camp, In deflance of
the will of Congress and the American peapls, the Park Service hag apparently never
conducted the intended studies. Congress also asked the Park Service to regularly
monitor environmental impacts at the camp, and to remove the camp if impacts ever
increased above 1984 levels. In its House Committec Reporl on the 1984 Act that
designated the SEXI Wilderness, Congress recogriized the incompatibility of this “High
Sierra camp,” and, in a rare move, deferred Congressional authority so that the Secretary
of Inierior may designate the enclaves as wilderness cnce the nonconformin I
developments are removed. This vision will never be realized as long as the Park Service
comntinues to ignore Congressional direction and to blindly promate continuance of the
Bearpaw camp.

Clear direction Is needed to remedy this situation. Put simply. the GMP shouid direct that
the Bearpaw camp be removed as 500k as possible, and the site restared, At minimum,
the GMP should require the following: (a) an indepsndent study to document bascline
conditions a{ the Bearpaw Meadow camp, funded by the Park Service and conducted
urder contract by a reputable third party (stch as a California university), (b} a provision
for mandatory monitoring (of paramsters to be recommended by the initial study), ne Jess
frequent than every two years (under contraet as in “4” above), and (c) a provision
(without loopholes) that if any adverss environmental impacts resuiting from oparation of
the Bearpaw Meadow camp should ever increase beyond those documented in the
baseline study, that the camp will be promptly renoved and the area immediately
recommended Lo the Secretary of Interior and to Congress for wilderess designation.
This is the process that Congress intended to put in motion more than 20 years ago.

Not only does the Draft GMP fail to address the ongeing substantial impacts at the
Bearpaw canip, it proposes to study the construction of a new such canp on the Hockett
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Plateau. The document provides ne information about how such a ridiculous proposal
came into being, The Park Service knows full well that the Bearpaw camp is causing
adverse impacts to SEKI's scenery, natural resources, and surrounding wilderness
character, yet it denies culpabifity on grounds that it cannot afford to conduct the detailed
menitoring of those impacts as directed by Congress. And it proposes to build another
such camp?

In 1992, then Superintendent J. Thonas Ritter wrote:
*Qur policies regarding the Bearpaw Camp have long documented a policy of

no further development at that site. We have also established that no additional
camps of this natyre would be established.” (Exhibit T, emphasis added)

Given that SEKI has previously cstablished that no additional camps of this nature would
be aftowed, it is both arbitrary and capricious ko now propose direction to consider a new
such camp on the Hockett Platean. There is no valid justification—and in fact no
justification at all—for such a bizarre idea, The public doesn’t want it, the park can't
afford it, and it would result only in mere pellution and commercial exploitation. This
senseless propesal must be stricken from the OMP withaut further discussion,

Removaf of commaercial pack stations from park lands

Due to resource impairment, all commercial packstoek facilities should be removed from
SEKL The Draft GMP/ELS instead proposas to retain or relecate all existing pack
stations. The GMP/EIS should cargfully evaluate the impacts of these facilities, and use
this planning opportunity to address those Impacts. It would be especially damaging to
direct that pack stations be built where none eurrenily exist (i.c., relocated}, This would
simply move the impacts t0 new areas.

The operation of pack stations is contributing to the demise ef songbird populations in
SEKI by creating artificial habitat for the parasitic brown-headed cowbird, Cowbirds are
obligate brood parasites that can significantly Empact native passerine species. One study
in the northern Sierra found that up to 78 percent of warbler nests are parasitized by
cowbirds, resulting in significant decreases in the reprodustive success of those species
(Airola 1986). Individual female cowbirds in the Sierra Nevada have been reported to lay
an average of 30 eggs per season (Fleischer et al. 1987), These hiph rates of parasitism
and fecundity by cowbirds indicate that significant local impacts occur wherever cowbird
populations arc present, Habitat modifications and the presence of livestock througheut
the Sierra may contribute significantly to regionzl declines in songbird populations
(Craber 1996). Pack stations in particular are known to be breeding centers for cowbirds,

* This wauld noi preclude commeraial stagk use. In fazl, most commercial stack outfitters thal eperate in
BEK1 ara based autside the parks. The Park Servica shauld be loaking for actions that allow recrealional
getivities to contfnue, but that atso protect park resources. Al the top of the list should be removal of
packstack facilities from park iands. The few affecied operatars have held monepaolies on these fagilities
far years, and should be grateful for ihe privileges they have enjoyed. They could continue to operate from
oulside the parks, if (hey so choose, just like the other outfitters, vin incidental business permils.
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As diseussed above, the Draft GMP/EIS evaluates a radical “no stock” alternative, but it
fails to evaluate an alternative that would alloww stock use to continue while truly
mitigating the effects. A “no grazing” alternative that includes removal of the commercial
packstock facilities is eminently reasonable, because it wouid aliow stock use to continue
while mitigating most of the adverse cffects.” The mandates of NEPA cannot be satisfied
unless the Park Service evaluates such fsasible alternatives,

Group slze limits

The proup size Hmits currently in effect at SEK] are inadequate to sufficiently protect the
scenery, natural resources, and wilderness character of SEXI. Group size limits (for both
number of persons and number of stock enimals) must be lowered,

The “preferred alternative™ proposes to put this issue off to later consideration fi.e.,
during development of the parks’ wilderness management plan). The iszue should be
addressed now—by providing prograimmatic direction that group size limits be lowerad
te protect natural resonrces and visitors” experiences—because this jssue affects the
whole park, not just the wilderness and backeountry partions,

The group size limits selected by the Sierra interagency wilderness managers graup in ihe
early 1990s (15 persons, 25 stock animals) were dictated without the benefit of any
formal environmental analysis or NEPA documentation, Those Emits were chosenbya
small group of pro-stock managers, and adopted without NEPA compliance—over the
strang objections of the vast majority of commenters. The managers knew at the time that
if they went through the public nvolvemeni procedares and conducted a scientific
analysis as required by NEPA, that those numbers conld not be Justified. This is
evidenced by a memorandum from the Forest Su pervisor of the inyo National Forest
(Exhibit D) which states:

“...we did not feel that it was necessary 10 go through the NEPA process on
this....as an aside, 1 will assure you as [ have Tanner and London, that if we take
this through NEPA the numbers will, in ail ikelihood, come out lower, and all
of our packers wili be significantly impacted.”

[t is truly disheartening that the interagency wilderness managers placed a higher priority
on protecting the interests of the commercial packers than protecting the natural resources
under their charge. We can oly hope that this attitude has changed.

*If the Park Service cannot muster the wili to remove alf of the commercial packstack factlitics, it should at
minimum remove the Mineral King Pack Station (withaut relacating it, as proposed). This pack station
services & particutarly sensitive partion of SEKI that is not well-soited o stoek wse, The trails in Mineral
King are both rugged and very popular with day hikers and backpackers, and conflicts between hikers and
stock (even injuries) have been documented, The tralls leaving the pack station have become severely
eroded due to heavy stock use. The soils of the Great Western Divide (the main area sccessed by this pack
station] are fragile and remain very wet and susceptible to sevare trampling damage throughout even the
driest years. The operating season of this peck station would be prohibitively short If it were opened after
the snowmelt and sanghird breeding season (i.e., early August),
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Impacts of group size on the sxperience of park visftors. The fact that large groups have
an adverse impact on the experience of park visitors was decumnented in the early 1970s
by Dr. George H. Stankey (1973). A 1990 wildermness management manual co-authored
by Dr. Stankey and endorsed by federal agencies, including the National Park Service
{Hendee et al, 1990), concludes:

“Large parties are not common in most wildernesses, but the few that oceur
seriously diminish other visitors® experiences.”

Recent rescarch condueted in SEKT confirms Dr. Stankey’s early work, and demonstrates
that the current group size limits in SEXI (both for number of persons and stock animais)
are inadsquate to protect the experience of park visitors (Watson et al, 1993). This is key
research that deserves full consideration by your planniag team. It documents that gven
the gverage stock user in SEKE stronaly suppoarts smalley group sizes than those gurrently
in effect. For example, the average stock user in SEKI recommended 13 as the maximum
allowable number of stock animals per proup. The average hiker in SEKT recommended
six animals per group as a maximum. Regarding the maxinum number of persons per
group, the average stock user in SEKI recommended 12; the average hiker in SEKI
recommended nine. These recommendations by the visiting public are approximately
cqual to the limits suggesied by scientists and adopted by many other national parks
(discussed belaw, and see Exhibit A).

There simply Is not any valid jusiification for the higher limits currently in effect at

SEKI. Although the commercial outfitters would prefer the existing (or larger) group size
Emits, the existing {or larger) limits cannot be supported by either the scientific evidence
or publis opinion.

Numerous comment letters contained in the administrative record for this planning
process also demonstrate that SEK1’s current gronp size limits are having significant
adverse impacts on the experience of SEKI park visitors,

Impacts of group size op the biological-ecoloaical wilderness character. Other research

sclentists specializing in wilderness management have also documented the social and
ccological impacts cansed by large groups. For instance, Dr. David N. Cole (1989)
cenciuded:

“The effectiveness of reduced party sizes in reducing tesource damage is
greatest where impact is likely to oceur quickly {for example, in fregile arcas, in
litile-used and relatively undisturbed arcas, and where parties travel with stock).
Limits on party size must be quite low (certainly no larger than 10) to be
worthwhile.”
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Concerning group size limits for numbers of stock animals, Dr. Cole (1990) concluded:

“A large party detracts much more from visitor satisfaction than a small party
(Stapkey 1973). Although a limit on party size is currently the most common
packstock management technique in wilderness—almost one-half of all aveas
have a limit—the number allowed ranges from five to 50 animals per party,
with 20 the most common limit (Washburne and Cole 1983). Such high limits
will have very little beneficial cifect; both social and campsite impacts are
unlikely to be reduced unless limits are |0 animals or less.”

Group size limits for off-trail travel. Off-traif travel by stock parties is of particular

concern because of the damage that is often caused when stock animals leave constructed
trails. Dr. Cole (1989} concluded:

“Trampling impacts of packstock are particularly severe because considerable
weight is carried on a small bearing surfece (Weaver and others 1979),
Therefore, vegelation and soil damage oceur rapidly where stock leave the
trail... The size of stock parties influences the severity of a number of problems.
Particutarly in little-used and off-trail places, it is eritical that stock party size is
minimized.”

Many other park and forest areas throughout the nation acknowledge the potentiat
adverse impacts of ofi-trail stock use by prohibiting all cross-country travel by stock
animals.

Summary and copclusion re: group size. MNational parks throughout the western United

States have adopted maximum group size limils significantly lower than those in effect at
SEKI (sec Exhibit A). This GMP should be used as an opportunity to provide
programmatio direction that SEKI’s maximum group size limits, both for numbers of

&I'SONS an rg of stock, will be low ira 1 vis
experiences. Better still, the GMP should: (1) evalvate and establish lower limits for
maximum mumber of persons per group on trails (i.e., ~ 10 persons per group); (2)
establish appropriate limits for maximum group size “off-trail” (i.e., 4-6 persons per
group); (3) evaluate and sstablizh lower limits for maximurs number of stock animals on
trails (i.¢., 6-10 animals per group); and {4) prohibit all cross-counry (off-trail} travel by
stock animals.

Mineral King Cabins

The HSHA supports removal of all permittes cabins at Mineral King, and restoration of
the sites, at the earliest possible time, This is what Congress intended when it added
Mineral King to the national park, and it is what should happen. The Park Service should
make no concassions to the permittees to extend the permits or to prant any further
privileges. All of the cabins should be removed as soon as the permittes-of-record dies.
Period.
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Aircraft overfiights

The: natural quiet of SEKT is an invaluable resource, Afreraft (military, commercial, and
private) overflights are a significant intrusion on the peace and quict of these parks. The
problem has been well documented in reports by SEXI staff. The GMP should fully
evaluate impacis from overflights, and propose strategies to reduce impacts associated
with overflights. Simply eliminating low-flying jets will not be enough, The currently
volintary ceiling (2,000-3,000 feet AGL) Is inadequate to protect the natural guiet, The
GMP should incorperate a provision that the Park Service shall make a recommendation
io the Federa! Aviation Administration that it adopt a misrdntory ceiline and other limiis
as necessary to fully restore and protect the naturs] quiet over SEKI, The military

apencies claim that their inaction is justified because the Park Service has never mads
any such recommendations to protect the natural quiet, This GMP is an historic
oppertunity to address noiss ffom aircraft overflights, and the Park Service must saize
this opporiunity.

Otherissues and Concerns

Theze are several other issties raised in cur scoping comments that do not appear ta be
addlressed in the Draft GMP/EIS. The following issues should be addressed as diseussed
i our comments dated March 30, 1998: (1) fish stocking; {2) bighorn sheep; (3) user
fees; (4) establishment of stock-free areas and foot-travel-only trails; and {5) wilderness
designation, We strongly oppose mechanized (i.e., bicycle, downhill go-cart, overland
skatcboards, etc.) use of the old mill road (Yucca Mountain area}, and we support
wilderness designation for the following areas: Hockett Plateay, Mineral King, Yucca
Mountain, Bearpaw & Pear Lake additions,

Summary and Conclusions

The Draft GMP/ELS fails to comply with imporiant legal mandates, as discussed above,
The draft needs te be substantially supplemented and revised to comply with all relevant
iaws, regulations, and poiicies.

All of the above issues are “patk wide” issues, and addressing thetn cagnot properly be
put off'to some firture planning process (such as SEKI’s wilderness planning process),
These issues requirs park-wide programmatic direction, and need (o be addressed in the
GMP. We urge bold, concerted actien to do what's right for the firture of thess parks.
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Again, we appreciate this opportunity 10 comment, Please revise and supplement the draft
GMP in light of the above conunents, contact us at the letterhead address if you desire
clarification of these comments, and keep us informed of all opportunities for comment.
Sincerely vours,

/Original signed by/

Peter Browning, Coordinator
High Sierra Hikers Association

EDITOR’S NOTE: The exhibits and the list of references cited have not been reprinted. The original
letter is available at park headquarters.
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We are commenting on the draft General Management Plan for Sequoia and Kings
Canyon National Parks.

The GMP should either retain the language from the 1971 Master Plan that
calls for phasing out grazing and phasing out all non-essential stock use in
the most fragile high-elevation areas, or - at minimum - the GMP should be
supplemented to provide replacement language that will fully preserve the
wilderness character of the SEKI wilderness. Simply continuing current
management practices (as proposed) is not acceptable, due to the ongoing
impacts of trampling and grazing of fragile wetland meadows and lakeshores.

The GMP needs to be supplemented to clearly direct staff at SEKI to limit
commercial enterprises in the SEKI wilderness to the extent necessary and
proper under the Wilderness Act.

The commercial development at Bearpaw Meadow should be removed, and the site
restored to a level that eliminates all impacts on the surrounding wildernes

Sincerely,

Pandora Rose

Director

Mountain Defense League
434 Creelman Lane
Ramona, Ca 92065
760.789.8134

“Growth for growth’s sake is the ideology of the cancer cell.”
Edward Abbey
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October 6, 2004

Mr. Richard Martin
Superintendent

National Park Service
47050 Generals Highway
Three Rivers, CA 93271

Re: Comment Letter for SEKI General Management Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Martin:

These comments are filed on behalf the Mineral King District Association (“MKDA”), a
group representing cabin owners with special use permits in the Mineral King Area of Sequoia
National Park. The comments relate to the Draft General Management Plan and Comprehensive
River Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement that the National Park Service
prepared for Sequoia and King’s Canyon National Parks (“Park™).

BACKGROUND

The Mineral King Cabins, part of the Mineral King Area Historic District, on the
National Register of Historic Place, were first constructed when the area was first opened to
development in the late 19th century. In fact, the cabins long predate the current national park.
which was created in 1978, and even the national forest, established in the first part of the 20th
century. As part of a historic agriculture, mining and recreation community, these cabins form an
integral piece not only of the park’s history, but also of the history of California and the settling
of the West. With unique architecture and a past laden with stories of westward migration and
the can-do spirit of the pioneers, the cabins are a critical element of the Park’s historic and

cultural heritage.

The cabins are privately owned and the owners have special use permits from the Park
allowing them to use the cabins on federal land. The cabins were first built by prominent citizens
and early leaders from the Central Valley and Southern California. Some of the cabins are in an
area known as “Faculty Flats,” where chemistry professors from Southern California gathered to
work on the first university chemistry text published in California.

As part of the 1978 Jegislation creating Sequoia National Park, the government changed
the special use permits so that only the holder as of that date could renew the permits. Therefore,

G Doesi2 1404002 correspComment Letter 10-6-04.wpd
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once the present permit holders die, the permits will expire. Currently, both a memorandum of
understanding and additional legislation are pending to address what will happen next. By
preventing any lapse in maintenance, the pending solutions attempt to ensure the continued
health and vibrancy of these essential elements of the Park’s history.

COMMENTS

There are several problems with the draft EIS.

Lack of Mitigation Discussion

Discussion of migration measures is at best perfunctory, and does not follow from any
clear analysis of the impact on historic resources.

Discussion of mitigation measures is a critical element of an EIS. Robertson v. Methow
Valley Citizens” Council, 490 U.S. 332, 352 (1989). In requiring agencies to take a “hard look™
at environmental consequences of proposed action and the EIS process, the mitigation discussion
ensures that “the agency [and] other interested groups and individuals can properly evaluate the
severity of the adverse effects.” Id.

When an EIS identifies significant, adverse environmental impacts with a reasonable
degree of certainty — such as the certain removal of the historic cabins — then the agency favoring
action must include more than a mere list or perfunctory description of measures to mitigate
those impacts. Neighbors of Cuddy Min. v. United States Forest Service, 137 F.3d 1372, 1380-
81 (9th Cir. 1998); Idaho Sporting Congress v. Thomason, 137 F.3d 1146, 1151 (9th Cir. 1998);
cf. National Parks & Conservation Ass’'n v. United States Department of Transp. (NCPA), 222
F.3d 677, 681 (9th Cir. 2000) (requiring detailed mitigation discussion even when “possible
environmental damage, if any, is purely speculative”). While the agency does not need to
actually establish a fully developed mitigation plan, or guarantee its implementation, Methow,
490 U.S. at 352-53, there must be something more than a few possible alternatives. Cuddy, 137

F.3d at 1380-81.

Even when the environmental impacts are uncertain and speculative, the EIS still must
include a detailed examination of mitigation measures, such as plans to consult with local
agencies for protection, measures 10 be implemented if certain events occur, and discussion of
resources available to lessen impacts. Methow, 490 U.S. at 352-53; NCPA, 222 F.3d 681. When
the impact is certain, however, the EIS must include even more detail — focused discussions of
the impacts, where they will occur, what the results will be, what the mitigation measures are and
whether those measures will actually lessen the impact. Cuddy, 137 F.3d at 1380-81.

G:\Docs\21404100 \corresp\EIS\Draft Comment Letter.wpd
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Here, demolition of some or all of the cabins is part of every alternative save alternative C
— “The Mineral King Cabins would be removed, resulting in moderate to major, adverse,
permanent impacts.” (EIS, Volume 2, p. 201). As the EIS acknowledges, this would have a
1taoe and on th
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significant, long-term, adverse impact on the Park’s cultural herl
registered historic district. Since the impact of the loss of the ¢ {t
include in the EIS analytic data describing mitigation, a determination of whether the measures
would be adopted, and how effective they would be. But this information is not in the EIS —
instead. there is at best a perfunctory list of options, with no analysis of how they will address the
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loss of the cabins.
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Historic buildings once removed are irreplaceable, as the EIS notes, but there is no
accounting for this fact in the EIS, or for the minuscule number of random acres gained for
“public access” (in relation to the massive size of the Park), in exchange for the permanent loss
of cultural resources. Also, the EIS claims that preserving cultural resources is limited by
financial constraints, without quantifying how much it would cost, or even identifying options
that would preserve the resources. The cabins are the major contributing factor for the historical
district and their removal would severely compromise its integrity. How is this mitigated? There
is also no discussion of what will happen to the cabins if they are removed. Will they be .
demolished? Will they be relocated? How will the cabin owners be compensated? What is the

plan?

Even a brief ook at the impacts on the cabins raises several possible mitigation measures
that the Park could include in the EIS. As a preliminary step, the EIS should require full
consultation between the affected parties — the Park, the cabin owners and the California Historic
Preservation Officer — before any action is taken. This way, the parties can ensure that the
maximum benefit is achieved with the minimum harm.

As for possible mitigation measures, they run a spectrum from integrated management
plans within the current structure to outright removal. Since it is a given that the Park must act to
preserve cultural and historic resources, the most environmentally beneficial option would
involve preservation; the least favorable would be removal.

On the favorable end of the scale, there are currently two solutions pending. The first
option is a Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU?) regarding the future of the cabins, which
the Park and the cabin owners have negotiated but not yet executed. In exchange for the right to
retain occupancy, the cabin owners agree {0 substantial management duties. Thus the MOU
ensures preservation of the cabins according to strict architectural standards at almost no cost to
the Park. This is in contrast to the proposed solutions stated in the EIS — contracting with
unnamed outside parties to manage the resources, at some similarly unnamed expense.

GADoce\21404\00 1\corresp\EIS\Draft Comment Letter.wpd
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The second favorable option is new legislation pending before Congress that would
amend the 1978 enabling legislation for the Mineral King Valley to allow the cabin owners 1o
stay on in exchange for a clearly defined role as managers of this historic resource.

If the Park were to support these two options, then it would have available a ready-made
solution to the question of what to do with the cabins, and how to manage them, with almost no
cost for the Park. These two options are not speculative, or even simply possible — they are in
progress, and available to help mitigate impacts. It would be a serious error for the EIS to fail to
discuss the role that the MOU and new legislation could play in managing the cabins.

Other favorable options for retaining the cabins would be to sell the underlying land to
the cabin owners. This would remedy the perceived problems that the Park has with the private
use of federal lands, and also ensure preservation of the historic district. Similarly, the Park
could enter into long term leases with the cabin owners. An option already mentioned, but little
discussed, would be to have an outside non-profit organization manage the cabins. Contracting
with a non-profit organization, however, would be an economic challenge, unless the Park was
willing to fund it. This option would achieve essentially the same result as the MOU solution,
but would not include the added benefit of the cabin owners’ long experience in the Valley, and

it would be costly.

Further down the favorable spectrum, another solution could be to move the cabins to
private property instead of demolition. That way their historic character could be preserved,
thereby ensuring compliance with the directive for the Park’s mission to, among other things,

shepherd and preserve cultural heritage. However, the historic nature of Mineral King as a
community would be destroyed.

It is only as a last resort, then, that the Park should approach razing the cabins, and then
only if removal is unavoidable. The EIS states that removal is an option, but says nothing about
whether this option is a last resort or avoidable. There must at least be some plan for how to deal
with the loss of these irreplaceable historic resources. Since the removal of a building is always
going to be a significant impact, the Park must make some attempt to show how they will

account for and mitigate this impact.

But there is essentially nothing in the EIS addressing mitigations. The only express
reference to mitigation of cabin removal is that “facilities that were removed would be
documented to HABS/HAER/HALS standards to mitigate any adverse effects.” (EIS, Volume 2,
206). This statement only appears in the preferred alternative, with no account given in any other

alternative to what would happen after removal.

If the Park plans to monument the structures after removal, documenting them rather than

GADoes\21404100 1 \correspiE15\Draft Comment Letter.wpd
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keeping them, it needs to make this intent clear and explain how this would mitigate the loss of
the cabins. For example, if the cabins are removed, how will the Park retain the historic
character of the area? If only a few cabins remain, that is a far cry from the community that
currently exists. And it is the community, not any one individual cabin, that truly defines this
area’s significance.

Before this EIS is final, there must be some discussion of what the real impact will be of
all the alternatives, from the most favorable to the least. And the Park must make detailed
showing of how the impacts will be mitigated, what the processes will be to mitigate, and who

will be involved.

Failure to Comply With Park Service and Federal Historical Preservation
Guidelines

The Park is required, under its own guidelines and regulations as well as by section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act, to ensure that cultural and historical resources are
preserved. The EIS, to be sure, discusses these items. But the EIS fails to give proper weight to
historical preservation. Instead, the Park appears to have entered this process with a result in
mind — restoration of natural conditions and an increase in “public access.” As discussed below,
the increase in public access is not even really a benefit. More importantly, the approach that the
Park takes improperly puts preservation onto a lower rung of importance than other directives.

Historic preservation is, however, more than just a subset of other directives. Historic
preservation is at least of equal value with maintaining natural areas and ensuring public access.
One only has to visit Gettysburg National Battlefield Park to appreciate this. Thus the Park must
balance the competing directives, rather than arbitrarily assigning historic preservation to a lesser

role.

Preservation of historical buildings and areas plays a prominent role in many National
Parks. And the mere fact that private citizens control the buildings does not diminish the
historical importance of the Mineral King Cabins. As the possible mitigation measures discussed
above show, partnerships with the current permittees is the best way to preserve and manage
these resources. Before this can happen, though, the Park must account for the equal importance
of preserving historical as well as natural resources in the EIS.

No Clear Purpose for Cabin Removal

The EIS does not say what removing the cabins will accomplish. Nor does it balance the
loss of cultural heritage with any gain for public access. Instead, the EIS assumes that public
access is a greater need than preserving cultural resources. The end result of every plan, save

GiADocs\21404100 comresp\EIS\Draft Comment Letter. wpd
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plan C, is that the cabins are removed, and public access is restored. But the EIS does not state
why public access is more important than historic preservation — two equally weighted goals that
the Park must try to accomplish. Instead of balancing, the Park has arbitrarily weighted public
access to a greater degree than preservation,

Impact of Cabin Removal

The EIS somewhat incongruously describes the loss of the historic cabins as a benefit
because it restores public access. But there is no discussion of what is lost to gain this putative
benefit. To begin with, the benefit from removing the homes is overstated — at most 65 acres of
land will be freed, in relation to hundreds of thousands of acres in the rest of the Park. And the
EIS itself notes that the cabins are widely dispersed, further attenuating the “benefit” of removing
the cabins. (EIS, Volume 2, p. 302). Plus, the Mineral King area lines the access road to Mineral
King Valley itself, near a parking lot, across from developed inholdings. Thus the area is not a
core wilderness tract, for example, but is instead an already developed access point. Any
impacts, then, from allowing the cabins to remain are attenuated.

By removing the cabins, the Park will gain little by restoring public access to the scattered
and small plots of land. The Park, in contrast, would be removing one of the primary benefits
that users of the Mineral King Valley enjoy. The access road to Mineral King is nearly 25 miles
long, taking over two hours of rough driving to reach the trailhead and parking area. This is no
luxury resort, reserved for the elite, but rather a rough and tumble, near back country experience
for the hardiest explorers in the Park.

The cabins are unobtrusive, and blend into the surrounding scenery. To the extent that
they are visible, they help form an essential aspect of the area’s character, making it a part of the
context that includes the moldering mining remains in the Mineral King Valley. The area is at
best sparsely attended, so even if there were no cabins, the number of park visitors to use the
increased space would be insignificant compared to total park visits.

Those who make the trip are rewarded by the volunteerism of the cabin owners. Cabin
owners provide advice, man ranger stations, recommend trails, hold informational campfire
gatherings, and add to the whole effect. The residents are friendly, and always offer to help. As
contemplated by the MOU, the residents would take on an even greater role, further sparing the
Park the expense of managing critical resources.

It is not simply the cabins that are lost, and the ground restored. It is this whole
experience, this essential element of the Park that would be lost, too. In exchange for a few
scattered acres of newly available land, the park gives up a free management resource, an endless

well of goodwill, and an invaluable fount of historical knowledge and experience. There is no
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accounting for this impact in the EIS, nothing offered in opposition to the claimed “benefit” for
restoring public access. Therefore, the EIS must also include some discussion of this critical
ial and historical context.

1
1dl an jle. s

Protecting California’s Interests
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California has a significant interest in these hisioric cabins, as
history of this State’s development. Yet there is no accounting for participation by state officials
to ensure preservation. An EIS will frequently describe, in detail, how local agencies will be
involved in the process. By systematically excluding the State from the discussion of how to
preserve these historic cabins, the EIS fails to properly account for all the interested parties.

—
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o

While the EIS claims that “mitigation measures would be determined through consultation with
the California state historic preservation officers,” it offers no more detail on this point. (EIS,
Volume 2, p. 197.) Since the impacts of removal are fairly certain, the EIS must include a more
detailed examination of roles, as well as of possible solutions, for ensuring an active state role.
Consultation with the cabin owners and the SHPO must take place before the EIS is finalized.

CONCLUSION

The Draft EIS, in particular, fails to address mitigation measures for the proposed serious
impact on the cabins. Beyond that technical requirement, however, the whole tone of the
document is missing a critical element — proper accounting for preservation of historic resources.
Ensuring that the reasons for and results of removing the cabins are clearly stated is only the first
step. The Park must also clearly describe how it will address this impact, and it has not.

The Park should amend the EIS to include the historical detail included in the this letter, to
expand on and better describe the historical context of the Mineral King cabins. And the EIS
should also include a more balanced analysis of the options to include a fair treatment of
historical resources in line with all other Park resources. The best solution in this process is the
simplest solution: the Park should retain all of the cabins under the control of the cabin owners,
thus preserving the unique and magical character of Mineral King as an irreplaceable asset in this

nation’s National Park system.

Sincerely,

den
Michael J. V

ce: MKDA
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Mineral King District Association

Oetober 5, 2004

Park GMP Coordinater
Dr. David Graber, Seniot Scientist
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks

47050 Generals Highway
Three Rivers, California 93271

Dear Dr. Grabet:

Enclosed is a copy of & lefter to Superintendent Martin, with copies of the petitions which accompanied
that letter,
We believe that these petitions are very relevant to the Dhiaft General Management Plan now under

consideration. They specifically address the question of the Mineral King Special Use Permit Cabins
:]‘rcm the urigque perspeetive of the users of the Mineral King and Cold Springs campgrounds.

The Draft GMP recognizes the unique characteristics of the Mineral King Valley fiom a geologic
perspective, but does not seem to recognize that the cabin community itself is one of the vaique
characteristics which ought to be preserved, As Doctor Don Bree pointed out in a recent article in the
Kaweah Commenwealth, you would not preserve the Arnish community in Pennsylvania by evicting the
people and preserving the buildings — as it is the peaple and their way of life which make up the

community.

The petitions signed by the campers evidence their belief that the cabin owners, as well as the cabins, are
an important part of the Mineral King Valley — and that they should be allowed to remain, with their

cabins, in the Valley.

Since these campers Tepresent & significant element of the public which the Park Service is obliged to
serve, we request that the petitions be added to the comments on the Mineral King Special Use Permit
Cabins, and that their views be considered in the preparation of the final General Management Plan.

Yours very truly,
Kathy Hath
Viee President

Mineral King District Association

cc: Superintendent Martin
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Mineral King District Association

Cctober 5, 2004

Richard Martin, Superintendent
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks

47050 Generals Highway
Three Rivers, California 93271-96851

Dear Superintendent Martin:

Cn each of the four weekends in August of this year, the Mineral King District Association
circulated petitions in the Cold Springs and Atwell Mill campgrounds, Those petitions (all

aigned originals) are enclosed.

We approached every adult camper present in either campground each weekend, returning at
various times each day to ensure that no one was missed. Of the one hundred people we
“#Mpproached, only two declined 1o sign the petition. One gentleman stated that he supported
1fie cabin ownars, but that he never signed petitions of any kind. The other gentieman gave no

reason for nof sighing.

The campers wers tremendously supportive. Many said that they returned te Mineral King
each year precisely bacause it has changed so littls over the years — and that the cabins and
the cabin community were an important part of its attraction for them. They all agreed that the
cabin owners were the people best qualified to maintain and preserve the cabins and the

character of the Mineral King historic distriet.

They hope, as we do, that the Park Service will find a way to protect both the cabins and the
cabin community — as together they provide a rare opportunity for the public to enjey not just
historic buildings but a way of life no longer found elsewhere in our society.

Yours very truly,

Kathy Hath
Vice President
Mineral King District Association

EDITOR’S NOTE: The nine-page, signed petition has not been reprinted. The original copy is available
at park headquarters.
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SEKI DRAFT GMP COMMENTS
FROM THE NATIONAL PARKS CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION
OCT 6. 2004

INTRODLUCTION

O behalt of the more than 300,000 members and supporters of the Natianal Parks Conservagion
Association (INPCA), we respectfully subnnit the following comments or the Sequeia and Kings Cunyon
Naranal Barks (SEKI Dratt General Munagement Plan (GMP). NPCA recognizes and uppreciutes the
Natianal Park Serviee staff who have ticeless worked 1o peoduce the dratt, and hopes our comments will
pro¥ide constructive feedback for the fisal doctiment.

NPCA' s cammanes sorve 1o Taise what we se¢ as imporant guestions und key issues thut could use further
reflection and clarifteution. Additionally. these comments #lso point out incansistencies throughout the
document thist NPCA hopes the NPS cun address in the final GMP. The comments also highlight
importan areas of agreement with the preferred GMP alternative,

In general. NPCA supports the preferred aliemative of SEKD's Dralt General Management Plun (GMP}
However, as expressed in these comments, there are areas in the GMP that appeir to be incansistent with
ey requirernents of kaw, with Counctl on Environmenta] Creality {CEQ) regulations, and with National
Purk Service {NPS) polwies.

NPCA's comments are divided inio seven seettons of primary conceim:

o Water Withdrawal und Quality
»  Carrying Capacily

o Wildemess

o Mineral King Cabins

»  Swock Use

v AjEQuality

*»  Funding

The nest twenty years far Caliternia, the Cemral Valley and SEKI will be a time of notewarthy changes
in demographics. pepulation, land uze, and visitation syles. Some predictions indicide climale chinge
will resull in ecosyvstems disappearing and temperature fluciuations that eguate to elimination of
snowpacks that currently provide the purks with Tmportant waker resources.  For all thexe reasons, the
dralt GMP must outkine clearly the desired future conditions, and account for the aforementianed changes
in ways thut trely ensure these parks will retain the chatacters and qualities of the 207 century ina the 21
century while meeting the needs of a changing public. The challenge of producing a GMP that embodies
SEKEs mission statenient, .. o pratect forever the greater Siaran ecosysten, ..and 1o provide
appraprinte Opporiunities w present and future generations to experience and understand park resources
and values™ is a great one,
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1. WATER WITHDRAWAL AND WATER QUALITY

According to NPS Director's Order 12, CEQ requires that an EIS examine connected uctions. cumutative
impacts. secondary or indirect impavts, and similar actions, The Draft GMP/ELS does not clearly assess
the comalative impaets of severat aciivities, inchuding:

s water withdrawals

o wastewarer disposal

+  forecus population increases, highway improvements, and plans for the adgacent
national manument

The Dralt GMPYELS does not tully ¢larify all impacts on the resanrce, Fhe documant states thatl wilter
resonrees will be positively impicted by the preferred abtemmative. but does not mention the negative
impucts of giminishment of streams. pollution of grormdwater. and the chillenge of meeting required stite
witer quadiiy standards.

Section 2 of NS Management Palictes states that o GMP will define the set of resource conditions which
best achieves the mandate 1o preserve resorees uimpaired for the enjovment of future generations.
Honsever. the desired resource conditions are not always clear.

Water Withdrawals

As mentionad i the introduction. climate change is one faetor thar may kave an impact o water
availability in the parks in the coming decades. The preferred alternative states that there wifl not be an
increase of water withdrawals whicl is Iinportant if resources are 1o be profected, How will the park deal
with additionat needs for water if the availability decreasesT What are the impacts to the rescuree and
how does the park intend 1o address this?

The Draft GMP/EIS states that all management preseriptions would manuge grownd and suriice water
conditions to protect the hydrology of sequoi groves (Volume 1. page 54). What is meant by this
statement? Is the intent to nceease ar remove witer? The actions shoald be clearly stated.

The GMP should wlse manage ground and surtface water conditions to pratect ereeks and wetlands. The
docuinent recogaizes that water withdravals have alered nutural water flaws and hydrotogy, adversely
stressed meadows, and impacted biokogical resourees {Volume 2, pages 12, 96, and 128). The desired
resource conditions should state how much alteration and impact is aceeptable,

In drought years water withdrawals significantty reduce the flow in w number of crecks. The preferred
alternative will have continued use and development. along swith even mare visitation. The document
cancludes that the preferred ahtermutive woeld result in minor to mederate. beneficial etfects o the free-
Flowtng canditions of rivers, floodplains, water quality. and biokogical communities { Volume 2. page
101). The language used here does not clearly define the impacts of water withdeawal and should be more
specific.

In describing water withdrawals o vartety of terms are wsed. inciuding “would be limited,” “only dry
seasen withdrawnls” {Volwne 1. page 88, reference 35), “summertime withdrawals™ (Volume 1, page
188). “net average withdrawals during the low-flow season” (Voluine 2, page 99, “peak-season
withdrawals” (Volume 1, page 188), and at dmes all water withdrawals (Volume 1, page 186). Terms and
actions should be clearly delined.

The document sues (Volume 1, puges 58-89, reference 35} thut all of the sction altermatives woutld limit
water withdrawals (o current levels to protect resources. What is meant by “current levels™? 13 this based

Eut
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o werual withdrawals for 20047 The docunent implics this is based on a number of different years,
including 2001 as implied in Volume | pege 73 and 2000 as implied in Volume 2, page 381, Table E-1.
Again. tepms and actions shoubd be clearly defined.

The document uses the rerms “water use,” “water cansemption.” and “waker withdrawal.” Thewe wens
shauld be defined so that it is clear i the intent s a different action for each dilfecent derm,

The discussion of water withdrawals contains some inconsistencies that should be elaritied. Forexample.
the docwmen states in several places that Alternative C would Fmit dry season waker withdrawals o
current kevels but that it would react to additional groswth by seeking new water sources (Volome 1, pages
88 undd 135, references 35 and 2713 The Draft GMPEIS predicts that more day wse at Gramt Grove under
tie no-action allernative wonld raise annuak water consumption {Volume 1, page 1883, But in another
place. the document siates that peak-seasen witer consumption at Grant Grove is nos expegted 10 increase
under ehe no-action alternative. (Yolwme 2, page 1141, The Dratt GMP/EIS savs in soverul places
(Yolume 1. pages 88-89, reference 35 that all of the action allersatives swould limit water withdrawals to
current levels to protect resagrees, Yet the document provides o section on Mitigation for [nereased Water
Withdruwals (Volume L page 735 Why s mitigation being underkaken if withdrowals are being capped at
present fevels?

The Draft GMP/EIS stites that the prefesred afternatise would linit feilites in some areas (Grant Grove
and Ash Mountain} to those that can be sustained by the current water supply, (Volume 2, page 997, Does
this mean there are arther areus where facilities would not be limited 1o thase that can be sustained by the

currem woter supply?

Existing water withdrawals at Grant Grove average 33500 gallonsfday during the peak use senson.
Drought production & 31.824 galtons/duy (Volume 2. page 381, Table E-1). Grant Grove peak water
consumpion is expected o increase to 53,050 gallonsfday under the prefeered aliernative. However,
water withdriseals would not be increased bevond 35,500 gallonw/day, (Volume 2, page 116). During
drought years consumption wordd exceed withdrowal by at Jeast 18,130 gallonsiday. Where does the
preferred alierative proposs to get the rest?

All action abternatives propose W conduct oo in-depth witershed study (n Grant Grove to determine water
availability, springwater rechurge. and groundwater availability, { Volume 1. pages 124-125, reference
285 [f the park Ainds that current withdrawals are iopacting resourees will those withdrawals be
decrewsed? If the park finds that there is a surplus of witer wvailable will the water withdrawals be
increased? What is the inteonded action of the study?

The Dratt GMP/ELS says that fulure studies will be completed and a menitoring program intplemented o
determine potential impracts from increased water withdrawals before any new fucilities for additional
visitor use are undertaken { Volume 1, page 731, Is the park committing ko complete these studies and
implement the monitaring progrum before undertaking any new fuctities for additional visitor use? If the
studics or the monitoring program indicare that there ure or will be porentisd impacts will the Freifides not
be built?

The Druft GMP/EIS states that studies will evaluate the cemulpive impacts of water withdrawals
(Volume 1, page 73 This imphies that this EIS is not fully assessing the cumulative impacts of water
withdrawals, IF the studies show that the cumulative impacts of water withdrawals is adversely aflecting
park resources will the park take action in response? Iy the desired futare condition “no cumulative
impacts from water withdrawals? What is the desired future condition concerning water withdrawals?
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The Deadt GMPAEIS does not seem o fully address the cunmlative impacts of water withdrawals -
especially when one single water source is shared. Do water withdrawals affect the water supply available
to residents of Wilsonin? Would the addition of private lats in Witsonia have a cumuldative effect on the
park water resources”

The Drealt GMPIELS statex in several places (Volumea |, pages 88, 124 and 134 references 33, 215 and
2711 ehat the no-wetion altersative daes nat propose 1w limit future water withdrswals and Uit new waler
needs would be addressed by seeking rew water sources and establishing addivional storage. This does
nat geality as “no-action” and <houtd he addressed,

The Draft GMP/ELS states in several pluces (Volume 1, pages 88-89. 124-125, and 134-E35, references
35, 285 und 2717 that some alternaives propose 10 develop new water sawrces and establish additional
storage, The impact of these proposed actions is not wdequately assessed In the document. If any of the
alternatives propose uctions such as developing new water supplies, constrcting new witter Morge, ar
increising water withdeaswals, then the impacts of those actions should be fufly assessed in the Drafy
GMPEILS.

The Dirft GMPELS states that water usage waukl be substantially reduced with removal of development
at Giant Forest, more than offsetting un expected increwse in wiater uze from fure development s
Wuksachi (Voleme 2, page 1001 In several places (Volume 2, page 124) the document repeats a 1979
NP& prediction thi removing development and restoring Giant Forest is expecied to substantially
decrense witer demand from Wolverron Creek. Did the prediction prove e be accurate? By how much
wats the water demand decreased? Wias water use reduced enough to more thag offset the expected
increase in water use at Wuksachi?

The Draft GMPEIS does not ¢learly show that visitor use capacity can be incrensed withaut tmpacting
the water fesourees and desired future conditions. The Final GMP should:

o Clearly state the commitmant to lmit water withdrawals to 2004 levels, ar less
dependent upon conditions, to protect resources, State preeisely how mueh water can
be withdrawn per day at each of the fronteauniry witer systems with varving caps
based on conditions.

«  Conimit to not increasing visitor use capaeity until i1 cuw b demonsirated that the
proposed inerease can geksomably be accommodated without exceeding allowable
water withdrawals tor thut arei,

»  Foreach fomcauntry water systeny, catl for an in-depth swdy of the Impacts of water
withdrewals, Including creation of & monitaring pragrve, Commit to completing at
{east half these studies and imple menting the associated monitoring program by
2010,

»  Fully assess the cumutative impacts of water withdrawals. Specifically include the
impucts af withdrawals at private systems, including the poteniial for new lots in
Wilsomiu.

»  Clearly state how the plan will deal widh water treatment in regards to cabins in
Mineral King ar Wilsonia. If the intent is for the park to evenwiadly develop
sustainible water reatment sysiems, this should be clearly stmed and the impacts
fully pssessed,

Wastewater Troatment

What is the desired future resource condition for water quality? Ara misimum the park muse meet state
water quality standards and Clean Water Act standards. It is not ¢lear feam the document that this is being
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addressed completely. The Draft GMP/ELS does not adequately assess the ¢osty und impact of upgrading
waastewuter systems to meet stute regulutions and to Tandle the developme proposed in the sariows
alternativas. In particular, the dacument should fully assess how the various altersatives would address
the Grumt Grove buildout ( Volume 2. pige 382, Table E-21.

The Draft GMP/EIS recognizes it the discharge of swastewaler alters iydrology, local species
composition, and nutrient availability (Yolume 2. page 12}, Thi desired resasree conditions sheuld
identify how much abteration is ueeeptable.

The environmentil consequences section in Volume 2 refers to actions and nitigatiag measures tht ire
nat contained in the deseription of the alematives, Forexample, the docuiment says that as the Mineral
King permit cubins are aequired for public vse. sustiimahle utility systems would be developed (Volume
2. pige 3271 The construction of these new ulility systems does not uppear 10 be in the description of the
afteenatives (Volume 1 page 156, reference 378} Farthermore, the document does not adequaiely address
the nature. cost. uad impet of these sustainable wiliny systems.

The Droft GMPEIS does not adequartely address the cumulative impicts of wastewater dispasat on wuter
qerliy at dlineral King (Valume 2. page 184, Table E-2). The document dozs nat appear to address e
privately owned septic systams in the Mineral King area, addressing these only us a potential seurce of
pallurion. 1t is highly prabably thut the Mincral King septiv systems are camaminating the groundwager.
This impact should be addressed in the GMP/ELS.

The Druft GMPFEIS acknowledges that Wilsonia septic systems are contaminating the groundwater
(Volume 2, page 381, Tuble E-B). The preferred alternative is to actuire the Wilsonia cubins from willing
selfers st the rate of approximately one property every 12 years and ramove the utility systems (Voluoie 2.
page 327}, Are other efforts being taken 1o address groundwater comamination? Additional wistewater
discharge will geeur as new and bigger cabins are built in Wilsonia and more year-round vse occucs
(Volume 2. page 328}, The Draft GMP/EIS does not adequately address the cumulative impacts of the
Wilsonia septic systems on water quality, It is nat apparent that the desired resource conditions will result
ina reduction of groundwater contaminzattan,

The Dralt GMP/EIS deoes not make it clear that visiter use capacity can be increased withaut adversely
impacting park water uality and desired future conditions. The Final GMP should:

¢ Commit to not increasing visitar use capacity until it can be demaonstrated thar the
associaed wastavwater trealment plant can reasomably be expected 10 uchieve sae
standards while acconyniogating the proposed incrense in visior use capacity,

s Fully assess the cumulative impiets of wastewater discharges. Specificadly inclode
the impacts of discharges i park and private systems, ineluding the patential for new
davelopment in Wilsonia and for the current situation at Mineral King, as well as the
acquisition of Mineral King cabins as proposed in the preferred altermnanive.

o Clearly state how tive plan will deal with polluting discharges from private sepric
systems, W the intent is for the park to evenwally develop sustinable wasiewater
treatment systems, this should be clearly suned and the impacts fully ansessad,

wn
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2. CARRYING CAPACITY

NPS Management Palicies (Sections 200 2.2, and §.2.13 require 2 GMP 1o determine the destred resource
and visitar experiense conditions that are the Foundation for cartying capucity artlysis and dectsion
muking, clearly define e desired rescurce conditions and visitor experiences to be achieved and
mainteined mver Hme, md define the set af resource conditions and visitor experiences which best
achicves the mandate “io preserve resources unimpaired For the enjoyment of future generations.”
Haweyver. the Dralt GMPELS does not appear to estublish a compechensive set of ¢lear, precise.
measusble resource conditions. For example, marijuana furms pose d significam threat w the pack and
coudd seriously impair the parks' resources. The Draft GMP/ELS does not adudress this threat or esiublish
cleur. precise. and measwrable resource conditions thit would address i

CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.21) ferbid agencies from incorperating niaterial by reference when the
effeet will be w0 impede ageney and public review of the action. Iuis difficult 1o wnderstand the wisitution
and visitar teaffic peajections in the documens, The visitor rraffic projections appear 10 come froma 1998
Visitor Use Study.” The Rrait GMP/EIS doex not seem 1o incorporate the eriticat materiat from i stuedy
to aid in claritication of these prajections.

NPS Munagement Policies (Section 8.2.2.13 require superintendems w munage reereational use Lo avoid
udverse impacts on park resources or desired visitar experiences. However, the Draft GMP/EIS does nol
appear to adequately assess the threass w the desired future conditions and visiter experiences, Adequase
uctions 1o mitigate those threats should also be developed, The Draft GMP/ELS appears to lenve
imptementation of carrying capacity 10 mukiple implementation plans that are to be prepated ut some
point in the faure, T the plan proposes w accommodate signilicant inereases in visitation and visitor
wraffie, wliat are the theems to the desired future conditiors? Visitar capacity should not be increused unik
carnving capielty is established and implemented. Authis point it should be made clear a proposed
capicity ierease waulkd be consistent with. and not negatively impact. the desired tfure cenditions.

An EIS should provide an objective assessmeat of the alternatives, The Deatt GME/EIS tends to
emphasize the positive impracts, yet does not fully clarity the negative impacts. For example, the
docwment mentions that visitars wilk be positively imparted by the preferred alternative, but does not fully
explain the negative visitor impacts — such ws overcrowding.

CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502,24) require agencies W explicity dentity any methadologies relied upon
far canclusions in the EIS, However, the Draft GMPAEIS contains a number of unsupponied conchusions
sitch as:

s Crowding ot the Genersl Sherman Tree doess't begin 1o adversely atfect visior
enjoyment until HH-A30 people are present.

& The projected frontcountry visitation levels can generally be accommodated in all
ahternatives without adverse resource Impacrs.

s Low-pse frontcountry aceas have the capacity 1 ubsorb more visitagion without
jeapardizing the uncrowded visitor experience that is valued by many visitors,

NDS Munsigement Policies (Section 8.2,2.1) require that public use fimits be based on the results of
sriendfic research. The Druft GMP/EIS establishes public use limits for the General Sherman Tree, the
General Grant Tree. and Mora Rock. However, no evidence is presented 1o suggest these limits were
based on scientific research,
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Desired Future Conditions

As menttoned in NPCA's introductary remark s desired (ture conditions shonld be at the heart of the
GMP. Carceruly. the Draft GMP leuves the reader without a cleur sense of the parks” overall vision far
desired future conditions. Farthermare, does the GMP/EIS provide adequite environmentsl eompliance
for tmplamenting camying capacity m the park? If not, how would the envirommental complianee be
covered?

In portions of the Draft GMEEIS statements of desirad fetuee conditions are often unelear 1o the reader
and the ability Lo meusure thexe conditions is 1210 broad interpretation. Eor exumple. one of the desired
future eultural resource conditions is “original cultural resowrees are retnined wnd reused, ar they are
remios ed or relocated” (Velume Eopige 611010 is not elear iF the desired future condition is to retain.
reuse. remove of relocate, An example of one of the desired future natural resotree conditions is
“damiged areas are restored or left to regenerate narally”™ (Volume 1. page 613 18 the desired fure
condition to restored arcas dumaged or to beave them to regenerate maurally? These statemenss da nat
accurately deseribe what the park irrends to do. They may describe management gctions. bul not desired
fuire conditions,

Ine Tuble § {Volume 1, pages 11-19% the Draft GMP/EIS cites lows and NPS Mamigement Policies tha
govern desired future conditions, yet these desired future conditions der nat appesr 1o be part of the
nagement prescriptions, The GMP should establish carmying capucity in ternms of desieed resource
canditions and visicor experiences thit ure in the mamagement preseriptions (Volume 1. pages vi. 6. und
52 Valume 2, page 3910 and Section 2 of Munagement Policics ),

The Dralt GMPVEIS says thut the fegal mandates und policies in Table | provide the foundation for
resource condiions that ire to be uchieved in the parks (Valume 1. page 11, Daes this mean that desired
canditions in Table 1 are elements common w each of the mimagement preseriptions? Are the desired
conditions in Table 1 being incorporated by reference into each of the management preseeiptions?

The Draft GMPFELS dentifies elements that are common to sl management prescriptions {Volume 1.
pages 54-36). Some of these elements contain statements (hat are similar to desired future conditions,
Daes this mean that the desired future conditions in these elements are being incorperaed by reference
inee 2ach of the management prescriptions?

The Draft GMP/ELS states that NPS poficies and federal law requine that resource management zouts and
desired conditiens be achieved, 03 stated in the 1999 Resources Management Plan (RMP) (Volume 1.
puge 121 Does the Dealt GMPFELS endorse the resource management goals and desired futre conditions
as stated in the RMP? Are the desired futore conditions in the RMP being incorporated by reference into
gach of the maragement preseripions?

Implementing carrying capacity is contingent on having 4 GMP prepured consistent with Section 2 of the
NPS Munagenent Palicies. Those policies state that & GMP will elearly define the desired resource
cenditions, However, the Draft GMP/EIS decs not appoar w establish cleae, precise, and measurable
desired future conditions.

The glossary defines “management preseription” as a term that deseribes desired resource cenditiens and
visitar experiences in u purticular urea that will be achieved by implementing the GMP {Volume 2, rage
3910 Is the paek commining o achieve the desired futere condirions?

Achieving same of the desiced turure conditions will require a significant undentaking. s the park

committing 1o do this in the near fiture? If the park is committing (o achieving and miintuining the
desired tuture conditions. does this commitment apply Lo the entire management zone, or only wthe core
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of the management zone? Does the plan propose @ mwnage each zone for desired future conditions right
up o the edge? Or. where vwo munagement zones me el will the pack treat this aren as a butter zone and
take a less steingent view of desired future conditions ?

To implement carrying capacity, the desired resource conditions and visitor experiences have 10 be
converted into indicators and standards and a monitoring plan institueed. Is that conversan and
manitaring left up to implementation plans such as the Backeountey Matagement Plan and the Stock Use
and Meadows Manageiment Plan? What imptementation ptan wauld do the conversion and monitoring lor
the fronicountry of the park? Is the intent te da this through the visitor nse munagement plan required by
Section 82,1 of NPS Manugement Paltetes? When is the earliest that siech o plan might reasonably be
completed? Visitor eapacity shoold demonstrate that uny propesed capacity increases should be consistent
with the destred tuwire conditions,

The language used to describe the relationship of backeountry caerying copacity 1o tmplementation plans
tparticularly the Buckeounoy Manugement Plin and the Stack Use and Meadows Management Plan is
somewhat anclear tWolame | pages 53 and 112). Is the document stuting that implementation plans wilt
manitor conditions thragghout the backeountry and will prescribe management action to ensare that the
desired future conditions are wehieved?

In several places. the document states that impact studies mwst be completed befare uny new facilities for
additional visitor use are undertaken {Yolume 1, page 73 amd elsewhere), Carrying capacity should also
he implemented before any new facilities for additiona! visitor nse dre undenaken. Cnly then is it ¢lear
thiat the praiosed inerease s consistent with desired fuwre conditiens.

The Dealt GMP/ELS states thut visiter carrving capacity is the tvpe and leve] of vistior use that can be
accommodiced while sustuining desired resource conditians und visitor experiences (Volume [. pages +i
and 523, This is consistent with Section 8.2.1 of NP3 RMunagement Policies. But in another part of (he
document, the alternatives matrix describes how backeountry cureying capacity will be implemented. For
exaple, the preterred altertive would revise the trailheadfzone quota system in the Wildemess
Management Plan as needed based on monitoring of wilderness charaeter. wild and scenie rivers,
outstandingly remarkabte values, aind trive] patterns 10 protect resources and visilor experiences {Volume
I, pige 112} These stutements are nok consistent.

Visitation is projected w increwse by as moch as 485 by 2010 and presumably much more by 2023,
fVolnme 1, poges 256 und 340} Yet the document maintatns that the frontcountry visitation levels thar
are being considered under the alternatives analyzed o this document can be accommodated without
adverse resouree impucts, Therefore, the document coneludes that carrving capacine can be deall with
primarily as o seasonal visitor experience isstee, tVolwme 1. page 52). This does not seem plausible. Major
visitation and (raftfic increases of the levels being projected could eusily impact desired sesource
conditions. For example, desired reseurce conditions could be threatensd by such things as water
withdrawabs, wastewter discharge, cumpfice smoke, and trampling of riverside vegetation. Desired
resanree eanditions need to be clearly established and fully implemented.

The Druft GMPB/ELS stires that o muli Taceted approach would be used to manage careying capacity at
destinations within the high use frontconntry zone and the high use scenic driving zone. Examples of
things that might happen are redesigning some facilivies in the Grant Grove area 1o better accommodate
sustiainable visituion levels and attempting te redireet Hume Lake ruffic away from Gram Grove Villuge.
{Yolume 1, page 521, Since these are examples of what might happen, it is not cfear how ¢arrying
capacity will actally be dealr with In these situations.
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Providing additional transit secvices might be i useful paet of the proposed mult fueated approach 1o
mranuging highway currving capaucity, The Diraft GMPYEIS siates that the preterred alternutive would
explore the feasibility of additanal alternative tansponation thraughowt the park (Volume 1, page 84,
reference 121 Yer in o difterent part of the document. it states that the preterred altemative would only
provide trunsit services i the Waksachi. Ladgepole. and Giand Forest areas ( Volume 2. page 2485, These
stalements ase inconsistent,

Low-use fronteountry areas are the manigement zones in the park ideneified as having the capacity to
absarb higher visitation (Volume L page 33) Boes this suggest that no other management zones have the
camacity wabsorh more visitwtion? All management zanes shoull be deseribed using simifur lingnage for
clurity.

The desired futre conditions expressed in the management preseriptions do not elearly establish carrving
capacily. No desired future condition 15 provided for many impardant resources - and others ane
somatimes left to broad interpretation. The Draft GMP/EIS does nat seem (0 Tully present a set of clear,
precise. and imeasuraile desired ure conditions. According o law and pelicy, the Dralt GMP/ELS must
define the sewof resource conditions that best preserves resources wiimpaired for the enjoyment of futere
genenions.

Tiwe Draft GMEEIS does not muke it elear that visitor use cupacity, including transportation. parking lots.
overnight accommidations, and trwilhead guatas can be increased without adversely impacting park
resources and desired future conditions, The Final GMP should:

+  Reviwe moanagenem prescripions o include o much more comprelensive seaf
desired Bure conditions,

splicitly commit to achieving the destred future conditions and to implementing a
scientitically based monitorisg pragram for acleast hall of them by 20140,

o Commit i nol inergasing sisilor use capacity until it can be demonstrated that the
proposed increase can reasonzbly be accommodated without impacting the desired
fture conditions.

Yisitation Projections

A majfor increase in visttation 18 forecast te occur. Mostof the alterniives propase o Tinit visikation. The
park wilt obviously weed ro tabe significant action o achieve the desired Auture conditions. Limiting the
number of visitors will clearly Mave a negative effect on some visitors. The Dralt GMP/EIS does not
appear to tully assess the impaet of this and other actions required 10 schieve the desired fuwre
conditions. The Draft GHMP/EIS clearly must deal with the projected Inerease in popudadon and visitation,
Eris ot apparent thiar clear and consistent visitation peojections are used tor cach adternative.

The Draft GMPYEIS states that it is based on o range of likely visittion growth raes (Volumg 2, page
59} While the documert does contom visitution prajections, ivis not elear how they are incorporaeed.
There does not seem to be stgniticant correlation between visitation projections and the environmental
consequenves section, berween visitation projections and projections of waler consemption, of between
visitation projections and projections of visitor traffic. The plan should clearly stite what visitation
asswmptions it s built on and then wse these consistent throughout the document.

The Dratt GMPAELS acknowledges that Tulsre and Fresno Counties have grosen considerably in the past
few decades [Volume 2, pages 80 and 90y and that the parks could be alfected by changes in the region
steh as the potential expansion of visttor facilites in Giam Seqguoia Natianal Monument, the growth of
subdivision development in Tulare County. and proposed improvements to Highways 180 and 65
{Wolume 2, page 260 and elsewhere).
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Prajections of regional populution growtt for the next several decades should be included in the Draft
GMP. For example. the papulation of Talare and Fresno Caunttes is projected (o indredse by 3%
between 2000 and 2023 (Culitornia Department of Finanee), By 2023, the parks” neighboring population
will huse inereased to over 1.8 million peapte. That is within the 20 year lifetime of the GMP and should
e included in ihe wnalysis,

The expected pagulaion prajections, national morument plana, and read improvements should be
factared into the visitation projections, There should be a clear fink berween whut the Central Valley is
expected fo look like in 20 vears and purk planning and managentent,

The drafi GMF preseats two different visitation prajeceions (Volume 2. page 59 and 2401, 1 is not clear
that cither of these prajections iy based on changes thit are foreeust 10 oceur i regienal LFads POHLation
carfidors and communitics around the park. One projection goes to 2005 and the other to 20500 Neither of
these appear adequate to support a decument chirged with park management through 2025, {(Volume L.
page b, The Draft GMP/EIS should stae what level of visieation is expected over the next 20 veurs.

In describing the predicted visittion in the preferned alternative, the document refers uy
* same” growtl in visiden (YVolume 2. prage 276)
o roads and purking sreas would accommodate “fimifted” visitaion grawth {Volume 2. poges 248)
o “modenite ineressed” vizitation woutd be aceommodated (Volune 1, pages 78 and 84)
s “sustainable” growth being accommodated (Yolume . pages tand 8% Volwme 2, pages 191 and
338)

Similar problemis seem to exist with other altermatives as well, especially Alterrative D, Use of ane
consistent term would assist in the clear communication of the document™s intent.

The Daft GME/EIS often refers (o “susiainable growth™ Velume 1, pages t and 80). Nedther
“gustaimable” ar “sustainable growth” is defined in (e glossary. The definition and use is mclear.

If the preferred alternative is only accommodating sustainalde growth, then some visitars will nat be
accommeodated. The Draft GME/EIS finplies that same visitors will not accommeodated in the preferred
altermative. 15 that the intend? If so, this should be clearly stated, For example, with redesign of Grant
Grove parking, the preferred alternative would only be able to accommodate some of the fareeast growth
{Volume 2, page 2491, The preferred alternative would cap visilation growth in the Grant Grove ared
{Volume 2, page 2481, To what extent wonld the preferred alternative not accommiodate visitorsT This
visitor impact should be fully assessed in the environmental conseqeences section of the document.

The Draft GMPYEIS is unclear aband the amount of visitadon predicied in each of the alternatives. In the
preferred allemative. visitation is projectad (o increase by 3% by 2040, (Wolume 2, pages 248 and 338).
Some of the altermdtives are projecting twice as mach growit as others, This is a critical difference among
alternatives and should be clearly described, The ulternatives mmtrix should state the number of visitors
predictad under eack of the atternatives, These important figures should be clearly stated and cover the
full 20 year lifespan of the Dratt GHEP,

[t is not clear why visitor use projectiens are ditferent for each alternative. Why are there more visitors in
Alternative I3 than in the no-action aliemative? Is it that Alternative D has increased visitor capaeity?
These prajections appear 1o be projectians of capacity than of visiter demand, The paint should be
charified.
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The Drutt GRMP/EIS ix unclear abour how nrasy visitors would be accommodited in esch of the
alterpatives, Some of the allernatives are apparently projecting accommadating far more visitoes than
athers. This critical difference among attematives should be clearly stated and deseribed, The shemutives
miatrix should state how many of the projected visitors waoukd be accommoduted and how many would be
tured awiy.

The Dealt GMPELS assumes that the uverage visitation figures for 1993-2000 (920,762 for Sequoia and
603,666 for Kings Canyan) as slarting positians w praject visitation tVolume 2, page 59). Tiis is
consistent with the Sequoia projection graph (Figuee 6, volume 2, page 61} which uses 920,762 (ora
sturting point, Yel. this contliets with the Kings Canyon projection geaph (Figure 5, volume 2, page 61)
which uses 528,587 for a stanting poine. Becanse the Kings Conyon projection araph uses an alierative
starting peint (328987 rather than 6056661, then the entire projection is off by 76,679, This is a
sigmificant difference.

Does this visitatton prajection {Volume 2. pages 39-6 11 apply 1o all vhe abieenaives or anly o the no-
action alternative? Projections for the action alternatives should be incleded and visitation projections
should he as specific as visitor traffic projections { Tables 33-36. volume 2. pages 161-1607.

In projecting visiumon, e document does noe sddress actual visiaion for the years 2001-2003 (Volume
2. pages 39-61), These three years represent the mase current visitition and should be incorperated in the
planning.

The Druft GME/EIS sates tha visitwion would inerease under the preferred alternative {Volume 2, page
104 and elsewhere) and under the no-action altermative (Velume 1, page 78, 188, and elsewhere). This is
not conyistene with the Visitor Use Projections section {Voleme 2, pages S9-61) which states that nnnueat
visiation growth would Tikely fall within a plus 10% to a minus 109 rapge and that this would offer a
reasonabie fotecast. Does each alternative accammadate a range ol positive or negative visitution or ace
titey based an increased visitation? What 1s the assumed level of increpsed visitation for each alternarive?

Alrermiative 12 would not limin visitatton, (¥olume 2, page 2881 This s signiftcant, Does thes mean that
growih would not be limited a1 even the highest prajected visitation — even il it threatens desired resource
conditions? Alb alterntives should munage growth to achieve desired future conditions,

Based on the Goal #5 row in Table 2 (Volume 1, page 783, Alternative D is the only altermative that
“establishes a patters of increased visitation.™ 1o the other alternatives ke action to prevent increased
vistiution? Does this mean that Allernative I would accommoddate frwer visitors? { Valume 2, page 288)7

The visitation projections contained in the Draft GMPAERS do not appear to tharoughly establish a
consistent Foundation upon which to construet and compare altematives or impacts. The Finat GMPEIS
should project the maxinwem nember of visitors thar can be expected to visit the park in 2025, For each
alternagive, the Final GMPAELS should identify the maxinwm number of visitors who will be
aceanunodated at each major frontcountry sl The enviromuental consequences section should reficet
these projections,

Visitor Traffic Projections

Yolume 2, page 163 stases that visitar traffic projections under the prefemmed aliernative are expected w
iperease by 307 comprared (o the no-action ahernative, vet this is inconsistent with statements made
elsewhere, Visitar traffic projections under the no-uction alternative are expected (o increase by 23% from
15597 to 2010 (Table 33, valume 2, page 1611, Visitar traffic profections under the preferred alternative
are expecied (o increase by 30% from 1997 to 2000 (Table 34, volume 2, page 1643, This should read thar
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wisiter braftic under the preterred alternatise i prejected w bhe 3.7% higher in 2000 than under the no-
ackorn altermtive.

The Draft GMP/ELS projects visitor truffic from F997 to 2000t Tublex 33236, velume 2. pages 161-169).
For example, (el s projected o mnerease 23% under the no-action alternative (Table 33, volume 2,
page 1617 and to increase 30% under the preferred alternative (Table 34, volume 2, page 164). These
beraases are assumed 1 be the same i all wreas af tee purk and unrelited to the implementation of &
trunsporiution systen, The section on metbodology fer anslyzing wraasportition impacts (Volime 2. page
238} should explam how the lraffic projections are derived,

CEQ regulattons (40 CFR 1502.21) do nat allow incorporsting material by reference. The Dratt GME/RIS
appears W do thae. Visitor traffie projections are elawly relevant to the proposed action, Visttar tealiic
methodolagy should be more thoroughly explained in the dacument,

Park visitation is projected in one part of the docoment (Volwme 2, pages 59-61) while pirk visitor traiTie
is projected in ansther (Tables 33.36, vohime 2, pages 161-169). There should be a very srong
relationship between these bwo projections. yet the methodologies sections (Valume 2, pages 238 aml
007 do clearly By this ot As aresub. the projections are in conflict,

The Draft GMIYELS projects visitor traflic from 1997 to 2000, SEKI is halfway through this projection
period. How well hiave the projections held up? How does the no-uction prajection for 2003 relate (o the
actunt traffic thie was present that vear? I the projection is accurase then there woald be increased
confudence in it application. If the projection is off then there 15 less rensan 1o rely on it For the remaining
hult of the projection period.

The Dratt GMP/EIS assemes thae visiter traffic for each of the wleermtives will grow at significantly
different rakes from 1997 to 20100 When those forecasts were made, what assumption was made about
when the allernative would be fully implemented ? Was it assumed that the alternative wostld e Tully
implemented in 19987 None of the action allernatives will even begin to be implemented before 2005 a
the earfiest.

The visitor traffic projections contained in the Draft SMMEIS do not appear o thoroughly establish a
consistent foundation upon which w consiruet and compare ahernatives or impacts. The Finat GMP/EIS
should praject the maximanm number of vehicles that can be expected 10 visit the park in 2023, For each
alernative, the Final GMP/ZIS should identify the maximum number of vehicles thut can be
accommodated at gach wjor frontcowntry aren, The environmental consequences seetion should refect
these projections.

Perceived Crowding

The Draft GMP/ELS should more clearly determine carrying capacity (Velume 1. page 32). The glossury
defines “carrying eapacity” as “The upper limic of humian wse and desired visitor experiences while
maintaining desired resource conditions without degradation”™ (Volume 2. page 389). The Draft GMPEIS
states that is will decide if move visitar use is desirable, what levels of crowding and social contact are
acceptable. and what makes a good park experience wad that there is o need to deal with crowding
proactively in order 0 maintain 4 quiet, low-key, and uncrowded expertence. {(Volume 1, page 33).
Heowever, us stited below, there are problams ind incansistencies in the document on 1his topic.

The Draft GMPAEIS states that the preferred altermative uses management prescriptions as a framewaork
for responding o problems and visiter needs, with Hmits for careving capacity (Volume 1, puge 77,

NEPA Goal #13. The Praft GMPEIS gives ranges for perecived crowding at threg populiae destinations
iValume 1. puge 523 For example, itsays that crowding begins to adversely affect visitor enjoyment

£2
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when approximately 400336 people visit the General Sherman Tree, Are those three ranges (Genezrul
Sherman Tree. Cenerat Grant Tree, und Moro Rock) considered (0 be same of the limits for carryving
capacity? Does (he decument establish any other finits for currving capacity?

Is the document stating thit the desiced fumee visitor experience at the General Sherman Tree b5 10 keep
use helow 400-430 peaple and to avoid adversely affecting visitor enjoyment? 1f use atthe General
Shermin Tree were to exceed approsimutely 400430 people. then there would be perceived crowding
and the visitor enjoyment would be wdversely affected (Wolume |, page 32). Does this finding apply to all
alterpatives?

All of the altermatives take action to prevent adverse effects to the visitor experience, Doss this mean they
would all take aetion pecessary to keep General Sheoman Tree ose below the +50-limit? [s the impact of
such action coverad by this GMP/EIS or woubd it be necessury to do further planning before the prark was
ready to take action?

Is the #50-500 threshold open o interpretaion by future managers or is i specific, measuratle upper
limit? What is the park committing to? Is the park committing to keep use at General Sheeman Tree below
450 paople? The threshold and means of achieving it ure unclear, At what paint do visiters get tarned
avey fromm the General Sterman Tree? 18 this 430-300 number per, hour, per day, or bases on samething
else Mare prectse and measursble would Bielp ¢larify the intent of the docament.

NPS Munagament Policies (Section 8.2.2.1) require that public use fimits be based on the resulis of
seientitic research. What methadology was used to achieve the 450-500 number? What are the
consequences of selting a 430 imit? How does that limit compare with the current visitation during peak
use pericds? The Draft GMP/EIS should be based on o range of plausible visitation growth rates (Volume
2, page 39). A the highest projected growth rate, approximately haw long will it tuke to hit the 450 limit
und start tarning away visitors?

The Deaft GMPYELS states that ranges for pereeived crowding would also be developed fer other papular
visitor destinations { Veluma 1. page 520, How and when will those limits be developed? Is the intent to
allaw wse a1 those papular visitor destinations w continue growing while the ranges lor perceived
crowding are developad? Here again, implermenting carrving capasity would help denonstrate that any
proposed eapacity increase would be consistend with the desired future conditions.

Based on the Goal #3 row in Tuble 2 {Valume 1. page 78} the preferred altermative “aceonumodales
wmoderate ingreases in visitation™ while Alternative A “limies visitation™. What exuctly does the Jateer
statemment mean” How nueh visitadion does Allmative A accommodate? Dogs it accommodate Tess than
the preferred aliemative but more thun at present? The alternaiives shauld be described using paralbet
Tangwage o that the differences among them are sharply defined.

When purk staff perceives that a popubar area hus become crowded, they will adempt (o redirect visitors
ter less crowded tocaions (Valume 1, page 32). Daes this apply to all alternatives. even the no-action
allermative? How specifically does redirection achieve desired futere carrying cupacity conditions?

The prefemed ulemative silempts 1o redirect visitors from high-use fronteeuntry areas ta low-use
fronteonntry areas, especially at the most crowded thmes and redirect vse front high-use times 1o low-use
times (Valume 1, page 533, IF this is successful, the visilor exparience may be reduced. That nepative
visitor impaet 18 not fully assessed in the environmental consequences section.

According to planning mectings and written comments the public appreciates the opportunity 1

pacticipite i reereational astivities in relatively uecowded locations (Yolume |, puge 31). Public

[
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comments imade throughowt the GMP plinning process clearly indicate thad the NP5 should deal with
crowding prouctively inorder to maintain a quiet and uncrowded experience {Volume |, puge 333 Yer the
Drait GMPAEIS muintaing thot low-use frontcountry areas have the capacity 1o abserb more visitarion
¢¥olume 1. puge 33, This concluzion does net seem 1o be supponted by public comment.

The desired visitor experience for low-use frontcountry irails is that visitors can experience greater
solinsde, (Voluime b prage 573, The Diraft GMPYELS should address crowding proactively in erder to
maintain a quiet and unciossded visitor experience. This means deciding if more visitar use is desiruble
and what level of crowding is acceptable. tVolwme 1. page 33). How nmch increased use is desirable on
tow-use Meonteountry rouds ard mrails? The Draft GMPEIS is fased on o range of plausible visilation
growth rates (Volume 2. page 39). At the highest projected growth rate, approximately how many vears
will it take to hit thut Hmit?

Seasonal congestion wouald continue as a major long-teem impact in several park areas under the na-
action sliernative, Popular visttor areas and trails would remain erowdsd under the no-action alternative.
adversely affecting the vikitor experience. (Valime 1. page Svid Under the preferred aliernative seasonal
congestion and crawding wauld not continue (Volumea 1, page sy [eis not appanent what setion the
preferred alternative would take o prevent such cengestion and crowding. it appears that the preferred
alternutive will be neardy as crowded and congested as the no-action aliernative. The aliernatives shoold
be desertbed using similar language so that the differences among them are clearly defined,

Severe congestion is incompatible with the desived visitor experience. The perception of congestion on
pirk roads would likely contribute o s negative experience For many visitors {Volume 2, page 2383, None
of the action aiternatives should prepose & condidon that would canse the desired visitor experience 1o
deteriorate,

ivis not clear in the Draft GMPYEIS that visitor use capacity cun be increased without sdversely impagting
the desired visitor expertence. The Final GMEP should:

+  Clewrly state the specific desired carrying capacity conditions atthe General Sharman
Tree, General Grant Tree. and More Rock, Stute the scientific methodolagy that was
used to identity these condirions in context with current and projected visitation
numbers.

o Commil to actions necessary that would achieve the desired visitor experience,
Project whae actiona are reasonuebly foreseeuble w oceur during the litetime of the
GMP and assess the impact of these actions in the environmenta] conseguences
sectian,

*  Demanstrate that proposed increases can reasanably he accommmodated withont
resulting in perceived crowding.

fased on the Goal #5 row in Tuble 2 (Volume 1, page 78], the preferred altemative “uccommodates
muoderate inceenses in visitation” while Allernative A “limits visitation,” What dogs the luter statement
mean? How much visiation does Alernative A gecommodare? The alternitives should be deseribed
ssing similir fungeage so that the doferences among them are clearly defined.
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3. WILDERNESS/BACKCOUNTRY

The prefeered alternitive of the Draft GMP warld designate a small amount of additional lind as
wilderness, NPCA supports this concept. However, the addition of this wilderness states that it will
“accommodate sustiinaie growth.” Again, how is “sustainable growth™ detined? What additional use
will be peeminted that is “sustainable™ What are the impacts on the resauree?

The Druft GMP preferred abternative would centinte (he use of the High Sierra Camp at Bearpaw
Mewdow, {s this still un approprate use of park land?

There has been a promise to study the creation of a new camp at Hocket Platewi, What are the impacts of
this new camp on the rescurce? How will water usage. food storuge, and wasie, among ather things, be
dealt with?

The Draft GMP states that “expanding the popular backeouniry high Sieren ent-hotel comeept would
resultin g negligible. adverse, long-term impact.” What is imeant by "negligibte, adverse, long-term
impact?” Specific language shoull be vsed 1w help elarify these pacts.

Under ehe preforred alernative of the Dratt GMP up 1o 96,1 pereent of the parks would be designated
wilderness or backeountry, Unicer this alternive “resource conditions in the parks’ backeountry and
wilderness are improved ™ How are the resources improved? What are the impracts of not converting this
additionad land to wildernesa? What are the impicts on the visior experience of converting this land @
wilderness?

"
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4. BINERAL KING

The Draft GAMP preferred alternative states:

YMineral King Vallex represents an extraovdinare and spectaemdor experience in the Sterva Nevetdu
hevase of it misuad imetemorphic genfogy amd appearonce. Mineral King Road voutinees o provide
eecesy to the afpine bhackeonmre, publie receeation, campgrosnds. and Silver City privere cabing and
resort. Gralities that made e rogd coreidor eligible for lsting on the aational register ave maitiained
el prexerved, wiile the road corvidoy prevides tiereased prblic recrearional access te the alpine
hackeounte amd fifsteric resourees, SEghtty higher levels of public wie are accommdated. As special use
PEES expive. peanit cabing are dequived and adaprively revsed for pihlic purposes. ¢ The National Park
Sevvice wonld partaer with a nonprofit or commerclu] services organization 1o provide public lodging or
enfier puhlic rese. A plan woudd be developed for pablic wses, inctuding lintited vse B farmer permitioes.
Five plecn wondd addvess treatnrent moihnds to preserce the Minevad King Road Ciltural Landscape
District. sustoinable nve, code compliance. needed wirlittes, sel-suswining finefing, miointenance, and
pertentiol hazardony materiols pitivation. 1t wawld alvo develop o decision teoe for managenient in cose of
i ertieret digersror )"

NPCA supports this preferred alternative and the action to continte providing five-year permits to the
ariginal surviving permittees of the 1978 Act that gramted the five-year peemits. This aliermative would
allaw the NPS 10 collaboratively nunage the cabins for public use and stinmltancously provide the
permittees of record in 1978 with lifetime use of the cabins - giving priority 1o (heir heirs for a multi-week
timeframe each sumier. This option would atiow (or public aceess © these structures for leaming and
enjeyment, and would allow the Park Service (o better manage the area for all visitors, We believe this
transition follows with the mandate of the Nadtonal Park Service o manage public lands for the benefit of
all Americans.

However, the Draft GMPEIS does not adequately address the cunwlative impacts of wastessater disposal
on water quadity at Mineral King {Volurme 2, page 384, Table E-23. The dacument does not appear to
nddress the privately owned septic systems in the Mineral King area, addressing these onby as a potental
source of pollution. It s highly probably that the Mineral King septic systems are contaminating the
groundwirter. This impact should be addressed in the GMP/EIS.

The environmental consequences section refers to acttony und mitigating measures that are not cantained
in the deseription of the altermutives. For example. the document states that if the Mineral King permit
cabins are acquived for public use, sustainable wtility s ystems would be developed (Volwme 2, page 3270,
The construction of these new wlility systems does not appear to be in (he description of the alternatives
{(Volume [L page 156, reference 378). Furthermore. the docwment does nat adequately address the nature,
cost, and impact of these sustainable utlity systems, These impacts shouid be Tubly addressed.

Of great concen is the bargely unregalated huntn waste issue. This must be dealt with under all of the
aleernatives. What is the Draft GMPs plan for addressing the issue? How and when wilk the park instiwre
awaste water system for Mineral King that mees all counry, state, and Clean Water Act standards? What
are the environmental impacts under each of the alternatives for the implementation of such 4 system?
How will the park dead with this it it begins to take ownership of the cabins under the preferred
alternative? Clearly stale how the plan will deal with water treatment when acquiring cabins in Mineral
King. b the intent is Tor the paek {0 eventualby develop sustainable water treatment syskems, this should be
clearly stated and (he impacts fully assessed.
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5 STOCK USE

NPCA supparts the histaric use of stock in the parks. However, all stock use, whether personal,
commercial, or administrutive, should of catrse be munaged with mininwem impact on the reseures, This
includes the cremtion and configiring of stock trails that are matntained and configured Lo prevent eraston.

Starck use shoukd be managed w minimize conflict with sther wsers, This should be reflected in the
craation. configuring and maintenance of wadls thn minimize contliet with hikers and those employing
other forms of transportation,

NPC A supports the preferred ulterniive statement te “expand contrals of stock party size, regulation of
dates and locations. destanations areas, and spproprivte closeres us needed.” We strongly believe these

pieces thould be in plice to abd nininuem impact to e resouree. How are these regulalions determined
and manifested in the parks?

The preferred ulternative in the Draft GMP stes that grazing studies will be condusted msd that the duta
from such studies will be used to turther manage stock in the park, Whin s the action plan if it is
determined that stock use is significumly Tingacting nutive grasses and fora in the park? Cleady stated
seientific monitoring processes of the native grasses within the park must be in plece o determine if stock
use is having an impact on these grasses, Is there signiflicont impact? IF so, what is the plan of action w
eid any degradation of nutive grasses?

With regard 1o carrving capacity for stack use, what studies hove been done or what ietions are in place o
mrake certain that stock use is nat having a negave impact on the resource? The preferted alierative
states Nt contmercial pack aperations will be fimited und munaged to protect park resources. What is the
definition of “Hmited” under this alternutive? What are the benefits 1o the resource? What ure the specific
chiepent inypuets that are necessitating the limitations?

The Draft GMP staces that the preferred alternative will “accommodate sustaimable stock use™ av Ash

Mountain/Foothiils, YWhat is meant by sustainable stock use? Whar are the determining factors for this
designation? How will this be measured?
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. AIR

LUntertunately SEKI s some of the worst air guality in the nadon, The impact of this can be seenin
{akes, stream, JefTrey pines. and ather aquatic and tecrestrial species. The risk to park visitors and waft
with compremised lung capeity is of concern. Visibtlity hus also been significanily compromised.

NPCA recogmzes th o large pereentage of pollution in the park comes from sources owstde the park
bounduries. However, the Clean Air Act amendments place on federal lund managers an affirmative
respansibility 1o proweet the air quality reliuted values CAQRVS) of their Class | ureas repardless of the
souree of the pollution. AQRVs include protecting physical resources from adverse effeets as well us
visibilicy and stufffvisitor headth and expericace, The Draft GMP should clearly articulate a plan for
meeting 1his legislutive mandute.

The National Park Seevice mwst lead by example und opi tor any and all practices that would reduce
pallution, This includes using cleaner leets of vehicles. increased visiior education about the sources and
nanidestations of reduced air quality within and arcund the parks. and working with surrounding
cammunitics on appanunities for mass und wlternative tranaportation o and within the park. Additionalty,
NPCA supports the implementation of public transpoctation recommendation in the Giant Forest Interim
danagement Plan,
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7. PARK STAFTING AND BUDGET

The Draft GMP preferred alternative states that “impagts on park operations From the assistance of other
groups - the natueal histary assochiion. voluneger, concessianaires. commercial or incidental business
perntit halders. and partners — would be minor w najor wnd beneficial ™ While NPCA appreciates und
commends tkese agher organizations for their contribution wward the parks. these canteibutions are not a
substitnie for fhe diminished funding approprizted by the federal budget for the Natlonal Park Service,

Natiomwide our national purks face an annual operating sharfall of S600 million. According to its 2003
Rusiness Plan. SEKT tuces o 14 million datlar annua) operational shortfull. The growing costs of
Nattional Park Serviee operatians have outpuced anpual appropeiations, tesulting in the elimination of
ranger positions and u reduetion in visitor services. We miust cosure that there will be an adequake mimber
of rangers 10 staff park sites as well as an adequate mamber of maintenance persnngicl to matintain trails,
bathroams, and to help preserve park resources for futire generations ds aes in the enabling legislation
ol the park.

NPECA supports the preferred alternative increase in park staffing levels by “37.6 fubl-1ime employees and
41.7 sensonal emplevees.” As stated in the Druft GMP this inereuse would beneti tocal communities with
an incrense v purciuses of gonds ind services, An incrense in budget and staffing would fuarther asaist
SEKLin its nundite to protect and preserve pack resoutees unimpaired for future generations, Additionul
fmancial investment for aperational needs by the federai government is critical. and makes goad
econemic and environmentak sense,
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WESTERN OFFICE . %q uq

’ I
NATIONAL TRUST

fr HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Qctober 6, 2004

Dr. David Graber, Senjor Scientist
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271-9651

RE: Comments on the SEKI Draft GMP/EIS

Dear Dr. Graber:

On behglf of the National Trust for Historic Preservation, I am writing to corumnent on the
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks Draft General Management Plan and Comprehensive

‘River Manegement Plen/Environmental Impact Statement.

The Naticnal Trust for Historic Preservation is a privately funded non-profit organization that
provides leadership, education and advocacy to save America's diverse historic places and
revitalize our communities, As the leader of America’s preservation movement, the National
Trust for Historic Preservation has worked for more than haif a century to save the historic
buildings, neighborhoods, and landscapes that form our communitics and enrich our lives.

As you are aware, our office has been involved in cultural heritage resource stewardship issues at
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks for some time. Beginning in 1998, our office has
been particularly engaged in the debete over park policy regarding historic inholdings (Wilsonia)
and special perntit properties (Mineral King).

During this period, we have noted a significant evolution in park management’s philosophy and
actions regarding the perks’ rich cultural heritage. This is especially evident in management’s
commitment o dizlogue and outreach with partners and neighbors. We recognize that the
special permit properties, in particular, remain a thorny public policy and resource management
issue for the park, but we are encouraged that the Draft GMP’s alternatives consider a
meaningful range of stewardship options for these important resources.

The National Trust believes that the final General Management Plan should reflect the following
broad principles:

e Preservation and adaptive use of older structures should be pursued whenever feasible. Park

Protecting the Irreplaceable
NATIONAL OFFICE

8 CALIFORNIA STREET - SUITE 400

SanN Francisco, CA 94111 -4878 1785 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE, NW
418.986.0610 « FAX: £15.956.0837 WasHINgTON, DG 20036
WROENTHP.ORG WWW.NATIONALTRUST.ORO

Serping: AK, AZ, C4, HI, 1D

v, OR, Wa & PACIFIC ISLAND TERRITORIES
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preservation efforts should not be limited to properties determined eligibie for the National

Register. Mauy older structures that don’t qualify may still contribute to the park’s

distinctive sense of place.

« Ongoing survey and evaluation of cultural heritage resources is critical. Properiies

determined ineligible for the National Register should be periodically reevaiuated.

Tnnovative parmerships will be critical in developing and implementing historic resource

management plans.

e Thereis considerable debate over appropriate policy concerning private interests on public
lands, As anile, the National Trust is committed to preserving cultural heritage resources
while maximizing public access. However, we recognize that some comnnunities have
important longstending ties io park lands, often pre-dating the esteblishment of parks. We
believe that it is appropriate to seek ways to collaborate with these communities and
recognize them as potential park assets.

« The National Parks Service's capacity to provide appropriate stewardship to historic and

cultural resources is a critical concern. Tn light of limited staffing and funding, we believe

the NPS needs to carefully assess whether it offers the best promise of protection of historic

resources when considering acquisitions. In the absence of an imminent threat, the NPS .

should only take on stewardship of historic resources with a plan in place for their long-term

preservation and maintenance,

Qur specific comments, organized by reference numbers indicated in the Draft GMP, foliow.
Unless otherwise stated, we support the management of cultural and historic resources as

proposed in the preferred altemative.

FParkwide Visions and Concepts
1. The National Trust supports the overall park vision described in the preferred alternative.

We understand this park vision to protect the integrity of cultural resources and naturat
resources with equal vigor. ’

Natural and Cultural Resources
8. ‘We support the preferred alternative, Given the enormous loss of historic resources at

Giant Forest, however, we believe that the thresheld for the removal of more culturzl
resources in order to satisfy natural resource stewardship goals must be set high.

10.  We support the preferred altermative.

Visitor Use and Facllities
17. We support the preferred altemnative, pasticularly for its increase in cultural resource

interpretation. We encourage cooperating with partner organizations in the development
and impiementation of interpretive programs.

Private Land and Special Use Permits on Park Land )

29.  We support the preferred alternative, but with significant caveats and reservations.

s In the case of Wilsonia, we note that the NPS’s past policy of acquiring parcels and
siructures as opportunities occwrred significantly impacted the integrity of Wilsonia, both -
from a historic resource management perspective, but also from a community viability
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perspective. The NPS directly contributed to blight in the communify, and its actions
eroded the sense of community. The National Trust opposes continued acguisition of
histonic structures in Wilsonia unless it can be demonstrated that NPS ownership is the -
best strategy for the preservation of these resources. Instead, the NPS should explore

purchasing conservation easements on private properties.

e We are not familiar with the inholdings at Oriole Lake, but recognize that there is a case
to be made for acquisition of scattered private inholdings if they compromise key park
management goals,

» Mineral King presents the most complicated picture. As a general policy standard, the
Naticnal Trust prefers public ownership :

Backcountry/Wilderness

Areas Managed as Wilderness ,
153-4. We strongly encourage the preservation and/or rehabilitation of historic structures within

designated Wilderness Areas.

155. We encourage the evaluation, designation, preservation, and interpretation of histotic
trails.

Kings Canyon National Park

Cedar Grove and the Floor of ihe Kings Canyon
167. We support the preferred alternative: the preservation of Knapp®s Cabin
168. We encourage the evaluation, designation, preservation, and interpretation of historic

visitor facilities.

Grant Grove

186-8. We support the preferred alternative: the proservation and adaptive use of historic
resources in the Grant Grove village and at Grant Tree, and of the Redwood Moutitain
residence.

189. 'We encourage the survey, nomination, preservation, and interpretation of the Big Stump
Basin and other potential cultural landscapes, recopnizing that such landscapes may

continue to evolve aver time.

Private Land and Special Use Permits on Park L.and

211. We support the adaptive use of NPS-owned buildiogs through the historic leasing
program, However, we are concerned that its focus on continued NPS acquisition will
result its continued erosion of the historic character and viability of the Wilsonia
community. As a rule, only threatened historic resources should be targeted for
aequisition. Likewise, only those nen-historic NPS stnictures which detract from the
rustic character of the community should be removed, In gensral we support the vision
of seeking to “preserve a private residential community” with opportunities fer pubhc

lodging.
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Sequoia Natlonal Park
Dorst/Halstead Meadow/Cabin Creek
219.  We support the preferred altemative: preservation/adaptive reuse of historic Cabin Creek

structures.

Wuksachi
230. We support the preferred alternative: preservation of the Clover Creck Bridge.

Lodgepole
247-8. We support the preferred alternative: preservation of historic buildings and the Marble

Fork Bridge. Any infill construction should be sensitively designed and compatible,

Wolverton
275. We support the evaluation, designation, preservation, and interpretation of historic

resource at Wolverton.

Giant Forest
290, Weregret the destruction of two historic districts at Giant Forest, but support the

continued implementation of the 1996 Interim Management Plan.

Ash Mountain/Feothills
309. We support the development of partnerships with gateway communities, and encourage

the NPS to work cooperatively with neighbars and other partners 1o ensure sustaingble
design and to contain sprawl,

311, We support the preferred alternative: protection of ethnographic resources at Hospital
Rock, Potwisha, and throughout the park.

312. We support the preferred alternative: preservation of Tunnel Rock, park entrance sign,
CCC era work on Generals Highway,

313. We encourage the evaluation, designation, preservation, and interpretation of historic
resources at Ash Mouatain and Sycamore CCC camp,

314, We support the preferred aliomative: preservation of CCC era facilities.

315. We suppott the preferred alternative: retain the histaric Colony Miil Road as a trail.

316. The actual treatmnent of the historic #3 flume is not clear.

317. We support the preferred alternative: expand collections storage; improve facility to meet

museum standards.
335. Sec367.
Mineral King

350. Broadly speaking, we support the preferred alternative, but with important caveats
conceming NPS acquisition of permit ¢shins (see 372.)

351. We support the zones described in the preferred aliernative.

352, We support the preferred alternative, but with important caveals.

353,  We support the preferred alternative: stabilize and preserve historic NPS facilities.
354, We support the preferred altemative: preserve Atwell Mil} and Alles cabin, using the
cabin to illustrate the conservation movement in the Mineral King area, This

interpretation should be developed with partner organizations,
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355. We support the preferred altemative, leaving mining remnants in place.

356. We support the preferred alternative: preserve the historic lookout point residence.

367. We are not familiar with the Kaweah no. 3 hydroelectric generation system. We note that
the system would be discontinued under al! aiternatives except alternative C. While the
Draft GMP notes that “hydroelectric facilities are a special permitted use that is not
related to the parks’ purpose and significance,” few would dispute the importance of
hydroelectric power in the kistory of the Sierra Nevada.

While we recognize that significant resource management benefits can result from dam
removal, we are not prepared fo support the preferred alternative without a mere
deliberate exploration of alternatives that would preserve the generation system intact, or
the preservation of key elements of the system. The interpretive potential of combining
natural rescurce restoration with preservation of elements of the hydro system is not
adequately censidered.

369. We support the preferred alternative to develop a partnership with the Silver City resort
and the use of scenic easements.

370. We support the preferred altemative to seek a scenic easement on Kaweah Han.

171. We support the preferred alternative to acquire selected historic facilities for public use
provided a sound management plan is in place for their ongoing protection,

372. Conceptually, we belicve that the preferred aiternative socks an appropriate balance
among competing management goals. We believe that preservation of the Mineral King
cabins and the Mineral King Road Cultural Landscape Disirict is of patamount
importance. We also believe that the current permitees and their families have a
fascinating story to tell to park visitors, and that the NPS should take advantage of their

commitment and knowledge.

The National Trust has long supported a stewardship compromise along the lines of that
envisioned by the preferred altemative.* However, the preferred alternative offers no
guarantees that the NPS will have the resources or the commitment to provide for the
long-term preservation of the Minera] King cabins. What if aualysis suggests that the
operation of the acquired cabins as pubtic lodging would not be “economically feasible?"

*"The best resull for the cabins would probably be a historic lease arrangement stipulating
adherence to the Secretary Standards with a nen-profit that could operate the cabins as an
environmental camp, for exampie. Potential pariners include AYH and Elderhostel. The
Mineral King Preservation Society could reorganize as a nonprofit to Jointly hold the leases on
cabins that become the properiy of the NP5 as leases expire. The NFS could offer some form of
technical assistance to cabin owners 1o assure adherence to the Secretary Standards until they
give up their leases. The reconstituted Mineral King Preservation Society could jointly care for
the cabins, perhaps with some of the cabins set aside for group use, while others could be let on
a weekly basis as vacdtion rentals. Existing permitees and their famities could be granied some
preference in the rental scheme, perhaps offering free rentals in exchange for their participation
in interpretive programs. There may even be ihe possibility for current perntitees o retain their
Tink to a given cabin: they could act as stewards of the cabins in exchange for a nunber of weeks

of use of the cabin,” --Januvary 2000 National Trust briefing memo
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Given the very real financial constraints facing the NPS, we have serious concems that
the cabins would be lost to deferred maintenance and Mineral King’s extreme climate.
We suggest that the NPS adopt 2 plan similar to that described in the preferred
alternative. However, planning should commencs immediately to assess the feasibility of
the concept. ifit becomes clear that the NPS is not the best puarantor of the preservation
of the cabins, other preservation altematives—inciuding the renewal of permits on & case-
by-case basis—wili need to be considered.

We recognize that a successful solution for the management of Mineral King will Tequire
extensive ongoing planning and dialogue. The Naficnal Trust would be pleased to be part of the
effort to identify a viable strategy to assure the preservation of this unigue community for future

generations.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important plannirg effort. We ook forward
to continuing to partner with the Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks in efforts to preserve
the parks’ unique hetitage.

Sincerely,

[N e £
Axnthony Veerkamp \\1
Senior Program Officer

ool Wayne Donaldsor, CA OHP
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- PAPEER 7«

Public Employees for Enviranmenlal Responsibllity

2001 § Straet, NW = Sulte 570 + Washingion, D.C, 20009 » 202-265-PEER (7337} » fax: 202-2G4-4152
p-mill: info@paesarg * wabslie: www.peer.org

Mr, Richard Martin

Superintendent

Sequoia - Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers, CA 93271

August 23, 2004

Dear Mr. Martin:

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility (PEER) thanks you for the
opportunity to comment on the Draft General Management Plan {(GMP), Envirenmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks, California.

Other groups will no doubt comment on issues of public use, conservation of resources,
Mineral King and wilderness. PEER wishes to reinforce those comments on two issues: \

s First, PEER supports a rapid disposition of the Jennie Lakes and Mineral King
wilderncss review, PEER believes that the NPS should now conduct formal public
hearings, as required by the Wilderness Act, to develop a wilderness
recommendation that may be transmitted to Congress.

+ Second, PEER opposes any efforts to allow continued special use of the 61 cabins
that are federally owned in Mineral King Valley by persons whose rdserved rights
of occupancy have expired. Even if the NPS decides to retain the cabins and allow
for their use as lodging (the NPS’ Preferred Altemative}, the former owners
should have no more privilege of use than any other'member of the public. To
confer privileges of extended special use perieds on the former cwners puts them
in category superior to the miilions of other Americans whoe now own these
cabins. Any such scheme raises serious questions of equal access. Thers are also
implications of racial exclusivity since the class of former owners is almost
entirely of one racial and ethnic group. '

PEER also wishes to comment on an issug that we believe has not been previously raised.
The Draft propeses to tolerate and allow Indian gathering of park natural resources in
violation of current NPS regulations and Management Policics. Appendix D of (he Draft
contains several references to Indian gathering of park plant resources. However the
Appendix fails to recognize the governing authorities that restrict plant gathering in the

nationa! park system.

Existing Regulations at 36 CFR 2.1

. 1
w18 Calilornia + Maine » Mpntana » Mew England » Refuge Keaper = Rocky Mountain » Southwest » Tennessea » Taxas » Washington
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NP8 regulations at 36 CFR Part 2 generally prohibit the take of park resources EXCEPT
as provided for in law, The NPS regulations at 36 CFR 2.1(a), prohibit the “possessing,
destroying, injuring, defacing, removing, digging, or disturbing from its natural state:

(i) Living or dead wildlife or fish, or the parts or products therzof, such as antlers

or nests. h

(ii) Plants or their parts or products thereof,

{iii) Nonfossilized and fossilized paleontological specimens, cultural or

archeciogical resources, or the parts thereof.

{(iv)A mineral resource or cave formation or the parts thereof.(emphasis added)

On June 30, 1983, the Department of the Interior stated in the Preamble to Final Rule for
364 CFR Part 1 and 2 that the prohibitions found at section 2.1 (and 2.2 (wildlife
protection) and2.3 (fishing)) were “.. intended to cover activities undertaken by Native
Americans.” The Preamble continued “(T)he Service recognizes that the American Indian
Religious Freedom Act directs the exercise of discretion to accommedate Native
religious practice consistent with statutory management obligations. The NPS intends to
provide reasonable access to and use of, park lands and perk resources by Native
Americans for religious and traditional activities, However, the Nationa! Park Service is
limited by law and regulation from authorizing the consumptive use of park resources.”
{emphasis added) (48 FR 30255).

In the Final Rule, the NPS added a paragraph (d) to section 2.1 to address some public
comments that urged that Native Americans receive limited or complete exemption from
the 2.1 prohibitions. Section 2.1(d) states:

“This section (2.1) shall not be constred as avthorizing the taking, use or
possessicn of fish, wildlife or plants for ceremonial or religious purpeses, except
where specifically authorized by Federal statutory law, treaty rights, or in
accordance with sections 2,2 or 2,3.”

In explaining new paragraph (d), the Preamble repeated, at greater length, why AIRFA
dees not provide the specific statutory autharization to satisfy the test of 2.1{d). The
Preamble states: :

“This statute (AIRFA) does not create additional rights or changs existing
authorities. Rather it directs the exercise of discretion to accommodate Native
religious practices consistent with statutory management obligations, Therefore,
the Service will provide reasonable access to and use of park lands and park
resources by Native Americans for religious and traditional activities. However,
the National Park Service is limited by law and regulation from authorizing the
consumptive use of park resourees.” (emphasis added)

Paragraph (d} of 36 CFR 2.1 provides a “treaty rights” exception for Indian taking of
natural resources. However, the Draft EIS, Appendix D points to no treaty right to gather
park natural resources. Indeed, the band of Indians, primarily engaged in gathering plants,
the Wuksachi, is not even a federally recopgnized Tribe.
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The regulations themselves provide another exception to the prohibition at 2.1(a), Under
36 CFR 2.1(2), a park superintendant may designate certain “fruits, berries and nuts” that
persons imay gather “by hand for personal nse or consumption.” However, the Draft GM]
does not limit Indian gathering of park resources only to designated fruits, berries and
nuts for personal use or consumption, The GMP would allow gathering leaves, stems,
branches, bark, roets, and trees, shrubs or whole plants, even for commercial PUposes

(e.g. baskets for saie),

The contemplated activity finds no authority in NP8 rules and is in fact contrary to them.
Any NPS rebuttal to this contention that refies on AIRFA must recagnize that the NPS

specifically and formally analyzed AIRFA when it crafted the present rules in 1983, The
NPS found then that AIRFA provided no basis to alter NPS rules that protect park plants

and wildlife.

On September 21, 1978, five weeks after AIRFA’s enactment, Associate Interior
Department Solicitor for Conservation and Wildiife Fames Webb advised the NPS
Director that, in evaluating any conflict between Indian teligious practices and the
Service's policiesiregulations, “... The National Park Service must in particuler be guided
by the injunction that.,.(t)he authorization of activities, and the administration of these
arcas shall be conducted in light of the high public vaiue and integrity of the

National Park System...” This provision of the Act of March 27, 1978 (the Redwood
Amendments}), he continued “., elevates the decisionmaking and management standards
of the National Park Service in favor of greater protection for park tresources and vajues,”

Associate Solicitor Webb advised, “In this context, this speeial provision (the Redwood
Amendments) reiterates an overriding govemments| interest in the protection of park
resources, and values and reinforces the limitations on the Secretary’s discretion and
flexibility in making those administrative changes to accommodate religious activities
that would have adverse effect on park resources and valyes. As a consequence, the
Nationel Park Service should, more so than other agencies, seek express congressional
guidance and specific legisiative solutions on jdentified conflicts.” (emphasis added).

" Clearly, the highest legal advisor to the NPS in the Department of the Interior did not
believe that AIRFA suspended laws or regulations protecting park resources, And the
NP8 followed the Solicitor's advice when com posing the current regulations at 36 CFR

paris 1 and 2.

A GMP does not have the j:ower to overturn NPS regulations, even if the intention is
good and the conviction righteous. The NPS must sither live within existing rules or alter

those rules in & public ralemaking process.

NPS Management Policies .
The Draft (Appendix D) cites NPS Management Policies (2001} as a basis for Indian

plant gathering. The Draft does not quote the relevant section, The relevant part states:
3.3.5.3.1 Resource Access and Use “Consistent with the requirements of the Organic Act,
NHPA, AIRFA, ARPA, NEPA, and Executive Order 13007 cited in section 5. 3. 5. 3

141



LETTERS RECEIVED

above, the Service wiil strive to allow American Indians and other traditionally
associated peoples access to, and use of, ethnographic resources.”

Continued access to and use of ethnographic resources is often essential to the survival of
family, community, or regional cultural systems, including patterns of belief and
sociocultural and religious life. However, the Service may not allow access and use ifit
would viclate the criteria listed in section 8.2.

“The Service generally supports traditional access and use, and is considering policy and
regulatory revisions that will clarify when reasonable accommeodations can be made
under NPS authorities to allow greater access and vse...”

With regard to consumptive use of park resources, current NPS policy is reflected in
regulations published at 3¢ CFR 2.1. These regulations allow superintendents to
designate certain fruits, berries, nuts, or unoccupied seashells that may be gathered by
hand for personal use or consumption if it will not adversely affect park wildlife or the
repreductive potential of a plant species, or etherwise adversely affect park resources:

““The regulations do not authorize the taking, use, or possession of fish, wildlife,
or plants for ceremonial or religious purposes, except where specifically
authorized by Federal statute or treaty rights, or where hunting, trapping, or
fishing are otherwise allowed. These regulations are currently under review, and
NPS policy is evolving in this area. * (emphasis added)

The above-cited regulations appear quite unambiguous, Though some may wish it were
otherwise, the NP8 has yet to develop new regulations to-allow the conduct of Indian
plant gathering. Until such time, the NP8 at Sequoia must obey and enforce existing
rules, Agencies are not free to disregard or feign the nonexistence of a rule that they do

not like.

Conclusion
The GMP must quote and explain the actual NPS regulations and real Management

Policies when discussing Indian gathering of park natural resources,

Sincerely,

W e
Je#f Ruth .

Executive Director
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369)

2815 La Crasta Dr
Bakersfield Ca 93305-1719

Kern-Kaweah Chapter

P.0Q. Box 3357

Bakersfleld, CA D335
hitp://Rernkaweah. sierraclub.org!
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Lomalne Unger, Chalr
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Arn Marderosian, Seeretary
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Gordon Nipp

Mary Ann Lockhart

Arthur Ungaer
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Mary Ann Lockhart, RCC
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Glann Shedlcross, Chalr
Elaine White, Vies Chair
Keith Dilday, Treasurer
Mitch Bolt, At Large

Candor Group

Chaster Arthur, Chair
Candy Posson, Secretary
Marta Bigler, Traasurer

Kenweah Group

Pam Clark, Chalr
Dianna Jotter, Yice Chalr
Bayd Leavitt, Treasurer

Minaral King Sreup
Hareld Wood, Chair

Kim Losb, Vica Chair
Joanne Dudlay, Secretary
Janst Wood, Treasurer

- Owens Peak Group
Dennis Burge, Chair
Steve Smith, Viea Chalr
Jaan Bennett, Secratary

Amster, Treasurer
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NP8 GMFP Team Leadsar

Susan Spain, Landscape Architect
National Park Service — DSC
12795 W. Alameda Parkway
Denver, Colarado 80225-0287

Dear Ms. Spain:
Re: Draft GMP for Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks

We are pleased with some of your plans for the Parks, such as mors
shuttle bus service and also more educational programs, especially at
Wuksachi and Dflonwood. We are quite concerned zbout the legislation
by Congrassman Nunes regarding the private cabins at Mineral King.
When Mineral King Valley was included in the Park Dy legislation they
agreed 1o a fimited use over time. This valley is in the public domain and
the cabins should become public. After, each winter they have to have
some rehabilitation to keep them useable and many of our members think
thsy should be removed to present more natural, open vista of the besuty
of the Vallgy. Also, the septic systems from the ¢abins are a threat to the
¢leanliness of the ground water in the area. Future growth in population
will provide more visitors to this majestic area despite of your plan not to
maintain tha road to city standards.

Your offer of an agreement with the owners gives them some priority for
resarvations over the general public. This is public 1and and not private
property. Although the cabins have been in their families for generations
they accepted the agreement in the legislation that made Mineral King part
of the Parks {¢ give up their exclusive use of the cabins that have besn in
their families for generations, Howaver by accepting spacial use permits
on public land they have acknowledged that it is public land and not their
private property. We realize that some of the cabins can be considered
historic and that protection of cur historical, cuttural rescurces in the park
adds to the visitor enjoymant.

{cont.)
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P2

We are quite interested in the implententation of the shuttle system you have proposed for
serving the public in the Giant Forest area. We hope that low emission vehicles will be
utilized in light of the air quality problems of the Parks and alse the San Joaquin Valtey.
Some sort of public transit service from surrounding tewns would permit more folks to
use the parks on foot and also permit back-packers 1o leave their vehicles outside the
park. We appreciate that your air quality representative attends San Joaquin Valley Air
Poltution Control District meetings. We hope that other emplevees are funded to work
on your air quality difficulties.

We favor low impact use in terms of lodging. That includes camping opporiunities and
perhaps tent cabins but not many motel type units, The 1998 Visitor Satisfaction Survey
shows the public were mostly pleased about your interpretative services but net too
pleased (60%6) with the Parks. We’ve been told that the emphasis is on policing now that
more visitors live nearer the parks. Of course a group such as curs wants more
interpretation of natural resources and hopefully less need for contrelling your visitors.
We feel that most cornmercial services, other than food and emergency services should
be sited outside of the park. Visitor commereial services should be kept to a minimum, as
the natural attributes of the parks are the main visitor focus rather than recreational
opportunities that can be provided in more urbanized settings.

We know that visitatian is increasing due to rapid population growth in Calitornia.
Demographics are changing particularly in view of the explosive growth of the Hispanic
pepulation. Qur Chapter of the Sierra Club is part of a group called Central California
Environmental Justice Network (CCEIJN). Several health and environmental
organizations are based in the Fresno area. We are available to assist in any outreach
efforts vou might make toward these groups.

We are generally in favor of many of the proposals in the Alternatives but felt that the
Mineral King cabin issue was closest to the feelings of our members.
Sincerely,

Mo A AL

Lorrame L’Herrou Unger _x-' T,
Chair
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

1615 M Street, NW, Washington D.C. 20036 (202} 429-2676

October 5, 2004

Park GMP Coordinator

D, David Graber, Senior Scientisis
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271-9651

Dear Dr, Graber:

The Wildemness Society is pleased to offer comments on the Draft General Management
Plar (GMP) and Environmental Impact Statemnent (EI3) for Sequoia and Kings Canyon
Natiohal Parks (NP).

The Wilderness Society, representing over 200,00 Americans nation wide, is a not-for-
profit public interest membership organization headquartered in Washington, D.C. with
eight regional offices, including a Northwest office in Seattle, WA, Founded in 1935, the
Society and its members work to protect America’s wilderness and to develop a
nationwide network of wild lands through public education, scientific analysis, and
advocacy. Cur goal is to ensure that future generations enjoy the clean air and water,
beauty, wildlife, and opportunities for recreation and spirilual renewal provided by the
nation’s pristine forests, rivers, deserts, and mountains. TWS has a leng history of
invelvement and contmitment to the protection of natural resources and the wilderness
character of our National Parks.

General Comments
The Wildemess Society endorses Aliernative A as the choice that best protecis the
resources of Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks unimpaired for the enjoyment of

present and future generations. The Wilderness Society belisves that Alternative A
represents the “Environmentally Preferred Altemnative.”
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We disagree with the conclusion of the Draft GMP (page 74) that the preferred
alternative is the environmentally preferred cheice. ‘The environmentally preferred
alternative “(O)rdinarily...means the alternative that canses the least damage to the
biological and physical environment, it alse means the alternative which best protects,
preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources.” 46 Fed. Reg. 18026, as
amended.

The Preferred Altemative would allow more development, move growth in park facilities,
less restoration of sites with existing structures and less designated wilderness than
Alternative A or No-Action Alternative. In short, the preferred alternative offers less
protection to the biclogical and physical environment of the parks than does Alternative
A. The National Park Service (NPS) appears to deem its preferved alternalive as the
“environmentally preferred alternative™ only on tha basis that the altemative offers more
balancing between population and resource use. While balancing such factors is one of
several general goals of the National Envirenmental Policy Act (NEPA), it does net
render an alternative as the “environmentally preferred” alternative. Nor is such
balancing the mission of the NPS, which rests instead on an unequivocal commitment 1o
preserving resources first, and allewing for their enjoyment second, in an unimpaired
way. The Wildemess Sociaty hopes that the NPS will adopt changes in the Final
GMP/EIS that will improve the document and afford greater protection to the resources
of Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks for future generations.

Specific Comments on theDraft GMP and EIS for Sequoia and Kings Canyon NP

1. Discrepancies Regarding Wilderness
a. Calculating Acreage of Existing Wilderness in the Parks

Beginning on page xv of the summary, and in several other places, the Draft GMP rarely
describes the exact acreage of wilderness within the parks. Instead, the Draft states that
83.5% of the parks are “designated wilderness.” According to the Official Index of the
National Park Service (2001-2003), Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks comprise
£59,062 acres. The Index does not appear to include the addirion of the 1518 acre
DRillonwoed Grove in 2000. Thus, we caleulate that the parks now contain ¢. 860,580
acres.

On September 28, 1984 Congress designated approximately 736,980 acres as wilderness
within the two parks, That would constitute §5.6% of the parks.  On the other hand, the
Draft’s percentage (83.5%) would constitute only 718,584 acres of designated
wilderness. This difference represents 18,400 fewer acres of designated wilderness than
the number cited by the 1984 act. The Draft (».23) states that approximately 723,000
acres of the parks are wildemess. Even that figure 1s nearly 14,000 acres less wildermess
thena the acreage cited in the 1984 statute. These discrepancies need to be clarified in the
Final Plan.
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TWS asks:

s What is the exact number of acres of designated wildemness in the parks and how does
that number differ from the number that Congress designated in 19847

+ If there is a significant difference, .2, more than a thousand acres, why is there a
difference?

» If the acreage difference has a geographic manifestation, please provide maps that
shows the wildemess boundary on the map cited by Congress (numbered 102-20,003-
E, and dated July 1980} and the wildemess boundary that the NPS believes exist.

For a park with 85% wilderness, the absence of precise wildemess boundacy maps is a
shortcoming that the Final Plan needs to correct, either in the text or in an appendix.

b. Wilderness Maps and Legal Description

On Septermnber 28, 1984 the President signed Public Law 98-423, the California
Wilderness Act of 1984, Section 106 of that 1aw established, among other things,
wilderness in Sequoia-Kings Canyon National Parks. Congress cited the map entitled
“Wilderness Plan —Sequoia-Kings Canyon National Parks — California”, numbered 102-
20,003-E and dated JTuly 1980, as the basis for the new wilderness. Congress said that
the wilderness comprised “approximately” 736,980 acres and potential wilderness
“approximately” 100 acres,

Public Law 98-425 also required thal “ss soon as practicable after this title takes effect,
ntaps of the wilderness areas and descriptions of their boundaries shall be filed. .. with
Congress. On September 17, 2002 the NPS Pacific West Regional Office submitted
these documents to the Washington Office of NPS for submittal to Congress. TWS does
not know for certain, but believes that NPS Office of Legislative Affairs submitted the
maps and legal descriptions to Congress during the first quarter of 2003.

We request that the Final Draft of the GMP contain these documents in an Appendix.

¢. Discrepancy of Potential Wilderness

In 1984 Congress designated potential wilderness in Sequoia-Kings Canyon of
“approximately” 100 acres. The House Report accompanying the bill (Report 98-40,
March 8, 1983) describes among the potential wilderness areas Bearpaw Meadow (30
acres) and Pear Lake {30 acres). But in disturbing contrast, the Draft GMP (pp. 23, 39,
112} lists the ONLY 1wo areas designated by Congress as potential wilderness areas as
Qriole Lake and Bearpaw Meadow,

The potential wilderness in the Draft GMP totals 130 acres (Volume 2, p. 32). This total
reflects a discrepaney of 30 acres from the congressional report. This discrepancy is
made more glaring by the reduction of the 30-acre Pear Lake potential wildemess
specified in the congressional repert to only 5 acres in the Draft GMP (ibid.). Thus,
somehow, NP3’ draft finds 55 acres of potential wildemess more than Congress
estimated. We believe that part of the discrepancy is explained by how NPS treats Oriole
Lake.
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Congress did not designate Cricle Lake as a “potential wildermness™ of 23 acres as the
Draft states {Volume 2, page 32). Rather, Oriole Lake is fully designated wildemess as it
lies within the boundaries of designated wilderness depicted on the 1980 map that
Congress cited. The privately held lands (c. 0 acres) around Oriole Lake are not
wildemess {since they are not an area of Federal Jand) BUT are an inholding that lies
within wildemess. The status of nonfederal lands that lie within a wilderness boundary
{inholdings) is not the same as a designation by Congress as “potential wilderness.”
These terms are not interchangeable. Thus, the NPS and the Draft GMP have committed
a grave legal error.

It appears NPS has attempted to downgrade from designated wilderness at Oriole Lake to
“potential wilderness” by map-making or planning processes. NPS dees not have the
authority to administeatively change the wilderness siatus, This is a Congressional
prerogative, We can only speculated at the possible reasen for this attempt. Is it possible
that NP5 would like to enable access across Federal wildemness parkland to the four
inholders and five cabins at Oriole Lake?

Congress has not designated Cricle Lake as potential wildemess. If NPS believes
Congress designated Oriole Lake as “potential wilderness™ then it needs to specify
exactly when and how Congress did so. If NPS eannct point to congressional designation
of Oriole Lake as potential wilderness, then it must cease describing Oriole Lake as
“potential wilderness™ in the Final Plan. Oriole Lake lies in wilderness and contains 10.3
acres of nonfederal land that would become wilderness upon acquisition, That is not the
same as “potential wildemess™ as Congress and NPS have employed that term since the
1970°s.

The submittal of maps and legal descriptions to Congress in 2003 that declared Oricle
Lake as “potential wilderness” is not a valid act. It is contrary (o the Wilderness Act
provisions that place the power to designate wilderness {or potential wilderness) solely in
the hands of Congress,

What happened to the status of the 1984 designated potential wilderness at Pear Laks?
Congress siated in the House Report that the area was 30 acres. But the Draft (volume 2,
p. 32) states that it is five acres. A search of the Federal Register shows that NPS never
published a notice of conversion to full wildemess as required by section 108 of the
California Wilderness Act of 1984, The Draft GMP mentions Pear Lake only once as a
“potential wilderness.”

The Final GMP must reflect the areas of potential wilderness that Congress actually
designated in 1984 and not the areas of potential wilderness the NPS wished that
Congress should have designated.

d. Bearpaw Meadow
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We agres with NPS that the Bearpaw Meadow area is “petential wilderness.” The
House Report accompanying the California Wildemess Act so designated the area.
Potential Wildersess means that Congress intends the area to become wilderness when
“a(] uses thereon prohibited by the Wilderness Act have ceased...” 98 Stat. 1627,
Bearpaw Meadow contains a ranger patrol cabin, a water system {5,000-gailon tank}, and
a High Sierra Camp (six guest tents, 3 toilets, kitchen/dining tent and sterage cabin),

The sole use currently at Bearpaw Meadow prohibited by the Wilderness Act is the High
Sierra Camp.

Twenty years after Congress made clear that it intends Bearpaw Meadow to become
wilderness when NPS removes the nonconforming uses, NP3 has yet to address this
jssue. Section 6.3.1 of the Park Service Management Policies 2000 states: “The NP3 will
seek to remove from potential wildermess the temporary non-cenforming conditions that
preclude wildemess destgnation™. The GMP even hints that removal of the offending use
may never occur.  The GMP states “These areas would become wilderness when and IF
the facilities are removed.” (p. 23) emphasis added. NPS is expected 10 remove the
facilities at Bearpaw Meadow that pravent the conversion of the “potential wilderness” to
wilderness. NPS is not free to decide to retain the facilities forever and thus frustrate the
ultimate wilderness status of the 30-acre enclave. The ranger station may remain since
that is an administrative facility necessary to administer the wilderness area under section
4{c} of the Wilderness Act.

We request that the final document states that Bearpaw Meadow would become
wilderness “WIEN" the offending facilitics were remmoved. We also request that the
GMP lay out the timeframe for the ultimate removal of the High Sierra Camp from
Bearpaw Meadow s0 that the lands designaled by Congress as potential wilderness may
become the wildemess that Congress intended.

The removal of the facilities is compatible with NP8’ goal to reduce its backlog of
maintenance work. According to the GMP, the water line to the camp is aboveground
and the gathering area for the warter system is insufficient. Therefore, NPS could be
tempted to expend its limited dollars to correct these situations if the camp remains. But
when the camp is removed, NP8 will be able to dedicate its limited funds lo other, more
appropriate maintenance projects. In 2001 NPS expended funds to fell hazard trees in
the camp area and to buck up the logs to provide free firewood for the camp use. This
work illustrates that the existence of the camp will require smalt but centinual
expenditure of NPS funds to administer and protect it.

Tn the interim, any NPS activity to make the Bearpaw Meadow High Bierra Camp more
permanent conflicts with NPS” obligation to remove these uses in the potential
wilderness that are prohibited by the Wilderness Act.

e, Milk Ranch Road

The Draft GMP makes no mention of the Milk Ranch Road. Congress designated the
road and the Milk Ranch fire tower as wilderness (reference the 1980 map cited by
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Congress), The road is therefore closed 1o meotor vehicles. The NPS has drawn a map
that excludes the road corridor, the fire tower and a buffer zone around it from
wilderness. NPS" rationale is that fire towers cannot be in wilderness. However, fire
towers exist in wildemess throughout the nation. The fire tower itself is acceptable in
wilderness under the minimum requirement ¢xception of the Wilderness Act, szction
4(c). Roads cannot be in wilderness. Instead of closing the Milk Ranch Road, NP3 has
instead selected to Kepl it open to the operation of motor vehicles.

Therefore, it appears that NPS administratively attempted to create a Milk Ranch Road
wilderness exclusion 6800" long and sixty feet wide through wilderness, i.e. over a mile
tong (10 acres). NPS has prioritized the operation of motor vehicles on the road to gain
access to BLM lands outside of the park than protecting the lands be administered as
wildarness as directed by law and on cited the map.

The NPS appears to have once again substituted its judgsment for that of the Congress.

In the late 1970's Sequoia park superintendent David Thempson recommended that the
Milk Ranch Road be excluded from wilderness. (See: Important Issues Concerning
Wilderness Recommendations for Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks) However,
contrary to this recommendation, Congress did not exclude the Milk Ranch Road from
wilderness in the 1984 designation act.

TWS believes that it is illegal for NPS to administratively de-designate lands designated
by Congress as wilderness. The submission of maps and legal descriptions to Congtess
that declased Milk Lake Ranch Road outside of “wildemess” such a map ond deseription
is not & valid process to change this designation, NPS' ability to make final maps and
legal descriptions of wilderness boundaries daes not provide it the capability 10 alter
those boundaries to achieve a new management goal. Recreationists who wish to gain
access across park wildemess on the Miik Ranch Road to BLM lands to the west of the
park can do so by foot or horseback. NPS must manage what Congress designates,

2, Recommended Wilderness and Backcountry

NP5 must continue to manage the three roadless areas (Redwood Canyon, North Fork of
tie Kaweah and the Hockett Plateau) as recommended wildsrmess as NFS currently
ranages these lands as represented the No-Action Alternative. The other alternatives are
unacceptable, inctuding NPS” Freferred Alternative which uses a classification of
“Compatible with Wildemess Management.” It is unknown where this classification is
derived. We find no statute, NPS Management Policies or Guidelines that define this
term. Further, it is net clear how that classification differs from Alternative D - manage
as “nonwilderness backcountry.™ The Final Plan must explain exactly what this term
means..

TWS opposes any effort to introduce off-road bicycling to any of the trails of the parks
that lie outside of the developed zone. The establishment of such use in undeveloped
park zones, even non-wilderness, requires a heightened level of scrutiny due to the
potential impacls on resources and conflicts with traditional forms of park enjoyment.
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Thus, NPS repulations now require the promulgation of a special regulation, We note the
absence of any discussion it the Draft and presume that any proposed special rule for
bike use on trails outside of developed areas will require a new, and stand-alone, NEPA
analysis.

TWS5 opposes the consiruction of yet another High Sierra camp, this time on the Hockett
Platean as proposed in the Preferred Alternative {(p. 112). The Hockelt Meadow cross-
country ski shelter was first conceivad when Mineral King was proposed for a major ski
development. When that proposal was terminated and Mineral King included tn the
park, the NPS concluded that the Hockett Meadow facility was not needed.  The NPS
opposed a development in Hocket: Meadow its 1970°s documenis for the parks. The
NP5 does not need to add further infrastructure to its burgeoning backlog, in particular if
that infrastructure (buildings, water and waste treatment facilities, etc.) would destroy the
wild character of wilderness recommended lands,

A Jennie Lakes Addition

TWS is pleased that the NPS has conducted the study of the Jennie Lakes addition,
mandated by Congress in 1984. TWS is also pleased that the NPS that determined that
the 1756 acres of the addition are “suitable for wilderness.” (p. 24). 'We would like to be
informed if the regional director has transmitted the memo of suitability to the NPS
Director. ‘We would also Hke to know if NPS has published the notice of suitability in
the Federal Register as prescribed by NPS Policies and Guidelines and what the timetable
is Lo gel this proposal to Congress,

4, Mineral King Addition
a. Wilderness

Page 23 of the Draft GMP states that “Mineral King has been found suitable for
wilderness (except for the road corrider and present development).” TWS endorses this
conclusion. The Draft GMP then proposes to conduet a public process of wildemess
study for Mineral King. TWS$ does not believe that a study is necessary.

In 1978 Congress added the 16,200-acre Mineral King Valley to Sequoia and required the
Secretary to develop a comprehensive management plan for Mineral King by November
10, 1980. The plan, dated September 1980, recommended that all lands above 8,000 feet
in elevation be wilderness. That Plan should suffice as a study for purposes of
wilderness review under NPS policies. Thus, the next step is for the NPS to arrange a
public hearing on the wildemess proposal, as required by the Wildemess Act, and
forward a proposal to the Secretary.

If the NP5 disagrees with this assessment and believes that another study is necessary for
Mineral King, then: the NPS must explain why and provide a timetable, Twenty-four
years have passed since tie NPS adopted the Comprehensive Plan for Mineral King and
further delay of the wildemess proposal is no longer excusable.
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b. Cabins

NPS' preferred alternative proposes converting existing cabins in Mineral King to public
use as the reserved occupancy rights expire (pp. ix, 68). TWS does not support this
alternative. Instead we support Alternative A that would remove federally owned cabins
as the reserved occupancies expire and cetumn the sites to natural conditions.

The cabins were purchased by the American taxpayers. The NPS proposal purports to
retain the cabins for “public lodging or other public use,” including limited use by the
former owners whose rights have expired. This appears to be an attempt to allow the
former cabin owners te continue to enjoy publicly owned cabins that they no longer
possess and this is not acceptable. “Limited use” is not defined and has the potential to
grow to be a substantial portion of the year.

Alternative A is the only alternative that conforms to the 1978 act of Congress that
included Mineral King within Sequoia Naticnal Park. The GMP itself acknowledges this
on page 70. Congress impesed explicit and firm limits on retained rights of occupancy
on Mineral King structures purchased by the United States. The purpese of such limits
was to prepare the cabins for ultimate removal. The subsequent listing of the cabins by
the NPS as a site on the Natfonal Register of Historic Places does not alter congressional
intent regarding the cabins. Nor does listing mandate their preservation. Listing on the
national register mandates only thal the NPS conforn to section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 prior to taking any action that may affect the cabins,
Included int such actions would be demolition.

The 1916 Organic Act charge that the NPS conserve histeric objects in parks does not
ovetrule the site specific provisions and intent of the 1978 Mineral King addition law.
Were it otherwise, the 1916 Act would be read to negate the provisions of park specific
legislation throughout the nation, 'We know that not to be true both under the provisions
of statutory construction and logic. Moreover, Congress itself declared that provisions of
the Organic Act of 1916, among other laws, applies to all parks "“to the extent that such
provisions are not in conflict with any such specific provision...” B4 Stat, 823, At
Mineral King, Congress intended that the cabins be removed. Retention of the structures
is at odds with the NPS mission as laid out in the Mineral King statute and its legislative
history.

The GMP itself states that “.. .Congress...set expiration limits for the cabins by
prohibiting the transfer of permits from the permittees of record in 1978, and it aliowed
permits to be renewed in five-year increments until the death of the permittee, at which
time the cabins were to be removed.” (p. 25) emphasis added. Thus, the NPS
acknowledges the clear congressional intent.  'We would like to be informed of NPS®
rationale for selecting a preferred alternative that retains the cabins,
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4, Boundary Adjustments

TWS endorses NPS proposal to adjust the park boundary to acquire the Alley property (p.
41).

5. No Wilderness Management Flan
The Draft lists several other plans the NPS is undertaking. Notably absent from current
plans is & Wilderness Management Plan. Twenty years after Congress designated
wilderness in Sequoia and Kings Canyon Naticnal Parks, the NP3 has failed to produce a
plan for how the agency will manage that wildemess to ensure preservation of its
wilderness character, and implement the minimum requirement exception.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on wilderness and related issues for the Draft
GMP and EIS for Sequoia and Kings Canyon NP.

Sincerely,

Susan H. Gunn, Ph.D.
Birector National Parks Program
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LIrew dDOrensen
Member

I HISTORIAN

Fern Tripp

I LEGAL COUNSEL

HISTORIC RESOURCES GROUP
Christie McAvoy,
Andrea Humberger

We strongly support your Preferred Alternative and wish you all great
success in getting it adopted.

With specific reference to Wilsonia Village, we are well aware of the
NPS financial limitations and very much wish to work with you folks to
preserve and restore to productive use the NPS-owned officially
designated historic structures within Wilsonia Village. We are prepared
to assist in targeted fund raising and we may be able to provide some
direct assistance in the form of labor and materials.

We believe that at least one of these historic structures might be used as
an “Educational Center” for a joint NPS+WHDT educational program

focusing on the flora, fauna, and history of the entire Grant Grove arca.

Many thanks for a job WELL DONE.
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WILLIAM ALSUP
1120 ASEMOUNT AVENUE
OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94610

June 3, 2004

Richard H. Martin, Superiniendent
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
¢fo Park GMP Coordinator

47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, Californie 93271-9651

Dear Superintendent Martin:

In response to your request for comments on the wilderness plan, I wish to say.
that I have made more than 100 backeountry trips into the Sierra in the last thirty years
and continue to do so (this year four trips are planned). Almost half of them have been in
SEKI. In 1991, for example, I led a ten-day hike for the cooperating association entitled
In the Footsteps of King and Cotter. We climbed Brewer and Tyndzll and many

_ cross-country passes slong the way. Iam glso the author of Missing fn The Mingrets and
Such A Landscape! Both are historical accounts of Sierra events. [ respect the Sierra and

know it well,

The single biggest problem for the Sierra is pack-train over-use. This is especially
so in the higher and more sensitive regions. In the mid 1980's, 1 wrote one of your
predecessor a note from above Eas| Lake, deplating lhe exlensive menure deposils there,
all washing into the water resource and generating ¢louds of flies. The meadow above
East Lake was then heavily grazed and probably still is. One of my suggestions then was
to rerove pack trains altogether from the higher regions, both from a health perspective
and trail/meadow preservation. There is no point in repeating all the reasons, which you

must know well.

If you are going at all to continue allowing pack trains in areas sbove 000 feet,
then they should be restricted in length and weight, There is no justification for hauling
in large beer coolers, ice, steaks and so forth when sach extra pound and eack exira
animal inflicts damage. Beer drinkers should be limited to those lakes nearer the
trailheads. Beyond them, only light-weight pack wains should be permitted, if you must
permit them at all. T know the concession pressure you face on this issue and,
realistically, doubt that the National Park Service will ever be able to right this problem.
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Richard H. Martin, Superintendent
June 3, 2004
Page 2

A second wilderness problem is damage from campfires and fire rings. They mar
the landscape. The scars last for years, They promote filth and flies. They encourage
camipers to toss metal foil and plastic into the flames but, of course, they are not
consumed, Fires and fire rings should be outlawed altogether. This does not even count
the fire hazard risk and health risk from smoke.

On the positive side, T think SEKI has done 2 good job with trail and bridge
building/maintenance, bear boxes, and signage {except for unmaintained trails, which you

should sign but wam, are unmaintained). SEKI has dons a good job regulating
backpacker usage. Your rangers have always been most professional with me and my

small groups.

I can be reached at William_Alsup@cand.uscourts.gov.

Sincerely yours,

Williarn Alsup
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"John 7. Auglin® To: susan_spain@n ps.gov, david_graber @nps.gov
<john_t_avstin@yahco cer

.comx» Subject: SEKI GMP Cummsr]_!s

10/06/2004 07:33 AM

MST

1 have reviewed the Draft General Management Plan EIS for Sequoia and <?xml;namespace
prefix=stl ns = "um:schemas-microsoft-com:ofﬁce:smanrags" /=Kings Canyon National Parks.
Itis difficult to figure out what actions are being proposed and how the altematives differ. It jsn't
Just the jargen and vague language. The document, especially the aiternatives matrix, fails to
describe alternatives using parallel language; that's a big no-no for a NEPA document, As you
deive into the document deeper, you find a sumber of contradictory statements; an allernative
will propose one thing in one place and semething quite different jn another. For example, does
the park really intend (o eventually develop sustainable water Ireatment systems as the Mineral
King cabins are acquired? If so, this shouid be clearly stated and the impacts fully assessed.
<?xmlnamespace prefix = o ns = "urn:schemas-mi crosoft-com:office:office” />

The document is misleading in places, appearing to propose something wher it really isa't, Some
of the prescriptive language is open to broad interpretation. A particularly glaring exarnple is the
promise to limit dry-season water withdrawals to current levels, That promise is repeated in
various ways many times in the document, but each time it is with vague and ambiguous
language. The commitment should be stated using precise language so that the meaning is clear,

Two reasonable readers could come away from reading the document believing that it said two
entirely different things. When it comes tims to apply the document, it will be hard to determine
intent. And how can you accurately desetibe impacts if yeu can’t identify the proposed actions
that might precipitate those impacts?

The visitor use projections are a rather spectacular mess by any standard. The document contains
two different sections that project visitation. The two sections are based on different
methodologies and come up with dramatic ally different projections. The document makes no
aftempt to resolve these glaring discrepancies. Neither projection fully takes into account the
changes happening around the park: population growth, road improvements, and proposed
development ef the adjacent national monument. Just as bad, the document establishes a
planning timeframe of 2025 (or 2030 as stated in the public meetings) but the projections g0 only
to 2005 and 2010. To add insult to injury, some of the impact discussions are written as if there
were a third and undocumented visitor use projection. This is an outlandish situation for 8 NEPA
document. It {s a5 if the proposed actions and their associated impacts have no direct linkage to
the projected visitation, The visitation projections should be at the heart of many of the actions
and they should be criticat o agsessing many of the impacts.

The document establishes public use limits (crowding) for three popular areas of the park. These
limits stand out like a sore thumb. There’s no effort 1o Justify them or even to explain how they
were derived. It is as if they came from a dart board. Warse yet, they look precise but aren’t; they
don’t even have units attached. You cannat look at the numbers and conjure up a pictere of the
situaticn being described. For example, what does 450 Jock like at the Sherman Tree? Is that 430
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people at one time in the immediate vicinity? Such a ievel of crowding would be inconsistent
with maintaining a quality visitor experience, The document draws no connection between
current/projected use and the prescribed use limits. The reader doesa't know whether the park is
brushing np against the limits now or whether the population of California will have to double
before we get there. There's no context for evaluating the impacts, That's a very serious goof for
a NEPA document.

Int places, the EIS comes acress as an advocacy document rather than as an unbiased evaluation
of the alternatives. Seme of the impact sections read like the authors were wearing rose-colored
glasses; or blinders. There's a tendency to emphasize the positive impacts of an alternative and
minimize or ignore the negative impacts. Nowhere is this more apparent than in describing the
impacts on visitors. We read over and over that the preferred alternative will fix the problems
that were bothering visitors in the past. Bur what about the negative impacts to visitors?
Visitation is expected to rise rather dramatically. For example, Alternative D is projecting nearly
a 50% increase just by 2010; it must at least double by 2023, The decument is establishing
{(supposedly) specific limits on how many visitors will be accommedated. In vaguer language, the
alternatives talk repeatedly about limiting visitaticn or otherwise not being able to accommodate
all the visitors who want to come, Although the document never comes out and admits it, visitors
are going to be turned away in at least some of the alternatives. This impact is not fully assessed.
That is a big error for a NEPA document.

It gets worse. The document assumes that these large projected frontcountry visitation levels can
generally be accommodated in all alternatives withoul adverse resource impacts, Come on now,
visitation is going to double in Alternative D without adverse resource impacts? The document
proposes 10 handle crowding in part by redirecting visitors to the shoulder seasons and to the
low-use frontcountry areas. Although the documnent fails 1o disclose this, these low-use areas and
seasons are going to sce much higher use both as a result of this redirection and as a result of the
forecast visitation increase. The document acknowledges that the public places a high value an
the current low-use frontcountry areas; they value the visitor experience. Yer the document
makes the barefaced agsumption that the low-use frontcountry areas have the capacity to absorb
more visitation without any negative impact to the visiter experience, That is an inconsistent and
undocumented statement, 1o put it mildiy. It misrepresents the impact and misleads the public,
This simply is not allowed in a NEPA document.

The GMP is required to address carrying capacity. At the least, the management prescriptions
have to establish the desired resource and visitor experience conditions. This GMP does have a
section in each management prescription that lists desired future conditions. But the ¢conditions
that are included in those sections are all but useless. In general, they do not describe - even in
conceptual terms — a measurable future conditicn. Instead, they tend to list resouree actions that
management will or might choose to undertake. This part of the document is woefully
inadequate. The management prescriptions must establish measurable desired future conditions,
if only by reference to the parks’ Resources Management Plan.

The no-action altetpative inappropriately incorporates & number of actions. As aresult, it isn'ta
no-action alternative; it fails to establish a baseline that the action alternatives can be compared

158



Individuals

against. For example, the no-action alternative establishes crowding limits at some of the popular
attractions; that is clearly not & continuation of present management actions, The no-actien
alternaiive propeses developing new water sources; an action that I don’t think has ever been
described in an approved plan, much less in a compliance document. The no-action alternative
incorporates various plans that have yzt to be fully implemented. For example, it proposes
building out of all the DCPs and implementing the full transportation system in Giant Forest, I'l]
grant that the park does have these plans on the shelf, But some parts of these plans have yet to
be implemented and won't be implemented for at least a couple years. The park has adequate
time to rethink those actions. A NEPA document must have a true no-aclien alternative,

There are a number of glaring problems with the environmental consequences sectien. One of
those is the inadequate treatment of cumulative impacts. For example, the cumulative impact that
population increases, highway improvements, and national momument plans will have on
visitation. Or the cumulative impact that private wells and septic systems within the park will
have on water quality and availability. A NEPA document must fully address such cumulative

lmpacts.

It is so haed to determine what this document is really propesing, There are qualifiers,
double-speak, and weasel words aplenty. But if a representative cross-section of the public were
to read the alternatives, they would come away with at least an impression of what actions are
being proposed. A number of those apparently proposed actions are not fully assessed in the EIS.
Call it segmentation, pre-decisional, an oversight, or just poor writing; but it's not right. A NEPA
document should assess all of the actions that it proposes. This document does not do that, For
instance, it calls for a major transportation systern in the Glant Forest area. You can’t operate
such a system without a major support facility in the general area. To my knowledge, no NEPA
document has ever assessed the impact of such a facility or even said where it would be located.
‘The GMP/EIS blithely ignores this issue, It doesn’t identify possible impacts, it doesn’t identify
possible locations, it doesn’t even acknowledge that the facility will be required. It gets back to
the rose-colored glasses attitude. The docurnent talks about all the positive impacts of the
iransportation system but tends to gloss over the negative impacts.

John Austin

40977 Grouse Dr.
Three Rivers, CA 93271
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"Ghris Avary" To: «<david_graber B nps.govas

<tech @averyweb.nat> oo <susan_gpaln @nps oovs

1 O/082004 D1:11 PM Subject: Topic #8, Mineral King Special Use Permit Cabins
MET

Plaasse respond to "Chris

Avery®

october 5, 2004

chris and tinda avery
5881 Balboa Drive
0akland, california 94611
phone: (510) 339-125

e-mail: chris@averyweb.net

rPark GMP Coordinator

pavid Graber, Senjor Scientist

seguoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Threa Rivers, €A 93271-9651

Phone (559) 565-3173

Re: Draft General Management Plan and Comprehensive River )
Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement for the Sequoia
and Kings Canyon National Parks, Middle and South Forks of the
Kings River and North Fork_of the Kern River, **specifically

regarding Mineral King valley and Topic #6., Mineral king Special
us 1 ahins**

Dear Mr. Graber,

We write to express our opinions on the Draft General Management
Ptan and comprehensive River Management Plan / Environmental
Impact Statement for the Sequoia and Kings Canyon National

Parks, Middle and South Forks of the Kings River and North Fork
of the Kern River, and most specifically, regarding the Preferred
Alternative's treatment of the Mineral King vaitey.

This email Tists our specific areas of concern.
1. The destruction of a community.
The Joss of the community n Mineral King due to the elimination

of the Special Use Permits is mentioned in vour draft, but is not
addressed. This is a serious_omissien.

The Park Service has failed to consider the valuable resource
that exists within the_park itself - its residents. The National
Register of Historic Places listing of the Mineral King Road
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cultural tandscape District includes not just the structures
within the district, but also the community.

This is important because "community" means people not just the
buildings. The Tineage and lere of Mineral King exists today ONLY
in a Tiving body of peopie who are dedicated to its preservation.
This community and its "cultural content" can bhe fairly compared
to the oral traditions of Native Americans. Your recommended
alternative will destroy that.

vou have an alternative. The Park could take unique and
thoughtful actien: allow the permit holders to remain as joint
stewards of the land with the Park Service. The pPark sService can
and should take a position that recognizes the value of the
Minaral King community - it is an important rescurce to the Park.

2. Inadequate Maintenance of Historic Resources,

Under the Preferred Alternative, as Special Use Permits expire,
the permit cabins would be acquired and "adaptively reused for
pubTic purposes" under the stewardship of an unnamed nonprofit or
commercial services organization to provide public ledging or
other public use,

The statement that the Preferred Alternative meets the goal of
"Preserving_important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of
ouir national heritage and maintain{s], wherever possible, an
environment that supports diversity and variety of individual

choice”_is unsuﬁpgrgab1e. Park budget constraints make it quite
unlikely that the herttage resources can be maintained.
The plan talks about ""acquirl[ing] and_adaptively reusling]

private historic structures" at Mineral King, but that would in
fact sterilize a_cultural jewel in the crown of the Sierra Nevada

range .

vour plan ignores a crucial resource: The cabin_owners have the
talent, resources and the wherewithal to properiy care for the
historic cabins; the National Park Service does not.

we helijeve ﬁou should select Alternative € on this issue, and
recognize the 1ikelihood that the cabins will be lost if they
fall under Park Service purview. Tg not do so would be
jirresponsible. If vou continue to issue permits to cabin owners
they will be careful caretakers and guardians for years to come -
as they have for the last century. Century!

3. Inadequate Decision Making.

The elimination of the permit cabins and the dams will result din
the loss of significant cultural and historic_resources, cultural
and communitﬁ ore and knowledge, recreational opportunities, and
the unique character of the old-time Mineral King mining
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community. You therefore have a duty - a responsibility in fact -
to recognize the unigue circumstances of this valley and
community, and to protect and honor the heritage of this

distinctive place. Failure to take a clear position on this would
be an abdication_of vour core responsibility.

4. wilderness pesignation in Mineral King.

Maps at the end of the first volume of the Draft GMP indicate
that under the Preferred Alternative (and others except the
No-Action Alternative), portions of Minera® King would be
"studied" for possible designation as a wiTderness area. Certain
areas are designated as "compatible with wilderness management."

These areas do not appear to include the Special Use Permit cabin
areas, including those in west and East Mineral King (although
they do appear te include the special use permit hydroalectric
dam facilities in Mineral King).

Given the significance of the possible designation of these areas
as wilderness management areas in terms of the impacts on the
cabins, the permit holders, and the mineral King Cultural Road
Historic District, this topic has not been adeguately addressed
in the plan and i he plannin rocess, It s simply 1nadequate
te indicate that this topic wqulg_ﬁe studied after the plan is
[.;ut in place, because the topic will have significant bearing on
and uses within the area.

This study must be completed as part of the General Management
Plan p1annin$ process, and should be completed prior to the
completion of the plan in order for the impacts of such a
designation to be proparly considered by the pubiic and the Park

Service.

5. Handling of Public Comments is Inadequate.

At public meetings, Susan spain (cc'd on this email) indicated
that the Responses to Comments document te the braft GMP weould
address "representative comments" rather than addressing specific
individual comments.

susgn S?ain's suggested process js flawed, and may invaiidate the
Q[jg L' BPlan.

Her process cannot adequately address representative comments on
such a complex document, particularly when there are
controversial concerns involved such as the Special Use Parmits
in Mineral King. Instead it allows the public’s comwments to be
neutered, watered-down, and the impact, importance, and fine
detail of specific ideas and concerns to be overlooked,
de-emphasized, and disregarded.
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ach individual (distinct) comment w31l have to be addressed if
his plan is to reflegt a fair public record of the dialogue on
his Draft Plan _and the planning process,

ot [ 3

6. Inadequate Traffic Counts.

The traffic counts indicated for Mineral King are inadeguately
documented and suspect.

No specific indication of where the traffic counts were taken is
provided, nor are any dates indicated. More detail and adequate
documentation must be provided to ensure that these counts are in
fact representative of the AVERAGE daily traffic volume in
Mineral King.

It is highly unlikely that 230 cars travel the full length of the
Mineral King Road DAILY under AVERAGE traffic conditicns
throughout the summer. This from the perspective of sixty years

of viziting and residing at Mineral King.

Moreover, the definition of "peak-hour" in the park in lacking.
Historic entrance data from the Lockout Point Ranger
station/Mineral King Entrance should be provided and averaged for
several summer periods, from when the road is opened in May to
when it is closed in october, in order to accurately gauge the
number of cars entering and exiting the Mineral King area. "Peak"
data could also be provided. This is important information
beg?use it indicates a great deal about use patterns in the
valley.

7. Inadequate Mapping.

The Draft GMP does not provide adequate mapping of areas of
concern, including but not Timited to inho din? areas, sensitive
and endangered species, historic resources jacluding
hydroelectric facilities and historic districts, pack station
facilities, and backcountry facilities. This makes the Draft Plan
impossible for the average reader to assess, and improperly
Timits understanding by the public¢ of the impacts of the
alternatives proposed.

8. Mitigation Measures Poorly Indicated.

Proposed mitigation measures are difficult to locate in the Draft
Plan, and should be clearly indicated along with the impacts in
volume 2 of the praft GMP under "Environmental Consequences." It
appears that little or no theught has been given to environmental
impacts or adequate mitigaticn, particularily in the case of the
hydroetectric taciTities within the Park (see 9, below).

163



LETTERS RECEIVED

%, pams Removal in Mineral King Poorly Studied and Mitigated.

The pPreferred Alternative recommends the removal of dams at
Eagle, Franklin, Monarch, and Crystal Lakes. These dams are
listed on the National Register of Historic Places. Congressional
authorization i1s required for their continued use every ten
yaars.

The recommended mitigation for the removal of the dams is
inadequate. HABS/HAER/HALS standards (essentially creating
drawings that record the structure) are a token effort at best.

There is no indication in the plan thar the environmental
conseguences_of the dam removal have been considered - as may he
required by law.

Impacts may include increased sedimentation in downstream areas
and impacts on sensitive species. These are not addressed.

additionally, the loss of four significant recreation
opportunities in the Mineral King Valley would be a substantial
loss both in terms of fishing, camping, and other recreational
activities and scenic beauty. Eagle, Franklin, Monarch, and
crystal Lakes are exquisite lakes that your recommende
Alternative would destroy.

we believe the deconstruction and removal of the dams would have
a great impact cn the sensitive environment as well as indicated
in the Draft GMP. Alternative C, 4if selected on this issue, would
allow the dams to remain and continue to operate. as indicated,
this would have the additional benefit of providing income from
permits to the Park and discounts on electric power.

10. stock Pack Station Location Not Indicated.

In most of the proposed Alternatives, including the preferred
alternative, the Pack Station in Minerazl King 1s proposed for
relocation "to a more suitable location” and to "improve resource
conditions." {These terms usad without definition).

However, no proposed indication of where the pack station would

be Tocated 1s provided, nor is any process for designating such a
Jocation specified. More information must be provided on these

issues before this document can be considered to he complete.

11. support for Stock Pack Station Use in the Park.
we support the Preferred Alternative to continue to allow the use
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of stock in the Park._This practice is both an historic and
useful means fer people to access the backcountry, including
those who might be otherwise unable to do so.

sincerely,
chris and Linda Avery

Cc. MNPS GMP Team Leader

susan spain, Landscape Architect
National Park Service - DSC
12795 w. Alameda Parkway

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Phone (303) 969-2280
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Re: Topic #6, Mineral King Special Use FPermit Labins, in the vrart aeneral
Management Plan

Dear Mr. Graber,

The cabins in Mineral King, CA. are now designated in the National Register of
Historic Places as the Mineral King Road Cultural Historic District. It is my
understanding that in order to fulfill this plan the physical cabins as well as the
community of cabin owners and residents must be preserved and protected.

The Park Service, at this time, does not appear to have the financial or staffing
resources to properly tend to these tempermental cabins. | believe that it is in
everyone's best interest to retain the cabin owners as custodians of this valuable

resource for our future.

It is my sincere hope that the Draft Plan will be revised to continue the use of the
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SUupsSLIULlZLnY LIl L1CI., LIl

Lne not to alscant ruture,

should be returned to public use only.

Thank you,
Richard Badgley

43812 Sierra Drive
Three Rivers, California 93271
559-561-4823
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faurryy Baucrot+ a7

COMMENTS ON THE

Draft General Management Plan and Comprehensive River Managemnent Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement for Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
and Middle and South Forks of the Kings River and North Fork of the Kern River

Misecellaneous Comments

Throughout the document impacts are referred to as minor, mederate, major, or
negligible. In general, there is no analysis of the impacts and they are generally not
quantified. It is also not clear the impacts will be mitigated. Where is the mitigation
mairix? For example, in Yolums 2, page 108, under the conclusion for the No Action
Alternative, in states that *“On a cumulative basis, the ne-action alternative would
contribute to localized, incremental, minor to moderate, adverse effects and minor
beneficial effects on vegetation and soils™. Specifically what is the localized,
incremental, minor to moderate adverse effects? How much soil would be lost/degraded?
The GMP/EIS misses the boat and quaniifying the environmental impacts and what
specific measures that would be vsed to mitigate the impacts.

The impacts of fire on the landscape are not covered in the GMP/EIS. The GMP/EIS
should discuss these impacts, even though the Fire and Fuels Management Plan covers
fire.

Volume 1

Purpose and Need for the Plan

Page 43 -~ It states that soundscape/night sky would not be affected by any of the
alternatives. What about impacts of expansion of Wuksachi and other development
projects. Construction projects do impact the soundscape.

Alternatives, Incleding the Preferred Alternative

Page 52 — Paragraph seven states that “Crowding begins to adversely affect visitor
enjoyment at popular park features when approximately 400-500 people visit the Grant
Tree, 400-450 people visit the Sherman Tree and 125-150 people visit Moro Rock™.
How were these figures determined? Was a scientific study done? Are the figures for a
24-hour period, during peak visitation times of the day, or some other timeframe? Were
visitors asked how many people adversely affect their visit?

Page 53 - Management prescriptions seem long zonesfareas. It says that “management
prescriptions and applied to geographic areas, which are refereed to as zones”,
Zones/prescriptions are confusing. 1 think of preseriptions like prescriptions for a
prescribed buri,

Page 72 and 73 — Why were there mitigation measures only for wetlands/floodplains,
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, caves, increased water withdrawals,
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facility construction, and cultural resources? Does the GMP/EIS assume that impacts te
the other natural resources are minimal enough thar they do not aged to be included?

Alternatives Matrix

Page 80 - How were the categories for natural resources determined? Why were fire and
sensitive species singled out? What about other critical resources issues e.g, air quality?

Page 112 to 152 — Why were important natural resources issues not covered in specific
areas of the parks? Specific cultural resources issues were addressed?

Page 116 - What bappens to the fermer gas station at Cedar Grove?

Page 124, Number 215 and 216 — What measures will be taken if studies indicate that
current water usags impairs resources?

Page 126, Number 224 — Why not conduct and study to detertning potential impacts to
natural resources from a pack stationfstock stable? That should be the first study
accomplished, before and economic analysis is done.

Page 132 — The picnic area along the Marble Fork at the junction to Lodgepole
Campground is not mentioned. Will it be retained as a picnic area or restered?

Page 136, Number 282 — What does “permit Boy Scout as possible mean?

Page 138 - What about Crescent Meadow picnic area? Will it be retained as a picnic
area or restored to “natural conditicns”? I don't see it menticned anywhere. Will the
road to Moro Reck and Crescent Meadow be upgraded?

Page 140, Number 308 - f thought the wastewater facility at Crystal Cave did not meet
state standards? Has it been upgraded? What standards will it be upgraded to?

FPage 142, Historic Resources — What about the Celony Mill Ranger Station? Was it
designatad as an historic resource er tom down?

Page 144, Number 326 - Allowing bicycles on the Generals Highway does not seem to
be prudent idea. There is a major safety issue. Bicycles should not be permitted on the
Generals Highway.

Page 146, Number 336 - What administrative/managerial functions would bz relocated
owside the park? Where would they be relecated? Whatever happened 1o the Hammeond
Fire Station site?

Page 146 — North Fork of the Kaweah — No mention is made off bicycles, Will they be
allowed on the North Fork Road?
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Page 146, Number 337 - What dees it mean to “sustain some native species”? Are
some native species better than others?

. Page 150, Number 361 — Where will the pack station be relocated? Ithough we dida
study and found there were no feasible places/

Page 152, Number 365 — Where will trailhead campsites for backpackers be located?

Page 156, Number 378 — Are these minimal state standards™? Page 150, Number 361 -
Where will the pack station be relocated? Ithough we did a study and found there were
no feasible places.

Page 186 (Top of Page) — What does “No park resources or park values related to the
natural or cultural environment, or to wild and scenic rivers or wilderness areas, would be
impaired under any alternative” mean? What criteria were used to determine thise.g,
loss of species, alteration of habitat, spread of exotic plant species, or other criteria?
I assume that if natural and culiural resources are impaired then not mitigation matrix is
needed? Is that assumption cotrect?
Page 186 - What about palecentolegical, geological, and night sky resources?

Volume II

Page 11 — It mentions there are },200 vaseutar plant species. On page 17 it says there are
over 1,400 vascular plant species, Which isit?

Page 16 - What about invertebrate species? Why were they not included?

Page 80 - Why was scenicfaesthetic resources not included?

Page 97 - What about the impacts of fire, both positive and negative on walter resources?
Page 107 - What abous tree hazards removal impacts?

Page 158 - Why was ozone not discussed? Is it because it is caused by off site impacts?
Page 196 - It would be helpful to summarize the envitonmental impacis to include the
analysis, curnalative impacts, and conclusion in a table as was done for the aliernatives in
Volume 1. Also, where is the impact mitigation matrix? I thonght CEQ regulations and
Dirvector's Order Number 12 required a matrix?

Miscellaneous — What about impacts form marijuana sites in the foothilis?

Page 366 — Where did the elaboration of the Mission Goals come from? Are these the
leng-term goals in the Steategic Flan? If they are, the Plan should be referenced?

Pages 366, 368, 362, and 370 are duplicated
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SEQUOEA AND KINGS CANYON NATIONAL PARKS GME/EIS REVIEW
COMMENTS
WATER WITHDRAWALS
SEPTEMEER 2, 2004

MAGNITUDE OF WATER WITHDRAWAL IMPACTS

The Draft Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks GMP/ELS acknowledges that water
withdrawals have altered natural water flows and hydrology, adversely stressed
meadows, impacted the biclegical resources, and may be contributing to moisture stress
within sequoia groves (Volume 1, page 188 and Volume 2, pages 12, 96, and 128), In
drought years, the parks’ water withdrawals significantly reduce the flew in a number of
cieeks, especially Silliman, Wolverton, and Alder. These impacts are particularly
significant when several dronght years oceur in a row. This is the mosi significant
resource impact resulting from the proposals in the Draft GMP/EIS. The Final
GMP/EIS/RCD must take action o limit this impact,

The Draft GMP/EIS acknowledges that even under the no-action altemative, continued
use and development along with increased visitation would have adverse long-term
impacts on water quality, bydrologic precesses, and biclogical communities (Volume 2,
pages 98 and 99). The preferred alternative would aiso have continued use and
development aleng with even mare visitation than in the ne-actien alternative.

The Draft GMP/EIS fails to make 2 persuasive case that the preferred alternative would
have significantly iess impact than the no-action alternative. Yet the document concludss
that the preferred alternative would result in beneficial effects to the free-flowing
conditions of park rivers, floodplains, water quality, and biological communities {Volume
2, page 101}, This is a very misleading statement, completely glossing over the impacts
of water withdrawals. Tt does not compare the impacts of the preferred alternative against
the baseline conditions of the no-action alternative. Because of statements like this, the
EIS coming scross as an advocacy document rather than as an unbiased evaluation of the
alternatives.

COMMITMENT TO LIMIT WATER WITHDRAWALS

The Drafit GMP/EIS attempis to aveid further water quality impacts by sayving that all of
the action alternatives would limit water withdrawals to current levels to protect
resources {Volume 1, pages 88-89, reference 33 and elsewhere). It also says that future
studies will be completed, and a monitoring program will be implemented to determine
potential impacts from incrensed water withdrawals before any new facilities for
additional visitor use are undertaken (Velume 1, page 73). This is a good start, but just
studying a problem is not enough; there must be a commitment to follow through on the
results of those studies. The Final GMP/EIS/ROD should say that new facilities for
additional visitor use will not be undeniaken if the studies or the monitoring program
indicate that there are or will be potential impacts.
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The Draft GMP/EIS says that the preferred alternative uses management prescriptions 15
a framewotk for responding to problems and visitor needs, with limits for water use
(Volume 1, page 77, NEPA Goal #1). Those limits should be expressed in clear, precise,
measurable terms, For example, the reader is told that total drought production at Grant
Grove is 31,824 gallons/day (Volume 2, page 381, Table E-1) and that the preferred
altetnative limits dry season water withdrawals at Grant Grove to current levels (Yolume
1, page 124, reference 215). That establishes a linit but doesn’t express it clearly; the
limit could be interpreted in a variety of ways. Possibly the intent is: Maximum total
water withdrawal for the Grant Grove area from May through October will be limited to
31,824 gallons for any one day. Whatever the limit is, the Final GMP/EIS/ROD should
express il in clear, precise, measurable terms. Similar statements should be made for each
of the other areas (Lodgepole, Ash Mountain, etc.) where water withdrawals are being
limited.

Almost any limit is better than letting resource conditions continue to deteriorate. But
vague, imprecise, conceptually stated limits are meaningless. They may look good, but
they have no substance. They are subject to alternative interpretations. They can lead o
confusion, litigation, inaction, and ultimately to deterioration of the resource. To be
effective, limits must be stated in terms that are clear, precise, and measurable. They must
be clearly communicated to both the reader and to the park staff that will have 1o
implement therm.

In discussing water withdrawals, the document sometimes speaks in language so
imprecise that it is difficult for the reader to know what is being proposed. For example,
the document says in several places (Volume 1, pages 88-89, reference 35 and elsewhere)
that all of the action alternatives would limit water withdrawals 1o corrent levels to
protect resources, But in describing wher water withdrawals would be limiied, sometimes
the document says only dry seasen withdrawals (Volume 1, page 88, reference 33),
sometimes it says summertime withdrawals (Volume 1, page 188), sometimes net
average withdrawals during the low-flow season (Volume 2, page 99), sometimes peak-
season withdrawals (Volume 1, page 188), and sometimes it implies all water
withdrawals {Velume 1, page 186). Which is it, dry-season, summertime, net average
withdrawals during the low-flow season, peak-season, or ali-seasen? The Final
GMP/EIS/ROD should settle on one term and use it consistently.

Terms should be defined sc that the parks’ intent is clearly communicated te the reader,
What does “current levels” mean? Is it based on actual withdrawals for 2004 or for some
other year? Does it mean that there wilk be a specific daily cap on water withdrawals at
each of the frontcountry water systems or is it proposing cap and trade across
watersheds? When prescribing limits, it's best not to use imprecise language. The Final
GMP/EIS/ROD should clearly limit daily water withdrawals at each of the frontcouniry
water systems 1o the actual average daily withdrawals for May through Octeber of 2004
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IMPROBABLE CONCLUSION

Existing water withdrawals at Grant Grove average 33,500 gallons/day during the peak
use season, Drought production is 31,824 gallonsfday (Volume 2, page 381, Table E-1).
Grant Grove peak water consumption is expected to increase to 53,630 gallons/day under

the preferred alternative. However, water withdrawals would not be increased beyond

35,500 gallons/day (Volume 2, page 116). As presented, this describes an unsustainable
situation, During drought years, consumgption would exceed withdrawal by at least 18,130
gallons/day. Even in the most optimistic scenario, thers would be insufficient storage to

maintain this overdraft for the entire peak-use season, especially since the park has 1o

maintain a reserve for fighting fires. Where does the preferred alternative prepose 10 gel

the rast? The data and analyses presented do not substantiate the conclusions reached.

The Draft GMP/EIS fails to demonstrate that full buildout can occur without increasing

dry season water withdrawals. Similar problems exist with the other slternatives.

CORRECTIONS REQUIRED

The Draft GMP/EIS fails to make a persuasive case thar visitor use capacity can be
increased without impacting the parks’ water resources and desired future conditions.
Therefore, the Final GMP/EIS/ROD should, at a minimum, do at least the following:

s Clearly and precisely state the commitment to limit water withdrawals 10 2004 levels

to protect resources, State precisely how much water can be withdrawn per day at
each of the frontcounlry water sysiems.

« Comrmit to not fincreasing visitor use capacity (transportation, parking lots, overnight

accommodations, etc.) in any area until it can be reasonably demonstrated that the
proposed increase can be accommodated without caceeding allowable water
withdrawals for that area.

+  For each frontcountry water system, call for an in-depth study of the impacts of water

withdrawals, including creation of a monitoring program. Commit to completing at

least half these studies and implementing the associated monitoring pregrams within

five years from signing the ROD.
s Fully assess the cumulative impacts of water withdrawals. Specifically include the

impacts of withdrawals at private systems, including the potential for buildout of lots

in Wilsonia.
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PURPOSE

VOLUME 1

XV

Page 39:

The intent of these remarks is to support retention of the Mineral King summer
home tract, extension of the special-use permits and to offer constructive sugges-
tions regarding management of other SEKI areas.

During 80 years in, near, and around Sequoia, Kings Canyon, Mineral King, and
Three Rivers, I have developed deep respect for the natural and cultural values of
the area. My concern for historical preservation in these parks has increased due to
threats and recent actions against historic properties, not only in Mineral King, but
around Giant Forest, Grant Grove, and Cedar Grove as well. Fifteen seasons of
ranger service (protective division, it was called ) including entrance station, road
and campground patrol, fire suppression, and backcountry search and rescue have
contributed to what I feel to be solid knowledge of these parks and their manage-
ment through the years. Incidentally, I have known all the superintendents here
from Walter Fry through Dick Martin.

The following remarks are identified by page or item number in the order that they
appear:

The plan states removal of dams would restore natural flow. As of this date, Mos-
quito Creek in the Mineral King area is extremely low if not dry. The four creeks
with lakes and dams are seen to have good flow due to previously impounded wa-

SOUrces O energy 1S Wetl KIUwil auu wuisputave.

At this point, the plan fails to also state that 89 percent of those workshop respon-
dents who mention Mineral King cabins were in favor of retention or that this his-
toric remnant of the 19th century is now listed in the National Register of Historic
Places. The 89-percent figure is compiled from FOI documents supplied by Donna
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QOctober 5, 2004
Draft GMP Comments

Page Two

Item no. 21

Jtemn no. 38

Item nos.
103-105

Jtem no. 108
Item nos.
113,131
Item no. 154

Jtem no. 193

Item no. 223

Drebick, Public Affairs Specialist, Denver Service Center (Feb. 5, 2001).

Restore abandoned front-country trails such as Lost Grove to Dorst Campground;
Halstead Meadow to Colony Meadow, Cabin Meadow and Lost Grove; Halstead
Meadow to Suwanee Grove and Crystal Cave Road (near Marble Fork Bridge);
Dorst Camp to Little Baldy Saddle and Suwanee Grove. These trails were excel-
Jent day and shorter hikes in the now little-known front country.

Retain employee housing inside the park and establish new housing at Wolverton
pack station area (for instance) and other locations in both parks where infrastruc-
ture already exists. Advantage: Reducing air pollution and traffic congestion from
forced commuting. It would also increase incentive to seek employment in the
parks. The policy to phase out employee housing is shortsighted in view of those
stated problems. In emergency situations, it does not make sense that key person-
nel must be called from Three Rivers, Squaw Valley or farther. There have been
recent emergency situations on weekends when lack of readily available trained
personnel has hindered proper response and delayed actions to protect park visi-
tors. One instance was two separate cars off of or blocking the Generals Highway
in the Potwisha area. There have also been situations where people on duty did
not have or know where to find keys to emergency vehicles or supplies and action
was delayed.

Retain hydropower diversions and flumes. As previously stated, the value of re-
newable energy sources in our economy is well known. The visual impact from
the Generals Highway between Ash Mountain and Potwisha is certainly negligi-
ble; it's likely that very few park visitors notice the facilities at all.

The dams are not in the defined “wild and scenic river” zone since they are all
above 9,000 feet.

It is not possible for downstream water resource activity outside the park to de-
grade wild and scenic river values inside the park.

Historical note: The Mattoon cabin in west Mineral King was once occupied (and
perhaps built) by Shorty Lovelace and his brother.

Retain both roads to Hume Lake for visitor convenience and as escape routes in
case of fire, landslide, or other disruptions.

See comment: Item no. 21.
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Item no. 226

Item no. 241

Item no. 247

Item no. 265

Item no. 282

e A

horse/vehicle traffic confrontation. Or establish a new facility in the Wolverton
Meadow area.

Retain dump station for visitor convenience and to avoid effluent discharge on the
ground somewhere. Encourage USFS to establish one at Stony Creek.

Use Lodgepole gas station for light maintenance of the shuttles and for the pro-
posed self-service gas pump(s). It was designed and built for that use and it exists
right now. ‘

Please state what historic buildings still exist on the south side of the river at
Lodgepole. '

Put self-service gas at gas station! Market parking is crowded now and quality of
nearby campsites and amphitheater would be impacted. There has to be space for
lines at the gas pump(s). When there was a gas station in Giant Forest, there were
lineups clear past the barbershop and sometimes the coffee shop, causing total
gridlock.

Multiple use of the camp is fine, but don't close out Boy Scout use. I knew many
boys in Santa Monica (Crescent Bay Area Council) who spent great times at the

‘Wolverton camp and, as adults, are strong supporters of the park and its values.

Item no. 285

Locate light maintenance of shuttles at Lodgepole gas station. The facility was

code would require modifications that would destroy mistorical iegnty. suci g
project will satisfy only the ideology that the historic_community should not be

there at all.

One experienced mountain resort operator calculates a $400,000 annual loss to
operate the 60-some cabins as a public resort considering current room prices and
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Item no. 352

Item no. 354

Item no. 361

Item no.364

cost of operation. The historic community, in partnership with the NPS, will
maintain itself at no cost to the government. If some families wish to discontinue
use of a cabin let them sell to private parties who agree to follow the Secretary's
“Guidelines for Historic Preservation.” Park Service takeover will ultimately lead
to neglect, abandonment, and destruction as demonstrated by the record of
past treatment of historic properties in Wilsonia and elsewhere in Sequoia and
Kings Canyon National Parks.

The intent to “emphasize the variety of historical themes, ...” is commendable
and recognizes the mandate from Congress to do so. The most effective and least
costly means to achieve this goal is to have the families in place who have lived
this history to describe and portray it. In Mineral King, “national park evolution”
is mostly U.S. Forest Service history and management. The cabins are official
contributing elements in a recognized national historic district and, therefore, will
be preserved.

Cabin number 2 in Cabin Cove is a historic property (owned by the Park Service)
and would also be preserved under the preferred alternative.

Retain the pack station. It is a traditional and historical operation that park visitors
should have the opportunity to observe and use. There are few places where an
interested visitor can see horseshoeing or the "throwing" of a diamond hitch.

Previously stated goals in Section 350 and others call for removal of historic cab-
ins and restoration of "natural appearance" (natural appearance sounds like a Dis-
ney approach; natural conditions would seem more appropriate). That natural ap-
pearance would suffer severe adverse impact under the preferred alternative pro-
posed here. The proposed campground(s) or pack station cannot come close to the
comfortable-with-its-environment and serene appearance of the historic cabin
community.

Note that Section 258 specifies no additional camping facilities in the Giant For-
est area where there are currently fewer campsites than there were 50 years ago.
Changing demographics, which this plan is deemed to account for, may well
show the need for more campsites there in the future. It is difficult to follow the
rationale to destroy a historical resource (ideology again?) in one part of the park
for more camping and not do so where there is now much higher demand
and would be no such adverse impact on historic resources. Mineral King-area
campgrounds are rarely filled, even on holiday weekends, but people are fre-
quently turned away, even on weekdays, at Lodgepole and Dorst.
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Jtem no. 367 See comment on Sections 103-105.

Jtem no. 372 The NPS should approve legislation and implement Alternative C, which offers
the most feasible, practical, and economical means to preserve the National His-
toric District structures. The preferred alternative proposes complex procedures
that would be marginally feasible, if at all, with the aging structures. The TLC
required to preserve and maintain this unique cultural resource would not likely
be provided by a commercial enterprise or government bureaucracy. Provision
should be made to transfer permits if a family cannot or wishes not to retain use

of their property.

Page 201 Alternative C, regarding special use permits in Mineral King, might have adverse
impacts on ideology, but not on the environment, which is revered and well pro-

tected now.
Pages Economic loss to the NPS of more than $52,000 annually would occur if the per-
202-203 mits are withdrawn. Private insurance companies would lose a significant sum as
well.

— END OF COMMENTS —

Thanks to the GMP planning team for the opportunity to offer these constructive
suggestions.

\ o Lakios  rolslow

Jifg Barton

Three Rivers, California
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Park OMP Coordinaror

Dr. David Graber, Senior Scientist
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Dear Dr. Graber,

Below is the e-mail comment on the SEKI GMP that I sent to Susan Spain on July 18th.
I am sending it to you as backup:

Dear Ms. Spain,

I atiended the DGMP community meeting at Three Rivers on the 14th. (I'm the fellow
who thinks Park Service people are herces, along with teachers.)

I don’t remesmber the exact details of each aspect of the preferred alternative, but I do
have a couple of comments regarding the Mineral King management portion that I think
are well in the ballpark:

First, as regards any of the old dams on the high lakes in Mineral King: I see no problem
with leaving them there. They are not particutarly intrusive, and they do make for nice
camping and fishing spots. They could also represent, in a way, one historic aspect of the
Mineral King area. Finally, even though they don't produce a iot of power, in the coming
period every source of environmentally friendly power wilt be very important. I assume
that you at NPS are aware of the coming oil crists, 5o perhaps you can see your way clear
to leaving the high dams alone. {Alse, am I not correct that those lakes still have many
productive years ahead of thern, because so little sediment is produced by the granite
talus through which the snowmeli passes.)

Second, I seem to recall that there is some plan to keep the old cabins, and to grant the
historic permit holders and their progeny some sort of special privilege in using them.
While [ may be wrong in that specific, I want to be on record as opposing any kind of
special privilege whatever for the existing permit holders and their heirs regarding the
cabins. If the cabins are to be preserved for any use by the pubdic, then they should be
availalbe to evervone on an equal basis. Any "connection” to a former permit helder
should have ne bearing en it.

It is a simple marter of fairness, which [ want to emphasise even though dear friends of
mine have a permit for a cabin at Faculty Flat, at which cabin | and my family spent
many happy weeks over the years.

I can think of no compelling argument of any sort that would justify the great-grandehild,
say, of an existing permit holder, to be able to use the "family" cabin on a privileged
basis. There is no compelling argument that this same great-grandchild would be
harmed in anv wav if that privilege did not exist. T consider the argument that the cabins
have historic or "cultural” value to be invalid in light of the fact that they were originally
nothing more than summer get-aways. The cabins did indeed provide many delightful
summers for the original lease-holders, but in light of the conversion of the original
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leases to provisional permits with the incorporation of MK into SNP, they can be
considered {o have fulfilled their purpose entirely. Certainly the money that went into
the cakins has been more than repaid by the pleasure they atforded over all those years.

[ also oppose a scenario wherein the cabins might be preserved just because they would
be maintained by some soit of private "historical” society.  If the cabins cammot be
matntained at government expense, and made to pay for themselves through a falr visitor
rental scheme, then I think they should be torn down, and the land retumed to its natural
state. In fact, that is my preferred alternative. [ am unalterably opposed to private use of
public land. I am more interesied in secing that the animals have their environment back
than in perpetuating an artifical "cultueal” icen that has fulfilled its purpose.

In 1957 or so, on my first backpack trip in the Sierras, 1 earved my name in the rail of the
old store. That store has been gone for quite some years now, and current Mineral King
visitors de net in any way sense that "something is missing" as they head out ot the
various trails. I certainly shed ne tears when 1 drove up years ago and saw that it was
missing. Nor will anyone miss the cabins if they are not there.

I'm sure that T am a minority of one as regards this issue.
Sincerely,

Bill Becker

43791 Washbum Drive

Three Rivers, CA 93271

559.561.4602
ivanklives @earthlink.net
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Logistics Mq}jger
L L Tel/FAX: (909) 864 4492

1%-

land, CA 92346-5407 CELL: (909) 317-8973
LR tkbetis@aol.com

Wednesday, July 21, 2004

concemn for the potential harm that could be inflicted if part of the
| Park is implemented. The Boy Scout Camp Walverton exists
it that has been continuously approved since 1939. The Camp has
perience for hundreds of thousands of young Boy Scouts as well as
Wolverton provide to the Boy Scouts, the Park, and the

amp Wolverton in 1958 as a young “camper” and immediately
ies this camp had in Sequoia. I successfully competed with hundreds
n opportunity 1o serve as a Camp Counselor between 1964 and 1970.
a3 down-scaled to a ower profile operation in the 1970°s, Mr. Richard
rga.ruzed a group of about 100 former Boy Scout Camp Wolverton

rs Who maintain and run the camp every summer. This group of dedicated
s Doctors, Business Owners, Government Professionals, Scientists, Law

fit Officers, Educators, and other professionals — each of which benefited immensely by their
ces as youths at this unique camp. During my career as a Colonel in the Alir Force, I always
found time to volunteer each summer to operate Camp Wolverton.

In its current configuration, Camp Wolverton provides a base camp for Scouts and other youth
groups to prepare for backcountry hikes and day hikes within the Park. For the last 65 years, the
4t BSA Camp Wolverton has been the single most successful opportunity to teach wildlife and
youths, In 1958, the Camp’s *Wildlife, Soil and Water Conservation” program
logy, Ecology, and preservation of wilderness areas. Prior to military service, I
fterest in nature to earn a B.A. and M.S. in Biology.

: projects” performed within Sequoia National Park by campers at BSA Camp
Wolverton are an example of the continuing emphasis we place on being active participants in Park
operations. Yolunteers and researchers doing studies and work in the Park alsc use Camp Welverton
to support their efforts.
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atial planners involved in the draft Master Plan to continue o
n of BSA Canmp Wolverten so that continuing generations of

> use and operation of BSA Camp Wolverton: within Sequoia National
hink my assistance would be of benefit during the planning process.

- Sincerely,

Tom Betts
Lt Col, USAF, (Retired)
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