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The Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks (SEKI) Draft GMP/EIS does a great joh
of describing the Parks’ enabling legislation, purpeses, significance, mission and mission
goals ag well as the laws, regulations and servicewide mandates and potlicies that guids
management of park lands. The document also does a great job of describing the special
congressional designations and authorizations, adjacent land uses and ecosystem stressars
that affect management of park lands. The information contained in these introductory
sections is comprehensive, interesting and educational, and exists as an excellent
summary of the Parks' significance, unigueness, long and special history, and the
€COsYStern stressors that are affecting the integrity of its natural resources. As a planning
and coropliance document. however, the SEKI Draft GMP/EIS has several inadequacies
that need (o be remedied in order to create a clear and effective plan that will protect the
Parks® resources over the approximate 15-23 year lifa of the plan. The most significant
inadequacies of the SEKI Draft GMP/EIS are: Topic 1 + The document is painstakingly
long and contains contradictory statements, making it very difficult for the average
reader, and challenging even for an experienced planner, to understand and comment on
the significant issues facing these Parks. » Much of the language describing the proposed
actions is vague rather than ¢lear, and the altenatives are not described in parallel
language, which makes it hard to vnderstand exactly what is being propesed and how the
altematives truly differ. « The document does not do a good job of eiting the studies that
are supposed to support many of the conclusions in the EIS, which makes those
conclusions appear questionable and open to varying interpretation. « In many places the
document downplays or dees not include reasonable negative impacts resulting from
actions jn the preferred altemnative, but does describe the benefits of those actions. This
makes the document appear misleading and biased. » There are several actions in the no-
action alternative that should instead be part of one or more of the preferred alternatives,
Because of this design problem, the no-action aiternative is not an accurate bascline to
which we can compare the proposed alternatives. « The final GMP/EIS/ROD should
clearly state that the plan is intended to guide park management for up to 25 years, and
thus the environmental consequences of the plan should be projected until 2030. Topic 2
= The Draft GMP/EIS does not clearly define desired and measurable visitor experiences
and resource conditions that are necessary to implement the NPS mandate to provide for
public enjoyment while preserving the Parks’ resources ‘unimpaired for future
generations.” Meanwhile, the document proposes to aliow significant increases in visitor
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use capacity. This action will require increased levels of water withdrawals and
wastewaler treatment that easily could negatively affect water resources and desired
future conditions. The document does not adequately explain how visitor use capacity
can be increassd without adversely impacting the Parks' water rescurces and desired
future conditions. = Therefore, the Final GMP/EIS should commit to limiting all of the
Parks’ water withdrawals and wasiewater treatment system capacities to 2004 levels,
which will protect water resources from being further stressed. The document also should
explicitly state the maximum galtons of water that can be withdrawn per day from each
of the Parks’ water supply systems. « Do not increase visitor use capacity (infrastiucture)
in any park area unless it is ensured that the proposed increase will not exceed allowable
water withdrawals and will not prevent the attainment of state water quality objectives. *
Require and implement detailed studies at each of the Parks’ water supply systems to 1)
determine the impacts of water withdrawals and 2) establish baseline conditions. Also
implement a plan to monitor envirgnmental conditions at these sites over time. * The
document does not adeguately analyze cumulative impacts, such as those relating not
only to existing levels of administrative and private water withdrawals and wastewater
discharge but also to their increased levels due to projected increases in visitation and
buildouts of park inholdings. The Parks need 1o adequately analyze these current and
projected cumulative impacts. « The document does not state how we will manage 1)
walter treatment issues when we acquire properties in Mineral King and Wilsonia and 2}
poliution caused from private septic systems. The Final GMP/EIS should clearly state the
Parks’ plan for water and wastewater freatments in acquired and private sites and
adequately assess the associated impacts, + The preferred alternative does not describe
how increased levels of water withdrawals and wastewater disposal will impact streams,
groundwater and water quality, while it does say that water resources will be positively
impacted. This appears misleading and biased. Topic 4 * The Draft GMP/EIS does not
clearly define desired and measurable resource conditions and visitor experiences that are
necessary to implemsnt the NPS mandate to provide for public enjoymsnt while
preserving the Parks® resources “unimpaired for funire generations.” Meanwhile, the
document proposes to allow significant increases in visitation and traffic that easily counld
negatively affect desired future conditions. It is unclear how visitor use capacity can be
increased, in the form of trailhead quotas, transportation, parking, lodging, ete., without
adversely impacting the Parks’ resources and desired resource conditions, Instead,
carrying capacity should be determined and implemented before any increase in visitor
capacity is proposed. = To make this section clearer, the Final GMP/EIS should project
the maximum number of visitors and the maximum number of vehicles that we expect to
visit the Parks in 2030. Then, within each aliemnative, state the maximum number of
visitors and vehicles that will be allowed into the Parks versus the number that will not be
allowed into the Parks. The same should be done for each of the major developed
fronicountry areas. » The Final GMP/EIS should state the maximum number of visitors
that will be allowed to be present at the same time in the immediate vicinity of high use
areas, such as Moro Rock, the General Sherman Tree and the General Grant Trees. The
document should cite the method used to calculate these limits, and the Environmental
Consequences sections should be edited to incorporate these projections. » Most
importantly, increases in visitor capacity at any of the Parks’ destinaticns shouid only be
allowed if it will not threaten the desired future conditions of resources and/or visitor
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experience. s There are three large actions that are present in ene or more of the
alternatives that should be given more compliance evaluation in the Final GMP/EIS,
including the bus operation in the Giant Forest area, the shuttle service to Moro Rock and
Crescent Meadow and the redesign or relocation of Big Stump. All of these siuations
will require significant actions in the near future that have not been fully assessed in the
Draft GMP/EIS. The bus opecation likely will require the construction of a bus storage
and maintenance facility and bus stops, and perhaps administrative office space. The
shuttle service to Moro Rock and Crescent Meadow likely will require significant
improvements to the Crescent Meadow Road to handle the heavier weight of shuttle
buses. There are big differences in environmental impact from redesign versus relocation
of Big Stump, and the Draft GMP/EIS inadequately assesses jmpacts that would result
from either redesign or relocation. All three of these major actions should be given full
compliance evaluations in the Final GMP/EIS.
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Tople 6: Special Use Parmits on Park Service
Lands Mineral King Special Use
Permit Cabins

Dear 8ir/Miss:

The interesgt and editorial comment on the
Mineral King Cabin Issue has
had an obvious pro-cabin weighting lately. Out
of T suppose good manners or avolding a
confiict, we on the opposite side of the
argument have remained much too guiet for too
long.

I'm a 64 yr. old retired advertising
director who has returned to Three
Rivers where I was born. And the same pointless
argument that was going on in the 1950's has
been raised to a new volume on the rhetoric dial
today. The difference then was the cabin people
would remind everyone that question the
existence of private cabins on public land "we
have a lease with a future date certain time
table." go everyone went back to their fishing
and hiking and forgot about this very unusual
privilege they possesgsed. Things have clearly
evolved since then. First, the property these
desperate
cabins sit on is now in a National Park.
Second, the date certain contracts
they drew up much earlier have now expired. As
I understand it, the families were then allowed
to designate a member of the family as owner
where upon this member's death, the lease/permit
would revert back to the National
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Park, creating a quit claim on the structure
they had possessed. That's
akin to designating a grandchild one's Social
Security and Medicare privileges so they simply
last leonger after one's death. But such as that
is, it's still not enough for them. They
petition endlessly for permanent use status.

Long before there was an Eagti Fork Mineral
King road to whisk one up to
this alpine valley in comfort, there were
various trails to take one into the valley.
Jacob Epperson, my great-great grandfather,
migsing hizs earlier gold mining days, would
spend summer days in the cool of Mineral King.
Usgsing the South Fork trailil from his homestead on
Cherckee Flats, he could each summer enter from
what is now the Farewell Gap end cof the valley.
Turning his pack animals lcoose on the valley
floor, he would set up camp in the trees between
avalanche shoots.

As the summer heat rose over the Epperson's
maturing winter wheat back
on Cherokee Flatsg, great-great grandmother Sara
Epperson would tis the milk cow behind the
saddle horse, put one child on the saddle in
front, one child behind her and set off for the
same destination. The route took them up South
Fork trail, cutting over through what 1s now
Hockett Meadow and they would spend the night on
the East Fork at the then Flapjack Flat,
arriving in the valley the next day. Cne can
easlily find the many camp sites of the cool
weather seeking miners from the cleared out
spaces in the trees on the upper western side of
the valley not yet named Mineral King.
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Should my family claim histeric status to these
sites every year and chase off the cother park
visitors? Can we bring back our milk cows and
pack animals to graze untethered until all the
grasses and wild flowers are gone? My family
and many others would historically trump any of
the small lean-to cabins that were haphazardly
erected many vears later at what was to be
known as Faculty Flats or Mineral King. The
present day cabin people's claim to ownership,
if successful, would be a shame and a fraud,
The property belongs to the people of the United
States in the form of a National

Park and not the property of a privileged few
tasteless souls willing to

clutter up this pristine alpine valley with
large deposits of architectural refuse. In the
1870's, the Alles', the late coming side of our
family, arrived in the area. One brother,
Philip Alles, owned and operated

Atwell Mill with the help of Grace Alles, his
wife, and his brothers. In later vears, the
transfer of this property to the Park Service
ownership served as a good example of how to do
business with a National Park. Upon the
transfer of the mill to the Park, Phil & Grace
Alles reguested the continued use of the cabin
in summer and did so up until

her death several years later. Nco one in our
extended families came back to

the Park to make any further claims on this
obvious cultural and historic site. Yet, letting
go for these

few cabkin people of what they never
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owned has been almost impossible. Please remind
them that no matter how many
times one gets away with
sleeping in the White House rose garden, it will
never make it your
children's private, privileged domain in
iater years.

Please remove all structures from the
Mineral King valley floor and
restore it to it's former natural glory.

Thank You.
Paul R. Boley

43185 South Fork Dr.
Three Rivers, CA 93271
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National Park Service
United States Depariment of the Interior
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Dr. David Graber, Senior Scientist
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Matienal Park Secvice - DSC
12795 W, Alamedna Parkway
Derver, Colorads 802250287
(303} 9652250
E-mail; susen_spain& nps.gov

Response io the Draft Proposal of the General Management Flan for the Sequoia
and Kings Canvon Natinnal Parks {undated}

Cabine 47, Mineral King, Ca. — For more than 25 years, cabin owners in the mouniain community of
Mineral King, located in the southemn-most section of Sequota Park, have enxiously awaited a decision
from the U.S. Department of the Interior that would scal the fate of this 1imeless community. This
important decision is fortheoming in the guoise of the Navional Park Service General Management Plan for
the Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks, an unwigldy document setiing forth the action plan that will
delerrnine Lhe future of this area for, in words (aken from the decument, “the next 15-20 years.” The
purpose of this leteer is to responad to that portion of the Draft Proposal of the General Management Flan for
the Sequata-Kings Natfonal Park area affecting the private ownership of cabins on public lands in the
Mineral King area. In this discussion, [ will edempt to clarify a couple of key terms, offer an opinion based
on my 50 years of experience in the area &s Lo the impact any decision will likely have on this historic
community, and propase an altemative to the action plens comined in the Draft Proposal of the General
Manngement Plan. References for my cilations {contained in parentheses) sppend this [etter.

Mineral King, a spectacular glacialed valley gracing the western slope of the Great Western Divide, is the
site of a long and varied euliural histary, most notably dating back to the 1860's when the 16,000+ acre
valley was first visited by a colorful character named Harry Parole. Parole's discovery would eventually
lead to & flourishing mining communily in the 187%"s, which is well-documented in Dr. 8. Thomas Porter's
master's thesis, The Silver Rush of Mineral King, California 1873-1882. In fact, Dr. Porter acknowledges
an impressive list of San Joaquin Valley surnames as contributors to his thesis, many of whom are stifl
represented in the Mineral King community. Dr. Porter's thesis was penned nearly 45 years ago. Since Dy,
Porler's work, several excellent publications deseribing the historical development of Mineral King have
emerged, including: Mineral King Couniry = Visalia 1o Mi. Whitney, by Heney Brown; Mineral King
HMistoric Bistriet — Contexival Histery and Description, by John Elliet; and the highly acclaimed book
wrilten by Crowley descendant Louise Jackson, Bendaht — A Biography of the Mineral King Valley.

Poge: 1of 8
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Crucial to the development of the Mineral King Road Cultural Landscape District, is the notorious road
leading from Three Rivers to the valley, which is carved into stcep canyon walls for a distance of about 25
miles. Initially a private toll road intended to provide access for mining operations, this remarkable
engineering achievement generally follows the course of the East Fork of the Kaweah River from State
Highway 198 upward nearly 7000 feet in elevation to just past the Crowley cabin, a summer residence for
descendants of two men responsible for constructing the road, John and, his son, Arthur Crowley. This
amazing road, little improved during the past 100+ years, is the ground over which many people have
pursued economic dreams, inner peace, and forged life-long relationships with families making Mineral
King their summer residence. To the present day, there are few cabins, if any, owned by families whose
ancestry cannot be traced to the original cabin owner. This cultural tradition involves several generations
from community families imparting a lifestyle from one generation to the next wherein relatively little has
changed over the past 80 to 100 years. There are few places remaining in our nation where culture is as
timeless, well-preserved, and sustainable than in Mineral King, California.

On Friday, 24 October 2003, the Mineral King Road Cultural Landscape District was officially listed in
the National Register of Historic Places (Mineral King). Before proceeding, I believe it is necessary to
establish my interpretation of what the designation “Mineral King Road Cultural Landscape District”
means. My interpretation of this important designation begins with the following statement from the
National Park Service's National Register of Historic Places WEB site:

“The National Register of Historic Places is the Nation's official list of cultural resources worthy of
preservation. Authorized under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the National Register is part
of a national program to coordinate and support public and private efforis to identify, evaluate, and protect
our historic and archeological resources. Properties listed in the Register include districts, sites, buildings,
structures, and objects that are significant in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and
culture. The National Register is administered by the National Park Service, which is part of the U.S.

Department of the Interior (National Historic Register).

Further resolution of my interpretation of what this historical designation means was found by examining
the concept of culture (Culture; Crystal):
“The way of life of a group of people, consisting of learned patterns of behavior and thought
passed on from one generation to the next. The notion includes the group’s beliefs, values,
language, political organization, and economic activity, as well as its equipment, techniques, and
art forms...” )

Consequently, I am of the opinion that the definitions provided by the National Park Service describing
what is to be preserved as a result of the National Preservation Act of 1966 includes *culture,” and that the
concept of culture, in this context, would certainly include the living community that is inextricably tied to
the Mineral King Road Cultural Landscape District by virtue of having been the caretakers/preservationists
of this community for a period of time that easily exceeds the criteria required by the National Preservation
Act of 1966 (National Historic Register, g). It must be understood that, if not for generations of cabin
owners and caretakers, it is highly unlikely that any structure in the district would be intact for preservation.
Moreover, significant and important historical and cultural literature now available to the general public
describing the Mineral King Road Cultural Landscape District has, in fact, been compiled and published by
the community of cabin owners and caretakers (Mineral King). The current generation of cabin owners and
caretakers are no less significant in the context of preserving and sustaining the preservation of the Mineral
King Road Cultural Landscape District than the road, cabins, mining sites and artifacts, and other tangible
evidence of this historical area.

What has been negligently overlooked by the authors of the Draft Proposal is the concept of culture. This is
likely an honest oversight, inasmuch as the authors do not appear to be knowledgeable in the area of
culture, as the concept of culture is seldom addressed in the document; particularly when it is the culture
that continues to emanate from such a lengthy and diverse history that makes Mineral King very unique.
Few are the places listed on the National Register of Historical Places where contemporary residential
heritage can be traced to the origin of the existing structures protected by in the National Preservation Act
of 1966. In this regard, Mineral King is very rare, indeed. To consider the “sites, buildings, structures, and
objects..."” in the absence of culture, is a serious dereliction of duty by the government, particularly when

Page: 20f 8
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the culture is stifl intact, thriving, and sustainoble. Moreover, the National Park Service can not offer any
substitute for herilage, information, preservation, and manpower that the community of cabin awners and
caretakers contribule o the Mineral King Road Cultural Landscape District. Te remove (he cabin owners
and cargtakers from the context of what the National Preservation Act of 1966 intends 1o preserve is
analpgous 1o removing a sustainable Native American tribe from their community, or relocating Amish
residequs from their settiement for the purpose of preserving only the “sites, buildings, structures, and
objects...” i.e. the physical anifacis, as representing what is most real and valuable in their cubure. IL
should obvious that such artifacts are merely manifestati ons of the people thal create and sostain them
through time, as is the case in Mineral King. I strongly urge the Mational Park Service (o exercise patience
for the purpose of developing a more forward-thinking perspective regarding the siwation in Mineral King.
If this requires more lime, take more time. Once the decision (o destroy a culture §s made and implemented,
the consequences are jrreversible,

As an alterpative (o the “The Alternatives™ 1o the General Management Blan, [ suggest that the U, 5.
Department of the Interior and the National Park Service consider forming a committee of cabin owners
and caretakers with park offictals qualified in the disciplines of anthropology, historical communities, and
Lhe like, for the purpose of establishing a mode! demonstrating how the public can participate in
conjunclion with the MNational Pack Service to the benefic of park patrons in areas where historical euliore
still thrives and the communily hags significantly more 1o ofifer the general public than the National Park
Service, as {5 the case in Mineral King. Benefits are many for all concerned. For example:

»  Cabin owners and caretakers are encouraged to perpetuale the living histery and cullure of Lhe area
to Future generalions, including the skills it takes to live without electricity and olber modemn
amenities that obscure the undersianding of what life was like when the Mineral King Road
Culiural Landscape District eriginated;

#  The National Park Service continues to collect revenue for cabins in the form of permil fees,
which is more significant and more stable than campground and other use fees;

*  National Park Service interpreters would not be needed, as knowledge in the community far
exceeds that of the park service in the areas of nalural history, history, etc., thus lowering
overhead;

»  The Nelional Park Service can ask the cabin owners and caretakers, as a condition of their use
penmil, to participale in the maintenance of thes park, which is already being carried out by the
communrity without being required by the National Park Service;

+  And there are many other lasks in which the National Park Service can reduce expenses, enhance
the experience of park patrens, and, most impertantly, comply with the intent of the Naticnal
Preservation Act of 1966.

There are no losers with this cooperalive approach. All parties involved derive a benefit, with the general
public being the primary beneficiary, while a national treasure is preserved in a sustainable manner that can
serve as 3 model for future generations faced with the problem of how to preserve and perpetuate a viable
contempaorary cultural within the context of a historical district. Furthermote, it is my opinion that the
National Park Service is not equipped wilh the resources required to manage the situation in Minsral King
while eomplying with the National Preservation Act of 1966 without a contribution from Lhe cabin owners
and caretakers representing the communily. [ agree thal it is & greal public asset to have nice restzoom
structurss, good piendc tablas, trail crews, and rescue helicoplers, bul there is much more to experience in
Mineral King than the extraordinary natural history. Cooperation is reguired in this situation, and T am
happy to be the first (o volunteer my services toward crealing & cooperative effort with the National Park
Service to comply with the National Preservation Act of 1966 and enhancs the experience of all park

visitors,

1 ask that & representalive of the National Park Service ack nowledge and respond to my leiter prior to any
decision impacting Mineral King heing {inatized.

Respectfully,

Pege Juf g

Donn Bree, Ph.D.

EDITOR’S NOTE: References have not bee reprinted. The original letter is on file at park
headquarters.
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Understanding the Rea! Mineral King Controversy

by

Aubrey Cairns
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It is hard to think of a place that has been inhabited for over a century by the same
group of families, but this is the case for the Mineral King Valley. Mineral King is tucked
in the hills of Tulare County, California and if one has ever been to Mineral King, it
would be impossible 1o erase the majestic sight of the rolling hills, rapid waterfalls,
flowing streams, and staggering mountain peaks. Mineral King appeals to all ages, voung
and old. Chiidren play in streams, teenagers and adules hike the rigorous mountain trails,
and elderly relax on log porches playing cards. There is one single lane road, there is no
electricity, but there js a hope that 2 community of cabin owners will last another century
in Mineral King. The National Park Service and the National Parks and Conservation
Association want to eradicate the Mineral King community because they do not believe
cabins belong in the valley. On the other hand, the Mineral King District Association is a
proponent of cabin owners and they believe the cabins should be preserved because of
their historical significance. Not surprisingly the Mineral King District Association is
comprised mostly of cabin owners. I believe another proponent of the cabin owners is
philosopher John Locke because of his beliefs towards man's natural right to protect his
possessions. | believe Mineral King should be open to privale use of federal land for
cabin owners.

To clearly understand the controversy, I must summarize the occurrence of events
leading up the present day decision to not allow inheritance of the cabins which reside in
Mineral King. Thousands of years age, Mineral King was inhabited by local Native
American tribes, In the 1850's Eurcpean- American settlers explored the area and about a
decade later hunters and families would be making their way up to Mineral King. The

first cabin was built in the 1870°s, and Mineral King was occupied by mestly miners, A
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small mining town was erected, consisting of six two-story hotels, restaurants, saloons,
barbers, and poest offices. In the mid 1880°s the miners moved out, and it would be left to
the women and children to occupy Mineral King. The National Forest Service was
erected in (905 and issued permits to all buildings in the Mineral King area. Many of the
cabins erected shortly after 1905 are the ones still standing today. Around 30 cabins were
constructed between 1915 and 1942, The Forest Service implemented striet guidelines for
the cabins, calling for them to be simple and “rustic,” not spending more than $2000.
Mineral King requested 1o be apart of the Sequoia National Park when the National Park
Service was first erected in 1890, however it was denied, Propesitions to include Mineral
King in the National Park Service had been excluded many titnes over the years, but in
1978 President Jimmy Carter included Mineral King in the Park Service because of a
proposition by Walt Dissey 10 turn the valley into a ski resort. When the Park Service
came into power, they terminated any plans for a ski resort and implemented a plan to
renew perimits for the cabin owners every 5 years, until the current cabin ewners or their
spouse decease, The guestion now remains, will legislation change to allow the Mineral
King cammunity to survive, or will it die out with its current inhabitants? (The

Preservation of Mineral King).

Mineral King should be open to privae use of federal land for cabin owners
because it {5 a living historic community that positively contributes to Mineral King. The
community does no harm to the valley, Its members help ficst time visitors to become
familiar with the area and the community provides for a trash disposal service. The
community has purposefully kept the valley clean and has repainted the main bridge a

few times. The community has been raised in the valley, which means it has acquired
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amazing amounis of knowledge about the area which it can readily pass en to visiters,
Because the community positively contributes to Mineral King, the Mineral King District

Assoclation argues there is no reason to eradicate it (The Preservation of Mineral King).

Besides that it is a positively contributing community, Mineral King also has
historical significance. Many of the cabin owners are direct descendents of the cabin’s
builders, including mysslf. A cornmunity of historical significance is extremely rare to
ceme by and destroying it would be destroying a part of America’s history, Every cabin
owner has a deep bond (0 Mineral King, and rmost likely has the same close bond to the
residing towns located just below Mineral King in Lemon Cowve, Exeter, and Visalia. In
Lemoen Cove streets are named after cabin owners, such as Pogue and Moffett. To most,
these are just names stuck on a smal! country street not having any historic significance;
1o descendents it symbolizes the men and theix families who pioneered the foothills. The
same symbolism can be seen when looking at the cabins, but it is the Sequoia National
Park Service who looks at the cabin names as if they were just 2 name stuck on a building
withowt any historic significance about how the Jand was pioneerad and maintained. The
families of cabin owners are the ones who have protected and inhabited the area prior to
any nationai or group interest. Therefore, Mineral King should be open to private use of.
federal land for cabin owners because the cabins are a reflection of pioneers whose

descendents maintain the living historic community.

On the other hand, the National Parks and Conservation Association argue that
“the living community is gone” becanse avalanches destroyed much of the buildings built
by the mining era (Understanding the Mineral King Controversy). Granted some of the

buildings were destroyed, many buildings are stil standing today. It was because of the
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families which reside in Mineral King today that allowed miners to have such an
glaborate retirement while working hard in the hills. The families are the ones who built
the hotels, who ran the General stores, and who cooked in the restanrants. Descendents of
these same families still reside in Mineral King today, and just because buildings were
not built in the mining era does not mean they do not have any historical significance,
Mineral King should be open to private use of federal land for cabin owners because the
living historic community stili survives even though avalanches destroyed many mining
buildings.

Just as the historic comnrnunity survives in Mineral King, the Declaration of
Independence survives as the foundation of out country. The Declaration of
Independence was concocted by Thomas Jefferson. While Jefferson's name is written as
the author on the document, his ideas were extracted from works of the famous
phitosopher John Locke. Therefore, the foundation of cur country is based on many
philosophies of John Locke. Locke argues about man’s natural rights in his Second
Treatises of Governient, and it is in this plece that [ find the most prominent argument
for cabin ewners in Mineral King, Mineral King should be open to private use of federal
land for cabin owners because according to Locke, the government is suppose to protect
our natural rights of “life, health, liberty, [and] possessions” (Locke, 484). The National
Parks and Conservation Association argues that “by supporting Mineral King's inclusion
in Sequoia National Park, the cabin owners acknowiedged the National Park Service as
the appropriate protector, steward, and administrator of the area’s natural and cultural
resolrees” (Understand the Mineral King Controversy). I wholeheartedly agree and the

Sequota National Park Service, a government agency, is supposed te fuifill these duties
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as protector, steward, and administrator. These duties are a reflection of sovereignty
through Congress. Congress is not soversign under the Untied States government; the
peaple are sovereign, the cabin owners are severeign, and the cabin owners expected with
the inclusien of Mineral King into the Park that the government would protect their
natural rights of life, health, liberty and possessions.

But as it happens the government is not protecting the cabin owner's natural
rights; their possessions are being taken away. In the Park Service, one cannot take any of
the Park’s possessions such as flowers. The Park Service puts up signs saying not to pick
flowers, because pulling them from their roots kills them. Ironically, this is exactly what
the Park Service is doing to cabin owners, they are uprooting families from their cabins,
killing a cornmunity, and taking away cabin owners’ possession. This type of uprooting is
exactly what John Locke argues against in his Second Treatise of Governmnent. While
cabin owners do not “own” the land on witich their cabins reside, they do own the cabing,
which gives them the right to have the government protect their possessions, or cabins,
according 1o Locke, If therefore, the government is not protecting the people’s right to
possessions, the government should be correcred. The “civil govermment exists for the
well-being of civil society and a govemment which seriously jeopardizes social interests
is rightly changed” (Dolhenty). A cabin being taken away from an owner, without any
type of compensation, seriously jeopardizes social interests because it violates the natural
tights of citizens in the United States. Therefore, the government should change to allow
private use of federal land for cabin owners in Mineral King because the government

should pretect the cabin owners® natural right of possessions.
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Cairns 7

It is because of the federal bureancracy that the government has not changed to
meet the accurate needs of the public in the Mineral King community. Mineral King
should be open to private use of federal land for cabin owners, because it is only because
of the malfunction of the federal burzaucracy that cabins are not allowed to be used in
Mineral King. The National Park Service is a member of the federal burcaucracy. A
bursaucracy has developed to help the governiment run efficiently by assigning
specialization to departments which the government cannot afford to spend time on.
Therefore, agencies like the National Park Service are given discrstion to make proper
judgments about their department and to deal with every day problems. "Bureaucratic
jobs are governed by rnules rather than by bureaucrats’ own feelings or judgments about
how the job should be done™ (Barbour et al, 3435), The National Park Service has
developed policies because of its own feelings and judgments abont how the job should
be done. They feel cabins do not belong in Mineral King, but there are no [aws to justify
this fecling,

Mineral King should be open to private use of federal land for cabin owners
because it is a living historic community, it is the cabin owners natural tight to protect
their possessions, and it is only because of federal bureaucracy that it is not open to
private use of federal land, These and these arguments alone should be reason enough to
allow the Mineral King community {0 thrive. The solution to the controversy over
whether or not cabins should be allowed to stay indefinitely is to allow cabin owners to
maintain permits indefinitely while implementing plans (o preserve the original structure
of all the cabins. Mineral King's beauty is not only defined by its glorious nature but by

the surviving community which has been there since the early 1900°s, Mineral King has
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Cairns &

and always will be accessible to all people, but this does not mean it should be
inaccessible to cabins and cabin owners, Mineral King is unforgettable to most and most

definitely will be unforgettable in my heart.

EDITOR’S NOTE: Works cited have not been included. The original letter is on file at park
headquarters.
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supported parties are more likely to be noisy, intemperate, and
disrespectful of wilderness values resulting in their neighborhood
being undesirable for hikers seeking a wilderness experience.

The GMP should retain the key language from the 1971 Master Plan

that would phase out non-essential stock use in the most sensitive
high-elevation areas of SEKI. At the absolute minimum, the GMP
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., Cari Church, L. Ac.
o 801 Dover Drive Suite I //Z?ﬁgz

Newport Beach, CA 92663

Park GMP Coordinator September 27, 2004
Dr. David Greber, Senior Scientist

Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks

47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, California 93271-9651

Subject: Mineral King Special Use Permits

Dear Dr. Graber,

1 visited the Mineral Xing area for the first time in my life this
past year, I stayed with a local family and was educated on the issues
they face. After my experience in Mineral King, I feel compelled to
comment on your Draft Gemseral Management Plan,

Clearly, the subject of these historic cabins presents a
significant problem for the Park. In fact, history shows that the
management of these cabins has been an ongoing issue, However, the one
thing that Temaing constant is the cabin owmers and their clear
dedication to preserve and meintain not only their cabins but the érea
surrounding them. I R S

After reading the draft General Managemsnt Plan, it seems the Park
wants to eliminate all of the family structures. On the other hand,
they are now listed as e National Historic District in the Naticnal
Register. This requires that they be meintained as they are. The Park,
in their “Preferred Alternative” has addressed this subject by
suggesting that the cabins be given to an outside contractor to use as
rentsl units and offers current residents a weskend in the summer to

hold a reunion, This concept is totally unreesoneble and indicates to me

s complete lack of understsnding of the typical Mineral King cebin on
the pert of the Park.

As someone who has fresh eyes given my recent vigit, I learned that
these cabins were built as early as 1890. Current building codes were
not in effact at that time. Requiremsnts for public housing, such as
plumbing, utilities, ADA access, heating, did not exist then. The
thought that an outside concessioriaire could er would take these over is
outragedsus, B ' '

" Let me tell you what I was “taught” while staying in the cabin
First, the cabin’l stayed in has a spall Septic tank and hence we
canhot put eny toilet paper in the teilet, you put it’in a2 trash bag, to
be carried down the hill when you leave. Additionally, you only flush
when you do & H2 to make sure there is no environmental impact (they
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A SUIV ANIULIVE GRO L AIGRa vy sy

Three Rivers, Ca. 93271
re: Comments to General Management Plan

I find your report does not consider the most likely of cases needed to protect the
environment.

1. there should be a no grazing alternative where all stock must carry their own feed.
speak from personal experience when 1 relate a time at Lake South America where a
commercial stock group had their animals grazing right at the lake shore ,breaking the lake
side bank and dropping manure in the lake polluting the water. When1 asked the wrangler
if he could keep his animals back from the lake, he stated they were permitted to graze
there. I enjoy wildflowers but the stock animals eat all the flowers before they have a

chance to bloom.

3. The wilderness act prohibits commercial activity in wilderness areas. Why do you not
make efforts to eliminate commercial activity rather than promote it.

4. Privat cabins at Mineral King were to be removed as the owners of record in 1978 died.
Why are you not following the act and phasing these out??

5. the commercial camp at BearPaw should be removed from the wilderness. NPS must
follow the law--not skirt around it. No new commercial camps should be created.

Because of the above reasons and personal experience backpacking in the wilderness I find
your GMP inadequate.

Youftruiv,

Thomas Clohessy
P.0. Box 845
Sonoma CA. 95476
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and INational vionuments, at the emphasis on preserving historical sites i our nation.
The National Park Service has become the guardian of our history in many places and it
is my hope that Mineral King continues to be one of them.

The uniqueness of Mineral King’s geology combined with its mining history is a precious
resource. The human community within the Cabin Cove, Silver City, Faculty Flat, and
East Mineral King areas is also a vast resource worth consideration and preservation.
Cabin families are considerably more knowledgeable about the history of Mineral King
than NPS staff that come and go through the years. These cabin families share their
knowledge through conversation on the trails, serving as volunteers for various Park
programs, contributing to the written history of Mineral King, and safekeeping the
ongoing history through photographs and documents. Drawing on their years of
experience many watch over the welfare of infrequent visitors and hikers by offering
advice regarding trail difficulty and conditions, first aid supplies after an accident or
injury, food or water to those ill prepared, and even trips up or down the road for
emergency situations. They encourage proper response to wildlife encounters, and by

guaranteed, but also Mineral King’s ambassadors of good will would continue to provide
the personal touch to visitors each year.

Sincerely,

RoseMary Cluck
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Dear Dr. Graber,

We want 10 take this cpportunity to submit the following comments to the Sequeia and
Kings Canyon Draft General Management Plan (GMP):

A, RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

YISION: For the Mineral King Valley Vision (Reference No, 350} it is
recommended that Alternate C be implemented with the present permittees and
the heits of formers permittess insuring the maintenance of the dwellings, as well
as the historical and cultural nature of the valley, To that end it is further
recommended that the superintendent continue to issue permits to the heirs of
former permittees, at his discretion, as long as the cabins are properly maintained
and the conditions of the permit are met. See Discussion of Recommendations,
paragraph B.1, below.

VIP PROGRAM: For the Mineral King Valley it is recommended that an
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU} be developed with the Mineral King
District Association (MKDA) to formally provide personnel for the VIP Program.
The personnel would come from the families of permittees and of the heirs of
former permittees. See Discussion of Recommendations, paragraph B.2, below.
ATWELL MILL, CAMPGROUND (Reference 363); It is recommended that the
current Management Plan (i.e. No Action) be taken. See Discussion of
Recommendations, paragraph B.3, below,

B. PISCUSSION OF RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

VISION: Only the present permittees and the heirs of formers permitees
understand the ideosynchracies of the historic dwellings, maintain them, and
operate the installed systems in a safe and cost effective manter. It is neither
practical nor cost effective to ask an outside entity to try to take over the historic
cabins and to make them code compliant, as menticned in the GMP. In some
cases bringing the historic cabins up to code would destroy their historicai
integrity. Similarly the preferred alternative could result in the destruction of
soime of the historic cabins. Also it does not seem practical to ask an outside entity
to "take over” cabins piecemeal {i.e. one in Cabin Cove, one in West Mineral
King, one in East Mineral King, etc.), as the permittess of record die, This would
be very difficult te control as a business by any operator. The GMP speaks of no
other use for the areas presently occupied by the cabins, except to make "some"
available for public use. Notwithstanding the present law, the historic community
can only be preserved is by the present occupanis, See OBSERVATIONS AND
COMMENTARY, paragraphs C.3. and C.4. below,

VIP PROGRAM: For many years there has been an informal cooperation belweean
the "cabin dwellers" and the NPS, This has taken the form of participating in
camp fire programs, minor maintenance, invelvement in historical and nature
programs, etc. An MOU with the MKDrA will insure that the needs of the NP5
will be met. This year the semi-formal use of ¥IPs from the "cabin community”
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has been very successful. The volunteers worked a the Mineral King Ranger
station, participated in camp fire programs, led hikes, were docents at the Alles
cabin, and did scme maintenance for public access. The duties couid be expanded,
under an MOU, 1o inclede 1rail survey and campground monitoring, etc.

3. ATWELL MILL CAMPGROUND (Reference 363): This campground should be
retained. Some families, especially those with children, prefer the Atwell Mill
campground, because of its distance from the river. The preferred alternative to
close this campground represents an unnecessary cost. The need to expand this
campground {Alternative C.) is also an added cost and must only be
contemplated, should there be an increased public usage in the future, See
OBSERVATIONS AND COMMENTARY, paragraph C.1., GENERAL PUBLIC
ACCESS and USAGE below.

C. OBSERVATIONS AND COMMENTARY

1. GENERAL PUBLIC ACCESS and USAGE: The public usage of the Mineral
King in recent years (1992 through 2002) has slightly declined at an average rate
of about 1% per year. The GMP only discusses adding some paving (Reference
357) to the access. The GMP makes no mention of any plan or recommendation
to upgrade to the Mineral King road by the NP3 and Tulare County. There is no
reason to expect any real growth in public usage, The existing campground
facilities in the Mineral King arca are seldom full, except on a couple of long
holiday weekends. If this "no growth" trend continues, it would not be prudent for
the NP3 to expend resources for any large expansien of facilities in the Mineral
King area. The GMP does discuss a recommendation te procure some of the land
at the end of the Mineral King road primarily for backpacker parking.

2. PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE OF CABINS: In both formal and informal surveys, it
has been clearly indicated that less than approximately 5% of the public visitors
object to the cabins in the Mineral King Valley.

3. PUBLIC ACCESS TO CABINS: It is unclear that there is really a need for public
access to the existing cabins. Many years ago there were cabins and & dining room
at East Mineral ¥ing. There was little demand at that time. At the Silver City
Resort there are accommaodations, but it is understood the occupancy level in the
summer season averages somewhere just above 509, If the cabin for public use
must mest all the various codes, as mentioned in the GMP, then it would probably
be simpler to build a new resort with the proper facilities. The fand that the GMP
considers purchasing, might be a good location fer this. It was the original
location of the East Mineral King store, cabins, and dining room.

4. MINERAL KING CABIN COMMUNITY.: The dwellings and their inhabitants
comprise a unique community that dates back, in some cases, over one hundred
(100) vears. AH cabins should be retained. This sense ef community and
knowledge of the area has been passed to the public for many years through
formal campfire programs, nature walks, sportsmen groups, literature, ete. Also
this history and area knowledge has been informally passed te the members of the
public by members of the community. The communrity has worked well with the
NPS to promote cooperation in the past. Examples include; the MOU with the
water district in West Mineral King, the VIP participation, etc. It does not seem
prudent that members of the community be excluded, when permittees of record
die, and that historic cabins be destreyed. The community with its culture and
history will be desitoyed.

We want to thank you for yvour consideration of our comments.

Mary and Larry Cochrun
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many of the ongoing and substantial impacts of stock grazing and trampling of meadows,
wetlands, and lakeshores.

The Plan should include provisions that protect the parks from the serious, adverse impacts of
stock use (i.e., overgrazing, trampling of sensitive areas, stock manure & urine in campsites).
These impacts are not minor, despite the assertion in the Plan. Almost all of the hikers I talk to

in the backcountry complain about this. Perhaps people feel resigned to it, just as they do to
pollution and litter in their cities. However, the NPS can and should improve this intolerable

situation.
Yours very truly,

Lawrence C. Conn

3752 Ocean View Ave.
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Exeter, CA 93221
(559) 592-5642

the last 30 years yIng 10 NANg OIMU LIC LIZUL LU ALY SVALIVEGS $3aisg pias s s oo

1 feel the best alternative would be for the Park Service to enter into an agreement
with those whom have always cared for Mineral King and its historic structures — the
people who own them. Cabin owners would be expected to preserve the historic
structures and pay an annual fee for the use of the lot on which their cabin rests. For
those families who can no longer care for their historic structure the cabin could be sold
to a family willing to enter into this agreement with the National Park Service.

Please don’t let Mineral King suffer the same fate as that of Elkmont Historic
District in the Great Smokey Mountain National Park. We still have a chance to save this

special place without cost to our financially strapped Park system.

Thank you for your consideration.
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MGCrowe@aol.com Tor sUsan_spalngnps go

10/06/2004 09:21 PM

(=4
EDT Subject: SEKI GMP - Comments on Mineral King Speclal Use Permlt Cabing

BEK| GMP - Commants on Mineral King Special Use Permit Cabins

The following comments apply to the proposed treatment of the Mineral King Special Use Fermit Cabins,
in Topic & of the Dralt General Management Plan for Sequofa and Kings Canyon National Parks, and
oulline &n agproach which would address the interests of the govemment and of the public at large
{inctuding the cabin owners).

The Draft GiMP begins with a false premise — frequsntly stated in the plan — that the 1978 law requlres that
ths cabins be removad affer ihe deaths of the 1978 permittees of record. That law providas for the
issuance of permits to tha 1978 permittees of record for tha balance of their lifstimes, but says nothing
whatsoever about the treatment of the cabins thereafter.

I fact, the Praferred Alternatlve infers that the cabins nesd not be removed, as 1t would ratain at least
some of tham for rantal and other purposss.

The 1978 iaw also authorizes the Secretary of 1ha Interior to purchase land or interests in land in ordar to
further its purposes - although to data no effort has been made to purchase any of the cabins, which
remain tha property of the 1978 permit holders or their descandants. By seaking donatlons of cabins far
tax puiposes, the Park Sendce iz ecknowledging 1hat they hava value and are in fact private propsity,
even if located on public land.

Ot couree, since the 1878 [aw was enacted ona vary significant change has eceurrat —ihe listing of the
Minaral King cabins and community on the Maticnal Registar of Historic Places, That listing finds them to
be of cultural valua, and imposes upon the Park Service a duty to protect and presarve them.

While the Draft GMP does acknowledge that the Park Service is obliged o pressrve cultural ag well as
natural values, it eppears 1o treat the cabins as mere buildings - when in fact they are part of a community
which has been an essential feature of the Mineral King Valley for over a cenlury now. Just as you would
not prasarva tha Amish community by svicting tha psopla and preserving thair homes, neither can you
presarve the Mineral King community by evicling the people and preserving the cabins.

The Mineral King community, in additlon to bullding and mainlaining the cabins, has provided services to
the public for generations. The cabin owners, who are more accessible and far more knowledgeable on
local history than the rangers, have provided directions, smergency services, and information and advice
on trails, wesathar, facifitiss, wildlife, fishing, camping, local history, and & host of othar topies ta visitars to
the park for more than & century — and they are doing so now, even manning the Mineral King Ranger
Station as Volunteers in the Park. In the latter capacity, thay have provided the equivalent of two seasonal
employeas this summer along.

The cabins ihemsalvas are of coursa a part of the unigque scenery of the Minaral King vallay -
camplimenting its great natural baauty with just a touch of century-old California history. Most repeat
visitars regard them as an essential part of the Mineral King experience, and savor the {act that so littla
has changed over the years,

Campers in particular enjoy thefr proximity to the cabins and aceess to the cabin owners — both for the
scanic value of the cabing and far the avallablity of advice and assistance on a variety of matters, And by
definition, they would not be Interested in rentat facilities.

Day visitors ta the Park would not benefit from the avaitability of rentaf cabins, but do enjoy the same
sconie values and help fram the cabin owners as do campers.
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For thosa who use Mineral King as a trailhead, the cabins are both the last vestige of givilization &s they
head out of tha vallay, and a walcomea back as thay return — and the cabins cenalnly do not interdere with
their anjoymant of the Park. {MNor would they banefit from any increases in the number of rehtal unis
avaitable, as their purpose is to enjoy the back country.}

There is relatlvely litle damand for rental cabins, as evidenced by the low ooeupancy rates at Silvar City;
and there 1§ roum for additional development thare — at no cost i the gavernment - should the demand
for such facilities grow.

Finally, tha cabin ownars themselves ars also members of the public, and are hoth frequent visliars to the
Park and the traditicnal users of the cabins — and their interests (and, for the reasons stated below, those
of the public at large) can best be served by aliowing them to continue to use and maintain their cabins.

There [s therafore no real reason either to remove the tabins or to take them over for othars to manags —
and In fact to do so would be a disservice to tha publle and to the Park Service ftsell {which would lose 1he
voluntear service now provided by the cabin awnars). The cabing ccoupy less than 50 of the 680,000
acres of land within Sequeia and Kings Canyon National Parks — but they are every blt as unlqua and
irreplaceable as some of the naiural wonders found in other parts of the Parks.

Any aftarnative which would remaova the cabln owners from the vallsy would ultimately lead to the
destruction of nsarly ali of the cabins. Most of the cabln ownars have spent much of thair lives in Minaral
King, and regard thsir neighbers as extended family. They generally have keys to thelr neighbors' cabins,
have or know which neighbar has the toals and matsrials for any necessary repalrs, and shara the wark
on major prejects. They spend a good deal of each summer repairing the damege caused by animals,
falling imbs, the harsh winter environment and the simple aging of their very ofd cabins — and thay alone
know the uniqua aftributes of those cabins {such as how the storm shutters ara attached, and the steps
required ta secure them for the winter and reopan them the following summst).

As the 1878 permittees Include both yaung and old, were the Park Service to take over thair cabins as
they passed away it would be many years before alt of the cebins were acquired. But with the departura of
each family, the mamaorlzs, krowledge, tools and asslstance which its members provided to the
community would ba lost. Over1ime the cabins would take on the aura of a ghost town — and even if
soms were ranted to the public, they would not and could not be maintained with the loving care now given
them.

Ewven If afl of the cabins were immad|ately available, it would be econormically impossible for anyone to
operate them as rental units. It is hard enough te manage conliguous, comparable unlts — but to manage
and maintain sixly cebins, no two of which are afike, scattered along five miles of road and accessible for
|ess than six months of the year, in such a harsh envirenment, boggles the mind. And to expect anyone to
undertake that responsibllity when only a few cabing might become available each year i3 prapostsrous.
To break aven, the rental rates would have to be prohibitively high, and very few people would be willing or
abla to pay such prices.

But perhaps even more important would be the loss of the community, which is an exiraordinary exarmple
of the way pioneering men and women lived a century ago, Visitars ta Mineral King can now interface with
pedgle who have spent a litetime there, and are eager 1o share their experiences with others. No ranger,
naturallst, fecturer or musewm could replace that experience — and it is for that reason that preserving the
communlty iteeff is even more Important than presarving the cabins.

There is a simple way to snsure the pressrvation of the cabins and the community — one which would
involve efemsnts of both the Praferred Alternative and Alternative C but weould not require any enabling
legislation. Federal agenciss are already authorized by the National Historic Presarvation Acl to lease
historic properties to any person or organization which will adequataly ensurs the preservation of that
historic property, and to enter inte conlracts for the management of such property.

I, as tha law reguires, the Park Service truly Intends to preserve the cabins and the cultural values of
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which they are a part, then it may properly datermine that the cabin owners themselves are lhe people
best qualified to undartake that task — at their own expense ~ for the bensfit of the public, That would nat
mean a renewal of the existing permits; ralher, it would be an entirely naw arrangament, for the banefit of
ihe publie, the Park Service and the caiiin owners alika.

The terms would differ from those of the axisting permits in several ways. They should include same
provislans permitting iha cabing to bs rented out to others (which would provide for at laast soma pliblie
usa), and would require the owners to maintain tha cabins in accordance with histori standards. The
interests of the cabln owners would have to be transferrable, to justify the expense of major repairs, but
terminable for any fallure to maintain the cabins in accordance with the appropriate standards.

The govarnmsnt owns e land and the cabin owners tha cabins. That would not have to change, New
leases or permits could allow tha cabins owners to use the land but inslude specific requirements with
respest to the cabing, crafted to reflect the Intent that they ba pressrved for the benefit of the public as wah
as the cabin pwners,

Incidantally, the Minaral King Praservation Sociaty is an appropriate body 1o work with the Park Service In
establishing architactural standards, but is not in a positien to manage the cabins — as it has no interast in
themn. Were tha Parl Servica to acqulre them — and compensate the sabin awnars for tham — then in
theory anyone could managa them for the Park Service; but there has been no suggastion that the
govamment is considering any means of acquiring the cabins otharthan by donation. That option has
been avaitable for tha past 26 years, and only a single cabin has been donated (the Filchar Gabin, given to
the government by Paul Jordan, a retired Park Rangar); and it s unrealistic to think that any significant
number of cabin ownsers would now voluntarily make such a donation.

To praceed on the presumplion that the Park Service would ecquirs titls by default upon ths expiration of
tha parmits, without cempensating the heirs of the 1978 parmittees, would invits langthy and expensive
litigation, and certainly bitterness on the part of both the heirs and the surviving 1978 permittees — nons of
which would enhance ths expseriance of visltors to the Park.

H would, however, ba possibla for the Minetral King District Association, which represents the cabin
owners, 1o manage the cahins should the Park Service prefer not to deal with individual cabin owners.

This solulion may be adopted without legislation, under existing law. If, howaver, the Park Service truly
believes that the 1978 law somehow overrldes the National Historic Preservation Act, then It should
actively support an amendment to that law, such as H.R, 4508, in order to pretect and preserva for future
gensrations beth the cabins and the community — which have already besn determined to be of great
cultural significance — alf 2t no cost to the governmant.

Respectfully submited,
John T. Crowe

3939 West Schoal Avenua
Vigalia, Califernia 953291
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JOHN T. CROWE

ATTORMEY AT LAW
3939 WEST SCHOOL AVENUE
VISALIA, CALIFORNIA 93291

(55490 7?4-0?4?
Qctohar g, 2004

NPS GMP Team Leader

Susan Spain, Landscape Architect

National Park Service - DSC

12795 West Alamada Parkway ,
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287

Re: SEKI GMP - Wild
And Scenic Rivers

Dear Ms. Spain:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft General Management Plan for
Sequoia and Kings Canyen National Parks. These comments relate to Topic 2, Wild
and Scenic Rivers, and specifically to the proposed inclusion of the middie segment of
the East Fork of the Kaweah River in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

The segment of that river in question, from the 8,000 foot contour to the Atwel? Mill trai!
bridge, runs through the private inholdings at Mineral King, the Cold Spring
campground, the cabins at Mineral King, and Kaweah Han — ail of which have been in

place for generations.

The Draft GMP proposes to include that segment of the river in the Wild and Scenic
Rivers System, under the recreational category; and the proposed boundary would
extend 0.25 miles on either side of the river. That boundary would inciude the Mineral
King Ranger Station and all of the other public and private structures now standing in

the Mineral King area.

My concern is that such a designation could ultimately lead to attempts to remove seme
or all of those structures, most of which are now listed in the National Register of
Historic Places, and/or to curail the activities in which the campers, cabin ewners and

visitars to the park have traditionally engaged in that area.

If the intent is to prevent any further development or additionat uses along that segment
of river, that would probably be accepiable. But unless the present structures and uses
¢an be grandfathered, so that there is no danger of the designation being used as a
means of changing the existing uses along the river, then this segment of the East Fork
should not be included in the Wiid and Scenic Rivers System.
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NPS GMP Team Leader
October 6, 2004
Paga 2

As the stated management objectives include the preservation of the scenic and
historic features of the rivers, this should not present a problem - but the final GMP
should clearly protect the existing structures and uses along this segment of the East
Fork of the Kaweah River.

Yours very truly,
John T. Crowe

JTCjfg

ce: Superintendent Martin
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L. Laile Di Silvestro
130 Big Bear Place NW, Issaquah WA 98027

3 October 2004

Dr. David Graber, Senior Scientist
Sequoia & Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271-9651

Dear Dr. Graber:

1 am writing to comment upon the proposed alternatives for management of Mineral King
in the Draft General Management Plan at www.nps.gov/seki. I have concerns about all the
proposed alternatives, however I consider Alternative C with some critical modifications
to be the alternative that is most likely to preserve the cultural resources of Mineral King
for the enjoyment of all visitors to the park.

Before continuing, I should divulge that my opinions are far from objective. I am a 5"
generation member of the Mineral King community. My children (9 and 17) belong to the”
6™ generation of Crowleys to live in Mineral King (as summer residents), and are
descendents of the men and women who built much of the current road; who ran the store,

—_post office, and resort; who dug in the mountains for gold, silver, and copper; who led
pack trips into the back country; and who have maintained a tradition of stewardship of
the land and community since the 1870s. This is a community in which many of the
current members were born and have spent some of our most cherished days. Many of us
have ancestors, including my grandfather, who spent their last living moments in one of
the cabins that dot the valley. It is natural that emotions would color all discussion of this
cultural resource.

Since the mid 1960s (when Disney was planning the ski resort), I have feared that the
Mineral King community would not be permitted to persist indefinitely. I have treasured
each summer in my Mineral King home, knowing that it could be my last. Over the last
decade, I have shifted my focus from preservation of the community as it currently exists
to preservation of the structures, their history, and the history of the people that built and
inhabited them so that they will not be lost to future generations. It is in keeping with that
effort that I respectfully submit the following comments.

Plan for Preservation of the Historic District: I am not certain that the Mineral King
Historic District was listed in the National Register of Historic Places when the draft plan
was penned. I do not believe that the proposed alternatives adequately address the
preservation requirements, and feel that Alternative C should be modified to take these
requirements into account.

In particular, I would like to see details on how the park will acquire the funding and
resources necessary to maintain the cabins according to specific architectural standards. If
such funding and resources are not available, I strongly encourage continued partnership
with the existing cabin owners to maintain the cabins.
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There are 66 structures that must be maintained. It typically takes two days each season to
‘close’ each cabin so that it can survive the heavy winters. It typically takes several days
each season to ‘open’ the cabin, a process that involves removal of supports and repair of
damage that occurred over the winter. There is also ongoing maintenance and repair
required throughout the season. The cabin owners have demonstrated the willingness and
the ability to maintain the historic integrity of the cabins, and would be ideal partners in
preserving these cultural resources for future generations of park visitors.

Plan for Historic Interpretation: 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 favorably 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 programs. The park system has a
unique and wonderful opportunity to draw from a sizeable community 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. I would like to see a plan that includes a
way to preserve the non-structural historic heritage of the area and share it with visitors. I
believe that the cabin owners have demonstrated that they can play a valuable role in such

a plan.

I thank you for your attention to my comments, and look forward to hearing and reading
about the input you have received and your conclusions.

Regards,

L. Laile Di Silvestro

laile@mindspring.com
425.557.2805
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Canyon National Parks. I have i)ack—packed in these two parks numerous times, over different
areas, such as entering from the west and the east side of both parks.

It is nice that the Plan includes a "no stock” alternative, but it would be better if an alternative
was included that was between "no stock” and the preferred alternative.

In particular, please add a "no grazing" alternative. This alternative should also include critical
language from the 1971 Master Plan to phase out non-essential stock use in the most sensitive
high-elevation areas. In fact, please also add this critical language to the preferred alternative.

Further, I would like to emphasize that some of the conclusions in the preferred alternative are
not correct. For example, the draft preferred alternative states that, "...impacts of horse use
{feces, eroded trails, dust) would continue to cause minor, adverse, long-term impacts on a
small number of backcountry hikers." I would dispute this, and nearly every hiker I've met
using your parks would as well. I suggest you undertake scientific appropriate polling of your
backcountry hikers by an independent agency to verify this. The impacts are not minor, but
major, in that they significantly detract from the sought-after wilderness experience. Second,
the impact affects a large, not a small, number of backcountry hikers.

Also, the environmental impact of stock use is great:
trail erosion, muddy trails
dust
stench of urine and manure
proliferation of brown-headed cowbirds, which displace native song birds
damage of sensitive lake shore environments
damage of sensitive meadows, particularly at higher elevations

Please:
* Add a no-grazing alternative
* Add the non-essential phase-out language to the preferred alternative

1 also support:
* The removal of all commercial pack stations

* The removal of the cabins at Mineral King
* The removal of the commercial camp at Bearpaw

Sincerely, .

&m‘e/g:ench

PO Box 7587, Incline Village NV 89452
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Berbara Doyle To: david_graber @nps.gov, susan_spain @nps.gov
<gragnbarbera@yahoo oo

Lam> Sublect: SEKI GMP

10/06/2004 04.08 PM

MST

Dezar Mr. Graber and Ms. Spain:

Thank vou for the oppercunity to provids comtent on
the proposed General Management Plan for Sequoia and
Kings Canyon National Parks. My husband and I are
cabin ownars in Silver City which, as vou know, is
located in the Mineral King area of the parka. My
comments hear exciusively on your plans for that area.

Your "preferred alternative” plan apgpears to provide
for and encourage increass use of the facilities in
thi= area. That plan suggests that Mineral Ring
cabins will either be removed and replaced by large,
multi-group campsiltes or rented on a4 regular basis.
¥Your plan alsoc suggests that increased visiter demand
will be accommodated by enhanced of facilities at the
Silver City Resort. I cake exception to thesa
proposals for the following reaseons:

1. The road from Three Rivers to Mineral Fing cannot
support increased traffie. ‘The roed's twists, turns
#nd nerrewness in parts makss the drive challenging at
best. How will additional cars ke accommodated? Da
you have scome plans to inprove the road not discussed
in the GHE?

2, Water supply to Silver City. As you are no doubt
aware, these was a limited snocw pack this year. The
water supply to Silver City, Silver City Cresk, is a
mere trickle. There ia ne "extra" water to supply any
additional facilries at the Silver City Reaert. Was
the Park planhing to drill wells or somehow otherwise
sacure additional water supplies not discussed in the
CHE?

3. Front and kback country fmcilities. If multi-group
campgrounds repliaced the M cabips, it stands to
reasen that more peeple will be in thes area and that
more pecple will want to take not only day hike= but
also travel inte the backcountry. There has not been a
packscation in MK for tweo years now. How will you
ensure that visitors have access other than by foot?
And, once thay are in the backcocuntry. are there
provisions for composting toilets so that the area
does not suffer long-term envirenmental damagae?

I appreciate your attention to my concerns and look
forward to receiving further informatien as you
proceed with the development of the GMP,

Sincerely,

Barbara Dovle and Greg White
Cabin #72, Silver Civy OR
1566 Muir Street, Fillmore. CA 93015

220



Individuals

f

; f;;g/ :

DON E. DUNHAM P. 0. BOX 127 WAUCONDA, WA 98859

September 10, 2004

s

GMP Coordinator: Dr. David Graber, Senior Scientist
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks

47050 Generals Highway
Three Rivers, CA 93271-9651

Comments: Final General Management Plan (GMP)

Dear Mr. Graber:

To understand my views on the management of SEKI National Park and the GMP, I’ll
state my background. I was raised in Lemoncove and worked in the late forties as a packer for
Ray Buckman in Mineral King and then worked as a trail crew packer during my college years in
the early fifties. I then alternately worked occasionally for Bill DeCarteret as a packer or cook
(vacation time) and recreating with my family in the back country through 1974. In 1974 I moved
to Wyoming, but made two trips back to Kern Canyon in 1984 and 1993 via Cottonwood Creek
trailhead and trail pass. It was in 1984 that I joined the High Sierra Stock Users.

I applaud the park services effort in a job well done on the GMP and its involvement of
the public in this plan.

I agree with most of the front country proposals for Cedar Grove, General Grant, Lodge
Pole-Wuksachi, Giant Forest and Ash Mountain foothill areas as outlined in the preferred
alternate

I feel that the management for the Mineral King corridor and valley should be preserving
of the traditional character and retaining the feel of yesteryear as outlined in alternate C.

As our family owned a cabin in the east Mineral King group until the mid seventies, I
would like to see both inholdings and permitted cabins given continuing status into the future. I
have many good memories of growing up at Mineral King and hope succeeding generations can
have the same opportunities. I feel the same opportunities should be provided 1o cabin owners in

the Wilsonia area.

Over the years and particularly in 1984 and 1993 I noticed that historic horse use, in the
Kern Canyon Back Country seemed to be down. This may be due in part to the increased
restrictions and quotas over that of the pre 1974 era.
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cercly, N\

Don E. Dunham
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1h1s leler contams my comments on the Dralt UMY 10T Sequola and Kings
Canyon National Parks.

A congressional act requires that private cabins at Mineral King Valley be torn
down and restored to natural conditions after the lifetimes of permitees of record in
1978. The National Park Service should follow this law and not try to work
around the law to benefit a few influential people.

The NPS should use the wording of the present Sequoia and Kings National Parks
Master Plan (1971) which stated that “...Livestock may be used in the lower
elevations and around developed areas where it can be stabled and fed without
open grazing on park lands.”...in the new plan. (Underlines are mine.)

The Bearpaw Meadow High Sierra Camp is ugly and should be removed to reduce
the environmentally negative impacts of noise, scenery impairment, sewage
disposal, helicopter use, stock use and food storage. Under no conditions should a
new High Sierra camp be built on the Hockett Plateau.

The Draft GMP for Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks should have a
requirement that stock parties be required to carry feed for their animals. This is
needed to reduce the highly negative impact of grazing on meadows and
lakeshores. This draft should have a No Grazing Alternative. Please rewrite the
Draft GMP to make it less pro-commercial and anti-environmental and more pro-
private (for backpackers) and more environmentally friendly.

Thank you for your serious consideration of these comments.

Best Regards, ) 7 L7 " oL g
s Al 7702 ﬁ
David M. Edlund -

1922 Tioga Blvd
New Brighton MN 55112-7273
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SARAH BARTON ELLIOTT

PUBLISHER / EDITOR
P.O. Box 728 » THREE RIVERS, CA 93271 » 559.561.4843

Dctober 5, 2004

Re: Response 1o the “Sequoia-Kings Canyon National Parks Draft General Management Plan”

The purpose of this correspondence is to submit a response to the draft GMP in support of the
preservation of the Mineral King cabin community and to offer an alternative selution relative
to the draft GMP*s Preferred Alternative. If the federal process insists that one alternative be

selected, then Alternative C: Preserve Traditional Character and Retain the Feel of Yastervear;

Guide Growth is my selection.

My family has been intimately associated with the Mineral King area sinca the 18705 and for
six generations. I have spent much of my life in these parks, physically residing in Kings Can-
yon, Sequoia, and the Mincral King area, prior to and after it became a part of a national park.
These experiences have shaped who I am today. With this lifetime (46 years) of experience in
the Mineral King area and Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks, I propose a viable altzr-
native to the alternatives that will assist in the management, visitor enhancement, and preserva-
tion of this unique living-history community.

The historical signkficance of Mineral King

As a fifth-generation Mineral King cabin resident with children, I feel it is imperalive to pre-
serve this important living-history community. It is stated in the mission of the National Park
Service that historical resources must be preserved “unimpaired.” The fine line here, however,
seems to be in the eye of the beholder — “historical resource™ versus “privately owned.”

In the history of the West, and more specifically, Tulare County, because so little bas been pre-
served, we cannot wait another 100 years to make the decision to save the last vestiges of the
19th century. As we while away 1he ysars debating whether preservation or evacuation should
be policy, development continues to rapidly encroach as the New West buries the Old West.

The history of Mineral King begins the way so many western tales start, with men secking their
fortune — a dream of a finarcial empire built on mining — or simply a way to make a living by
ranching or lumbering. And despite its isolation, Mineral King was a social hub of the southern
Sierra. An elevation of nearly 2,000 feet meant the Mineral King valley was not a typical boom
town, but instead one of the most challenging cnvironments in all of California in which lo live
and work,

The mining boom was a mere moment in Mineral King's history, but this is how the cabins be-
2ah and now continue as a living link and archiicctural timeline. The original windowless four
walls of logs or rough-hewn lumber soon were adapted through additions and new construction
that included kitehens and porches, making them more hospitable to familics of the early 1900s
who migrated to the Sierre in the summnier to escape the scorching Central Valley heat. Out-
houses made way for primilive indoor plumbing and propane gas, as this technology became
avatlable. Cabin life evelved from summer necessity to family vacations, making Miperal King
a microcosm of how an entire nation changed the way it lived, werked, and spent leisure iime.
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In the meantime, avalanches, fallen irees, and other whims of pature have also determined when
the cabins were upgraded and improved. But, this is where time stands still. Electricity is a con-
cept that has net yet found ils way to this remote region and telephones number less than a
dozen. The cabins remain today as symbols of self-reliance and a declaration of the settling of
Tulare County and the West.

“Visiting historic and cultural sites is one of the most popular tourist activities today. Families,
seniors, groups, and even international visitors choose to frequent histeric atiractions when on
vacation." —Cultural Resowrce Management magazine, U.S. Department of the Interior, 2002

Revising the “Preferred Alternative™: A Mineral King solution

it is not feasible — economically or historically — to revert the Mineral King cabins to public-
lodging facilities. The cabins are without electricity, insulation, or other modem-day conven-
tences. They are dusty and sometimes infested with rodenis or insects. They require constant
upkeep and maintenance, which for the past 26 years since their inclusion into Sequoia National
Park has been a difficult dilemma. To invest summer after summer of time and money for re-
pairs or upgrades is a risky investment for permitices because the Park Service has been aver-
looming with its threat of razing the cabins and/or evicting the residents.

The cabins are not turn-key ready for any vigitor. To arive at our cabin, for instance, shuttets
are removed, the water is turned on from outside, the propane tank activated, the water heater
filled, and more. Then it's time to check for rodents, dead or alive, chop weod, build 4 fire in
the woodstove, light the temperamental refrigerator, sweep the porcies and the roof free of pine
needles and branches, and more. It's labor-intensive and high maintenance; in this day and age,
not most people’s idea of a relaxing vacation. But this is how and where my grandparents,
great-grandparents, and great-great-grandparents lived each summer, it is where | spent vy sum-
mers, and it is now my responsibility to cary on this humble tradition and pass it on to my chil-
dren.

Equally as unrealistic an alternative is to revert the cabin areas to pack station property or camp-
grounds. The Mineral King Pack Station sits abandoned due to the lack of & concessioner. The
current Mineral King-area campgrounds rarely fill to capacity (in the summer of 2004, they were
not full on any of the three holiday weekends — Memorial Day, Fourth of July, Labor Day). In
contrast, public demand suggests that more campgrounds and picnic areas are needed in and
around Sequeia’s Giant Forest ares, but it’s highly unlikely that this will cause additional visi-
tor amenitics to be proposed.

With any new, courageous, or unprecedented movement comes compromise. The Mineral King
community is made up of hundreds of diverse, independent individuals, It is the responsibility
of the National Park Service to recognize the cultural vatue of the Mincral King community and
to make the bold decision to preserve these cabims while uniting the cabin owners and keeping
the living-history link intact, This would allow the Park Service to better understand and inter-
pret the considerable influence of the Mineral King landscape on the fate of the mining era and,
100 years later, a Disney ski resort. This, in tumn, would enhance, not detract from, the visitor
experience by sustaining a historic community.

A suggestion is that this be dene viz a nonprofit cooperative foundation made up of both man-
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datory (cabin permittees) and supporting volunteer members, managed by, but at no cost to, the
National Park Service. Strict guidelines regarding the cabins, their integrity, and use would bs
in place under a federal lease. Funding would be through annual dues, grants, and ether avail-
able resources that would pay for gencral upkeep, safcly, and maintenance of the district, insur-
ance, mailing and administrative costs, and other expenses. A board of directors will ensure ad-
herence of the bylaws, covenants, codes, and restrictions. They will also be functionally respon-
sible for regular meetings, overseeing varions comprehensive committees (design, outreach,
sustaipable use, interpretation and education, publications, exhibits, events, programs), and
communicating with the members at large. The National Park Service would continue fo pro-
vide the oversight for cultural resources, including develeping plans to advance historical re-
search and cultural landscape preservation objeetives.

If this does not fit into the agenda of the current or future management of Sequoia and Kings
Canyon National Parks, then a separate district should be formed that, with its very name, will
state the mission of management of the Mineral King area — national conservation district, na-
tional recreation area, national historic site, or national historical park. As is Devil’s Postpile
National Monument, the area would continue to be managed under an arm of Sequoia and
Kings Canyon National Parks.

“The potential is huge, not only to altract visitors to lesser-known sites but also to increase the
monies generated from existing or new visitors.” —Cultural Resource Management magazine,
LS. Department of the Interior, 2002

Seguoia’s lack of historical preservation:

The park’s first ranger station at the original entrance to Sequeia National Park is in a perpetual
state of deterioration. Interpretation at various cultural sites is noticeably absent, leaving many
visitors with questions, not answers, about the history and prehistory of the area. Structures
listed on the National Register of Historic Places are not identified to the public.

To mrn my back and walk away from the Mineral King arca is an unthinkable act. The area
contains a history that i3 the very roots of the formation of Tulare Caunty and many of its eom-
munities, including Three Rivers, It would be, at the very least, irresponsible to allow the Park
Service to erase this community. I would be handing a 135-year heritage away to those who
show na interest that the struggles, the milestones, and the accomplishments of the pioneer set-
tlers of Tulare County ever be told.

“Last year, visiting historic and cultural sites ranked second 1o shopping ia the list of activities
engaged in while on heliday.” —Cultural Resource Manggement magazine, U8, Depariment of
the Interior, 2002

1deals and prlerities
I agree with the National Park Service that Mineral King belongs to all Americans, That's why

a powerful, ideological minority of the NPS at Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
should not be able to override the American people’s interest in protecting the historical re-
sources of this arga.

The cabins of Mineral King are a tangible conneclion to the past and a humble legacy that have
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been passed on to subsequent generations. The cabin permittees and their descendants are the
living history and dedicated stewards of Mineral King who are eager and willing to educate the
public on the extensive prehistory, the Sierra ccosystem, the environmentally-sensitive land
management, and the history of the evelution of humanity in this remete place while continuing
a way of life about which the majority of the population will someday only be able to read
about in history books orif allowed aceess into an Ash Mountain vault.

{t’s time to begin a new chapter of the West with Sequota National Park wearing the proverbial
white hat at the fore of an effort that would set a forward-thinking standard, rather than an irre-
versible sethack, for cultural-resource protection nationwide. Instead of condemning the re-
gion's significance to survive in name only as a foothills subdivision or golf course, the legend,
lore, and history will contimic to be personally experienced for many generations to come,

Signed:
Sarah Barten Elliott
October 5, 2G04
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Jatin &. Elliott

HISTORIAN / PUBLISHER
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October 6, 2004

Re: SEK] Gengral Plan Comments

In general, the issucs as scoped for the current draft of the GMP have very little to dislike. Park
planners have done a credible job in assembling volumes of infermation on a varicty of issucs
and concems.

However, there are several arcas currently being managed in the parks related 1o the treatment
of cuitural rescurces that get very little consideration.

Among the maost critical needs of the new GMP is a concerted effort to correct this long-
standing disparity relative to the effort and budget devoted to the management of natural re-
sources, Not only the obvious and most visible, but some of the not so obvious culturaf re-
sources need more staff attention as well as additional budgetary considerations.

The best opportunily in the current GMP to accomplish this “affirmative™ action is in the Min-
eral King Road Cultural Landscape District. The draft’s “Preferred Altemative™ is comect in
that this etfort needs to address the cabins and its attendant community, The Preferred Alterna-
tive strives to create a partnership and [ agree that is the best way to proceed in terms of the dis-
trict's prescrvation, But it is unworkable if each family of users is evicted in order take posscs-
sion of a cabin immediately after the death of the permittee of record.

As you know, there is a great deal of caring involved in the use and upkeep of Mineral King
and its cabins, especially among the many familics who have been associated with the commu-
nity for several generations. To be aware that the clock is ticking on one’s tenure willtin a par-
ticular cabin and that the NPS and its pariner arc waiting in the wings to take possession, is at
cross purposes with historic preservation — the desired goal,

At the root of the management problem for the NPS is the fact that privately-owned property
exisis in the national park. A workable solution must be offered that vests the property in the
partnership, but does not end the tenure of those community members willing to use the cabins
within a more defined context of the histeric district.

After a partnership is created, the entire cabin community must be evaluated on 2 case-by-case
basis. To think that sweeping the present owners/users out and making some sort of generic rus-
tic district is in the best interest of the public is an error in judgment. The rescurces will decay
while budget requests and the fotures of certain propertics remain in limbo,

P.O. Box B06 » THREE RIVERS, CA 93271 =« 559/260-2909
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To achieve preservation, a more proaclive approach is needed rather than a reactive one as sug-
gesled in the preferred alternative. To receive cach property as pennitices die undermines col-
lective action by Mineral King preservationisis and ignores the living-history aspect of the com-
munity. Why not directly involve the present uscrs as caretakers and preservationists, but not
necessarily as owners of each cabin?

Cabin trustees/users would be required to follow regulations that would govemn use, establish
fees, and ensure that cach property would be maintained as a part of the historic district. Those
cabins, whose previons owners no longer wish to maintain their former property as a part of the
district, conld be potentially acquired by the parinership and used by members of the public
who wish to experience cabin accommodations and contribute to the preservation of a living-
history community.

The above proposal preserves the essence of historic Mineral King by doing the following:
(1) It creates a non-profit public benefit partnership 10 assume ownership of ail private property

within the distriel; and {2) This historical trust would enforce maintenance standards of all his-
toric properiies and determines a responsibic user group for all eabins.

Signed: John Ellipit
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Dr. David Graber, Senior Scientist
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271-9651

Dear Dr. Graber,

We are a group of people who are acquainted with a cabin permit
owner in Mineral King, California. We are in favor of the passage of HR
4508. Your support is crucial. We endorse the following reasons for
passing this bill and the important points it contains:
<The government does not have the resources, manpower or money to
support the takeover of this community.
<If the Park Service assumes control of this community, they will either tear
down the cabins or rent them out. Either way, it would be more costly than
beneficial. Razing the cabins would ruin the historical value of the
community. Much of California history is connected with the Mineral King
Valley. Having the Park Rangers become rental agents would diminish their
usefulness.
<The history of the settlement can still be seen because the cabins are
maintained by families who have had the permits for generations and have a
vested interest in keeping them just as they were in the days of John Muir
and John C. Fremont, among others. :
<These families have proven that they can maintain and preserve the cabins.
If something works, don’t mess with it. The concern that they could lose the
right to the permits might cause them to delay repairs, so we would like
them to be allowed to have their permits in perpetuity and to be able to pass
them to their heirs or others who have the interest in keeping this piece of
history.
<The cabin permittees have shown their loyalty to the area by helping the
Park Rangers guide visitors, recount the park regulations, clean up litter, and

volunteer in the office.

For all these reasons we ask you to assist in passing HR 4508. Thank you.

Sincerely,
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Climbertwe &aol.com To: susan_spain@nps.gov, david_grabar@ nps.gov
i oot
EEJO_GJEOM o621 P Subject: D1E{DSC-P} SEK| 288---Fublle Comment
July &, 2004
NPS GIMP Team Leader

Susan Spain, Landscape Architect
National Park Sarvice~=DSC

12785 W, Alamada Parlowvay
Denver, Colorade 80225

Park GMP Coordinator

Dr. Davld Graber, Senior Scientist
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Genarals Highway

Three Rivers, California 23721

He: D18 {DEC-P)
SEKi 266

Braft General Management Plan, Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks.....
Dear Ms Spain and Dr, Graber;

| amn in receipt of the above captioned plan, and would offer the fallowing brief comments, organizad as
suggested in your May 7, 2004 lettar.

Miscellancaus Comments: [ am & landownar In Silver City. | paid full market price ior my proparty when |
purchased it, and | am & frequent visitor to Mineral King. | ar very familiar with alt of the traPs, roads,
facilities (and tack thereof) in this area, | bekava that these factors make my commants worthy of notice.

Comments refated 1o Transportaiion and Visitor Experiencs: The Plan envisions a largs increase in

visitation to the Mineral King area. The trail heads, parking areas and day hike destinations are already
crovdad during the summer and on &ll weskands during good weathsr. Many sites—specifically Monarch
Lakes and Eagle Lakes-- are severely damaged by overuse and camping. The trail to Farewsll Pass is
crigs-crossed by “volunteer' shortouts. It you add more paopls, there will be no place to park (the rangars
lssue tickets daily (o illegally parked vehicles already) and there will inavitably be the incrsassed
envirenmentat degradation that more peopte always bring, Increased visitation will inevitebly require
largar parking areas and bigger trails, more train maintenance and more dedicated law enforcemant
rangers. | sirongly eppase this.

Closing Atwell Mills Campground 1s not necessary; the sequoia grove there is healthy. One nead only

look. Opening angther campground is an unnecessary expense, and will funher crowd people towards
the end of the road, wheregs now they ara spread out along the road. Phis, lunderstand that the new

campground and "improvements” at Cold Springs Campground would add toial sites to accommodate

additional visitor usage. The aren will not totsrals this without environmental damage.

Comrments on Speclal Use Parmits: | understand that stock usage will continus, but somehow will be
relocatad or medifled. How? The stock yards currently draln directly inte the Kaweah Rlver, forming a
paint sourca of water pollutian. 1s this going to continus undsr the new plan? is there a permit issued to

allow this water pollution? 1 so, why?

As to the Forest Service Permit cabins, | must state Lhat t admire the politica! organization of the permit
holdars and ihe pressure they have brought to bear on the Park Service. A few points should howsver be
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made. Farest Service Permit cablns usad to exist ali over the nation. They are almost all gone
now-except here. Why? The answer is obvious-the value of thesa free inholdings is huge, and the
penmit holders' familias’ want tham to continue forever. That is very undarstandabile from thair
parspective. And in the plan you are granting these families a permanent property right by praferring them
in reservation and usage policy. They did not pay tor this. The idea that these cabins have historic value |s
merely & justification for the desired conclusion. They have no value to the public at large. Thair valus is
to the permit families, period.

Finzlly, to In atffact open a new Mational Park Sarvice Resort in this area based on the permit cabins will
fload the area with people {has the number been calculated?} who will nsed to be accommodatad—with a
central lodge of seme kind, visitor and reservation services, gasoline, more and better tralls, visitor
centars, ranger stations, food service—and last but not least a decent road. All of thase things are likely to
be wildly expensive and environmentally destructive. Has the Park Service contemplated these
necessilies--specifically---and what thay wauld do to the Mineral King area?

In summary, | strongly eppose additional development of 1ha Mineral King Area. There are enough people
thers already. Let the Forest Service Permits expire as they were intended to do. The permit holders are
not "sntitled” to anything mors. Devealopment as you contemplate will ruin this small, limited capacity
valiey for everyone,

Thomas W. Engethardt
4 N 154 Wildrose Read
St. Charlas, lllinois 60174
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I'am alse a committed environmentalist, and although an avid skier, I was gratified and
relieved when inclusion into Sequoia National Park preserved Mineral King from the
onslaught and destruction that development would have brought upon it.

BUT ~ the Preferred Alternative, which could bring about the eventual destruction of the
cabins, is no way to plan for Mineral King’s future! Mineral King’s recent listing on the
National Register of Historic Sites brings with it the mandate for the Park to maintain the
cultural and historical integrity of this unique community. But the cabin owners are the
very heart and soul of the community. We provide a vital historical link to Mineral
King’s colorful past. We’re ready, willing, eager, and able to share this history with the
. public, whom we readily acknowledge as the true owners of Mineral King.

It’s no secret that the National Park Service is tragically short of funding, and not likely
to receive a federal windfall any time soon. How does NPS plan to fulfill its mandate to
maintain this historic site? I, my friends and relatives have painted bridges, picked up
litter, sold postcards in the Rangers Station, led guided trail hikes, and conducted
campfire talks. Not only do we have the financial resources and manpower to give the
Park management some significant assistance, we have the unique love and
understanding of the landscape and its history that only comes with the deep ancestral
routes that most of us share. ' o

I’ve held countless conversations with visitors at the Rangers Station, on the trail, or at
various trailheads. I've pointed many in the right direction when they’ve been headed up
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the wrong trail, and on a few occasions given assistance to backpackers injured or in need
of water or supplies. But the most frequent conversation is in answer to their questions:
who lives here? How do you get these charming cabins? Where did you all come from?
Invariably, visitors are fascinated to hear our story. When learning of the imperiled status
of our tenure in Mineral King, the typical response is deep sympathy and heartfelt
support for our place in this valley. They love learning the valley’s history and especially
of our link to it. Never have I heard a remark that would even hint that our presence
smacks of unmerited private use of public land. It’s obvious that the presence of the
cabins and its owners in no way diminishes the public’s access to or enjoyment of the
Mineral King experience. On the contrary, it enhances their experience by making
available to them our knowledge, experience, and unique perspective as a living link to
Mineral King’s colorful past.

Taking over the cabins for rental purposes would most likely be an unfortunate economic
undertaking. An economic study of this has been made by the management of Silver
City, and it was determined that the cost of bringing these rustic (to put it mildly!) and
ramshackle dwellings up to code would be exorbitant and certainly not cost-effective.
Furthermore, it’s doubtful that the necessary renovations would be consistent with the
community’s architectural integrity, which must be preserved to remain in conformity
with the standards of the National Register.

I am urging that another alternative to the GMP be developed — one which will assure the
continued issuance of permits to preserve the Mineral King community. Legislation has
been introduced in Congress (HR 4508) to allow for this option; please support it. Itisa
win/win/win solution, benefiting alike the cabin owners, the National Park Service, and
the public.

Thank you.

CC: Superintendent Dick Martin
Susan Spain
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PO Box 307
Tehachapi, CA 93581
August 3, 2004
Susan Spain
NPS GMP Team Leader

Dr. David Graber
Park GMP Leader

Thess are my personal commenis on the Draft GMP fer Sequoia and Kings Canyon
Naticnal Parks recently released to the public for comment.

I find little 1 can disagree with in the preferred alernative for the GMP. T would like to
emphasize some of the proposals I particularly support.

My biggest concern is that you do not back off from your proposal 1o no longer rettew the
special use perrnits for the private cabins at Mineral King. I was deeply involved in
supporting the legislation that added the Mineral King area to Sequoia Natienal Park in
1978. I feel the provisions of that lzgislation treated the families and individuals who
held the spzcial use permits for those cabins at the time quite fairly. They were allowed to
renew their permits for a limited time spelled out in the legislation. We are now at the
point in time where the provisions in the legisiation prevent further renewal of those
permits. Your proposal to call for donation of the cabins to the Park Service and 1o make
those that are suitable available for public use is certainly in the public interest,
particulacly in view of the fact that they are on public land, Increased visitation 1o the
Park underscores the need to serve an ever expanding public demand for use of their
land.

Your proposal includes a further concession to the cabin owners by giving them a priority
over the general public in reserving the cabins for future use. I believe that is fair, I fully
understand the reluctance of the cabin owilers to give up thelr exclusive use of the cabins
that have been in their families for generations. However by accepting special use

permits on public land they have acknowledged that it is public land and not their private
property. Furthermore the language of the legislation that added Minerat King to the Park
extended those special privileges. But today it is time to acknowledge the public’s right
(o use their land without the interference of special privileges for private parties.

I look forward to implementation of the shuttle system you have proposed for serving the
public in the Giant Forest area. I understand that many of the details must still be worked
out but now is the time to move forward on this proposal and get ahead of the curve of
increased visitation. In addition I support the efforts that are being made to establish
public transportation from the Visalia area. Although plans for this project are just
starting [ am very supponiive and would like to participate in efforts to get such a service
started. Please do not delay efforts to provide public transportation and atiow the
problems to become acute as they have at Yosemite. It would be a mistake te
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procrastinate and allow such proposals to become controversial,

Even though you have already adopted a fuels management plan using prescribed
burning I would like to offer a comment supporting that program. I was recently part of a
group given 2 tour in Giant Forest and was impressed with the results. The fuels in the
Giant Forest area had been reduced to a manageable level and regencration of giant
sequoiz was impressive. You are to be congratulated.

Finally I would like to make a comment on the future of the Parks. Visitation is
increasing due to rapid population growth in California. Demoegraphics are changing
particularly in view of the explosive growth of the Hispanic population. [ know you are
fully aware of this and are rying accommodate these ever increasing impacts. I do not
have any particular wisdom on just hew to deal with these problems, However there are
nemercus environmental organizatiens I belong te who weuld like to help. In particular
some of those groups have been reaching out to Hispanic groups and have established
contacts with them as they pursue their environmenilal interests. I would suggest that you
1ake advantage of the contacts that have been made with the Hispanic community and
involve them in a dialog about the future of the Parks. I'would be glad to help promote
those contacts if you like. Of course you may have already made contacts with some of
the ethnic communities but obviously meeting the needs of those groups is certainly a
challenge for future management of the Parks.

Although [ have not commented on all of the issues dealt with in the preferred alternative
in the draft GMP [ am supportive of your propasal as 2 whole, Thank you for doing sich
a good job in meeting the public interest and for the opportunity to comment. Please keep
me on your list for anncuncing further steps in this process.

Sincerely,

Joe Fontaine
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Mountain added to the park in the 1984 legisiation.

The use of helicopters should be much more restrictive than [ interpret the decision tree for
helicopter use to be.

Meadows used by stock should be carefully monitored and those meadows receiving heavy
impacts should be closed to stock grazing.

| am opposed to the $15 fee charged to groups which use Wilderness or the back country. Fees
like that should be included in the entrance fee to the Park. | would not oppose an increase in the
entrance fee if it is justified by increased costs.

The area around Bearpaw Meadow should be monitored to make sure there are only insignificant
impacts on the surrounding Wilderness. Corrective action should be taken if non-trivial impacts
are found. | do not believe the suggestion of a similar facility in the Hockett Meadow area is a
good idea.

Of course there are many more issues that must be addressed when you renew your Wilderness
and back country management plan. These are just a few | would like to mention now.

| would like to repeat my strong support for your proposals in the draft GMP to deal with the
cabins at Mineral King and your prescribed burning program.

Thank you for adding these comments to my earlier comments. Please keep me informed as the

process to adopt a final GMP proceeds and you begin to work on updating your plans for
Wilderness and back country management.
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2264 Brittany Street
Eugene, Oregon 97405-1376
September 20, 2004
David Graber, GMP Coordinator
Sequoia & Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Generals Highway :
Three Rivers, California 93271

Dear Mr, Graber:

Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments on the draft General
Management Plan for Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks.
Please address the following concerns to preserve the natural scene that
Congress intended when it set these arcas aside.

Rlatant overuse by stock is the major concern. It appears that
commercial pack outfits have preferential treatment, and make a
mockery of wilderness preservation. When I have camped the past four
years at Charlotte lake in a no fire zone at 3165 meters, I commonly
observe stock camps set up with wood fires right at or above 3050
meters or 10,000 fect. When I inquired about the last group I saw in
2003, they were doing the John Muir Trail in style, with stock, requiring
hundreds of horse days use in the backcountry. Such overuse is

disgraceful.

1f ] were managing Sequoia-Kings, [ would eliminate ail backcountry
use of animals, period. They are just too destructive, and public use has
skyrocketed over the past fifty years. I see too many people with lots of
money destroying the image of wilderness. 1 commonly see able-bodiec
people riding horseback into the so-called wilderness followed by a
packtrain of six or more pack animals, and a paid camp attendant {0 set
up camp and cook their meals.
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Horses leave their manure with seeds of foreign plants. Only where
-..ses travel do 1 find non-native thistle growing. Packers and other
stock users should have to pay for environmental cleanup of their debris.
| have also observed stock urinating on streambanks and lakeshores.

Stock in the backcountry should be allowed only on trails. They should
be tethered away from streams and other water sources. They should not
be allowed to graze, but be required to carry feed for their stock.

On another note, when Mineral King was added to Sequoia National
Park, Congress intended that any cabins there would be removed when
the 1978 permittees died. Any exception or extenuation of that decree

would be outrageous.

The High Sierra Camp at Bearpaw Meadow should be eliminated. The
negative impacts on the environment are too great- sewage disposal,
helicopter use, food storage, stock use and pervasive noise impair the

scenery.

As a footnote, ] have logged thousands of miles on high Sierra trails,
including hiking the John Muir Trail three times. The first time I saw
Yosemite in 1937, I hiked there starting at Springville and retumning on
the John Muir Trail, a trip of 715 miles and 75 days.
Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments

Respectfully yours,

William H. Gardiner
(541) 344-4069
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1444 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94109

_ October §, 2004

- Richard H. Martin

Superintendent

Sequoia/Kings Canyon Nat'l Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271

Re: Draft Generz! Management Plan for SEKT

Dear Superintendent Martin®
I have received and reviewed the above-referenced draft document,

I have been a steady user of Sequoia’Kings Canyon parks over the last 20
years, Some of my best back-country memories are set in the wonderfil
natural environs of the High Sierra. Besides containing national treasures
such as Mit. Whitney, Grant Grove, Kings Canyon, Kern River Cimyon and
Evolution Meadow, our parks provide ample recreational and scenic
resources for users of all interests and physical abilities,

However, the backcountry of the parks is a unique and special area which
deserves our BEST efforts to preserve and protect so that future generetions
of Americans may enjoy the wonders of the pristine High Sierra.

For that reasoﬁ, 1 find the draft General Management Plan and its “preferred
alternative” falls far, far short of protecting this national treasure.

Any High Sierra user knows full well the heavy and irreversible impacts
caused by unfeticred and unmonitored pack stock use of these fragile areas.
Unrestricted grazing in seasonal wetlands, grazing above 10,000 feet, large
groups (over 5) of stock antimals, and maintenance of commercial pack
stations on park land are NOT wise uses of our National Park. Your draft
GMP, by continving these vses in the “preferred alternative”, does not
sufficiently protect these invaluable and irreplaceable wiidiands.
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Superintendent Martin
October 5, 2004
Page Two

The 1871 Master Plan for SBX] promised a phase-out of nonessential pack
stock use in fragile high altitude areas. More than 30 years later, we are stj]]
seeing these packs of hoofed invaders and their inconsiderate riders/owners
and their impacts over the vast area of the parks that are over 9,000 feet, The
new GMP provides an opportunity to address the problem for once and for
all. Your draft GMP does NOT do this. The issue needs to be resolved.

Similarly, we were promised long ago that the Minerai King area would be
preserved and protected, and ail of thig high alpine valley would be accessible
to ordinary citizens. Continving to maintain and preserve the private cabins
built there, albeit under the aegis of a “commercial lodge”, is to encourage
destructive and § naceessible-to-the-public use of the area, In fact, this
alternative would probably be Jess protective than continuing to aflow private
paities to own/operate these cabins, since existing owners are probebly more
sensitized to the ecology of the area than the legions of tour groups and high-
maintenance ovemnighters who would flock to a new lodging facility up there,
The “preferred alternative” also does not address water and sewage issues,
which are considerable. Didn't the NPS Iearn anything from the necessary
reconstruction of lodging facilities in the grove areas of Sequoia?

For these reasons, as well as & myriad of others that time and space
limitations do not permit mention of, the draft GMP needs 10 be recensidered.

Thank you for your consideration, and my compliments to your staff whem
have drafied, prepared and published this document in such an exemplary

fashion.

Sincerely,

Irving L. Girshman
Park User, not Abuser
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currently being debated in Topic 6 of the Special Use Permits, as part of the draft Master Plan for the
Park. | hope you and others in the National Park Service do whatever you can o keep Camp
Wolverton in the Park. The Camp has so many benefits to the Park and the public, some of which |
will describe below.

But first, let me take a moment to tell you who I am. My first visit to Sequoia National Park was
36 years ago in 1968 as Boy Scout at Camp Wolverton. | have gone to Sequoia several times every

pEUpIe Hilu Uie rdik.

For the last 20 years or so, the Scout Camp has provided a public service by also being
available for use by all youth groups and not just the Boy Scouts. Also, volunteers and researches
doing work in the Park have frequently stayed at the Camp. While these people are staying at Camp
Wolverton, they are not taking up the limited spaces at other camp sites such as those in Lodgepole.
It is very common for the Scouts and youth groups who stay at Camp Wolverton to quietly perform
“service projects” while in the Park such as picking up litter and frail maintenance.

The Scouts and other youth groups frequently use Camp Wolverton as a base camp to
prepare for backcountry hikes. The Scout Camp has a policy to teach all groups that when in the
backcountry, they should leave their surroundings better than they found them. Doing that is another
benefit to the Park. The groups are also educated on bear behavior.

In closing, | hope | have shown you that Sequoia National Park is a better place with the Boy
Scout Camp at Wolverton than without it. Please continue to issue special use permits to the Boy
Scouts so the Camp can continue to serve our youth and the Park into the future. Thank you.

Sincerely,

e 2
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Michael E. Gordon
114 Euclid Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90803

R

michael e. gordon

22 September, 2004

David Graber, GMP Coordinator
Sequoia and Kings Canyon Nat’l Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271

re: Draft GMFP

Dear Mr. Graber:
The Draft GMP for Sequoia and Kings Canyons National Parks contains some very serious

deficiencies. It appears to me as a strongly pro-commercial and anti-environmental
document, and 1 think that the administration at SEKI must reevaluate and amend the draft

GMP.

In other national parks, stock parties are required to carry feed for their animals so as to
eliminate the severe and damaging impact on meadows and lakeshores that are caused by
grazing animals. Why isn’t SEKI requiring the same? And why doesn’t SEKI even have a no-
grazing alternative in this management plan? Stock use should be banned from National
Parks unless stock users can create ways to greatly lessen stock impacts. The Wilderness Act
forbids commercial activity in Wilderness areas, so why does SEK1 actively promote and
encourage commercial stock activity?

The Bearpaw commercial camp is ugly, polluting, and contrary to what is allowed in national
park wilderness. 1f’s absurd to even think of building a new camp on the Hockett Plateau — or
anywhere else. Wilderness should be just that — territory where there are no human
habitations (as defined by the 1964 Wilderness Act). The Bearpaw camp should be removed,
and there should be no provision in any alternative of the GMP to consider or build any new

backcountry camps.

The private cabins at Mineral King remain from a pre-SEKI NP Forest Service program, and
should be removed when the present permittees die. That is what is in the present law. Why
is the NPS evading the law in order for the benefit of a small group of people?

Best ;egarwds,

Michael Gordon
Michael_gordon@verizon.net
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e . 7 'KarenHack
‘- . -.. - o i - . 10 Ma]'yland Ave.
o o= 00 Berkeley, CA 94707

October 1, 2004

Dr. David Grabe
SEKI

47050 Generals Highway
Three Rivers, CA 93271-9651

-

RE: SEKI Draft General Management Plan

Dear Dr. Graber:

Alternative C in the SEKI Draft GMP is by far the best plan regarding Topic #6, the Mineral King
Special Use Permit Cabins. It acknowledges the value of retaining the historic Mineral King
cabin community and recognizes the National Park Service’s mandate to preserve both natural
and historic resources unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. The plan for the
cabins as outlined in Alternative C provides a foundation upon which to develop a plan that truly
ensures that this historic community will be enjoyed by generations to come.

One important park resource that was discussed in comments submitted during the GMP process,
but is not reflected in the Draft GMP is the existence of the Mineral King living historic
community and its value as a tremendous asset and resource to both the NPS and to the public.
This living historic community is comprised of families that have a wealth of knowledge,
historical information, and general expertise about the Mineral King area. It is a community of
individuals, many of whom represent their family’s sixth generation, who are dedicated and
committed to Mineral King and willing to devote time, money and effort to its preservation,
These individuals already are helping the NPS out in a variety of ways, including leading
interpretive hikes, giving campfire talks and programs, doing maintenance projects, and even
staffing the ranger station. This past summer, numerous park rangers recognized and appreciated
the benefit to themselves and to the Park from the volunteer efforts of this historic community.
Through these efforts, the NPS can offer stronger educational, outreach and interpretive programs
for the public. Under the Draft GMP’s Preferred Alternative, all of this would be lost.

The Draft GMP states that the NPS may not have the resources necessary to preserve the historic
structures it currently owns despite its mandate to preserve them unimpaired. Leaving the
Mineral King cabins in the caring hands of the community that knows how to care for them will
ensure that the community is trulv preserved. Each Mineral King cabin is a unique structure
which requires a lot of loving care to maintain and keep structurally sound while preserving its
historical integrity. The families who occupy them know them inside and out and have the
proven track record that will ensure their longevity. A profit-making commercial entity would no
doubt find it extremely challenging to do the kind of annual upkeep and repairs on all of the
cabins. Turning the cabins over to a concessionaire as outlined in the Draft GMP’s Preferred
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Alternative, would unnecessarily risk the integrity of the historic landscape and the buildings
themselves.

The cabins are an integral part of a nationally recognized cultural landscape, The Mineral King
Road Cultural Landscape District, which derives its value as a whole and thus must be kept as a
whole. Together it forms a context within which to understand the history of human adaptation to
Mineral King. If the use of these cabins is changed or only some cabins are preserved, as the
Preferred Alternative calls for, the integrity — the very essence - of the cultural landscape will be
adversely altered.

The major thrust of the argument in the Draft GMP for taking control of the Mineral King cabins
is the perceived benefit from the public enjoying 65 more acres of public land in a park that
contains approximately 864,000 acres. That perceived benefit, whether valid or not, needs to be
weighed against the loss of the living historic community and the cabin volunteers, which as
outlined above, represent a major, long-term benefit to the public and Park staff. The Draft GMP
even states: “Because developed areas are very small, under any alternative, the natural
environment predominates over the rustic character of the parks.” And yet, the plan under the
Preferred Alternative threatens to permanently impair this small living historic community that
only occupies 0.008% of SEKI.

The Mineral King cabin community has thrived since the days of the mining boom. The NPS
needs to ensure its longevity by continuing to support and preserve the occupancy of the cabin
community in their historic cabins. If the issuance of special use permits has become problematic
for the NPS, then together a different mechanism can be found which preserves this unique
historic cabin community and its families, such as through a partnership between the Mineral
King Preservation Society and the NPS.

Mineral King is a very special and unique spot in the southern Sierras. One of the resources that
makes it so unique is the living historic community. This community already has a proven track
record of working effectively with NPS staff to the benefit of the Park staff and the public. The
community members have proven over many generations to be excellent stewards of their historic
cabins and the historic resources of Mineral King. The destruction of the Mineral King living
historic community under the Preferred Alternative would result in a major, long-term adverse
impact for the NPS, park visitors, and our future generations. In contrast, the preservation of the
Mineral King living historic community would result in a major, long-term, beneficial impact for
the public, the NPS and the community. This vision of Mineral King is one of reaching the NPS’
goals of cultural and natural resource preservation and increased educational and interpretive
opportunities for park visitors through a strong partnership between the Mineral King cabin

community and the NPS.

Sincerely,

?(mjém&/

Karen Hack

cc: Mr. Dick Martin, SEKI
Ms. Susan Spain, NPS DSC
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LETTERS RECEIVED

Comments on the Draft General Management Plan
For Sequcia and Kings Canyoen National Parks

$kK1's mission siatement, based on the NPS 1916 Organic Act, mandates the
preservation of “naniral and historic objects ..,.in such manner, .. as will leave them
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations™. This draft GMP adequately
addresses the conservation of the scenic and natural resources, which with over 95% of
the parks under wilderness management and the megnificence of the backcountry, is of
utmost impertance. However, the historical resources are not given equal emphasis or
adequate protection. 'The National Register listed districts and structures should be
considered major benefits and assets to the public’s enjoyment of the parks. Cultural
resources, being non-renewabie, need in many insiances additional preservation over

natural resources.

Alternative (C contains the best preservation of cultural resources for Mineral King and is
the best altemative, with some changes and additions. It should be noted that inclusion of
a National Register listed cultural landscepe within SEKI is of major beneficial impact on
public use, providing historical interpretation and the conservation of these resources for
future generations. 'L'he historic cabins are the prime components in the cultural
landscape and should be mentioned as such and their value to the parks emphasized. 1
suggest the NPS implement Congressional legislation to provide for continued issuing of
special use permits to cabin owner families as the best aiterative to ensure the
preservation of these structures, which NPS is now mandated to protect and preserve.
Current leck of staff and funds within the NPS do not make the maintenance of 66
additional historic structures feasible. Currently owned NPS historic sites and structures
are seriously degraded. Continuation of the current agreement with the Mineral King
Community is the way to provide maintenance of the cebins at the expense of the
families end at no cost to the public. The families are familiar with the idiosyncrasies of
their individual cabins and would be responsible for maintaining the cabins in clean, safe
conditions and in sccordance with the prepared architectural guidelines. The GMP
outlines many improvements, expanded services and upgrading of aging infrastructure,
but provides for no funding or additional staffing to implement them. Continuation of
special use permits for current cabin owners aflows the NPS to fulfill its mandated
mission to preserve cultural resources, as well as provides a willing community of
velunteers to assist the park in historic interpretation and other activities.

The loss of revenue from Minerel King cabin special use permits, which is gresater than
that received from camping fees, would be of major adverse impect on the parks, The
cabins do niot deprive the public of access to the natural wonders of the Mineral King
valley but rather provide the park visitor with knowiedge of important historic resources.
Each cabin within the National Register cultural landscape district is an imporntant
resource 1o the visual impact. The two historic cabins on private land should be
preserved in accordance with NP8 historic preservation mandates and missions. The
parks have featured pictures of one historic cabin in their publications numerous times.
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Individuals

‘The four historic Mineral King dams should be retained. They should be listed in the
National Register. The lakes are a veluable scenic and recreational public benefit. The
removal of the dams would have serious adverse impact on the environment and naturai
resources. The permit with Southern California Edison should be renewed 1o continue
the clean energy and reduced energy cost to the parks. With California energy rates at an
all-time high, every clean source should be comtinued, The water flow in the flumes is an
important resource for fire-fighting as has been proved several times. Its Joss would put
the area at risk for fire control. .

'I'he Atwell Milt Campground should be retained. it doesn’t get encugh use to damage
the Sequoias and does provide a camnping experience in that environment and for the few
hotiday weekends when Coidspring campground is full. Atwell Mill and the Alies cabin
should be included in the historic district, along with the mining sites and historic treils,

‘The Minerai King pack station should remain in its present location to reduce the
frequency of stock using the road and mixing with automobile traffic. This canbe
dangerous, especially for pack trains. The continued use of stock in the backcountry
serves the public well for those individuals unable to backpack. The Bearpaw Meadow
highSierra Camp should be retained. The Wolverton Pack Station shouid be relocated.

Sight seeing flights should not be rilowed over the parks to invade the peace and solitude.

Nadine Hack

42 Honey Hill Rd

Orinda, CA 94563
nadinehack@earthlink.net
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LETTERS RECEIVED

October 5, 2004

2043 Berryman Street
Berkeley, CA 94709

Mr. David Graber
GMP Coordinator
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks

47050 Generals Highway
Three Rivers, CA 93271

SUBJECT: SEKI Draft General Management Plan
Removal of Private Cabins at Mineral King

Dear Mr. Graber:

The removal of the private cabins at Mineral King must be included in the SEKI
General Management Plan. Allowing a cabin to remain as long as the then-current
permitee is alive is entirely reasonable. However, it is not reasonable to allow these

permits to be passed on in perpetuity.
It is time to start removing the private cabins at Mineral King.

Thank you for considering my views.

Sincerely,

W Lo Helly—

David W. Halligan
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