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back country. Those who advocate this are members of a small eletist group who believe
that the use of horses impacts their back country experience, and that foot travel is
somehow "sacred”, and is the only way the backcountry should be visited.

Our family is in a situation where we are no longer able to carry packs into the
backcountry, so eliminating horse travel would eliminate our chance to have any back
country experience in the parks. The advocates of these proposals are, in my opinion,
very selfish. Perhaps they never think they'll be too old to not carry a 50-pound pack.
Well, they should think again.

The only anti-horse proposal which seems to be half-way reasonable is the "no grazing"
alternative, because I have seen small meadows wrecked by one night of horse grazing,
and realize that irresponsible stock users can cause such problems.

It should be kept in mind that this same high-minded group of eletists is in full support of

removing 18 small rock dams in the Emigrant Wilderness. Therefore they have to take at
least partial responsibility for the occasional "work party” which has visited these dams

JULIC DN, D101

Moraga, CA
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EDITOR’S NOTE: The attached letters have not been reprinted. The original letter is on file at park
headquarters.
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Richard H. Martin, Superintendent
Sequoia and Kings Canyon Naticnal Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivars, California 83271

Dear Superintendent Martin:

Thark vou for this opportunity to comment on the draft General Management
Plan for Secuoia and Kings Canyon National Parks. We have the following
cormants :

The draft GMP needs to be re-written to include and fully considar a "no
grazing" alternative. A "no grazing" alternative is both feasible and
reascnahle, and was requested by numercus respondents. If recreabionsl stock
use is to be continued in the fragile, high elevation areas of Segucia-Kings
Canyon, then stock users should be required to carry feed for their animals,
as Is done in many other national parks, to awveid the extensive and
considerable impacts caused by stock animals foeraging for food (i.a.,
overgrazing, trampling of sensitive wetlands and lakeshores, ete.). High,
rocky trails pose safety issves with regard to pack trains passing hikers.
The hikers must geat off the trail onto steep talus slopes because those pack
trains just keep coming and the packers often demand that hikers get off on
the steep downhill side =o they won't frighten their animals.

The authors of the draft GMP have impropexly concluded that the "preferred
alternative" is emvironmentally superior te the "no stock™ alternative.
Eliminating recreational stock use from Sequoia-HKings Canyon would avoid the
meny major impacts caused by stock animals. They have already done grave
damage tg the area= where they have besn allowed. When we began hiking in
the 3Sierra 40 vears age, all the water was safe to drink without btreatment.
It is nard to believe that pack stock, whose droppings are everywhere on
trails whare they are allowad, hawvs nobt been the primary cause of the spread
of giardia in the Sierra. Theilr erosilon damage iz great, particularly in
meadows, where there are often 3 or 4 parallel trails carved deep. The
paskers ares sicher unable or unwilling to Kesp thelr animals on the brails,
as evidenced by their droppings in the campsite we oocupisd alohg the John
Mupir Trail in the Bear Cresk drainage on the nights aof 8/17 and &8/18 of this
year. We alao noticed that there were droppings right next ta the creek!

In our hike up Baar CUreek from Bear Diversion Dam 8/16-8/20, wae found the
lower portion of the trail, which is not used by stock, much more pleasant
than the John Muir Tradil, which is, We had to get off the JMT to allow
passage of a typieal pack train - 5 tourists plus packers using a tetal of
13 steck - and then we had to walk amidst the manure. this zeoms a
disproportionate impact on the fragile wilderness. Their impackt on the
Wilderness per visitor is many times that of hikers who carry their own
packs and do not try to bring all the trappings of civilization with tham,

We helieve your duty is to the pecple of this country who are the principal
users of the Wilderness, and not to the packers. We alsc resent the
expenditure of taxpayer funds to benefit commercial outfits while degrading
the wilderness experience of the general public. A "no stock” alternative
would without any deoubt be envircnmentally superior to current stock
managamant practices, which would ke continued by the "preferrsad
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alternative."

The GHMP should retain the key language from the 1871 Mascer Plan that would
phase ocut non-essential stock use in the most sensitive high-elevation areas
of SEKI. At the abaglute minimum, thea GMP sheould ailow ne grazing oQr
off-trail travel by stock animalz above 10,000 fest elevation throughout
sequoia-Kings Canyon MPs. These are park-wide issues that must be addresssd
now, noc put off te some future planning process.

The commeraial camp at Bearpaw Meadow sheuld be removed, the site restorad,
and the ares designated as wilderness, as envisioned by the House Committes

Report for the California Wilderness act.

211 of the commercial pack stations should he removed from park lands. They
could be relocated cutaside the parks, if the operaters se desire.

The cabins at Mineral King should be remowved when the permittes-of-record
dies, and the =ites restored to their nmatural cenditilon., as envisioned by
Congress when it added Mineral King te Saguoia National Park.

Thank vou for considering our wviews.

Sincerely,

Mancy and Bill Homayer

2025 Avila Court
La Jolla, CA D2037-6912
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302

Richard Judd
51 Parkside Drive
Berkeley, CA 94705
October 3, 2004
David Graber
GMP Coordinator
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271
Dear Mr, Graber:

Please consider these comments on the draft General Mansgement Plan for Kings
Cenyen and Sequoia National Parks,

My congerns are that the Plan will allow stock to continue to damage the backcountsy,
and also thet damage caused by stock use will inevitably lead to otherwise unnecessary limits
on hiking access. The net effect will be to keep many people out of the wilderness in order to

. make up for the dispropertionate damage caused by packtrain access for a few.

In August 2000 my family backpacked over Piute Pass, down Piute Creek, up Evolution
Creek and, one rainy aftemoon, hurried into Colby Meadow Jooking for a place to put up tents
before the rain got worse, When the rain partly cleared off after dinner, we had spectacular
views of the surrounding slopes and mountains through the shifting mist and clouds.

The next day, in the moming light we discovered that in the large clearing where we had
camped, there was not a patch more than 3 or 4 feet square thet was free of mule or horse
excrement, of varying ages and consistencies, Much of the area had been swepi in an effort to
clean things up, but the overall effect was of & farmyard—a depressing conirast to the
spectacular preceding evening. Where both tents were pitched, all around the large fire ring
left in the center of the clearing, and i the area where we had cooked and eaten, grass and pire
needles had been replaced by droppings 2nd their fragments.

The Plan needs to consider realistic alternatives to give places like Colby Meadow a
chance to recover, and to keep other spets from suffering the same consequences. Permit
quotas regularly tura hikers away from most points of entry into this part of the backcountry.
Trailhead quotas might be doubled if pack trips” effects on the backcountry.did not have to be
taken into account. The damage Colby Meadow has suffered from pack stock is out of all
proportion to the mumber of backcountry visitors who rode in, magnified something like ten
times by the stock necessary to carry net only the visitors themselves but their dunnage,
packers and the packers” food and equipment.
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Colby Meadow is certainly not the only environment degraded by pack stock. For
instance, the Piute Pass trail itself toward the end of that suramer was chewed up, full of
exposed, wip-hazard rocks and dust churned up by stock trafiic, tumning into & slog what should

largely be a pleasant climb up an attractive drainage.

The common justification for aflowing packers in the backcountry is to make possible &
wilderness experience for those who cannot hike in, because they are too old, too young or
have a disability. In more than 30 years of visiting the High Sierre, [ have yet to see & party
using stock which lived up to this justification. My younger son, age 11 during the summet of
2000, carried his pack with us, including hiking out over Lamarck Col. My wife and I are now
noth over 0. Most pack traia visitors I have ever seen are between those ages, neither old
enough nor young enough to justify a need for assisiance based on age. Likewise, I have never
seen an overnight stock party in the wilderness which included individuals with apparent
disabilities. The vast majority of stock travelers choose to ride as & matter of preference.

Backpacking aches, pains and fatigue are real enough, and [ would not outlaw
alternatives to hiking on some high moral ground. All other things being equal, getting more
people a chance to experience the backcountry is a good thing. However, allowing access by
pack train inevitably has the opposite effect when wilderness management requires Jimiting
entry overall, reducing the overall number of people who can spend time in the mountains, a3
well as routinely causing damage beyond the capacity of hikers at their worst, to meadows,

J trails, and streams.

Oue alternative that should be considered, if pack trains are to be permitted as a means to
allow access to those unable to hike, is limiting stock access to trips with young children, those
over 60 and people with disabilities. In mixed groups, gble individuals could hike, This
would intrude into visitors” privacy and freedom of choice, but that seems preferable to having
to deny wilderness permits to many others so that a few have the freedom to choose to use

mules or horses.

Anather alternative that should be considered is to require packers either to bury or to
collect and carry out their animals’ defecations. Humans, who leave behind a fraction of what
mules or korses do, are now strictly admonished to deposit waste at Jeast 100 feet from water,
buried at least & inches deep, or to carry it cut. Mules and horses, in conteast, foul trails,
stream crossings, camps and meadows indiscriminately, burying nothing. Their leavings are
then inevitebly spread by those who must walk through after them,

Another alternative worthy of consideration would be to regulate what stock carry. This
past summe I spent a night at Fifth Lake on the North Fork of Big Pine Creek.” Three men
who had been packed in to a campsite a few hundred feet away were enjoying the comforts of
a full-sized fwo-burner Coleman stove, a folding aluminum camp table and cold beers, among
other things. 1 don’t know how many extra animals are used over the course of a season to
transport creature comforts, but even one animal weighs many times what a human dees, and
does corresponding demage. Over the years my consistent impression has been that pack trips

" Big Pine Creek and the Piute Pass trail aren’t in the national parks, but they are park enfry points. The
same issues that affect nextdoor Forest Service wildemess exist in Kings Canyon and Sequoiz.
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enable their passengers to achieve a standard of living which requires more weight, and more
animals, than needed to enjoy the backcountry.

One thing stock could usefully be required to carry is their own feed. This would protect
grass and meadows.

Finally, most important, the Park Service should consider phasing out pack stations. In
reality, pack trains persist largely because horse and mule packers are a Sierra tradition, and
provide a livelihood for a handful of owners and work for their employess. Howsver, times
have changed, and will keep changing, Demands on the backcountry have grown, and a steady
tide of new or newly recognized impacis has curtailed cnce sesmingty essential features of
High Sierra trips, like campfires and drinking from streams. The environmental damage
caused by pack trips, and the otherwise avoidable limits they cause on the number of people
who can get into the wilderness, will only wotsen and lead to greater conflicts in the future,
The Plan should previde now for phasing out or at least scaling back permits as they expire,
gllowing owners and employees & transition.

Steve Roper foresaw in 1976 (in the Climber’s Guide to the High Sierra, p. 26) much of
what packtrains have caused since, It has become obvious that his concerns were more than
the “rantings of an anti-packtrain fanatic™ which he called them. 1hope that it will not take
another 30 years to bring this problem under better control.

Richard Judd
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I did not have tims to review the entire document, so
I focused on reading sectlens which are most important
te me. I alse focusad on the preferred altsrnative,
because, as I understand it, this is the alternative
which will be implemented or medifisd te make the

final GHE.

In the preferred alternative the park would move
administrative facilities out of the park. It was not
clear whether this was intended for admin,
maintenance, resources. rasearch, fire and rangers, or
only for a pertien of these. I am concerned about this
on several levels. Impacks to park operations, from
having to drive further to and from projects were not
considered. Employess having te drive through the
entranca statien in the middie of che day will alsc
impact traffic and congestion. It may be possible to
make this work in Ash Mountain, but I do not think it
ig safe or ecologically ethieal to do thab in Grant
Grove or any other part of the park, The nearest land
that the park could use on 180 is a leng way down the
highway s=o employees would spend a lot mare of their
cime commuting to the park from their shop or office.

It was unelear to me the reasoning bhehind wanting to
buy out Wilsenia, or what the park plans to do with
histeric structures if chey buy them. Can thesze
properties be used to supplement the inadecquats
erployees housing situwation in Grant Grove? Could they
be used for more office space? It is my understanding
thak the park has allowed the historic strucktures
which they own in Wilsonia to slide into disrepair.
What do we plan te do with them?

Why does the plan say that the park will have no pack
station at Wolverton® This is net good for the High
Sierra Camp at Bearpaw, who nsed weekly resupplies to
cperate, It als¢ has impacts on the backcountry
resource. Whan Cedar grove pack station does the
resupply they have to stay overnight in the
backcounktyy rather than heing able get in and cut in
cne day. Impacts te the hackeounery from this extra
avernight stock use was not considerad,

&l} of the alternatives state that seasons in Cedar
Grove are “axtended fall and spring” What dess this
mean and what will the impacts be to park operatcions
and to staff and visiter safety? Tha road is dangerous
when it is igy. It can easily start snowing in
October, and it would be a lot of work te try to keep
the read clear through the winter. Visitors could
become stranded if there were a large storm. Rocks
fall on the road continugusly throughout the rainy and
snowy season and it could be hazardous te keep the

263

[ &



LETTERS RECEIVED

very prejudiced against stock use; this last hike was the worst - trails and

campsites (within 30 ft of Ranger Lake were littered with manure, the trail from
Orwell Meadows to Ranger churned to dust, and the Bear Box totally filled by

one party. The only idea | have, if you must continue it, is to require manure
catchers on the stock and at least limit the number of stock to 3 or 4. This

is done as a matter of practice in Charleston, N. C. where they have a

multitude of commercial horse and buggy tour companies. Lastly, can you limit what
comes in from the national Forest?

UM UG U DI RO S S DU U Ly

changing user groups and "enhanced by more diverse backcountry use." Like what:
motor bike, nudity, rock bands, etc.?

Am appalled that Alt. D and Pfd are claimed to not impair Resources or Values
Am appalled that Alt. A is claimed to only partially meet NEPA Goal 101 (b)
"responsibility of each generation as trustee of the environment," and safe,
healthful, productive environment because it bans stock use," thus hampering
resource protection efforts.” Outrageous! A is the only one that does. What
about impact of horse manure on health and safety?

Pfd is all right on "Backcountry Use and Trail System," so-so on "Commercial
Stock Operations," terrible on "Stock Operations.”

Good idea to provide campsite for backpackers.

Can't believe that D was rated so highly in the CBA process. As an engineer
I've done a lot of systems evaluation and comparisons and do not feel that
your evaluators wereaccurate and unbiased.

To me, bsackpacking in the wilderness is all about solitude with nature.

When | hike, | live in dread of large groups - should be limited to no more than
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SSqu:' o Df;ﬁ_Géﬁe'r'al"Mén'agéinent Plan——--—--Environmental lmp-aiét Statement
Date: 10/4/04 11:19:58 AM Pacific Daylight Time
[From: Otrkennedy

To: david_graber@nps.gov

Respondent:

Ronald D. Kennedy

4741 Sleeping Indian RD.
Fallbrook CA. 92029
760-723-4357
otrkennedy@aol.com

(West Mineral King # 17)

MY DRAFT COMMENTS 10-4-04
Regarding: Sequoia And Kings County National Parks and Middle And South
Forks of The Kings River And North Fork Of The Kern River, Tulare and Fresno

Counties. California.

General Management Plan And Comprehensive River Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement. EIS

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

47050 Generals Highway
Three Rivers, California 93271-9651

Forward: After reviewing EIRs on the "Environmental Quality Action Committee”
for the City of Newport Beach CA. | find this draft reads like a puzzle, trying to
figure what the true options are is confused: in it's design and approach for the
reader. On the Comity | would have made a Motion to reject a EIR of this quality

against the Applicant, for the above findings.

A. CABIN RIGHTS
V.2, P.299, "At one time the U.S. Forest Service had a program that permitted

privately owned cabins on public land through 99-year leases.——there are
examples of privately owned recreational cabin communities at -- Mineral King --
Recreation cabin communities are not unique to Sequoia and Kings Canyon
National Parks, their surroundings, or the Sierra Nevada."

Monday, October 04, 2004 America Online: Otrkennedy
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SPECIaI USE PENTHIS UEYUIIU UIT LUIITIHL PO PV IS 3rwsine s wwr i e or
NPS policy and would result in the achievement of the core mission for Sequoia

National Park."

V.2, P.355 "Permit cabins at Mineral King would be removed in accordance with
PL 95-625, section 314. About two-thirds of the 60+ cabins contribute to the
Mineral King Road Cultural Landscape District. Removal would result in the
irreversible and irretrievable loss of cultural recourse in terms of the cultural

landscape district”

V.1, P. 39 "The 1978 Law that add Mineral King to Sequoia National Park
provided the National Park Service with limited authority-— In accordance with
Public Law 95_625, the permits are non-transferable and can be revoked by the
National Park Service at any time if the service determines that continued use of
the cabins by private parties is incompatible with park purposes or if the land is

needed for park purposes.”

Comment: Regarding the "99-year leases" This original binding "Lease"
Contract with the Federal Government has not been signed away by cabin
owners of record, Nor was it signed away in the transfer of the area from the
Forest Service to the Park service in 1978 in the "§ 45f. Mineral King Valley
addition authorized." And therefor it is still in force. How does Director's Order #
53 (NPS 2000a) Cancel the original terms of the original Federal Lease, And

Congressional Legislation of 45f ?

§ 45f. Mineral King Valley addition authorized (as shown below)

As drafted by Congress, Giving Rights to the Secretary, And giving protective
rights to the holders of Land and Leases. Also giving guidelines for compatible
uses in the Mineral King Valley after the ("(b) (2) The Sequoia National Game
Refuge is hereby abolished and the Secretary of Agriculture shall transfer,")
transfer to the Park Service, Department of the Interior.

The above legislation does not Recognize or call out "Directors Order # 53" as
sited in the EIS. page V.2, P. 293. But in fact this legisiation gives rights to
holders of Leases,

(2) "Such rights of use and occupancy shall be for not more than twenty-five
years or a term ending at the death of the owner or his or her spouse, which eve
is later."

(7) (d) Leases" (A) "any leases or permit on Federal Land within the area
added to the park under this section which is in effect immediately before
November 10, 1978, shall continue in effect pursuant to its terms and conditions

Monday, October 04, 2004 America Online: Otrkennedy
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P Ve

following the expansion of the park under this section."

My recommendations are for Alternative C.

V.1, P. 70-1. "Alternative C: Preserve Traditional Character and Retain the Feel
of Yesteryear; Guide Growth," p.71 Mineral King---"Special use permit cabins are
preserved to exemplify a recreation community in Sequoia National Park,"

B. DISNEY OWNED PROPERTIES

V.2, P.69 "Mineral King Valley Private Properties (Sequoia National Park)"
Comments: these 29 Acres of land should be identified as Disney, and listed in

the reference index as Disney.

V.2, P.247 " The parking capacity at trailhead lots has not been measured, but

park staff report parking demand has exceeded supply"

V.2, P.301. "Mineral King" This Trail Head Parking also should be called out as

Disney, and listed in the reference index as Disney

V.2, P.339 and 345 have this call out, Regarding Disney Property "The purchase
of land (on a willing-buyer / willing-seller basis) by the Federal Government"
V.2, P 301 "Since this action would involve a Willing Seller" (of trail Head
Parking).

Comment: On looking at "§ 45f. Mineral King Valley addition authorized.” There
are no call outs of a "WILLING SELLER"
or any restrictions on acquiring in holdings. This Willing Seller addition is not
called out by Congress and should be totally deleted from this Environmental
Impact Statement.

In fact § 45f. states:
(1) "Within the boundaries of the area added to the park pursuant to this section,

the Secretary may acquire lands and interests in lands by donation, purchase
with donated or appropriated funds, exchange, or transfer from other Federal

departments or agencies."
(4) "Nothing in this section, or in any other provision of law, shall prevent the

Secretary from exercising his authority to acquire property"

C. COMMERCIAL USE IN MINERAL KING

V.1, P.200 "Private Land and special Use Permits on Park Land" "the preferred
alternative would result in major, beneficial,-—acquiring and adaptively using
special use permit cabins for public use,"

"Park Management Operations, and Facilities" "The preferred alternative would
generally have moderate, beneficial impacts on park operations---commercial or
incidental business permit holders, and partners-would be minor to major and

beneficial"
V.1, P.201 "Park Management Operations, and Facilities" "Alternative A" ---

Monday, October 04, 2004 America Online: Otrkennedy
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restored, rehabilitated, ana 80ZPUVEIY USTU 111 GUUUIUG I s wis wwws — o ==
Standards"--—-"Numerous adverse historic facilities would be preserved and

adaptively reused"
V.2, P 204, 213, 218 "Mineral King"-—"The National Park Service would acquire
special use permit cabins for public use."-—----"(1) appropriate sustainable public
uses for acquired cabins; (2) cabins to be retained for public uses; (3) a strategy
to ensure that cabins and related utilities meet appropriate codes; (4) a viable
management / maintenance strategy,
V.2, P.339 Under the preferred alternative some cabins would be made available
for public use or park administrative purposes. Permit holders would be given the
opportunity to donate structures in lieu of required removal, providing a major,
beneficial, short-term impact for these individuals because they would be relived
of the legal requirement to remove their structures and rehabilitate the sites, and
they would not have to pay for the cost of removal or rehabilitation.”
V.2, P.303 A cultural resource management plan for the Mineral King Road
Cultural District would be developed in consultation with the California historic
preservation officer to make decisions related to contributing and non-
contributing cabins, appropriate public uses and adaptive reuses, and the
management of acquired cabins. This would result in major, beneficial long-term
impacts on public use of park land"----"The operator would have to ensure that
utilities met applicable health, safety, and environmental standards in order to
accommodate long-term public use."---"Eventually over 60 permit holders and
their families would no longer own private cabins on public land."---"and historic
resources would be adaptively reused. Making cabins available for public use

~ would have a moderate, beneficial, long-term impact on public recreational use ir
the Mineral King area"
V.2,P.321 "With the acquisition of Mineral King permit cabins for public use,
individual utility systems would be assessed and sustainable utility systems
developed for the level and location of self-supporting public use. The system
would be managed by a partnership group, resulting in moderate, beneficial,
long-term impacts to park operations.”
V.2,P323 "Partners. Partnerships would be pursued to provide education and
other operations, including the management and operation of the Mineral King
permit cabin area, Which would be acquired for public use."
V.2, P.333* Partners. Partnerships would be pursued to provide educational and
other operations, including management of the Mineral King area, resulting in a
moderate, beneficial, long-term impact on park operations.”

Comments: In the past the Mineral King cabin owners have opposed any type

of Commercializing of the Mineral King Game Refuge. Now that the game
refugee has been 'abolished” and placed in Sequoia National Park, Our

Monday, October 04, 2004 America Online: Otrkennedy
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the Park to allow the "start" of Commercializing rental units on a seasonai o1 yeat
around basis in Mineral King? "No, we will not help Commercialize Mineral King."
This Development plan should be Denied. '

On looking at "§ 45f. Mineral King Valley addition authorized." "(3) The
commercial use of such property subsequent to November 10, 1978, shall be
treated as incompatible with the purposes of this section. In the case of any
property which was used for commercial purposes at any time during the ten
calendar years immediately preceding November 10, 1978, any substantial
change or expansion of such commercial use subsequent to November 10.1978,
without the express approval of the Secretary shall be treated as incompatible

with such purposes.”

Note: The Disney land at (the old Dump site) needs to be Mitigated for there is
loose Asbestos on the ground and affixed to old: stoves and water heaters. And it
is not a safe place for children to play, or adults to look for souvenirs. OSHA has
many directives which all state "there is no safe exposer level for breathing

Asbestos."
Sincerely.
"
glas Kennedy
- ENCLOSURE: -

EDITOR’S NOTE: The enclosure (16 i igi i
K headcuartors. (16 USC 45f) has not been reprinted. The original letter is on file at
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homes stay maintained, no new building to take place while loving
people with the "right energy” own these cabins, i am good with it.
Heck, i would love to have one of the cabins up therel!l! it would
make a great retreat with gorgeous scenery.
Thanks for your time
Barry "Sequoia” Klein
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We are writing 1n response to the Dralt General Management rian 10r dequola and Kings
Canyon National Parks. Our particular concern is Topic # 6 and the cabins at Mineral
King. We favor Alternative C of this plan. Since Mineral King is now part of a National
Historic District, it is incumbent upon the Park Service to make sure the cabins remain as
the historic structures that they are. And since the cabins have been maintained by the
heirs and successors of the pioneer families who built them and since no two of them are
alike and each has its own idiosyncrasies and quirks, no one is better able to preserve
them than the family members who have the ability and the incentive to do so. No
commercial operator could afford to bring the cabins up to code and rent them out and
maintain the historic integrity of the buildings. And we would hope the Park Service
would not destroy the cabins and erect plaques to indicate the locations of historic

structures.

We strongly recommend that the Park Service and the cabin owners continue to work
together to maintain Mineral King as a family-friendly historic district. Since the cabin
owners have begun working with the Park Service in the VIP program (helping in the
ranger station, leading campfire programs, leading nature walks, painting park tables and
benches and acting as docents for some of the historic cabins) the relationship between
them and the Park Service personnel has strengthened. We anticipate that this program
will grow in ensuing summers. The cabin owners have also been asked by park rangers
to be alert to the operations of marijuana farms with armed guards adjacent to the Mineral
King road and to report any suspicious activities. Since cabin owners drive the road
often, they can notice any irregularities more easily than the average person and report
them.

The cabin owners are good for the Park and for Tulare County. They not only pay nearly
$900 per year apiece for permit fees, they also pay taxes to Tulare County.

These are just a few of the reason we support Alternative C to Topic 6 of the proposed
Management Plan. Thank you for giving us the opportunity to respond.
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& June 2004
Dr. David Graber, Senior Scientist (qq' i
quoia and Kings Canycn National Parks

«+/050 Generals Highway
Three Rivers, Califarnia 93271-8651

Geheral Management Plan. Séquoia and Kings Canven Parks

Wa hava reviewad, from our standpoint, what we believe are salient parts of the extensive CD file
information on the Draft General Management Plan you mailed fo us.

In our cpinion, alternative C is clearly the best of the options currently listed in the Dreft plan.
Chviously, as you will note, additional work or & new alternative will be needed,

The "Prefered” allernative fails to considar the interests of the average citizen because they have
not been idsntified. The "No action® alternative is a risnomer because it does not represent all
conditions as they exist today. It assumes that certain things will happen which might not, such es
the removal of special use cabins in the Mineral King Historic area.

ernative C preserves the history, continuity, and security of the Mineral King Valley by retaining
the specigl use permit cabins. Many of us senior citizens have had the opportunity to share the
Valley experience over many years, due to the meny gracious pemittees who have allowed us and
our families and our guests to use their cabins year after year. In my case, this started in 1935,
when | was but 4 years old! [n our opinion, the cabir: permit holders and ali of their repeat guests

. lend the resl cantinity and security to the Valley and should be recognized as a very pawerful assat

by the Naticnal Park Servioe. Thess people ara the true stewa'f&é;f theVa!}ey 'éﬁdmt'ﬁ;Ugillué};i'lnl”"
be adversely impacted, should they no longer be a part of it. They are among the most respectful
groups of visilors this wonderful mountain area will ever see.

The cover ietier, dated May 7, mentions “adapt to changing user groups.” What has changed? The
implication is that the old user groups may now he obsolete.

Topic 1: It appears that no listed alternative has besn prepared sirictly from the standpoint of

‘ the average citizen as an interest group. Average pecple rarely organize as a group tc speak
out strongly as fo their interests or concerns. It appears to us that all of the altematives

presented in the Draft General Management Flan reflect the significent input of special

Page10f 3 Printed 6/8/2004
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' | interest groups. Special interest groups are generally outspoken and politically forcaful.

These groups Include the environmentalists such as the Sierra Club, ang uiher organizations
such as those of private owners and permittess. The Draft plan should be expandaed to
inciude an alternative that would represent ihe interests of the “average citizen” as a group.
This would allow 2 direct comparison with each of the currently listed altematives, Tha
ultimately adopted plan should address the interests of all interest groups.

Topic 2: What interest does the “sverage citizen” have in wild ang scenic rivers, or the

A OPIG a3

backcountry and wilderness? Wa do not know.

The historic hydroelectric facitities should be preserved. The cld masonry dams,
constructad as parts of the original power projects, must ba maintained. Has the California
Division of Safety of Dams indicated what would be required to improve resistance to seismic
activity? Has an hydrologist performed compstent computer analyses on possible flood
damage if any of these dams were to fail?

The Mineral King long-time cabin permittees and their guests are &n important cuttural
resource, some with ancestors dating ctear back to the mining days in the 1800s. They aive
needed continuity to the Mineral King Valley, This is in marked contrast to the practice of the
Forest Service and, more recently, the National Park Service, where employeas, dedicated
as they always are, are necgssarily rotated in and out of the valley at frequent intervals to
broaden their work experiences.

These private cabin owners (permittees) were instrumental in the defeat of the Forest
“Service's Mineral King plan invdlving Disnay and the subsequent transfer of the area into
Sequoia National Park. It is obvieus to us that these people are the true stewards of the
Mineral King Valley and its rich history.

What does the “average citizen” have to say about the permittee cakins?

Topic 4: Because of the 23 +/- miles of difficult road leading te Mineral King, reund-trip day

visits will be limited for most drivers. They will want to be able to spend at least a night or two
in the area before retuming. This is especially true for seniors, many of whom visit Mineral
King almost annually. This, coupled with the general knowledge that camping sites are often
fimited, will discourage many drivers from trying to make the drive on a chance that a camp
Page 2 of 3 Printed 6/6/2004
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' site might bs available. Our experience is that many non-cabin owners do, inYact, use e
private permitiee cabins at the invitation the cabin owners, allowing them to enjoy the rustic
atmosphers of the Valley for multi-day visits. All the atlernatives, except C, would effectivaly
remove those cabins from private ownership, and therafore would further restrict access to
the Mineral King Valley. Because the group impacted would prebably consist of many
seniars, the removal of the cabins would severely discourage seniors from using the Valley,
thus these alternatives would actually discriminate against older psopls.

Topic 5. Maost of the private land inside the Park is part of the wonderful heritage of the park
going way back ta the 1800s and the huge mining operalions thal have foraver left their print
on the area. The store &t Silver City is a good example of a neat rustic feature remaining
nearby and below the Mineral King Valley. Wa fesl these lands should be retained as privats

tands in the adopted plan.

Topic &: Special use permits on the private Mineral King cabins. Severel of the alternatives
view some public use of the former private cabins. In our opinion this is pie-in-the-sky
thinking. Tne National Park Service will never have funds nor be able to find competent
informed help to maintain the idiosyncrasies of each individual cabin. Certainly no former
owner is going 1o want te visit his old cabin in a run-down condition. Our experience

suggests that each old cabin has many peculiarities that anly a permanent resident could
possibly be aware of, or understand. No standard electrical power is available, Propang
feeds gas lighting fixtures, manual water heaters, and old Camot cycle refrigerators. The
‘alternatives that propose to utilize these old cabins as public facilities eppeartoustobe - - -
misrepresenting the true picture, apparently in an &ffort 10 add credence to the plan to

remove them from private ownership.

Thank you,

Charles D. Leighton ¢ Marianne A. Leighton ; ;

462 Santa Alicia
Solana Beach, CA 82075

Tel (858) 755-8111

Page 3 of 3 Printed 6/6/2004
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Oct. 1, 2004
58 Covote Rd.
Chalfant Valley, CA 93514

To Whom It May Concern:
Below are my commenis on the Draft General Management Plan.

Concerns

Action # 372: Mineral King Cabins:

While I understand the NPS’ desire 1o placate and appease the Mineral King cabin
owners, I strongly disagree with the proposed actions described in the draft GNP, The
intent of the original legislation assigning management of the Mineral King area to the
NPS was to retum this area to a natursl state, There is no reason to depart from the
legislation. While I understand that it will be hard for the families of the cabin owners to
lose the privileges they’ve enjoyed, there is no reason for anyone to enjoy privilegesina
national park that aren’t shared by all. Furthermore, there is no true historic value to the
cabins. There are countless locations throughout California and the west where anyone
wishing to view similar cabins in similar settings may do so. Peopie who don’t wish to
camp or backpack can be accommodated at Silver City. There should be 7o development
of commercial facilities in the Mineral King ares, including in “historic” cabins.

Mineral King is a special and unique frontcountry area in Sequoia: not crowded by RVs,
not dominated by & commercial flaver, quiet and rustic. Having worked in the area, [
know that many, if not most, people who use the area come specifically because of these
values, There are many other areas of the park that offer a more developed setting for
those who seek that experience. There is absolutely no reason that every park area has to
offer every possible visitor experience, It is incumbent on the NPS 10 preserve and
enhance the undeveloped uniqueness of Mineral King rather than catering to the desires
of an extremely small group. As current cabin owners die, the cabins should be removed
and the area naturalized, as intended by the original legislation.

Action # 162: High Sierra Camps

The stated reason for the NPS continuing to alluw a commercial operation in the
backcountry has been to provide a backcountry experience for those who otherwise
weuld not be able to enjoy the backcountry. This is a fallacious argument. During the
time 1 worked at Bearpaw ranger station, I did an informal survey of users of the facility.
The majority were well-heeled, middle-aged, and perfecily capable of backpacking.
Though I haven’t been in the area recently, I frequently day-hike in Yosemite, and
observe the same phenomenon with the YOSE camps,

Backeountry camps are a luxury for the elite who can afford them: an undemocratic
holdover from days of vore when parks were far less heavily used. In the case of the
Bearpaw camp, backpackers are relegated to a dark, ugly campground, while those whe
pay the price get to “camp” on a promontory with an exceptional view. Heavy and
unacceptable impacts are associated with this kind of operation (stock and helicopters for
supplies and maintenance, diversion of spring flows, septic systems that frequently
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malfunction releasing sewage into the surrounding areas, etc.). The Besarpaw area has
been excluded from wilderness designation because of the camp; it is, however,
absolutely worthy in all respects - other than the camp - of that designatien.

As far as the idea of establishing another camp on the Hockett Plateau, T am absolutely
opposed to that for the reasons outlined above.

I would like to sce the preferred alternative be the one outlined in Alternative A, the
removal of the Bearpaw camp and no feasibility study for any cther such camps. Given
that [ have always heard that the concessioner lgses money on the Bearpaw camp, [ can
see no good reasons whatsoever for continuing to support this high-impact activity.

Action # 161; (and other relaled actions): Pack Stations

The commercial pack operations at Wolverton and Mineral King (at least) should be
removed and not replaced. A national park is a0t an amusement park and doesn’t need to
provide day rides, There are ample opportunities on the outskirts of our parks for this
kind of activity. With a pack station at every major eastside trailhead, people who want a
backcountry pack trip also have ample choices. Given that the Wolverton pack station
will have to be relocated (more development and impacts), that the Mineral King pack
station is currently vacant, and that typically it's hard to find peopie to run these
concessions and even harder to find people to run them well, I see no valid and defensible

reasons to keep the operations running.

Action #160: Backcountry Stock Use

In the previous Master Plan and in subsequent years there was a commitment to
evaluating stock use in the higher, most fragile arcas of the backcountry with a goal of
removing stock and their impacts from these areas. None of the alternatives even
considers this possibility, which I believe to be a gross cversight.

Commendations

Actlon #12: Transit Systems
1 believe that the provision of a transit system for the Giant Forest area will enhance

visitors’ experience in the area, relieving congestion and encouraging peaple to get out of
their cars and walk,

Action #18: Educational Qutreach
Increasing outreach efforts is a mandatory step toward protecting park resources. Since

the Parks are increasingly used by “local” visitors, it makes good sense to teach these
users how ta care for the parks in their “backyard™.

Action #30, 335, 367: Hydroelectric Facillties
1 strongly support the removal of alt hydroelectric facilities from the Parks.
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September 27, 2004

David Graber, Senior Scientist

Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271

Susan Spain, Landscape Architect
12795 W. Alameda Fkwy.
Denver, CO 80225-0287

Subject: Draft GMP Comments for Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Dear Dave Graber and Susan Spain:

1 am writing to comment on the Draft General Management Plan and the Comprehensive River
Management Plan for Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks. What follows are my concerns
about the plan, and what I feel should be added to the plan.

MPS Development Issues

1 have four comments that relate to NPS development issues. First and foremost, [ believe that as we
move into the 21*' century, the National Park Service should, and must, act as a role model for the
public by reducing the impact of our daily activities on the environment. If we focus on conserving
land, but don’t reduce our conlribution to the local ozone problem, we are being short-sighted. If we
provide educational programs with the hope of encouraging visiters to reduce their environmental
impact while continuing our heavy use of fossil fuels, we are being blatantly hypocritical. It is
therefore critical that the GMP take o strong stance on “greening up™. By this, I mean using double
(or even Iriple) paned windows in all facilities, installing solar panels, and encouraging the GSA to
provide more appropriate and fuel efficient (hybrid) vehicles. There should be bike paths in all sub-
disiricts. While the shuttle system is a good start, it is just one element of what needs to happen.
Light pellution may also be mentioned here, With our desire to reduce bright lights, why did the
NPS put lights into the foothills campgrounds that are so bright that one can see one’s own shadow
at camp?

Second, there should be a greater emphasis on planning new developments and recreating old
developments in such a way that protects natural resources. For example, if developments are to be
created in phases, so should the logging and paving that precedes them, Wuksachi deesn’t seem to
be expanding te anywhere near the size of its designated footprint and in the meantime, many
mature trees have already been cut. On that note, it turns out Wuksachi might not even be able to
expand due to recently discovered water limitations. This would be less of a probiem if we had
considered greener alternatives to begin with, such as a youth hostel. Anciher example of improved
planning is in the decision process of when 1o keep developments in operation. If Cedar Grove is
kept open longer, what will be gained? It isn't cost effective and it doesn’t serve many visitors. At
the same time, Cedar Grove will lose buffer time before and after winter when it normally heals
from fmpacts. This is also the time that wildlife moves down from higher elevations into the Cedar
Grove area, where they are free from infrusions from humans. Then there is also the issue of
planning where to put new developments, The new Sherman Tree lot is surrounded by sugar pines,
an important fall food for bears. One can easily predict the human-black bear interactions that will
oceur at the new ot — it will likely be much like the Pinewood Picnic area.
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A third concern with development issues is that only one alternative discusses the idea of making
facilities more rustic-lacking. The other alternatives hardly mention assthetics. We need to face it,
the Mission 66 style of buildings, the encrmous parking lot at Lodgepole campground, and the
Grant Grove developed area are just plain vgly, There is nothing about them that says wilderness,
beauty, or respect for nature. Let’s move toward improving the situation.

Finally, I believe that the employes housing issues were not adequarely addressed. There are
certainly many appropriate reasons for locating empioyee housing owtside of the parks. It
encourazges mixing with the local community and reduces impacts on natural resources. What is
important to remember that there are also many rensons we do need housing in the parks. Housing
in the local community is expensive and therefore many employees are moving up to an hour away.
What problems does this create? Air pellution, enormous safety issues with driving ~ especially for
these employees working far from towns at Lodgepole and Grant Grove, employees who have little
connection with the resource, and perhaps most importantly, employees who live too far away to
respond to emergencies after hours. When seasonal employees live in the park without permanent
employees, the culture can become out-of-control with drinking, etc. Also, the lack of permanent
employees in communities effectively eliminates the “park service family” (hat is supposed to make
us a cohesive unit. If we do not expand housing, bul retain what we have, it also must be stated thal
the housing that does exist in Lodgepole and Grant Grove is, in many cases, both limited and
unaceeptable, Employees sleep in trucks i the parking lots, and supervisors’ homes, and in the
campzrounds, Some facilities are not bear-proof, Some facilities ore just awful.

Concessions Development Issues

I have a few comments relating to concessions development issues, First, the employee housing
areas at both Wormwood and Wuksachi are shameful. They are so bad that emplovees commute
daily from Three Rivers — through winter storms — to ger 10 work withont Living there. Historic or
not, these facilities nead to be enlarged, updated, made bear-proof, and given communal areas. The
terrible housing may also be a factor in why it is nearly irnpossible for them to attract and retain a
cadre of goed employees. As it is, concessions employees are eften just at the parks to party and
cause numeraus problems for bear management anct law enforcement throughout the summer.

Secend, it seems that the park is at one time encouraging visitors to come in the winter, while
increasingly limiting services that visitors need. For example, if a group rents a room in Wuksachi
during the winter and it rains the whole time, what can they do? The hotel rooms are far from the
restaurant so it is difficult for elderly people to get back and forth and the main lobby has the only
communal area. There should be communal rooms with puzzles and games and a fireplace like the
lodge at Grant Grove. Also, if one is staying for a week, there is only one eating option — Wuksachi.
This is boring and expensive. I imagine the situation could be fairly easily improved.

Land Classificati e, and Aquisitions

I have some concems on the classification of various land types. For example, Rock Creek-Miter
Basin is classified as cross-country, meaning remote and largely vntouched. This is far from a
description { would use for that area. Ever since quotas were placed on Mt. Whitney, there has been
2 huge increase in the use of the Rock-Creek-Miter Basin ares. My suggestions therefore are to put
quaotas on wildemess cross-couniry use and note that even remote areas may quickly become
crowded. Also, there sezms to be a lack of regional planning. It makes more sense to make plans for
wilderness on the scale of the southem Sierra with other agencies than 1o work alone with limited
partnerships.
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The proposal to use the Hockett area for another high sierra camp is going to impact the use of the
area (mainly stock users) and the meadows, I recommend against it

The plan for land acquisitions needs to be expanded. Areas that are being managed by other
agencies bordering the park are not being preserved for the values in the GMP. For example, Case
Mountain is constantly grazed and full of exotic plants. Also, why not try to acquire more foothill
fand? It is 4 unigue and valuable resource.

Wild and Scenic Rivers

Please add into this section the danger of heavy hurman nse along the river corridors as relates to
erosion, trash, and trails, These impacts are already noticeable in the foothills area where we also
new have many bear problems that start at the river.

Mineral King Historic District

If the Mineral King cabin issue was a new one regarding eminent domain, T wonld side with the
cabin owners, That, however, is not the case, and the cabins need 1o be removed. They are a fire
hazard, and a safety hazard, they impact wildlife, and they add more vnnatural light and noise 1o the
valley.

Devil's Posipile
SEKI should turn management of DEPO over to YOSE. The six-hour drive to DEPO necessilates a

large investment of time and money to send experts over 1o manage the area. It would be more
convenient for YOSE managers to take on the management.

The Purpose of SEKT

Shouldn’t ene of SEKI's purposes be to “Protect and preserve natural resources — especially native
flora and fauna"?

Wildlife Effects

The GMP notes impacts to wildlife from the parks such as roadkill and habituation and then
classifies them as negligible. In 2003, two {ishers were hit and killed on the highway — how can that
be considered negligible? In recent years, dozens of bears have been hit by cars, a handful killed by
management, and thousands of hours of employee and volunteer thne have gone into reducing
incidents — is that negligible? Air pollution is potentially a factor in the rapid spread of the fungus
that is killing the mountain yellow-legged frog — how about that?

Superlatives

Isn't the General Grant tree now the second largest tree?

R R R R R R R ey b Rk R RA R F R R F EF kA F S Ed E Ak

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important plan.
Sincerely,
Mache! Mazur/

Rachei Mazur
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Susan 8. Merrifl, CPA fren) 359-625-1314

Artfizer Q. Merrill Shagmerril@aol.eom
07 Road 138, celf S39-679-7I86
Visaftia, CA 53292 FAX 559-625.1363

Qctober 5, 2004

Richard Martin, Superintendent

C/o Dr. David Graber, Senior Scientist
C/o Susan Spain, Landscape Architect
Sequoia & Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Generals highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271-9651

david_graber@nps.gov

Re: General Management Plan (GMP), Sequoia and Kings Canyon
National Parks

Dear Sirs and Madams,

These are niy comments on the GMP and they are arranged according to
your requested format, Please be patient if they are not quite in the order
you requesied.

Taopic 2: Natural Resources, Wild and Scenic Backcountry, Wilderness

1. Wild and Scenic River Consideration of the East Fork of the
Kaweah River (Mineral King}

Response: The East Fork of the Kaweah River should net be
designated as a “Wild and Scenic River” due to the multiple uses
from its headwaters down past Atwell Bridge. The hydroelectric
facilities and stock use are two examples that preclude this
designation. Both of these uses should remain and there should be no

change in the river’s designation

2. Wilderness Designation of Mineral King and surrounding areas.

Response: Wilderness Status should not be considered for the
Mineral King or Oriole Lake areas. These areas are not suvitable as

Scgmp.doc, SBM, 10/05/04 -1-
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they have had habitation for over 100 years and the whole area
presently has muitiple uses. These areas should not be restricted,
Ortole Lake in-holders should be allowed to remain and not be
condemned. Bearpaw Meadows High Sierra Camp is a wonderful
resource and should be allowed to remain.

3. Air Quality

Response: We support the continued control burn program of the
National Parks with the cooperation of the Air Poliution Control
Board to reduce air poilution. As indicated on Page xiv, air quality
should improve over time, as it desperately needs to be better than it
is presently. This past year has been better but it is probably due to a
milder summer. The Air Pollution Board needs to be more responsive
to the long time frame of the Parks once a burn has been established.

Topic 4: Transportation, Visitor Experience
1. Visitor Experience, Stock

Response: Pack stock should be allowed throughout the Park and not
eliminated. They should be allowed in the backcountry on
established trails as is presently done. Major trails out of the Mineral
King Lake basins should be maintained as one of the three
backcountry prescriptives. Secondary trails should also be enhanced
and maintained. The 1971 Master Plan caliing for the phasing out of
stock should be shelved and eliminated and Pack Stock use should be
continued in the backcountry.

2. Visitor Experience, Hockett High Sierra Camp
Response: A new High Sierra Camp at the Hockett Plateau would be
a positive impact on the educational level of the High Sonthern Sierra
ecosystemn and therefore Hockett Meadows should NOT be included
in any wilderness designation and a High Sierra Camp should be
considered.

3. Transportation

Scpmp.doc, SBM, 10/05/04 -2-
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Respoense: Mineral King road should not be improved to become a
high scenic drawing experience. The only suggestion would be to
provide some type of pavement or chip seal on the road to keep the
dust down on the dirt part of the road to help in the air quality.

There needs to be an internal shuttle within the Parks to the Big Trees
to reduce dependence on individual transpertation. The City of
Visalia is in the process of trying to coordinate a Gateway Shuttle
from Visalia to the Parks to facilitate the out of State and Foreign
visitors, but it would net be feasible without the internal shuttle. Fee
increases to accommodate this internal shuttle should be of the utmost
importance.

Topic 5: Private Lands

I,

3

Silver City Status Quo

Response: Private use of private lands such as Silver City should be
allowed to continue as stated in the Preferred Alternative. QOnly a
willing seller of property through donation would be allowed to
occur. Removal of private property from the property tax rolls of
Tulare County would be detrimental.

Enhanced Facilities at Silver City

Response: There iz a suggestion of Enhanced Facilittes at the Sitver
City Resort (Page 152). te expand services. This suggestion should be
researched carefully and thoroughly. The existing utilities {(water) are
being used to the maximum presently in this drought year to provide
the necessary flow of potable water to the owners. This is also after
upgrading the system. The Silver City Mutnal Water Corporation is
owned by 61 members and at this time provides water to its members,
New regulations governing water delivery and training is expanding
and more demanding and it could require extensive new infrastructure
and management to develop any additional services for the Park. It
seems the system can only provide existing flow without extensive
new infrastructure and more intense daily management,

Oriole lake

Scgmp.doc, SBM, 10/05/04 23
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Response: Oriole Lake access should be improved to provide public
access to the foothill lake environment. The in-holdings should
remain.

Topic 6: Special Use Permits

1.

Mineral King Special Use Permits

Response: Mineral King and Cabin Cove cabins permits shouid be
allowed to be renewed. As special use permits expire, permit cabins
should be allowed to renew their permits and transfer them to future
generations. Special use permit cabins should not be removed as
suggested. They exemplify a recreation community in Sequoia
National Park that is unique as their Historical Designaticn implies.
Present proposed bills by our representatives in Congress could help
solve the problem with Congress approving legislation that allowed
the special use permits to continue. This is the best alternative.
These cabins were originally under the US Forest Service and their
legacy should remain. [t is unfair and not in the best interests to
change the policy and laws midstream in 1978 after over 60 years.

Hydroelectric Facilities

Response: Hydroelectric Facility permits should be renewed after
September 8, 2006 and should be renewed indefinitely. The Parks
purpose should be superceded for clean electrical generation. The

waler diversions on the mountain lakes are minimal and are negligible

to the river system and have been in operation for over 100 years and
cause no negative impact. This action of not renewing the permits
would increass costs of electricity to the Park due to existing
discounts and permit fees.

Sincerely,

Susan and Arthar Merrill, Owners
Homer Cabin #97, Silver City
Finaneial Consuliant, City of Visalia

Scgmp.doc, SBM, 10/05/04 ad.
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fauna, even the marmots; J learned 10 NIKE and DACK PACK, 41l SaL JEIKY @iy usiou vavas
on the trial. 1 also learned that Mineral King is a very special place in the United States, a
place that is worth fighting to keep. I look forward to raising my children in Mineral
King at the cabin, where Grandma Meyer cooked pancakes on the wood stove, and Dad
showed us how to clean the fish we kept.

The cabin owners and their families are people who care about the environment and take
seriously the warning 1o stay on trails, don’t pick the flowers, but do pick up trash (I
earned my Blue Jay award when 1 was a little boy).

I am for the continued use of the cabins by the lease holders in Mineral King.

Sincerely<jﬂi.£0 ?? }MW
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1V1y ‘alllll)’ QAU UVWASR WS aaaaaa gy v m o R .
Grandma Meyer and my dad came up to camp at Sunnyside for years before there was
ever a cabin to buy. God was gracious to make a way for them to buy our cabin in 1953.

1 want o raise my family the way Dad and Mom raised us boys, coming to Mineral King
every summer. We know how to fish, hike, camp in the back country, cook on a wood
stove, roast marshmallows, and to chop wood with an axe, because we have a cabin at

Mineral King.

1 pray we will have the continued use of our Mineral King cabin in the future, as lease
holders will be granted permits.

Thank you,
Sincerely,

P Opitebter wrp—

D. Christian Meyer
405 W. Camino Fairhaven
Tucson, AZ 85704
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DEJUOIA & NS Lallyoll INauvual 1 aiss
47050 Generals Highway
Three Rivers, CA 93271-9651

Re: In support of continuing to issue permits to Cabin Owners

Dear Dr. Graber,

HOIUEIS AU LHCH 1alIICD AT A UL PAll UL VWIIUL LGITD iUl ts £ 2iaspy A Sesassjues sooce wos o oo
efforts have upgraded the Mineral King experience. The National Park Service has

missed a real opportunity to use and apply the talent the cabin owners represent. They
have been there and experienced many adventures that are interesting and represent a
great portion of “The Real History” of Mineral King. The people and the cabins are one
wonderful opportunity to enhance the story of Mineral King and the surrounding country.
Your rangers and support staff are brought in from far away places and are supposed to
share their knowledge of Mineral King. How foolish when your Ranger Station is
surrounded by individuals who have been raised over the summer years in Mineral King
and have many rich stories and experiences yet untold.

Once again we support the preservation of the cabins by the Jease holder families
and by continuing to issue permits to cabin owners.

Sincerely,
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Dawid,

Hard copy with enclosures on the way.
Jahn Hodin

Subject: Public Comment Draft General Management Plan
Sequeia Kings Canyon Mational Parks

August 2, 2004
Park GHMF Coordinator
Dr. David Graber, Senior Scientist
Segueoia Kings Canycn Naticnal Parks
47050 Generals Highway
Three Riwers, CA. 93271-%651

Dear Dr. Grabar:

Ameng the many issues presented in the Segquesiz and
Kings Canycn Gensral Managemsnk Plsn ncne is more
important than resolving some long standing problems
at Mineral Eing.

on Movempesr l0ch 1978 President Carter signed into law
the Naktional Parks and Recreaticon Act containing a
provisisn b transfar Mineral Hing from Sequoia
Waticnal Forest into Sequola Wational park. The
legislation marked the and of a 13-year battle o
pravent the developmsant oFf a hideous winter and summer
rarreational complax in the tiny scenic wallev and
envirenmentalist were ecstatic with the outecome.

Unfortunately, this lagislation did net rasolve
eerious impacts the existing pack station and
trailhead parking lots were having on the wisual
qualicy in the Mineral ¥ing Valley. In QOcecober of
1876 T wrobts in Bonanza, a Sierra Club Newsletter,
article enclosed, "In its present location the lat and
acoompanying assemblage of vehicles resule in an
incredible insult toe the wisual gualities of Minexral
Ring.* After 23 years and a new management plan
forthoeming its time to relocate the loks and pack
station to a more suitable site in the Faculty Flat
area. The new GMP should emphasize this as an
essential goal for Mineral King directing efforts to
acesmpiish this task as special use permits for
private cabins expire and additional siting for
trailhead parking and pack station hecome available
according to provisiens undesr the 1378 legislation.

As the use permits expire, architecturally suitabls

and structurally scund historic cabkins could ke used
adaptively for public purposes as described in the

praferrad alternative so long as their use weould net
interfere with the higher pricoricy of relocating the
envircnmentally damaging and visually intrusive pack
station and trallhead parking lots out of tha valley,
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and =c long as their eontinued pressnces doss not
irpact scenic or wildlife wvelues or public acgess to
public lands. e cannot wait another 15 or 20 years
and ancther General Management Plan toe resolve this
problem. We must begin these important releocations
oW,

Other issues are important as well; wildernecs
management, transportation, fuels management, fees for
bpackoountry use eteo., should be considerad with
maximum concern for respurce protection and
restoratieon. Determining user capacity and resource
limits should be glven the highest priority in the
decision making process, to ensurs that excessive
visitation and uge dees not degrade the resource we
are trying to preserve. With a rapidly increasing
population encroaching on these Parks this may prove
to be a difficult challenge.

Other Points of Iasue:

1. Maintain only tha lowast leval of use in the
Dillonwood area. A small campground without
recrestional vehicle access might he suitable.

2. To prevent further ercsion and widening of the
Minaral King road pave
remgining unpaved sections.

3. Bo not consider new High Sierra camps in existing
or proposed

wilderness areas. The High Sierra camp proposal at

Hockebt Meadow

iz an excellent sxample of the inexorable, incremental
dagradation of the natural world that we are trving to
preserve In our National Parks. This proposal should

not bhe considered in the GMP.

4. ary fees imposed for backcountry wuse sheould be used
only for maintenance and restoration purpeses and not

for new “improvements®, There are encugh trails

already and restrooms and other amenities opnly abctract

more use. There is too much use already.

Thanks for listening,

Joha and Chris Medin

El borade Hills Califernia

Cos Aosistant Superintendent Russ Wilson
Chnief of Interpretation Bill Twaad
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there when I was 18 months old. I favor Alternative C of this plan. Since Mineral King
is now part of The National Historic Registry and since many of the cabins are historic
structures, these cabins should be preserved. The logical people to care for them with all
their idiosyncrasies are the families who have done so throughout the years for many
generations. Economically, this is a win-win plan for the Park. The owners of the
cabins, not only pay nearly $900 a year to the Park Service in “user fees”, they also pay
taxes to Tulare County. They have also become part of the VIP (Volunteers in the Park)
program in Sequoia National Park, in which they help in the Ranger Station, relieving the
rangers for other duties, they lead nature hikes, act as docents for some of the historic
cabins, help with the campfire programs and help with maintenance, such as painting
camp tables and benches, etc.

In addition to maintaining the Mineral King district, the cabin owners can be helpful to
the Park personnel in vigilance against the armed marijuana farms, which still exist in
hidden areas of the Park. The cabin owners probably go up and down the road more
often than others. They are aware of the problem and have been asked by the rangers at

Mineral King to report any suspicious activity.

1 do not believe additional camping space is needed at Mineral King. The total number
of visitors has declined 4 % annually from 1995 to 2000 and the rental cabins at Silver
City operate at only 50 % capacity. It obvious the cabin owners are not enjoying special

privileges.
The cabins owners and their friends love Mineral King and want to work with the Park

Service to see it preserved for future generations to enjoy.

Sincerely,

& Figuwclton)

Helen L. Mueller
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James Murphy
1462 Paseo Manzana
San Dimeas, CA 91773

September 7, 2004

David Graber, GMP Coordinator

Sequoia and Kings Canyon Nationat Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271

This letter is commenting on the Draft General Management Plan (“GMP") for Sequoia
and Kings Canyon National Parks,

I view your service as the spokes person for the forest, after all, if you den't, who will?
Your job is to speak on behalf of the forest in response to pelitical and economic
pressures. The forest can only Idose ils wilderness characteristic once, and then it is gone
forever; so speaking on its behalf is 2 voice of preservation.

The Preferted Alternative appears to allow stock, commercial or personal, use on a
business as usual basis. Commercial pack companies should not be altowed to have
permanent facilities within Park boundaries. These facilities should be located outside of
the Parks where they can come into the park, only when permitted, just like any other
user. The permits available for packers, including commercial operators, should be as
restrictive or more than those that apply to human use. This discrimination is quite
justified since pack stock cesults in wider and degraded trails, enlarged campsites, dust,

- ...—— trampling; compaction,-¢rosion, .and to.urinate.or. defecate in or near waterways.
Additionally, these animals have so far been allowed to each the flora, which is quite
veluable for & whole hosl of nature's insects and mammals, [ also believe that you should
impose a no grazing, and have a required stabling rule should be applied to all pack
animals. This practice is in effect in other National Parks and shoutd be in effect in your
National Parks. Stables and a carry your own feed rule would allow the permitted stock

1o operate at high elevation.

Although 1’d prefer to have no stock animals in the wilderness, I recognize this is
impractical, but giving it equal weight to other recreational users makes sense.

Since I like to visit wilderness to lock at butterflies, I am particularly shocked to see
stock eat plants and walk on meadows and other flora areas. Walking (stomping) on
meadow and other flora is viewed as disturbing the s0il, which is considered quite bad to
the health of native plants, which for the most part, have a limited growing season each

year.
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1 believe that the Park Service should use horses for supervision and safety purposes and
that its use of horses ba covered in a separate section of the GMP. I've seen such use in
Toulumne Meadows and found it to be quite effective. Ihope the attractive horses they
use are fed high energy grain, and not just let out to the local meadow when not in
service.

My other observations about the GMP are not as wordy, but ceriainly strongly felt. The
commercial camp st Bearpaw should be removed and not replaced. Environmental
attitudes and outdoor use technology have changed over the past decades and which
means this kind of facility is no longer needed. The private cabins in Mineral King
should be removed when the permittee-of-record as of 1978 dies, as was intended by

- Congress when Congress added Mineral King to the National Park.

Please protect these Naticnal Parks.

Sincerely,

9@%— ‘ﬂwyt\
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To Dr. David Graber, Park GMP Coordinator

and
Susan Spain, NPS GMP Team Leader This is to
Request
and
Re Personal Responses to GMP Draft : address
. . R be with-held
Mmml&ng‘ﬂmmm from
future use of cabins public serutiny

I hope that the GMP is finalized scon and will reflect these hopes:

ABOUT PERMITTED USE OF CABINS

IN THE MINERAL KING HISTORIG DISTRIGT

EACH present permittee and his/her family, (the “Class of
*78,") under terms of present accupancy, excepting date of
eviction, will be allowed:

To stay another 100 years, at least...mebbee 200 1

In the scree of continuing controversies about permits and Park
goals, NP5 has 26 vears of experience managing the Area and
dealing with permittees, and has done very well with those tasks.
Mineral King is not yet within a designated Wilderness Area,
however, and summer occupancy of forty or so cabins, by
people who understand and respect the need to protect the
valley’s environment has had minimal impact on 1t. And plans
and decisions about Mineral King’s future are tangled with the
contentious, hroad-scope, highly polidcized discussions at the
national level about wilderness designation, access, and level

of use outiside of Mineral King.

Obviously, the NP8 Mineral King planners feel that heat,
but disappoint me, because they appear to have stayed within
a small box as they managed the planning process, interpret-
ing private use of cabins as violation of the poliey which speaks
to public use of public lands, so: evict the Class of *78.
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Private AND public use of the area and overnight lodging there
does not seem to have been considered, (aithough NPS manages
several places with that combination in other parts of the coun-
try. } Overnight summer accomodations which are available for
public AND private use becomes a legal option, does it not? and
gives some satisfaction to each group....even if the arrangement
were also put on an eventual phase-out schedule? Such a posi-
tHon would be atiractive to the several different constituencies
at this timeP (See “C”, below.)

Although “accupancy forever,” {s an unlikely option at this time,
then I suggest three others, also left out of the plan:

g T T LAl # =

are attractive to me but are not listed as NPS Draft Plan:

A) Allow present permittees to stay until 2030, with per-
mits renewed until then, even if NPS needs congressional autho-

rization, or directive, to do that.(And perhaps to combine with

“CG7, below?)

B') Allow present nenmmeguwmnnuhg_umg_mmgﬂ_

dg._&eﬂ.u.w_ﬂﬂﬁ. :md NPS is able to, and does buy it. ( In t'his
Option “B,” I presume that planning might take another turn. )
(Remember to remove the gas tanks under the parking spaces!)
OR

C) Perhaps a reasonable alternative , which might interest
many of the different constituencies at this time, would be a
matel , to echo the historic buiidings and preserve the “village
concept,” and satlafy the perceived need for public use? And,
perhaps, through volountary agreements,such a plan could cap-
ture some of present cabins for public use (if volunteered by
present owners ) to be managed by the venders who would man-

age new motel
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|
ABOUT PUBLIC USE OF CARINS

I am pleased that the area now has historio designiation but find
the suggestions of

A GaDE ] 118 [1€ 1S cis = 3 f the
i who have been the best of stewards of the cabing, as well as the
area, for nearly 100 years. It is unlikely that a succession of “strang-
ers,”( the new cabin cecupants,) will understand that kind of steward-
ship , (“touching the ground lightly".) Unless the terrain and environ-
ment of Mineral King is greatly controlled by the NPS with asphalt paths,
fences, etc. (wWhich would automatically destroy the “historic village”
dimension,) environmental damage to the valley will surely occur if
present tenants are all evicted .Protection of natursl features of fhe area
is as important a priority to some of us as it was in the ‘70s.

L
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To: Susan_Spain @nps.gov. David_Graber@nps.gov
ol
Subjeet: Comments an SEKI Drafl GMP

08/05/2004 10:16 PM
MET

1 attended one of the July Z0th prasentcations on the draft SMP
for Sequeia and Kings Canyon Hational Parks., I have a few
comments on the draft General Management Plan. I have organized
my comments around the aiternatives matrix which starts on page
79 and am using the reference numbars in that matrix.

i, Park Education / Interpretative Programs, reference number
17 There should ke some specifics akoue responding to ths
increase in Hisepanic population surrounding the parks. For
example, should rangers be bilingual? Should there be more
Spanish language materisls, such as mawps and ranger-led
incerpretative programe? Do the nearby residents of the aresa
want a different seb of services than the viaiters from other
states and countries? During my visit I saw much more evidence
of visivors from Germsny than I did of Hispanic visitor=, which
is surprising givean the growth in local Hispanic populatisn and
makes me wonder why the parks isn't akttracting the leocal
community.

2. Adjoining Lands, reference number 31: With the intent of
moving to a 50/50 day use for the parks, I think the GMP should
be much more specific sbout working with the Forest Service in
areas where NPS and Foreat Service missions overlap.
particularly in the coordinatien of plans for tralls and
campgrounds. Those who want to hike and camp in the area should
ke able to get copsolidated information on what the campground
pptions are throughout all areas managed federally. Trails
shauwld be able to cross park, monument, and forest Goundaries
without regard to the different organizations responsible for
thelr maintenance. As 48y use increases in the parks, NPS
sheuld work with the Forest Service to publicize their existing
campgrounds as options and even encourage the development of
more forest service and national monument campgrxounds,

3. OQutstanding Remarkables Valuss, refersnce munker 46: This
section mentions the existence of remarkable stands of sugar
pine, When I stumbled on such stands, I too found them
remarkable, and den't understand why the park deesa't highlight
them as an attraction, haoth in and of themselwes asz well as with
respect to their role and relationships to sequoias. I would
hope that the GMP could study how to help visitors betcer
appraciate the sugsar pine.

4, Trails, reference mumber 223: Lost Grove is a beautiful part
of the park, and I would hope it could be developed and
protected as an example of a more natural form of a segucia
grove, The trails thera are ill-defined, which means hikers
don't know which way to go as they explore the area.

Thank you for the presentation and for the ocpportunity teo

comment on the draft GHP. Pleass include me on any mailing list
about the parks and the progress of the GMP,
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Comments: Topics | and 2 are where my comments will be concerned. Colony Mill
Road/Trail. Should be opened up Bikes as an alternative for access of non motorized
vehicles to enter the park. The trail is hardly used by anyone at all right now and bikers
are very unsafe trying to negotiate the Generals Highway. Many people bring bikes to the
park and are very disappointed when they find no where they can feel safe to ride. The
stock users have almost unlimited access to park trails and do significantly more damage
to trails than do bikes. Mineral King-Winter Access. Opening the Mineral King area in
the winter to visitors would be taking advantage of a valuable resource with no adverse
impact. No plowing needed but use the existing sno cat to ferry skiers from roads end up
through Silver City and out to the Valley floor. A schedule of ride times with a shuttle
charge could offset the expense. Cabin leasers would also take advantage of this service.
Coincides with the development of the shuttle service that is being implemented within
the Giant Forest to Lodgepole. The Pear Lake Ski Hut is a very popular program and
many people are being turned away now because of its limited capacity, opening up the
Mineral King area for winter recreation could lead to some sort of lodging to begin in that
area. I do realize that my comments affect only a tiny percentage of the visitors who
utilize the park each year. But they are visitors who are exceptionally passionate about
remote places and love to experience them. They are also repeat visitors who will return
to the park for these spectacular opportunities again. Thank you for accepting my
comments. John Nelson
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suggest the cabins be opened t0 pubiic use. | he particular detalls and arrangements wouid be negotiated.
The risks would not be very different from how the public is now using the cabins in Yosemite, Grant
Grove, or the former cabins in Giant Forest.

If my experiences in MK are a factor in what is decided | will tell you that | have taken dozens of day hikes,
5-10 backpack trips, and camped at Cold Springs and Atwell Mill repeatedly. | have climbed Sawtooth Pk
6%, Hengst 4x and all of the other 10 peaks that form the MK rim 1-3x each. | have also skied there twice,
once from the gate at mile 18 to the top of Timber Gap and back in one day.
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September 30, 2004

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

Three Rivers, CA 93271-9651

Dear Dr. Graber:

Regarding the “Preferred Plan” for the future of Mineral King, I would like to offer a
reasonable and inexpensive alternative to taking the privately owned cabins in the valley.

It has been stated that the cabins are needed for rental to other perk visitors who would
like 10 have a “cabin experieace”. In many of the parks in Oregon and Washington
states, the parks have added, in addition to their camping facilities, “Yurts™, Yurts are
pre-manufactured housekeeping fcilities witk wooden floors and doors, beds, cooking
and heating equipment that are similar in nature, but far superior to the wooden platform
tent cabins that are found in many of our National parks. One of the nearest examples
that [ am aware of is located in Bullard's Beach State Park on Highway 101 in Bandon
QOregon. The Yurts are very popular with non tent camping visitors there are several that
are set up for individual family use and others for large or median groups use and
activities, 1 feel that these types of structures or the traditional tent platform that | have
seen in many of our Natjonal parks would be safer and better for use by people who are
not familiar with the differences between a “cabin” and a home.

Silver City has rental cabins very nearly and I understand that they ofien are utilized to
full occupancy. Mineral King has basically a short occupancy season with the road
conditions and altitudes and long winder and early spring cold making it not suitable for
use for more then 6 months of each year.

The privately owned cabins are each unique with delicate fixtures, such as; gas lights, and
refrigerator that are sasily damaged. They are old and require frequent and expensive
maintenance and repairs to keep them useable. 1t should be much more for the park to
continue 10 collect rent from the cabin owners and allow Tulare County to collect taxes.
Let the owners remain responsible for the expense of maintenance as well ag continue io
cantribute to the visitor experience, as in the past. Cabin owners could continue to lead
nature walks and historical programs, man the ranger station, issue permits, and continue
as strong volunteers in the park program. We ere anxious to help with making visitors
experience pleasant, '

Our cabins and most of us have been here for much longer than the park has and we offer
a wealth of knowledge and experience that we are more than willing to share. For years
before the park took over, we were involved in search and rescue missiorns, fire control,
Natural History interpretation, and a myriad of other activities.
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When the park took over ownership of Mineral King, [ spent the better part of a day with
Wiiliam Tweed and led him to the area that was ideal for the Park Developed Cold
Springs Walk in campsites. 1 also showed him another site that could be very easily
developed into the suggested tent platform or Yurt rental site for additional visit or
housing. There is already an access road that leads to the repeater station.

Just to the east of this repeater is an area that could easily be developed. Gentle slops,
deep granite sofl, a white fir forested area, and very close to an easily available water
source. Due to the location, it would have no visual impact and minimal biological

mnpact,

It is within easy hiking distance to the entire Mineral King area. Iwill be very happy to
lead any individual or team 1o this area and as & cabin owner, and would also be happy to
help with deveiopment there.

Sincerely,

(%&.m. NN

James N, Parks
do6e 5‘cgpt" D ras

co: Superintendent Dick Martin tafercd CA az23c

Senator Diane Feinstein
Congressinan Calvin Dooley
Congressman George Radanovich
Congressman Devin Nunes
Congressrnan Richard Pombo
Congressman Dennis Cardoza
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Berry Farm or Disneyland like developments with needs for paid docents demonstrating
our heritages when MK already has a century and more already there without turning the
place into something like Yosemite. The old cabin holders ever remain as most delightful
co-lovers for MK.

The delightful twenty-seven mile road zig zagging up to MK fortunately restricts traffic and
despoilers. G. Peters , PE(IE) retired back to my Chicagoland roots with a heartfelt

of MK ever present.
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| am Edward F. Peterson and | am a partner in Cabin 16 of East Mineral King. | feel that the Park
would not be able to maintain the cabins due to the financial requirements of maintaining an old
historic cabin as most of these cabins are. Also, the cabins are fragile and would not take the use
of persons who did not know or really care about them. Therefore rental to visitors would be out
of the question. We have a good working arrangement with the NPS and would be able to work
with the Park to maintain and show these cabins to the public as a partnership. Mineral King is
an historic place and deserves to be preserved and maintained. The presence of the cabins has
assured visitors of care in emergencies that the Park would not have been able to provide. | took
a young boy off the trail one time with a collapsed lung and was able to care for him till his
parents came to get him. With oxygen in the cabin at all times | have been able to help heart
victims, and | have lost count of the stitches | have placed in small wounds. We Have been able
to care for hikers who were wet, tired, and hungry, and have even cared for and fed some visitors
over night. | have not mentioned the fractures that have been treated by myself or guests in our
cabin. My brother-in-law, a Medical Doctor, who has been a frequent visitor has been of valuable
assistance in several occasions.

In conclusion | would like to see a working arrangement with the National Park Service whereby

the cabin owners would remain and would care for the cabins in accordance with the
requirements of the Park in the maintence of these historic treasures.
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GMF should retain tne language rom tne 1971 Master rFian 1o pnase out
non-essential stock use in the most sensitive high-elevation areas of
SEKI. The commercial horse/mule pack stations based within SEKI should
be removed as well as the commercial camp at Bearpaw. No new
backcountry camps should be built. The private cabins at Mineral King
should be removed when the permittee-of-record dies, as was intended by
congress when it added Mineral King to the national park. Please

protect our environment so that generations to come may enjoy the
beauty. Sincerely, Barbara Sholle 4166 Clark Ave Long Beach, CA
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. 09/10/04
Tp: NPS GMP Team, SEKI
FR: Greg and Laurie Schwaller, Three Rivers
RE: Comments on the SEKI Draft GMP
Parkwide

While we strongly favor many aspects of Alternative C {Preserve Traditional Character and Retain the Feel
of Yesteryear; Guide Growth), we understand that broad-based public suppert of the Nalienal Parks is
impaortant to their survival and funding, and it appears that actively promoting and increasing such suppost
through stronger educational and cutreach programs underlies the actions and advantages of the Preferred
Alternative; thus, we support the Preferred Altemnative (especially because i is the environmentally preferred
alternative), with the provisos that, tuly, resourcs integrity must be paramount, as without the resource there
is no point to the park, and that sustainable growth and development to meet the needs of diverse user groups
must be carried out only while bearing always in mind that the parks cannot and should not be all things to
all people. Indeed, perhaps the greatest value and greatest good of the patks is that they are so increasingly
and irceptaceably different from what we have made of miost of the rest of the planet, 1o the great detriment
of the future of most life forms upon it

Therefore, efforts to meet the needs of diverse user groups should be made on the parks’ terms, directed at
enabling users to be awarz of and to wish to enjoy the limitless opportunities which the parks offer them to
experience physical, mental, emotional, and spiritual engagement, uplifi, and growth. In this profound sense,

s parks do have a great deal to offer every visitor, and the offer is repeated with every visit, as long as we
don't think we can de a better job of this than the parks themselves can. Qur efforts should lead the visitor,
by a path inviting to that visitor, to the resource itself; and the resource sheuld speak for itself, if we have
prepared that visitor to listen, hear, and grow in understanding and appreciation.

Also, the outreach and educational activities and messages must convey the critical importance of the parks
as irreplaceable, literally invatuable sources of the good life; even if you never physically visit the parks,
much of the gquality of your life depends on them: as watersheds, airsheds, viewsheds, soil banks, wildlife
habitat, open space, as wellsprings, benchmarks, beacons, retreats, preserves, symbols, sources, saiciuaries,
safety valves, laboratories, museurs, eachers, measures, roots, reminders, and as all we have left of our
true, original home, before we started with the home “improvemenis.”

When we talk about appealing to diverse user groups, are we talking about categories such as age, sex,
education, cultural background, physical ability, and language preference? Certainly we can present the
parks so that anyene in any of these categories who is interested in beauty, science, animals, exercise,
adveniure, scenery, discovery, family fon, their own self-interest (leamn how these trees clean your air, how
these mountains provide your water, etc.), history, archeolegy, etc. can see their attraction; but it is important
not 1o over-package, or trivialize the introduction to the peint that the visitor or potentia! visitor loses the joy
of his/her own unique contact with and connection to the giant sequoias and the other marvelous features and
inhabitants of these parks.

e strongly agree that basie, natural, and rustic are key criteria in the parks” built environment, which

uld be as harmonious as possible with its setting, while at the same time showing visitors that sustainable
structures can be beautiful, functional, and appropriate in any setting. Displays should explain the
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. energy-efficient, “green” features of the buildings (solar power, natural heating and cooling, native plants
only for landscaping, etc.), giving visitors ideas they can use at home.

‘any park visitors want 10 see the world's biggest tree, grab a snack and a souvenir, and get back to the
freeway, Others want to be preperly introduced to these noble trees and to make their acquaintance in peace
and solitude. Some visitors are here for the physical challenge — hard and fast hikers and climbers. Some
are here to travel the backreads, And some are here to escape fron the valley or the city, to be in a cool,
green place where water (lows free, trees grow, the sky still looks blue, and a deer could walk right past your
picnic table.

If only these people could leave their cars in a hidden parking structure and take an educational shuttle ride
to the area in the parks best sulled ro their desires and abilities.

Most visitors have less than a day 1o spend iz these parks. Therefore, regardless of their interests and
ahilities, time alone will restrict them to & main road and just a few stops. However, many of these visitors
are Californians, and a positive experience in the parks will incline them to retum and sample more,
California’s constantly growing population provides an ever-expanding pool of potential visitors. How do
we help this pepulation to become aware of, enjoy, care about, and protect their parks without loving the
parks to death, through ignorance, carelessness, or sheer numbers?

To enable enjoyment and undersianding on a brief visit, we nesd to focus on who our visitors are, what
they’re looking for, what infrastructure (human and otherwise) needs to be provided to help them find it, and
hew we can quickly enhance their understanding and appreciation of the resource. For most people, this
means human contact. Bui we don’t want an endless line of pollnting vehicles inching their way toward an

nirance kiosk whers one or two harried anendanis are trying to answer all these questions. So we need an

ake structure, potentially an autemated onc: you pull up, pay your entrance fee, and receive with your pass

Written directions and an automated veice message Ielling you where to go to get parking, detailed
information, and a free (or low-cost) ride into the parks.

If you don’t require information, and you want 1o drive yourself, you drive on. If you need information, or
you would like semeons to do the driving for you or you're driving & vehicle teo big 1o go up the
switchbacks after Hospital Rock, you come guickly to a visitor center with a LOT of parking, where you can
get orientation, direction, information, food, a movie, and public transportation to your in-park destination.
You can walk some foothill trails and access the river directly from here, and you can picnic here also. Zion
National Park is a good model of this. Ash Mountain might be converted to such a center. Or it might better
be even closer to Three Rivers {(maybe where the Edison plant is, by the park entrance?) to reduce vehicle
teaffic into the parks and to make it easy for those staying in Three Rivers to hop a shuitle that circulates
through the town and takes employees and visitors te the orientation/adminisiration area (this also happens af
Zion and its gateway town). Another shuttle would loop to Visalia. The shuttles are quier, fuel-efficient,
all-weather vehicles. They are only abowt the size of airpert shuttles, so they can easily navigate the worst of
Generals Highway and Moro Rock and Crystal Cave roads. Relatively small, they fill up and unload
guickly, so their turnaround times are quick and they can be flexibly scheduled.

At this main center, information is availabls in many languages, and there is sufficient staff (Rangers,
SNHA, volunteers) to guide and inform 2 highly diverse visitor population. Those focused on General
Sherman are directed to the express shuttle that stops only at the Giant Forest Museum and at General
erman. Those touring Crystal Cave board the Cave Shuttle. Those staying at Wuksachi take the Lodge
&ule. On all shuttles, the driver or a recorded speech provides the passengers with an introduction 1o park
resources, activities, and values. Shuttle drivers are knowledgeable and can answer many of the passengers’
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. questions. All shuttles have easy-access slorage compartments so that passengers can stow picnic gear,
luggage, and backpacks. Most shuttles have a bike rack at the rear.

Yy meet the nesds of diverse user groups, short, easy, paved, educational loop trails accommodate the very
young, the old, the infirm, and anyone who appreciates an easy, convenient way 1o see and enjoy the various
park environments. The Round Meadow Trail is an excellent example of this approach. Most park shuttles
stop at all of these trailheads, enabling visitors to come back on many different days to experience each time
a new doorway or window into the parks. Interpreters staff each of these environments, 1o answer questions,
assure safety of the resource and the visitors, and provide educational experiences.

Moving park administrative faciiities outside the parks may not be desirable because it would separate
administrators from regular in-person contact with the majority of park employees and would put
adminisirators “ofi-site,” away from the parks they serve and protect. Too eften decision-makers seem too
distant, in every way, from the resources, human and otherwise, they're supposed to be serving. Alse, a
large are in the park has already been “developed™ for this adminisirative purpose; buying and developing
land cwiside the park weuld be expensive. Wouldn't it be better to modify the existing structures to enhance
sustainability energy efficiency (which weuld also serve as & good example for visitors), and shuttle the
employvees to work (using public transportation being another good example)?

Backcountry

Keep the wilderness as big as possible and as wild as possible. Any additional facilities in the
non-wilderness backcountry should be carefully designed to blend into their surroundings so that the
backcountry doesn’t start loek ing like the front country. Such facilities should be accessible only by
non-motorized means (except maybe emergency helicopters), should be self-sufficient in terms of power and

ter, and should use the best compesting technology to avoid concentration and build-up of human waste.
Such a facility couid be a great demonstration project and learning station,

Wuksachi

It would ba nice to have a picnic area at Wuksachi, near the traithead. This would be a quiet area, secluded
from Generals Highway.

Cedar Grove and Floor of Kings Canyon

How can you include more spring and fall time in Kings Canyon without having to plow that road? Can you
afford to plow that road? We'd love to see the Canyon in the winter, but we alse love the thought that it gets
to rest from hurnan activity for a period of each year. Most of the rest of the easily-accessible park is
protected in winter by snow, but not the Canyen floor. We are sirongly opposed to Kings Canyon becoming
as developed as Grant Grove and Giant Forest. Fortunately, there are many casy trails that can fead one
quickly away from crowds and into wonderful groves of Big Trees, but the floor of Kings Canyon is se
restricted and the walls are so steep that it's casy to feel crowded. We need a “quiet Yosemite.” Please
minintize any additional development in Kings Canyon.

Wolverton
olverton is the best spot near Giant Forest to locate winter recreation because its slopes are good for snow

)y, miniature downhill skiing, and sledding, and it already has a good building to serve as a warming hut
and snack bar. The meadow is a fine place for cross-country skiing and snowshoeing, and it's not visible
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from Generals Highway. Theie should be a winter Snow Shuttle from Visalia and Three Rivers to
Wolverton, stopping at Giant Forest Museum also. This would reduce pollution and road blockages. Too
Ay visitors have trouble puiting on chains and driving on snow.

Giant Forest
We definitely agree with the plan for peak time road closures and shuttle access. The remodeted Round
Meadow Trail is excellent. We are expecting equally good results at Hazelwood, but hope it can continue to

be a less-traveled path,

Pleass keep a few parking areas in winter at Hazelwood and also by the Giant Forest Museum so that
cross-country skiers can access those areas without having te cross the highway carrying their gear.

Crystal Cave

It would be good to have shutile service to Crystal Cave, This would reduce pollution, might deter
vandalism, and would allow the visitors who come in metorhomes to get to the cave.

Ash Mountain/Foothills

It would be good to have more foothills trails for fall-spring use. A great one would run along the river (on
the non-highway side) from Ash Mountain to the Potwisha area; access to Potwisha would be via the
suspension bridge (another suspension bridge would have to be built below Ash Mountain}. This trail wouild
be small and not open to stock. The trail would continue up to the Buckeye area, crossing the river on the
sxisting bridge above Buckeye. The road 1o Buckeye {or to just abeve the campground) should be kept open

%—mund to facilitate hiker access to the Middle Fork trail also, A little bridge crossing the creek at the
‘beginning would be very helpful in good rain years.

Mineral King

We agree that the permit cabins should be used for public purposes {and NOT for private purposes). They
could house a small historical and natural history museum, trai! and environmental displays, and marmot
information; they could provide a contact point for interpretive staff, a weather shelter for hikers, a shuttle
stop shehter, of rustic lodging. They could also become modeis of how to remodel/rehabilitate existing
structures using green materials for sustainable use. One could remain as an open, working exhibit, with
displays and literature avaitable. Probably not all the cabins wouid be needed at Mineral King; perbaps only
the farthest up ones should be preserved there, as they ave the least conspicuous and are not in the fragile
meadow area. The rest might be moved to be used at other aress in the park, as shelters for hikers and
shuttle riders, information areas, and contact points for interpretive personnel {along the lines of the little
renger station at Roads End in Kings Canyen). We are definitely opposed to leaving the permit cabins in
private hands on public land; anyone interest in seeing a private historical recreation community in a national
park can do 5o at Cabin Cove, Silver City, Faculry Flat, and Wilsonia. A daily shuttle to Mineral King {up in
the rroming, down in the evening, or two round-trips per day} could reduce potlution and wear and tear on
that road {zspecially if there’s going to be a High Sierra camp at Hockatt), But where would shuttie-users
park their cars?

ilionwood

Could Dillonwood have a campground? It's & leng drive for day-use only. Perhaps a Mineral King cabin
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. could be moved te Dillonwood to house interpretive/campground host personnel.

Mitigation for Inereased Water Withdrawals

Wastewater should be cleaned (filtered) and recycled for frigationuse if possible. Could solar-powered
composting loilets be used? Water should not be served ot dining facilities unless reguested. In lodgings,
bed linens and towels should not be washed daily during a visitor’s stay, but only at the end of the stay.
Water table levels must be carefully and regularly monitered.

Impacts on Backcountry and Wilderness

Keep as much of it as wild as possibie. Let it alone as much as possible. Let nature manage the resource. If
a High Sierrz camp is added at Hockett, where would the access points be? Where would the trailthead
parking be? Would the Mineral King read be improved to accominodate more iraffic? Would there be a
shuttle to the trailbead(s)? What about having the High Sierra camp up the Pear Lake Trail? There's lots of
parking area at Wolverten already.

What are the “adverse permanent impacts” of removing the hydro facilities in the park? Lass of electricity?

Thanks for listening,
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August 2004
Response to D18 (DSC-P) SEKI 286

Drafi General Management Plan and C omprehiensive River Management Play
sEnvirormental Impact Statemens Jor Sequoia and Kings Canvon National Parks and Middle and
South Forks of the Kings River eurd North Fork of the Kern River.

Topic 4, Comment on Alternatives or analysis related to Transporiation, Visitor fxperience,

Yisitor Experience: Fmpacis of the Freferred Alternative

AVol. 2, pg. 56) While the backeountry still comprises
abont 97 % of the lend in the parks, backcowniry wse accounis Jor enly 2%-3% of the visitation,

My father before us and our extended family have had the privilege of spending considerable
time in the backcouniry of the parks. My son and nephews have worked as pack trip guides out of
Mineral King and my son was a east side hack country seasonal ranger. We all treasure our
experiences in the back country which have been & significant influence on our lives and we wonld
hope these experiences might be available to more people. On hearing of these trips, many people
have expressed their desire to participate but have been reluctant to do so because they ieck the
expertise and experience to undertake them on their Own,

We have observed, and the NPS knows better than anyone else, that many of the people
going inio the back country are ill prepared for the experience and we would iike to make a
suggestion that might 1) allow more people to safely access the back country and 2} te enjoy and
appreciate the expetience they have there, We would like to see the NPS Facilitate and promote
GUIDED backeountry back packing trips. Perhaps some services of this kind are presently available
but should be encouraged and expanded. These guides would be private concessionaires operating
under NPS supervision and direction, Experienced guides would [ead a smail group of back packers
who would have been previously informed as to appropriate equipment, the route, terrain and
altitude and would spend 4 day of education, orientation and acelimatization at the trajl head before
heading out into the backcountry.

This kind of trip would help to implement the emphasis placed on the backcountry usege in
the Preferred Aiternative and enhanice the Impact of the Preferred Alernative (Analysis, Vol 2, Pgs.
Y90 and 191} Under the proposed alternarive visitor editeation would foens on resonrce protection,
steveardship, and leqve-no-trace backcountry skills, potentially making more visitors aware of
wilderness designation and wilderness vaines, These wilderness recreationgl Gpporitinities and
values are highly valued by park visitors, Cpporiunities for recreaiion in Brotecied wilderness,
along with opporfunities io experience areas of sofftude by participating jn primitive or unconfined
recreation, would expand, resulting i minoy, bengficial, long term impacts because more Visitors
would be mvare of wilderness characteristics, values, and recreational opporfmiities. Guided
backcouniry back packing trips would contribute to these goals, would result in additional protection
for the natural resource, would result in enhances visitor experiences, would safely provide access to
Secondary trails and cross country areas which are presently underused, would refieve the NPS of
distress and rescue calls and allow many people who would otherwise be discouraged from entering
the backeountry to safely enjoy it. The NPS would have 3 role in the training and education of the
guides. With appropriate marketing these trips would be financially viable and attract qualified
persons to the program, They have been successful in Europe and elsewhere.

308



Individuals

Page 2

AIRTOURS( Vol.2. Pgs. 260, 265, 273, 280} Fixed wing airtours should be encouraged and
managed in accordance with the National Parks Airtour Management Act of 2000 These tours would
provide a non invasive means for people who weuld not otherwise be able to at least SEE the 96%
of the Park which is wilderness. Fixed wing aircraft would be minimally disturbing to recreationist on
the ground in the backcountry since they would be flying at some elevation above the tetrain and
most people are accustomed to fixed wing aireraft flying over head, Recreational helicopter flights
should be discouraged since they are extremely invasive, noisy and disturbing. NPS helicopter flights
should be kept to a minimum.

STOCK USE_( Vol.2, Pgs. 273, 274 etc.) Opportunities for Stock use. Under the
preferred alternative, horses and other stock use would coutinne with reasonable regulation and
enhanced monitoring. Stock use provides traditional opportunities to enjoy the Park and should be
encouraged and expanded. As the population ages, stock use provides the only means of access to
the back country for a large portion of the population including those with disabilities.

wonld continue providing day and
overnight trips ...... Since pack stations are usually financially marginal the NP8 should provide some
support for these facilities by providing infrastructures, i.e. access roads, corrals, buildings, to ensure
the continuing existence of these important and desired facilities to serve the public. The Walverton
pack station should be relocated and operative as soon as possible. The NP8 restrictions on stock
use have contributed to the financial instability of these concessionaires and to reduced stock usage
in the back country and should be relaxed in areas where stock use has been found to be not
detritmental.

Topic 5. Comment on alternatives or anclysis related to Private Lands inside the parks (primarily
Wilsonia, Oriale Lake, Sifver City)

. Oriole Lake: Acquire the Oriole Lake inholdings from willing sellers and provide public
access to i wicommon, foothill lake envirommeni. (Vol 1, pg. 38} The terrain lends itself to some
campground facilities and parking. 1f drive in aceess is not feasible then hiking in would be available.
This would provide additional accessible frontcountry experiences for visitors whe are unable to
handle the more rugged backceuntry, would help to relieve over crowding in other frontcountry
areas, would be easy for the NPS to maintain and could be managed to have minimal environmental
impact on the area and is not visible from the Mineral King road. 1t is not wildemess and should not
be includad in the wilderness area.

Silver City: “Private inholdings cantinne thereby perpetuating recreation comniuinities.”
(Vol.1 pgs. 38, 60, 86, 152, etc.) Individual properties within the subdivision at Silver City should
not be acquired by donation or purchase by the NPS since this would result in a mixed matrix of
public and private holdings deemed undesirable by the NPS and the community. Individual properties
in Silver City should be freely exchanged in the private sector.

Develop a partnership with the Silver City resort 1o provide expanded services within the
scenic easement constraints; inholdings and services remain. Such a partnership should enhance and
not limit the financial viability of the resort and thus insure its’ continuing presence to serve the
public.
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Kaweah Han: ( Vol. 1, pgs. 38, 108, 152) Continue private ownership for personal use.
Develop a scenic easement if agreeable to private owner.

Wilsonia;. (Vol. 1 pgs. 38, 86, 120,) Privaie inholdings continie af Wilsonia,.. thereby
perpeinating recreation communities. Preserve or adaptively reuse NP3 buildings contributing to
the historic statis, Water supply and sewage disposal concerns should be addressed by both the
private sector and the NPS.

Topic 6: Speciad Use Permits on Park Service Lemds {Hydroelectric facilities, Boy Scout Canp,
and Mineral King Special Use Permit Cabins)

Hydroeleetric facilities: (Vol. 2, pgs. 179, 301, 302). In addition to the loss of power generated,
the reduction of pertinent water supplies and the loss of historic strctures, the proposed removal of

the dams at Lady Frankliz, Monarch, Crystal and Eagle Lakes above Mineral King could have a
devastating effect on the fisheries in these lakes and the East fork of the Kaweah river &ll the way to
its' confluence with the main fork above Three Rivers, Wildlife of all kinds would be adversary
affected throughout the area. Without the control of the dams, in dry years the water levels in the
lakes could be reduced to pools unable to sustain fish life and the streams might dry up completely.
This would destroy a valuable and heavily used recreational asset not only for fishermen but for
hikers and campers as well Perhaps a free flowing river is not always as desirable as a controlled
one? Under present controlled conditions, the fishery in Mineral King is the best it has ever been. The
toss of these recreational features would severely limit access to readily accessible day and overnight
high country experiences by those who are unable to handle the more rugged backcountry multi day
trips end would put additional pressure on other frontcountry areas.

If the dams are to be removed, mitigation provisions must be implemented during the
destruction of the dams and there after to insure an adequate year round flow in the East Fork and
its’ tributaries as well as maintaining minimum pocls in the lakes to sustain & healthy and viable
fishery. The loss of this valuable asset would be an environmental disaster with far reaching and
vnintended consequences.

The introduction of House of Representatives bill #3932 which would provide for the
issuance of two more 10 year permits for continued use of the hydroelectric facilities in the park
under certain conditions and the unanimous do pass recommendation of the Resources Committee to
the full House provides needed protection for these facilities. Since the testimony of Donald W.
Murphy, Deputy Director of the NPS before the Subcommittes on National Farks, etc, House
Committee on Resources on April 29, 2004 stated that “The Department has no ohjection to
enactment of H.R. 3932 if amended in accordance with this testimony™’ which was done, the passage
of the bill before the full House is virtually assured, the dams will remain and the fisheries will be
preserved for the time being, A wise and sensible development for which the NPS is to be
commended.

ins: ) Alternative C: ( Vol 1, pes.. 71, 155, ete} “FPreserve
Traditional Choracler and Retain the Feel of Yesteryear: Guide Growth” is the preferred option in
regard to the Mineral King cabins with some medifications.
Congress enacis legislation (o continue (o veissie current use permits to families'heirs of
the preseit permittees. The NPS should withdraw its’ objections to the adopticn of “House of
Representatives 4508 to amend the National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978 to require the

310



Individuals

Page 4
Secretary to permit continued use and eccupancy of certain privately owned cabins in the Mineral
King Valley in Sequoia National Park™ for reasons given below.,

Continue to use the Memorandum of Understanding between the NPS and the Mineral King
Preservation Society to protect and manage the contributing elements of the Historic District
including implementation of informational and educational programs, guided tours, resource
management, information sharing, research efforts and volunteer activities, A joint committes
consisting of representatives of the Preservation Society, the NPS and the State Historic Preservation
Office would be established to provide lizison between all responsible parties, provide resource
information to permittees and assure compliance with historical standards.

All cabins would be brought up to and maintained to standards for historical compliance as
defined in the “Guide to Repair and Maintenance of Historic Sumamer Homes within the Mineral
King Historic District”. by the permittees. Non contributing cabins would be given the opportunity
to become contributing if desired and physically possible

Emphasize the theme of an Kistorical recreation community in Sequoia National Park

ADVANTAGES OF THIS ALTERNATIVE: This is the most viable pian to meet the NPS
obligation for the preservation of the contributing elements of the Historic District and for
interpreting its' significance to the public. The NPS does not have the funds, the personnel nor the
historical knowledge to preserve these elements for future generations, The cabin owners are the
only ones who heve the means, the knowledge, the incentive and the demonstrated ability to maintain
the cabins and assist with the preservation of other contributing elements. They have never been a
detriment to public use of the area and hava not required supervision or assistance; on the contrary,
they have been the continuing caretakers and preservers of this historical area. The NPS is well
aware of the many other advantages of this alternative which have been demonstrated over the
years. The NPS should take advantage of this unique opportunity for assfstance in the maintenance
of this Historic District and for enhancing its’ significance to the public by permitting continued
occupancy of the cabins by the present permitiees and their femilies.

:. "Avcommodare Sustainabie
Growrh and Visitor Enjoymetit, Protect Ecosysten: Diversity, and Preserve Basic Character While
Adapting to Changing User Groups.” (Vol. 1, Pgs.. iii, ix, 68, 148,154,156, 200 etc.) as it relates 1o
Mineral King special use permit cabins.

Vol. 1, pgix: As special use permils expire, permit cabins are acquired and adapiively
reused for piblic purposes.(The NPS would parmer with a ronprofit or commercial service
organization 1o provide piblic lodging or other public use. A pian would be developed for public
nse, incliding limited use by former permittees. The plan would addvess treatment methods to
preserve the Mineral King Historic Districy, sustainable se . code compliance, needed utilities,
self-sustaining funding, maintenance and potential hazardous materials mifigation, efe.

While providing for refssuing of current special use permits in five year increments, the
Preferred Alternative does not provide for continuing issuance of permits to heirs/families beyond
death of present permiitee, See above,

Gives permittees the option of donating cabins in sound condition to the NPS if ownership is
ne longer desired.

“Develop a cultural vesource preservation plar for the Mineral King Historicad District i
consuffation with the store historic preservarion officer.” The cabin owners should be an equal
partner in the formation and implementation of such a plan.
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Preferred Alternative: (Reference # 372, Vol 1, pg. 154 (bottom of column) and pg. 156.)

Analyze LE operating acquired permit cabins as public lodging would be economically feasible. If
feasible, excomine various operational approaches ( e.g. operatiol by a paritiership, a non profil
entity or a commercial service provider)." Subject fo NPS review and approval the operator wonld
be responsible for “ensuring that required infrasiricinve iprovements were micle to mect
applicable health, safety aud environmerital standards 1o accemmodate long ferm public wse’

This is a very big IE.

The proposed plan to acquire permit cabins (assuming at the end of the present permits} and
adopt them for public use, including lodging, and to have them managed by an external cperator ef
any kind who would have sole responsibility for making infrastricture improvements and long term
maintenance of the cabing poses many problems.

A. Financial cancerns: It would be extremely difficult to obtain an operator who would take
the respansibility for bringing the structures up to “applicable health, safety and environmental
standards’ at its’ own expense. The cost of updating these aging structures and their infrastructores
would be immense and no operatot would perceive a way to earn a return on the capital investment.
The NPS is well aware of the difficulty of obtaining qualified permittees/lessees/concessionaires and
Mineral King would be a particularly challenging area. No financial feasibility or marketing studies
have been done and the return on such an investment is limited by the following factors:

The very short operating season of 50 days. Wiater operation would be virtually impessible.

The NP$ requirement that the project be financially self sustaining.

The cabins would become available incrementally over a long period of time. The few cabins
initially available would require an onsite staff to provide services and maintenance the cost of which
would exceed the income generated. Some cabins will be found unfit for public occupancy
particularly lodging. It could be many years before enough cabins are available to provide a profit on
the annual operation.

While cabins would be acquired in “sound condition™, the permittee’s families would no
doubt want to remove treasured furnishings and accessories and so an operator would have to
furnish the cabins for public use at considerable expense.

The anaual cost of maintenance of the individual cabins to historic and public safety
standards would be very large. All of these cabins are old and, due in part to the extreme winter
conditions, require conisiderable annual maintenarce. Each of these cabins has it’s own idiosyneratic
problems which would require considerable research and experience ot the part of a new operator.
These cabins will continue to deteriorate over time requiring increasing levels of maintenance.
(Vol.2, pg. 202:) Historic strictures couid suffer wear aid tear from increased visitation, bul the
carrying capacity of historic structures would be monitored, and visitation levels or consiraints
could be imposed that would contribute 10 the integrity of the resorces withou unduly hindering
interpretation for visitors. Unsiaffed or minimally staffed struelures conld be more susceprible fo
vandatism. Limiting the occupancy of the cabins to maintain their historic integrity would reduce
their availability for rental revenue.

Required miitigation of hazardous materials could prove to be expensive.

The Mineral King road itself is a limiting factor because of its’ length and configuration. It is
discouraging and dangerous for many Park visitors. In order for this project to be sconomically
feasible, the occupancy of the cabins by the public would have to be merkedly increased over the
present light usage by the permittees which would result in increased inexperienced traffic on the
road.

312



Individuals

Page 6

The cost of liability insurance, if obtainable, would be extremely high but no operator would take the
personal responsibility of opening the cabins for public use without it. Fire and structural damage
insurance if required and available would be very expensive..

It is unknown how many potential visitors are actually interested in staying in an old cabin
with no electricity or other conveniences. Most of the public is used to and expects the usual lodging
amerities and while there are some interested in a “rustic” experience their number is limited and will
be decreasing as the older generation passes on. The problem of handicapped access would have to
be addressed; any sofution would add to the expense,

Initially some of the available cabins would have to be committed to personnel housing,
storage and maintenance facilities, etc. which would limit the number of cabins available for rental to
the public thus reducing income. { Vol. 2. pg. 77 Mineral King is not considered within a reasonable
cammuie distcaree due 1o the terrain and read conditions.)

in order to make the preject financially feasible, rental charges for the use of the cabins
would have to be extreordinarily high compared to comparable facilities thus limiting the potential
market and denying access to lower income citizens.

B. Management concetns:

The cabins are scattered over a large area making daily services difficult. A central
service and supply area would have to be established and transportation provided for workers to
service the cabins. Potential guests would have to be personally sscorted to their rented cabin since
the access roads are unnamed, peorly maintained and unlit. Access after dark would be hazardous.

Each of the cabins has its” own particular idiosyncrasies. None have electricity and cach new
public occupant would have to be instructed in the use ot the fireplace, the wood or propane stove,
candles, the propane lights or lanterns, the hot water heater, the propane reffigerator, the water and
sewage systems, the fire extinguishers, etc. all of which are potential hazards to inexperienced guests,
A maintenance person would have to be available 24/7 to ensure the on geing operation and safety of
these facilities and the guests. Carefu instruction should be given to appropriate responses to contact
with wild animals. With no telephones, 2 contact arrangement with management would have to be
provided for guests.

Even though the cabins might be brought up to “health, safety and environmental” standards,
many of them have dark interiars, rough and uneven floors, steep stairs and unusual interior
configurations, These potential hazards must be revealed to each new tenant and are & continuing
concern for any operator,

Education of guests and continuing surveillance would be necessary to insure that all
nuisances are abated, noise and light constraints and pet regulations are adhered to so that some
guests do not interfere with enjoyment of other guests and the public

Information should be provided sbout the history and significance of the Historic District to
erthance the guests enjovment of the area.

All of the above concems are time consuming for the operator, require an unusual amount of
staff time and therefore add to the cost of operation of the facilities.

C. Environmentel concerns. As has been stated, in order to make the public use of acquired
permit cabins economically feasible, occupancy would have tobea substantially increased over the
present permittee usage. This would cause increased demands on the water supply, (Vol.1, pgs. 73,
88) adversely impact sewage disposal systems, increase traffic on the road, contribute to
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overcrowding of the parking facilities, increase use of trails, riverside and meadow off trail tramping,
increase demand for public and emergency services, including trash disposal and fire protection and
adversely affect the peaceful alpine atmosphere people come to Mineral King to enjoy.

The acquisition of permit cabins over time would result in the mixing of public and private
uses which has been termed undesirable by the NPS, poses management problems for the operator
and is unacceptable to the private sector. Permittees who still ocoupy their cabins are not going to be
motivated to be of much assistance te the managerment and operation of the Historic District if they
feel their efforts are going to profits of a private operator instead of contributing to the public
enjoyment and historical preservation of the area.

CONCLUSION AND QUESTIONS: In my view, the Preferred Alternative is economically

and managerielly unfeasible for the reasons given above and many other considerations I do not
belisve the NPS will be able to attract an operator/partner of any kind given the conditions stated. If
no operator can be obtained or if an operator fails, how will the NPS discharge it’s responsibility for
the preservation of the Historic District and its’ contributing elements? The care taker permittees will
disappear over time and the NPS will have the sole responsibility for the management and
maintenance of the Historic Distdct.. HOW WILL IT BE ABLE 7O DISCHARGE THIS
RESPONSIBILITY? IS IT EQUIPPED TO DO S0? These are challenging questions.

MY RECOMMENDATIONS, AND THOSE OF MY FAMILY, ARE FOR THE NP5 TO
SUPPORT THE PROPOSED CHANGES IN THE 1978 LAW TO PERMIT THE PERMITTEES
AND THEIR FAMILIES TO CONTINUE TO OCCUPY THEIR CABINS AND PARTNER
WITH THE NPS IN THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THEIR CONTINUING MATNTENANCE
AND THE MAINTENANCE OF OTHER. CONTRIBUTING ELEMENTS TO THE MINERAL
KING HISTORIC DISTRICT THUS RELIEVING THE NP$ OF THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY
OF DOING SO. SINCE THE CREATION OF THE HISTORIC DISTRICT IS A RECENT
DEVELOPMENT WITH WHICH THE NPS HAS HAD NO EXPERIENCE, THE NPS SHOULD
DEPEND ON THE PEOPLE WHO HAVE THE EXPERIENCE, EXPERTISE AND
MOTIVATION TQ CARRY QUT THE RESPONSIBILITIES FOR THE MAINTENANCE AND
MANAGEMENT OF THE DISTRICT=THE CABIN OWNERS.

UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES THERE SEEMS TO BE NO OTHER VIABLE
ALTERNATIVE.

I have generally commented only on the Preferred Alternative and on those areas in which I
have some personal knowledge and experience. As the former long time owner and operator of the
Silver City Resort and adfacent property I am keenly aware of the difficulties involved in operating a
public facility in this remote area. I was a fifty year resident of Three Rivers and until recently spent
some time each summer of my &6 years in Mineral King and am the permittes of record for East
Mineral King #10 where the fourth generation of our family is enjoying the cabin. I hope my
comments will be helpful in the present planning process and we wish you well in your continuing
efforts to meet the challenges you face.

Sincerely, Mm"{ 4 /&w{ﬁ“

Margaret A. Seaborn ~55519 Big River Drive, Bend, OR 97707
email: pegsea@starband.net. Telephone: 541 593 5823, FAX: 541 593 5297
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Richard H. Martin, Superintendsnt
Sequola and Kings Canyon ¥ational Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, California 93271

Dear Euperintendent Mertin:

I have peen hiking and backpacking in Hing's Canyon and Sagueia
Natiomal Parks for over 30 years. I have become disturbed at the
severe trail damage as well as darmage to trees and other planks in tha
park by pack animals. The trails in many areas are becoming dangerous,
with rocks kicked inte the ever-deepening trail by horses. Horss
manure ls everywhere, and horses are irevitably ruining camping areas
with concentrations of manure and urine. Streams also are impacted by
these animals.

Pleaze don't cave into the pack animal business pressure and what is
right--preserve our little remaining wilderness for the plants and
animals living chere, and for ocur future generations to sxplore and
appreciate using minimum impact.

I agree with the wore detailed suggestions of the High Sierra Hikers
assopiation, detaliled below.

' The draft GMP needs te be re-written to include and fully
consider a

*no grazing” alternative. A "no grazing® alternative is both feasible
and reaszonable, and was reguested by numerous respondents, I
recreational stock usa is to be vontinued in the fragile, high
elevakion areas of Sequeia-Kings Canyon, then stock uvsers should ke
required to c¢arry feed for their animals, ss is done in many other
national parks, to avoid the extensive and considerable impacts caused
by sbtock animals foraging for foed (i.=., overgrazing, trampling of
pangitive wetlands and lakesheres, ete.}.

. The authors of the draft GMP have improperly concluded that the
‘mreferred alternativar is eavirommentally superior to the “no stock"
slternativa. Such a conclusion does not make any sense at all, and does

nok even pass the straight face test. Eliminating recreational steock

use from Sequoim-Kings Canyen would aveid the many significant impacts
caused by stock animals. A “no stock” alternative would without any

doubt ke environmentslly supsrior to current stock management

practices, which would be continued by the preferred alternativa.

. The GHP chould retain the key langumsge frem the 1871 Master Plan
that

would phase cut non-essential stock uwae in the most asnaitive

high-elevation areas of SEKIL. At the ahsclute minimum, the GHP should

allow no grazing or off-txail travel by stock animals above 10,000 feet
alevation chroughout Seguoia-Kings Canyon NPs. These are park-wide

issues that must be addressed now, hot put <»ff to some fubure planning
process.

. The commerclal camp at Bearpaw MHeadew should be remeowvead, the site
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restored, and the area designated as wildernsss, as envisionsed by the
House Committes Report for the California Wilderness aAct.

. k1l of the commercial pack stations should ke removed from park
lands. They could be relocated cutside the parks, if the cperators so
gesire,

Sincearsly.

Deonald K. Seleer
838 Alma Place
Oakland, Ca 94810
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Dr. David Graber, GMP Coordinator
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
47030 Generals Highway

Three Rivers. California 93271

Re: Draft General Management Plan

Dear Dr. Graber:

Flease enter the following comments regarding the deaft General Management Plan for
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks into the formal record. As someoene who has
backpacked in Sequoia/Kings Canyon (SEKI) for more than 30 years, ¥ have a keen
interest in how the backcountry of SEKI is managed, and my comments are directed
primarily toward sections of the draft GMP that directly affeck my vse and enjoyment of
these spectacular wilderness areas.

Iconfess 1o being extremely disappointed in the OMP for its failure to substantively
address the most critical backcountry management issue facing these parks: that of
darnage to wildermess resources and agsthetic values caused by recreational livestock and,
particularly, commercial stock pack outfits. It is unclear to me whether the Patk
Service's failure to address this critical issue is a function of a simple lack of
understanding on the park planners or a deliberate attempt to favor these commercial
operations over the wishes of the vast majority of wilderness users, but the result will
predictably be the same if the preferred alternative is selected: continued damage to
meadows, trails, and surface waters, and continued degradation of the experience of
backpackers, who constitute 20 to $5% of all wilderness nsers in SEKT.

Particularly telling of the inherent bias on the part of park planners is the comment on
Page 274 of Volume 2, where it is concluded that under the preferred alternative

"..Dmpacts of horse use (feces, eroded trails, dust) would continue to canse minor,
adverse, long-term Impacts on g small number of backcowntry kers...”

At best, this statement demonstrates a complete lack of understanding of the degree to
which stock use negatively affects the experience of wilderness visitors—a fact that is
inexcusable given that published studies conducted within these parks (and others)
document these social effects (see, for example, Watson et al. 1993). In the 30+ years [
have been hiking io these parks, I have talked to countless other hikers and without
question, the single most frequently mentioned impact to the backcountry is the stock-
fenerated dust, manure, urine, and flies that are pervasive on so many trails (particularly
those departing from commercial pack stations), as well as the trampling and grazing of
meadows cavsed by livestock when they are allowed to graze in park meadows. (Indeed,
it is hard for backpackers to take seriously park admonitions to “leave no trace™ or to not
“pick wildfiowers" when twenty horses/mules at a time are allowed to run amok in park
meadows, trampling and eating this “fragile” vegetation that, they have been told, cannot
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withstand an occasional flower picker.) In the face of this evidence, for the Park Service
to conclude that these are “minor” impacts that affect only a “small number™ of
backpackers is, at best, unsupported by any factual information. At worst, this language
is a blatant attempt by park planners to downplay the significance of recreational stock
impacts, portraying them as “minor” impacts that are somehow offset by the “positive”
impacts of continuing to allow this “traditional” use. (I shouldn’t need to remind you that
feeding bears at garbage heaps within national packs was once a “iradition™ t90.)

Farther evidence of the Park Service's favoritism toward recreational stock users is the
curious conclusion that the “preferred alternative,” which by and large allows stock use to
continue at current leveis, would be “environmentally preferred” over the “ne stock”
alternative. Again, this absurd conclusion shows that park planners are either oblivious
to the many documented ecological and assthetic impacts of recreational livestock use or
are deliberately attempting to downpiay these impacts to aliow continued excessive use
by recreational livestock,

What the draft GMP lacks are two critical elerents; 1} an open and fronest discussion and
disclosure of the many ecological and aesthetic impacts of recreational stock use in the
backcouniry of these parks (including full citation of the available literature addressing
these issues), and 2) evaluation of a range of reasonable measures that could be used 1o
reduce ot eliminate these impacts. Instead of evaluating a reasonable range of
alternatives for managing recreational livestock (including a host of measures that ara
currenily employed at otiter national parks in the western United States), the Park Service
has chosen two extremes with respect to backcountry stock maragement: the statas quo
and a no-stock alternative that has no realistic chance of ever being seriously considerad,

Specifically, the drafi GMP should consider alternatives that containt the following
elements:

1. Prehibition of grazing within the parks. This s far from a radical concept. In
fact, many national parks in the mountainous west—Mt. Rainier, Lassen
Volcanic, Rocky Mountain, Glacier, and Crate Lake—currently prohibit grazing
by recreational livestock, and other parks (Olympic, North Cascades,
Yellowstone) either prohibic grazing in certain areas (ineluding high-elevation
meadows), actively discourage grazing, or allow grazing only around designated
stock camping sites, In all of these parks, stock users carry pelleted feed 10
eliminate the need for grazing. The necessity of such regulations to protect
wilderness ecosystems is thoroughly decumented in the planning documents for
these parks. Why has SEKT noi considered a “no grazing” alternative when such
an alternative is both practicable (as dernonstrated by these other parks) and
necessary to reduce grazing and trampling impacts?

2. Prohibition of all cress-country travel by stock. Again, there is ample
scfentific evidence that cross-country travel by stock results in rapid damage to
vegetation, particularly in sensitive high-elevation areas. Many other parks in the
West (Mt. Rainier, Olympic, Lassen Volcanic, Rocky Mountain) prohibit all
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cross-country travel by stock, and others limit crosg-country travel to a small
number of designated areas (North Cascades) or prohibit pack strings off tcafl
(Yellowstone). Although I understand thar cross-country travel is currently
prohibited in many areas of these parks, a full environmental analysis of a park-
wide ban on eross-country teavel should be evaluated and is fully appropriate for a
programmatic document such as the GMP.

. Establishment of a network of foot-travel only trails. Again, many ather
national parks {Ml, Rainier, Clympic, North Cascades, Crater Lake, Giacier,
Yellostone) have modest networks of foot-travel only trails to allow hikers 1o
enjoy a stock free experience or to protect sensitive areas. Although designation
of specific trails as “foot-travel only” is probably best left for analysis in the SEKI
Wilderness Management Plan, programmatic direction toward establishing such a
network within the parks is both appropriate and supported by a large number of
wilderness users.

. Reviston (lowering) of maximum groups size limits for stock parties, The
current limit of 20 head of stock resnlts in unaceeptably high impacts te the vast
majority of wilderness users {including most stock users), as evidenced by work
conducted it and around these parks (see Cole 1989, Cole 1990, and Watson et al.
[6%3). Furthermere, these limits exceed maximum group size limits in place in
most other parks in the west., Several parks have maximum group-size limits that
range from 6 to 16 head of stock (Mt. Rainier, Olympic, Nenth Cascades, Crater
Lake, Lassen Volcanic, Rocky Mountain}, and those that allow large numbers
(28-25 head) do so only on a limited number of trails constructed to high
standards. Afthough the scientifically defensible approach would be to establish
area-specific group-size [imits that reflect differences in environmental
sensitivilies and capacities, the Park Service has in the past argued (as part of the
effort te establish uniferm group-size timits throughout the central and southern
Sierra) that uniform group-size limits are desirable from a management
standpoint. If that remains the case, then the GMP is the appropriate place to
evaluate or at least provide programmatic direction for lowering group-size limits.

. Establishment of designated stock camps. The Park Service should consider
and alternative that would provide programmatic direction for the establishment
of designated stock camps, as is currently done in many national parks in the
movntainous west {e.g., Mt. Rainier, Olympic, North Cascades, Rocky Mountain,
Yellowstone). Designation of such sites would help localize stock impacts to
certain “hardened” sites, and would allow hikers to avoid areas used by
recreational stock, thereby greatly alleviating user conflicts, Again, designation
of specific sites, and the associated environmenta! analysis, is best left to the
Wilderness Management Plan for these parks, but programmatic direction for
establishing such a network of designated stock sites is clearly appropriate for this
dacument,
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The five elements above constitute entirely reasonable and feasible measures to help
minimize stock impacts and thereby substantially increase the enjoyment of
thousands of wildemess visitors each year. These measures are completely consistent
with regulations in place at other national parks—measures that have been
demonstrated to be both practical and effective. Such measures would also eliminate
the need for costly (and impractical, given current budget constrainis) attempts to
monitor stock impacts using methods that are of questionable utility (such as the
residual biomass method the parks now use) and that fail to address key impacts such
as trampling. And final, the Park Service has the legal obligation under NEPA to
evalaate such reasonabie alternatives in formulating this important plan that will
guide management of these parks for perhaps decades to conte. Any plan that does
not, at a minimum, incorporate these key elements and analysis of their
environmental consequences is clearly deficient.

It has been my past experience in commenting on stock use in national parks and
forest of the Sierra that wilderness planners have portrayed comments from hikers
regarding inadequate stock regulation as being indicative of a desire to see all stock
eliminated from the wilderness. The reality is that most hikers are tolerant of a
rmodest devel of stock use in the backcountry of these parks. What hikers find
objectionable are 1} the clearly inadequate measure in place to manage recreational
livestock, which results in clear (and well documented) damage 10 the wilderness and
to the aesthetic experience; 2) the tendency of commercial outfitters to bring in vast
amounts of unneeded luxury iterns into the wilderness to cater to their clientele, when
each additional mule needed to carry such items compounds the damage to trails,
meadews, and campsites; and 3) which the clear double-standard that exists in
management of hikers versus stock psers, The measures outlined above would go a
long way toward reducing the conflicts between hikers and stock users that have been
the source of tension between the two user groups since I siarted hiking in the 1970s.

In addition to these recommendations regarding backcountry management, [ also
have the following recommendations.

1. The commercial steck camp at Bearpaw Meadow should be removed, the site
restered to its pre-disturbance condition, and the area designated as wilderness.

2. All commercial pack stations should be removed from park boundarizs and
relecated outside of the parks to eliminate impacts associate with stable, including
the attraction of nennative brown-headed cowbirds, which have adverse impacts
on native songbirds in the parks.

3. The private cabins at Mineral King should be removed upon the death of the
current permittee. The Park Service’s attempt to justify these stnictures as
“historically significant™ shows a blatant disregard of Congressicnal intent when
Mineral King was added to Sequoia Nationa! Park. What is “historically
significant” is not the cabins, but the fact that Congress had the wisdom to
recognize Mineral King as a ynique and spectacular area worthy of the greatest
protections that our land use laws allow.
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Thank you for considering my comments, and I look forward to a revised GMP (hat does
a far better job of addressing the serious impacts that these parks face, and that fully
discloses the environmental costs and benefits of the etements proposed in this letter,

Sincerely,

Brian C. Spence, Ph.D.
687 36" Ave
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Dr. Grabar:

The follwing references were inadvertantly omitted from my previously
transmitted letter. Please add them to che letter,

Watson, A.E.., M.J. Miccolucgi, and B.R. Williams. 1993. Hikers and
recreational stock users: predicting and managing conflices in thres
wildernssaes. U.3. Forest Service Intsrmpountain Research Sekationm,
Resgarch Paper INT-468

Cole, D.N. 1989. Low-impackt recreational practices for wilderness andg
backcounktry. U.S. Foreat Service Intermountain Research Station. General
Technical Hepore INT-265.

Cole, D.N. 1990. Ecolegical impacts of wilderness recreation and their

management. Pagegs 423-466, In Hendee et 8l. {adz.)} Wilderness
Managerent. North Amerigan Press, Golden, Colorada.

Thank wvou.

Brian Spenca
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have parks. Granted, the Mineral King cabins pre-date their inclusion in Sequoia National Park
and were granted special use by the USFS. Originally, these permits were to expire with the
death of the permitee. This policy must be continued. No extensions. No exceptions. The cabin
owners may own their cabins but we, the public, own the land.

There are many problems with continuing fo allow the cabins to stand in Sequoia National Park.
As a 30+ year visitor fo the Park | have seen, first hand, what some of these problems are. Water
quality is a big issue. There is no sewage system for the cabins and effluent is not regulated. The
east fork of the Kaweah suffers from this lack of oversight.

Cabin water systems are scattered throughout the area with pipes both above and below
surface. And | suspect the water systems are not up to any kind of building or health code.

The age of the Mineral King cabins and their general level of benign neglect when it comes to
maintenance creates an eyesore. Many of the buildings present safety hazards. More
importantly, the buildings are fire hazards as the owners don't seem to do much fo create
defensible space in this urban-rural interface area.

Please keep me informed on this subject.

Sincerely,
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From: s/l stocking <snlsox@earthlink.ne
To: <susan_spain@nps.gov>, <dav‘
Date: Thursday, April 7, 1904 11:09'P
Subject: SEKI GMP

/

NPS GMP Team:
I have commented on management plans for various areas of Sequoia-Kings

Canyon in the past. This Plan has been more difficult to read and understand
due to the way in which it is structured. It appears that each "Alternative"
must be discussed completely in relationship to each issue. This led to so
much duplication that it was difficult for me to detect how the
"Alternatives" differed. This has made it difficult for me to make a well
organized response. I will attempt to separate comments by topic and hope
that I am successful in the effort although the topics, of necessity,

overlap quite a bit.

Topic 1: Mﬁahneous Comments :
Vol II

Fg. 9 "Currently several HUNDRED (?) people per year visit park
caves."

Pg. 10 Has Park surface water been checked for Giardia,
Campylobacter and Cryptosporidium? Have base levels been established?

HME there references? Are any studies related to stock use? There was a
recent study in Yosemite. 5

Pg 10-11 Has increase in global warming been correlated with the
timing of snowmelt, runcff and extent of 100 year floodplain? This has
been done in some Sierran drainage basins. (Mokelumne)

Pg 13. (Stressors) "Park developments at Grant Grove....were
constructed in and among the sequeia trees...."Comment: This was true
in Giant Forest but how was it true in Grant Grove?

Pg.15. trepass cattle have been reported in both Redwood Canyon
and Big Stump areas this summer (and cther summers).

Pg. 14 "Spice bush along stream banks". comment: various Salix spp
are much MORE typical at most all elevations and locations discussed.

Pg. 17 Pallid bat: "This and following bat species etc" (NONE
follow)
Pg.38. No mention of Cedar Grove Ranger Station or "Cache Cabin® at
Kanawyers as "Historic". They would seem as "historic" as Enapps Cabin.
Have they been proposed for designation?

Pg. 39. There are other Shorty's Cabins. Have they been proposed
for inclusion in the historic district? If not, why not?

Pg 46-51 (Possibly better under Transportation) What has been the change in
the "Average Daily Traffic" of various areas? (In 6 years a 30% change in
some California areas) Has there been a change in the number of busses?
This relates to parking and size and number of turnouts.

Pg 63, Table 10 No mention of trail from Wukaschi parking area or
Lodgepole to Twin Lakes etc.

Pg., 65 Grant Grove" Crystal Springs Campground has arcund 6,700
overnight stays and 1,900 R.V. stays. This is certainly good justification
to keep this campground open, not to close it as is proposed. (Alsoc C-4)

. Pg. 74 "Over 1,400 volunteers serve in the parks in a variety of
'eg." This would seem to justify further discussion. Who are they, what
do they do, and are they NPS, SNHA or cother volunteers? How many hours does
this represent?

Pg 113. Stock use (Alt. D and elsewhere) Has the_j,mpﬁ of stock use

on surface water been studied? (see 2nd comment above) 'l""f“'+
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Pg 119-120 ...."sequoia groves south of the Grant Grove." To which
groves does this refer? Are they in the Grant Grove hydrologic area?

pg. 126-131. Relocating and redesigning bridges in Cedar Grove area.
Would the location of some or all of the 3 bridges be changed? Would the new
bridge (or bridges) continue te impact riparian and bank areas? Would the
location(s) be changed? Could there be mitigation to banks and wetlands if
the locations were not changed?

pg. 128-132 Is background information available for the meadow areas
which would be m@ked by "increased water demand" caused by concession
developmfwt at Grant Grove? For example is there now "moisture stress"
within and adjacent to the meadows in the Sequoia Groves during drought?
Natural Resources: Wildlife and WIldlife Habitat (The whole section)

I find it very difficult to evaluate statements such as; "Habitat
restoration, particularly in riparian arres, would be a minor (or
incremental and localized, beneficial and adverse) benefit." How are these
impacts determined? Have there been baseline studies made and reported for
sensitive areas and populations? )

Pg- 143-151 etc (Alsc vol 1, pg 26)

What types of increased management will be carried out to protect special
status species?

Will there be increased management actions taken to remove exotic species
which impact (er not) native species?

Are these addressed in the Resource Management Flan?

pg. 162-163. The southern Sgy Joaquin Valley has "some of the worst
air quality in the United States", Breathing smoke is not healthy. What
attention is being paid to strategies for reduction of air pollutants
through different management strategies of "prescribed fires"? (Is this
addressed in the Fire & Fuel Management Plan?)

a. there were management fires early this summer on Redwood Mt and
Buena Vista Peak at a time when air quality in the valley appeared poor.

It was impossible to see the adjacent hills.

b. What is being produced by these fires? Are the amounts of PM10
measured? Measured in the foothills? What part of valley pollutants come
from park management fires?

c. Legislative changes may impact actions of SJVARCD. (SB 999 Machado)
Has this been considered?

d.Are these points considered in the "resource Management Plan or the
Fuel and Fire Management Plan or both?

pg. 175 Impacts of various used on riverbanks and riparian areas. How
have these been determined?

Has the carrying capacity of these areas been determined for Cedar
Grove areas? The lack of such determination was challenged in Yosemite.

pg- 182. Which bridge (of the 3} is to be relocated?

TOPIC 4:

Vol.1l, pg 55. "The parks CONTINUE TQ LIMIT low-flying aircraft to avoid
disturbing the natural setting”. I was awakened by a series of back and
forth night overflights of the Grant Grove area during the last week of
June this year. During the same week there was a low level mid day jet
flight down the length of the Kings Canyon at Cedar Grove.

How are flights limitted? Has the base commander at Lemore been asked
to control overflights?

pg- 88. "Provide work camp development for staff, partners and
volunteers to support ranger activities, interpretation etc." This appears
to be a good plan but is it consistant with the following? "A limitted
amount of housing is provided in park development for some permanent and
seascnal employees." I understand that the N.P.S. policy is to cut back on
housing within the parks when possible.

Vol 1, pg 116, Vol 2 pg 269. Provide a Visitor Center at Cedar Grove.
Excellent suggestion. Location is critical. Present Ranger Station and
Road's End have proven to be less than ideal. How about between Camp 8. & 3,
Canyon View or Enapps Cabin areas? Is this the meaning of "adaptively using

Page 2 of 4
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Enapps Cabin? (pg 219 Vol. 2)
pg. 120. "Gas station for a potential visitor facility." Access and

visibility of this site is limitted and could add to area congestion. Could
be used to increase needed parking for the store, postoffice etc. which is
not now adequate. The old comfort station here may be a neglected histcric
structure which could be updated to eleviate crowding at the visitor center
restrooms.

pg ? There is mention of connecting trails in Grant Grove area to
those in Sequoia National Monument. Good idea, but WHAT trails exist to
connect to in Sequoia National Monument?

pg 122. (etc) Crystal Springs is not viable for conversion to day
use. It is not easily seen from the highway or from the village area. It
is not close enough to the village area to be useful for parking. It is
well used as a camping area> (is comment pg 65 above.)

Picnic areafare quite adequate at this time in Grant Grove. Both
Big Stump and Columbine are easily seen and have recently been upgraded.
Panaoramic Point Picnic Area is well used but is not mentioned in this
GMP. It has a restroom, garbage and recycling containers and several
picnic tables as well as adequate parking.

pg- 132-134 and alsc pg 271 in Vel. 2

What is the proposed use for the old gas station at Lodgepole?
Why not remove it and restore the area? Why not relocate the Nature
Center to this location? And, or it could be used as the Lodgepole shuttle
stop.It could also be used as a selfservice service station with restrooms.

pg 132. Wuksuchi. Possible location for commercial pack station. But
where do you want to direct day use horseback rides?

pg 132. "Provide a small picnic area across the Generals Highway."
Entrance on a curve near the campground and Visitor Center entrance?
Congesticn and safety could be a problem here. Location might also increases
river bank access and erosion. Possibly better to further develcp the
picnic area at Wolverton.

pg. 140 Provide transit from parking lot at Lodgepole and from ticket
center to Crystal Cave. Has this been investigated?

Shuttle: Has a Giant Forest Shuttle been operating? I saw no evidence of
this on a visit this summer. Have I misunderstood what is said here? We have
recently used the shuttle in Yosemite National Park, Tuolumne Meadow, and in

the valley... great!

Vol 2 Page 248 Have I missed discussion of such possibilities as
having two entry and 2 exit lanes at Big Stump? I know that there are two
lanes now but everycne usually stays in one lane. Those with passes and who
have no questions could be directed to one lane and those buying passes or
with guestions to the other. (Similar to a "carpocol” designated lane.)

pPg. 280. The Wolverton Picnic Area is referenced here. Where is it?
I know where the restrooms and parking lots are located. Are there obvious
signs? How many tables? Generally the Parks have much better picnic areas
than does Yosemite.

Pg-304. The way this paragraph is constructed it appears that all
areas mentioned may be of the same type. Some U.S.Forest service permitted
use areas are mentioned as are private properties and others.

Pg 318-322. Are "stock user groups' the ONLY volunteer groups? Are
any volunteer groups or individuals involved in other projects such as the
removal of "Weeds"? With so many volunteers (pg 74 vol 2) could not some

be involved in such projects?
Socicecconomic:
It is good to see that an increase in park staffing is recommended»

This is needed to better serve the public.
Would not increasing the housing of park staff outside the parks

Page 3 of 4

325



LETTERS RECEIVED

Fri, Apr 8, 1904 4:42 PM

lead to increases in both air pollution and congestion?

A reduced number of canfites at Grant Grove and Cedar Grove could
unequally impact those bBconomic and social groups which use these
facilities but could not afford to use the expanded lodging
facilities. Has it been found that there is increased demand for
lodge facilities and decreased demand for campsites?

Thank you for the opportunity te comment on this General Management Plan.

S.K. Stocking P.O. Box 1259, San Andreas Ca. 95249

Page 4 of 4
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Edward. Sweet@kp.org Te: susan_gpain @nps.gov, david_graber@nps.gov
. o6!
E:?; {2004 11:55 AM Subject: Draft GMP for Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks

T have been an avid user and supperter of Sequeis and Kings Canyon
National Parka for mors than 20 years ang am very disturbed by the Draft
GMP whirch would seem to disregard the 1916 Qrganic Aot and the 1964
Wilderpess Act, the mandates which should govern management of the parks.

7 am particalarly concerned awout conmarcizal and noncommercial steock usae,
the privace cabins at Mineral King, military overflightsa, and air
pollution, ks recently as lastc month, while backpacking in the
lower Karn Riwer Canyen, I witnessed the unacceptable impacts that steock
uge caudes teo the wilderness which, acceording te the 1916 Organic Ackt,
should he left "unimpaixed Zor the enjoyment of futurs generations." I
witnessed trampled meadows and streambsds and spent much of my time
avoiding stepping in manure and running away from swarms of flises which
cheive on the horse excrement, Needless bo say, this hike hardly
represented a natural wilderness experience. I find that once again I need
to eliminate future wisits to a supposed wilderness arsa which has been
rulned by shtock use, While I agree with Alternative A (no stock usel, I
don't balieve the NPS would seriously consider this optien. But why hasn't
& "no grazing” policy, a reasonable compromise alternative, been given
consideratbion? Reguiring stock users to carry feed, as occurs in may cther
national parks, would minimize very damaging grazing impacts. and why Aot
phace cut nonessential stock use im the moest gensicive high-slevation arsas
of tha parks as suggested in the 197: Master Plan? What happened to that
agreed upon decision anyway? Has an Environmental Impact Statement
evaluated and disclosed the impacis of disgarding that existing lanouage?
If not, why not? Lasatly, sommercial pack stations based within the parks
should be remaved. ‘The 1964 Wilderness Act specifies that there shall he
no commercial enterprises within wilderness argas "except as necessary to
meet the minimum reguirements for the administration of the area for the
purpsss of this A=t." Why nob sits any pack stations cutside the parks and
limit commerxcial stock use only ko persons who are truly disabled and
parsons carrying out true administrative needs that can't be accomplished
ky other, less degscructive means? Recreaticnal sommereial stosk use is not
"necezsary" under the law. The biases in favor of on-going, and aven
expanded, stock use under the Preferrsd Alternative of the Drafc GMP
conflicte with the desires of the vast majority of the public and the will
of Congress as expressed in the 1516 Organic and the 1964 Wilderness Acts.
Please rectify this disturbing defisiency.

Ag concerns the
private cabins at Mineral King, they should be removed when the
permiccee-cf-racord dies. This was the intcention of Congress when Mineral
King was sdded to the national park. The cabkin sites should ke restored to
their natural state as soon as possible. The "culture resource
prezervation or public lodging plan." part of the Preferred Alternative, is
simply a ruse to give private interescs on-goling control of public lands.
The idea of a priority lodging reservaticon system for former special use
permittees is obviously discriminatory. Mineral King is suppose to be parc
of the naticnal park, not a private holding. Please get rid of the cabins
85 soon as possible as they represent an affront to the very idsa of
wilderness. Anyone who has backpacked
in Sequoia Park is well aware of the wery fregquent and wery loud military
avarflights chat seversely decract from the wildernsss axparience. While I
understand that the MNPS may have limited contrel over the airspace, it
bewilders me why the military must use airspace over national paxks. Isn't
thers enough airspace slsewhere? Are £lights over national parks really
unavoidable? I encourage the NPS to address this issue with our milicary
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services.

While air pollution is an axtremsly
complicated and difficult problem, a vision for the future of Segucia and
Kings Cenven National Parks that doesn't address the atrocious ailr quality
that plagues the parks isn't much of a wision. I encourage ths NPS to
further publicize this issue and to work with other government agencies to
begin te grapple with the air pollution preblem which net only effacts the
enjoyment and health of wvisitora hut sericusiy threatens the very existence
of the parks by adversely impacting water resources, the flora, and the
fauna. I appreciate
your consideration of my comments and concerns and hepe that Sequoia and
Kings Canyon National Parks will be preserved unimpaired for future
genarations.

Sincersly, Ed Swaest 150 Stonewall RD
Barkelay, CA 94705
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David Graber, GMP Coordinator

Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 93271

. P
own power. 1t would require stock users to carry feed for their animals, as is required in many other
natonal parks. It would eliminate nearly all of the ongoing and substantial impacts of stock prazing,
and trampling of meadows, wetlands, and lakeshores.

The DGMP instead includes a “no stock™ alternative, which 1s a radical notion that will not even
receive serious consideration by the NPS decision-makers. 1t would not even allow stock use for
essential administrative functons, such as trail crew support and ranger patrols. It is both
unconscionable and illegal for the NPS to include such a radical alternative while ignoring the
numerous comments that have asked that you fully evaluate and consider a “no grazing” alternative.
It is unconscionable because the public deserves a GMP that addresses the many substantial impacts
of ongoing commercial and private recreational stock use. 1t is illegal because the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that you evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives, and
that you assess every significant aspect of the environmental impact of a proposed action.

The DGMP should retain the important language from the 1971 Master Plan that would phase out
non-essential stock use in the most sensitive high-elevation areas of SEKI. At minimurm, the GMP
should include replacement language that fully protects the parks from the many substantial impacts
of stock use (i.c., overgrazing, trampling of sensitive areas, stock manure & urine in campsites,
introduction of non-native plants, proliferation of brown-headed cowbirds, reduction of invertebrate
populations in meadows, etc.). The DGMP is fatally flawed because it essentially proposes to
continue “business-as-usual” stock management, which has resulted in myriad substantial impacts

throughout SEKI.

In addition, 1 support the removal of all commercial pack stations from SEKI, the removal of the
commercial camp at Bearpaw, and the removal of the cabins at Mineral King. These areas should be
restored to their natural condition insofar as possible.
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#Hg -

Re: comments on the SEKT GMP
Deur Ms Spain and Mr Graber:

Please accept these cotuments on the draft General Management Plan (GMP) for the
Sequoia and Kings Canyon {SEK1) National Pasks, While [ supporet most uspects of the
Preferred Aliernative, this must be revised te incorporute mere aspecty of Allernutive A.
Specifically, Mineral King Permit Cabins should be removed, pack stock shoudd not be
ullowed in the parks. there should be no gas stations in the parks, there should not be 4
tent hotel on Hocket Plateuu, and all dams, imposndments and diversions within the
parks shoudd be removed.

The Preferred Alernative should require the removal of Mireral King Permit Cabing
when the originul permittee dies, as was stipulated in the original (1978) agreement,
Removing the cabins (rather than reuse as pubtic facilities) will have several desirable
enviconmental benefits o the Mineral King area. Firest, there s already too nch
developnient in the Mineral King Arca te ., Silver City, Kaweah Han): removing the
permit cabins will help o alleviawe this, Fuithermore, removal will eliminate problens
trom waste disposal including septic systems and it may help reduce habitat
trazmentation, These considerations far outweigh the cultural loss resulting from the
cabins removal. which coubd be largely mitigated by caretully photograptically recording
the cabins prior to removal, Last, discontinuing special use is consistent with NPS poltey
{part 2, page 299}, 1 regarcd & “priority reserviions” (as described in the Preferred
Alternative) as a form of “special use” and hence inconststent with NBS policy.

As called for inthe Preferred Alternative, efforts should be made to acquire the
inholdings at Oriole Lake, and after facilitics are removed. 1o wirn this area inwo a
witderness.

The Preferred Alternative should not allow for a new High Sierra tent hotel on the
Hockett Plateau. Such a hotel would only negatively impact the environment around the
plateau (helicopter noise, inereused stock vse, crowding, rampling of soils and vegetation
Joss). The hotel would also prevent the adjacent area front becoming a wilderness, which
violaees NPS Management Polices 2001 that states the NPS will take no action Lo
diminish the suitability of an area possessing wilderness characteristics (page 187 of Vol,
2 of the DGMP). From a lund aren perspective, the area near the hotel that would not be
inciuded in any wilderness represents a small fraction aof the Hockett Plateau region (hat
muayy be considered as a wilderness (0,07%). However, the sheer numbers are deceptive,
because they ignore the qualitative negative irnpact the hotel would have on a wilderness.
1don't wanl to see & hotel as Thike up through a wilderness area, and indeed. even
knowledge that such a hotel exists detracts for my wilderness experience.

As originally called for in the 1971 Master Plan, the Preferred Alternative should
climinate all puck stock use in SEKI National Parks. There are many desirable reasons
tor this. Pack stock use only benefits o few - approximately 4% of backcountry users
(using data from part 1, page 63-64; see also part 2, pg 263-266). However, stock use has
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i hugely disproportionate negative envirommuental impact (past 2, pg 1160, 125, 129). One
of the most tmporiant of these coneerns intraduced species. As noted on several
oceiseons it (e DGMP. one of the most important systemic siressors of the park
ecosysiems is introduced species, The elimination of stock use in SEKI would eliminate
one significant saurce of introduced species - invasive plants originating from feed and
pack stack. This issue is not adequately addressed in the DGMP, and given the
importance of Invasive plants as 4 systemie stressor, the conclusion that the impact of
climinating stock use would be *meinor” (part 2. pg 110) is incorrect. This shortcoming is
indicated by the long list (which seems to me only partial) of arcas favorably impacted by
the elimination of stock.

There are other ways (hat pack stock negatively impact the enviromment. include fouling
of the buckeountry and trampling of meadows wnd riparian areas. These significantly
degrade the environment of the parks highly dispreportionste 1o pack stock use, [ndeed,
s noted in the DGMP {part 2, pg |29), pack swek cause “potentially irreversible inpacts
t beavily grazed meadows™. Given this and that one of the purposes of SEK1 is Lo
“prowect farever the greater Sicrran ecosystem™, the only way to uchicve this purpose is 10
eliminate puck stock use and hence prevent the potentially irreversible impacts 1o
meadows.

On a personal note, [ have had several bad experiences with pack stock. A canmpsite 1
used in Junction Meadow it 2002 was severely polluted with manure and the smel] was
barely tolerable; not only that but a pearby party of pack stock users was using & chain
saw to cut firewood! This would, of course, been impossible without pack stock to carry
the chain. In 2000, a stock party 1 encountered in Dusy Basin proceeded 1o camp
immediately adjacent to a bigh alpine lake. completely ignoring requirement of camping
100 &t irom water; none of the many backpackers here were camped next to the luke.

Ifihe Preferred Alternative does not eliminate the use of puck stock, then it must include
several provisions to insure that the environmental impact of pack stoek is limited. There
should be no grazing of pack stock in the purks: there should he no new pack stations;
pack stock should not be allowed on cross-country routes: and pack stock manure should
efther be buried (as homans must bury their waste) or packed out. These measures will
help mitigate some of the environmental impacts caused by pack siock (deseribed in
picvious few paragraphs). although these wifl aot be as effective of climinating stock
irom the parks,

The Preferred Alternative should not allow for any gas stations in the parks, since gas is
readily available outside the parks. Any gas station inside the parks will enly create
unnecessary environmental problems such as inereased air pollution due to fumes from
filling and to the inevitable gus spills. Gas stations will alsa lewd o even more traffic
congestion. because the large gas tankers necessary for filling the stations would have 1o
travel the already crowded pwk roads.
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The Preferred Ahernative should bun all snowmabiles fraon SEK1L Snowmobites, being
motarized equipment. have no place in National Parks and, given the lintited winter
stufTing levels. the NPS will not be able to enforce any rules limiting stivwmabile aceess.

Ali developed campgrounds should bave quite wreas reserved for tents only to
aecomntodate those campers wishing i more peaceful cunping experience.

As noted in the DGMP, one of the largest systematic stressor to the pink ecosystem is
anthropogenic climute change: the elimiute will continue Lo warg in the future. This
warnting, and the impact that this witl have on reducing water supplies. st be lactored
inte all water use plans. This fikely reduction in water supplies will be particularly
important when assessing water withdraws near giant Sequoia groves. The likely
reduction in water supplies due 10 climate clhunge shoudd be noted in the Preferred
Alternutive.

The Preferred Alternative should call for the removal of all dams, impoundnients and
diversions of free-flowing rivers within the parks, While the preseace of some of these
constritctions does not prechude the inclusion of adjacent river segments in the wild and
scettic river sysiem. these construgctions do not betong in National Parks: they adversely
impact the purpose of protecting forever the greater Sicrran ccasystem and its natueal
evolution. The removal of these would have important environmental impact on soils and
vegelation as well as improve visitor experiences: who wants (o see o diam in the middle
of un otherwise free-tlowing river? Any historic sites could be preserved by phoetographic
recording. The loss of reereational acrivity direct]y ussovialed with any dants removal 15
small. The arguments given oo part 2, puge 298, that the removal of Mineral King dams
would result in moderate-major udverse impacts is misleading, becase it does not
consider that many of the stated recreational activities (e.z., camping, hiking and tishing)
could continue even il the dams were remaoved,

Sincerely,

Dr Michael F Toney
6747 Heathfield Drive
San Jose. CA 95120
miloney @ vahoo.com
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3%

Qctober 6, 2004

Susan Spain

NPS GGMP Team Leader
12795 W, alamada Pkwy
Denver, CO B0225-0287
Susan_spain@nps.qov

Ms Spain:

Thank vou for giving the public the opportunity to comment on the General
Management Plan for Sequola/Kings Canyon National Parks.

1 would like to comment on the area of alr quality and the policy of prescribed burning.
With the marginal air quality in and around the Park, every attempt should be made to
minimize addltional factors that contribute to this bad air. While the majority of the bad
air is from vehilcles, ag burning and metro area incursion into the San Joaquin Vailey,
there is one source that the Park itself produces, and that is the aggressive policy of
Prescribed Burns.

At one time, the Park announced & goal of 20,000 acres of intentional burning each
year, With the burning perfod constrained by weather and other factors, the summer
and fall seasons see an intense effort to ‘get the job done,” and unfortunately, air
quality suffers during these prolonged perlods. In communities like Three Rivers, the
resuits are days and weeks of eye stinging events that are unhealthful for residents,
particularly the elderly and infants. Many people moved from metro areas to Three
Rivers to escape air pollution, anly to find an equal problem right in our backyard.

The Park discusses ‘Memorandums of Understanding’ with Valley ARB's, but burning on
no burn days continues, and fual is added (allowed to burn} during perlods that others
outside the Park would recelve violatiens for. I belleve in fact, that the Park feels it Is
above local and state air pollution quidelines, and can frankly, do what It wishes. Burns
are aliowed to grow to a size that control, when air quality is an issue, is impossible.

Loss of control Is ancther issue. In 1997, the residents of Three Rivers were told (by
then Superintendent Mike Toffefson) that there would be no more prescribed burns in
the center fork drainage In that year {due to previous bad air fire incidents,} and yet,
they started the Amphitheater Prescribed burn in September, and promptly lost control
of it. The suppression costs were in excess of one millien dollars. Another loss-of-
control burn happened in the Mineral King area several years ago. Hellcopter costs
alone to control that ane were approximately $345,000. Amazingly, no one was fined,
no one lost their job over these incidents. Loss of control of a prescribed fire has
resldents of Three Rivers concerned, The history lesson of Los Alamos has not been
forgotten.
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Susan Spaln - 2

when residents complain of bad alr during prolonged days and weeks of state air due to
the burning of damp and green fuels, the Park tells residents to ‘stay inside’ and ‘keep
your windows closed.” Hardly what one would calf good public relations efforts,

The Park must balance the aggressive goals of Prescribed Bumns with the effects on
human heaith {I think this comes before the health of the forest), the effects on visitor
enjoyment of the Park, the reduction on quality of life in neighboring communities, the
risk of @ catastrophic Joss of contro! event, and the effects of smoke on the trees and
other living things in the Park. I bet the deer and bears aren't real happy when these
burns occur. I wonder If anyone has done a study on their happlness factor when this
happens!

Anyway, to get serious, [ think that the policy of ‘damn the torpedoes, full speed ahead’
has to be reigned in, the burning dene in small time envelopes {like maybe 4-5 days out
of every month, not to exceed 4 months a year. Mechanical thinning should also be
increased, not imited as discussed in the Plan. 1 think Grand Canyon NP has develaped
an aggressive thinning plan as to not degrade the already deteriorating visual
capabilities at that Park. SequolafKC should work on plans to do the same, as the view
of Moro Rock and Alta Peak should be as important to us as the canyons are to visitors
to that beautiful Park.

Sincarely,

Pete van Gilluwe

43275 Kaweah River Drive
Threa Rivers, CA 93271
pvgl@haotmait.com
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I'have to assume, based on the turnout at the Fresno draft GMP Response session, that the public
thinks the Park should direct its resources elsewhere other than to the upkeep of the Mineral King
historic district, especially in light of the cabin stewards/owners volunteering to keep them up at
their expense. What a deal for the NPS. A proverbial feather in their cap. The NPS gets the cabin
stewards/owners to keep them up at their expense and labor, the NPS continues to receive the
lease money for the land and the NPS gets to show the cabins off as a victory for historic and
cultural preservation and frugal handling of monetary resources. Win-win.

It seems to me that the upkeep of these historic cabins would be best left in the hands of the
present owners/stewards who know their many eccentricities, some of which are quite dangerous.
No cost to you, really, unless, of course, you would like us to bill you. At the least maybe you
could volunteer to work on them periodically as we do for The NPS in the area. I think that that
would be a fair trade. I'll be looking for your name(s) on the sign-up sheet for work on the cabins.
Be sure to wear old cloths.

Thank you again for all your hard work.
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Three Rivers, Califorma Y327/1-9651
Topic: Mineral King Special Use Permits

Dear Dr. Graber,

I have read your General Management Plan (GMP) cover to cover. You have certainly
taken many hours to compile this document and I applaud the Park Service for their
efforts. 1 would like to take this opportunity to comment on the Mineral King issuc

specifically.

I was disappointed to see that there were very few references to the tact that this
community is now a National Historic District. This designation certainly carries a whole
new meaning for the treatment of the cabins and their care. The first thing that comes to
mind is the National Preservation Act of 1966. As you know this act requires that Federal
agencies pay attention to historic preservation. There are even passages that suggest
partnerships with appropriate groups to help achieve this goal. So my first question is
why was that not addressed in the GMP? Alternative C suggests that the cabins can stay
but alludes to the fact that legislation is needed to make this happen. Are you supporting

the current legislation to make this happen?

Second, President Bush has his Preserve America Executive Order #13287 as part of the
goals he holds for Federal agencies. As you know this states that agencies such as
yourself cooperate with state and local governments and citizen groups to promote
tourism of historic sites. 1 did not see any passages of significance addressing this

mandate either.

The solution is obvious but not simple. The cabin owners are ready, willing and able to

rship agreement. They have a long and successful history of taking

cooperate in a partne
priate with

care of their cabins, preserving and maintaining them in a fashion that is appro
historic standards. This past summer they had volunteers working at the Mineral King
Ranger Station every day and also involved in interpretive hikes, campfires and a variety
of park maintenance projects. The cabin owners are doing all the right things in
accordance with Preserve America and the National Preservation Act. At this point all
they need is for the Park service to formally get on board and make the changes that need
to happen so they can remain in their cabins doing what they do best.

Alternative C is the best option you have to offer at this time. Please consider a way to
make this partnership between the National Park Service and the Mineral King cabin
owners a reality. It is a solution that will be good for the public, the Park Service and the

cabin owners.

Sincerely, ¢
Lz £ 2525
Doug Volding
28122 Somerset Mission Viejo, CA 92692
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VIA EMAIL: david graber@nps.gov

Re: Draft General Management Plan
Dear Dr. Graber:

I am writing regarding the Draft General Management Plan, and specifically the various
alternatives for the cabins in the Mineral King Community. I believe that regardless of

Bmviding a way to pr?aserve the cabins. Additionally, the park would continue to bec;lefi;
by the stewardship of the historic community in the Mineral King Valley.

It is unlikely that the Park Service will receive funds for preservation of the cabins. This
coupled with the fact that the current cabin owners are the only ones familiar with the
idiosyncrasies of their cabins further supports this approach.

T ask that this alternative receive all due consideration. Thank you.

Sincerely,

James S. Voorhees

Whitney Cabin #20
West Mineral King
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JOHN I. WEAVER

July 22, 2004

NPS GMP Team Leader

Susan Spain, Landscape Architect
National Park Service - DSC
12795 W. Alameda Parkway
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287

Dear Ms Spain:

Thank you for providing a copy of the Draft general management plan and comprehensive
river management plan / environmental impact statement for Sequoia and Kings Canyon
National Parks and Middle and South Forks of the Kings River and North Fork of the Kern
River for review and comment. The following are recommended for inclusion into the final
document.

Topic 1: Miscellaneous comments and ideas.

a. The cover on the Manuals and the CD, should not show a park ranger in uniform, with
others, walking on the roots of a Giant Sequoia. It appears this may be a Sequoia tree
inside a rail fence, which the Park Service constructed to keep people off the roots. It is
my understanding that pedestrian traffic is detrimental to Sequoia root systems.

Topic 4: Comments on alternatives or analysis related to Transportation, Visitor Experience.

a. The traditional range of park activities should be expanded to add mountain biking on
some trails in the Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks. The trails on which stock
animals are presently permitted should be open to bicycles as well. The effect on the
landscape and the environment is less with a bicycle than a horse or pack animal.

b. Snowmobiles should be permitted on some trails in the Sequoia and Kings Canyon
National Parks. In the late 1960's and early 1970's one such trail was from the
intersection of Hazel and Fern lanes in Wilsonia, to the Manzanita Trail in Grant Grove,
along the trail to Park Ridge road (which is paved), to the Sequoia National Forest, and
on up to the Park Ridge Fire Lookout Station. The route was flagged. Travel was
restricted within the National Park to the established, and marked, snowmobile route.
This snowmobile route should be re-opened, and extended to the Grant Grove Visitor
Center Parking Lot. The route afforded an appropriate Winter Visitor Experience within
SEKI parks, and facilitated use of snowmobiles within Sequoia National Forest. It also
made this Winter snow experience possible for physically impaired people when they
were pulled in a sled behind the snowmobile. The view from the base of the Park Ridge
Fire Lookout station, looking at the stars at night, with the area covered with snow is
magnificent. It is a very strenuous hike in the snow from the Grant Grove Parking Lot,
but in a sled behind a snowmobile can be an inspiring, spiritual experience for a
physically impaired person.

K// c//////@'-fwf-’i

L 2948 EAST JOAQUIN PLACE ¢ FRESNO, CALIFORNIA « 93726-4230
PHONE: (559) 229-3368 » FAX: (559) 222-9768 * E-MAIL: LJfWeav@Peoplepc.com
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Dear Ms Spain:

In addition to my previous e-mails concerning the Draft general management plan and comprehensive
river management plan / environmental impact statement for Sequoia and Kings Canyon National
Parks and Middle and South Forks of the Kings River and North Fork of the Kern River, please
consider the following comments for the final document.

It is difficult to determine which of the alternates these items concern; therefore my references will be to
certain pages in the Draft GMP.

visitors or increase demands on park siart.

Volume 1, page 35.
Bicycling Opportunities should be increased. The NPS policy should be re-considered to permit off-road
biking in the parks. A road shared with motor vehicles with bicycles is very dangerous for the bicycle rider.

Sincerely yours,
John I Weaver

John | Weaver
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39

"Hareld Werner” To: 'Susan Spain” <susan_spain@npa.govs, "Cavid Graber'
<wamerhw@ nraach.c lavid_grabier@nps oo

oms &er

10/04/2004 U617 PM Subject: SEKI GMP Comments

MET

While the GMP staff is to be commended for the tremendous amount of hard work, there are
SOMe components about it that I find disturbing.

«7xmlnamespace prelix = 6 ns = "urnischernas-microsoft-com:office; office” />

13 Unlike &ll of the other alternatives, the title of the preferred alternative does not
present a clear vision of what it represents. It reads like a grab bag of this and that. 1
recommend something shorter like: “Sustainable growth to achieve changing visitor and future
Tesource needs”.

2)  Changes in the ratio of front country and backcountry under the different alternatives
are really artifacts of the way the maps are drawn, not actueal differences in visitor use, Did
anyone bother to look up the meaning of backcouniry before delineating these boundaries? From
a quick search of the web, 1 came up with: “a generic term that refers eo areas that are relatively unmodified

and usually accessible only by foot, horse, watercrail, or OfF Bighway Vehicle (OHV), 2 term used to describe
extremely remole areas; oot in the bush; nothing bot you, your backpack, and nature; any terrain that isn't in bounds

at a resont, very dangerous twrf.” Unlike wilderness which is a legal status that can come o the edges
of develepment, backcountry requires traveling some significant distance (in our case, by foot or
horse) o achieve. The maps for the alternatives show backcountry coming right up to the edges
of development, an area that is clearly front country. Irecommend that the maps be redrawn {anc
the areas recalculated) to show the backcountry as “the area beyond the reach of normal day use”
or use some distance like “five (or more) miles from the nearest road”. With those choices, the
term backcountry would mean something. It means nothing as used in this document.
3) There is no green alternative. With the park being in one of the dirtiest airsheds in the
country and the parks responsibility for protecting natural resources and the emphasis on safety,
there should be a green alternative. From the title, I expected Alternative A to be “'green™, but it
fell far short. The document acknowledges a serious air quality problem and the expectation of
visitation increasing in the future, but the draft does not do much to address climinating
generation of air pellution within the park. There is the tiny shuttle service in the
<7xml:namespace prefix = stl ns = "urr:schemas-microsoft-com:office:smaritags” /~=Giant
Forest area and some language to explore a more extensive transpertation system under some
alternatives, but there is nothing that presents a really significant change. The park should have
explored one alternative that seriously considered climination of potlution using known
technologies. An example of some components within a “green”™ alternative might read
something like this.
- All public {and maybe some administrative} access wonid be restricted to a mass transit
system utilizing non-polluting technelogies. The systemn would pick up visitors from parking
garages in gateway communities (or just inside our park entrances or include major urban ireas
and airports) and move them within the park. Alternatively, visitors may enter on bicycle or on
foot and be excluded from an entrance fee, rewarding them for practicing the cleanest form of
transit. DOE expects hydrogen vehicles and refueling infrastructure to have mass-market

} availability in fifleen years {thus within the scope of this document) and electric and hybrid
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busses exist now. Getting further outside the box, consider an electric monorail system. They
are noisy (and expensive), but I understand that they are developing some new technology to
improve guietness. A menorail would free up the existing road for bicycles, a form of
tramsportation that we should be encouraging.

- The existing draft GMP does virtually nothing for bicyeles, the greenest form of
transportation (other than hiking). The current draft provides for some local bicycle use in Cedar
Grove and considers bicycle use on the Coleny Mill Trail in one alternative. That is sad suppert
for a clean, non-polluting form of transportation. We need to give bicyclists the ability to safely
travel to all road accessible points within the patk, even if it means excluding cars from some
areas or building special bieycle paths that parallel some roads.

- Perhaps a green allernative should encourage continued operation of the flume systern
{However, the Mineral King dams need to go.) to generate electricity, Tt is clean powei; the
flume system has some historical value; the system exists; the impacts of building the system
have already occurred and are now history; and the environmental impacts from the flume’s
operation are minimal. This could be carried a step further angd the pian couid ask Congress for
authorization to acquire (rather than dispose) the power plant to support the electric transit
system and sell excess power back to the grid te help support the park. Probably not feasible, but
has anyone even considered it?

- Sewsage would be provided tertiary treatment {or whatever if takes to restore pristine water
quality) or be piped (or hauled} out of the park for treatment.

A green alternative would not be leoking 1o rednce visitation, only at virtually eliminating the
pollution associated with visitation (and continuing to emphasize recycling). However, this
alternative should also consider social and biological carrying capaciry.

4) The alfernatives do not give sertous consideration to boundary adjustments, The draft
GMP dismisses the need for further consideration because many of the proposed resources are
already managed by faderal agencies or already were added through the Dillionweood addition.
While the adjacent federal agencies are in many cases managing the proposed additions well,
believe the authors of the draft GMP miss the point of the public’s comment. The proposed
additions would make for a more complete park.  The fact that most of it 15 already federal is
whal makes boundary adjustment feasible, The existing draft does not ask if existing protected
NP$ lands are adequale, and it should. Furthermore, I suspect that the [ist of potential additions
is not complete based on casual comments [ heard from one er more of the GMP team during the
public scoping. For instance, someone told me that a surprising number of pecple at the
workshops drew a boundary adjustment from Grant Grove to the Tehipite area, rounding out the
shape of Kings Canyor: NP. Of that proposal, only about half (the area south of highway 180) is
described in the draft. Ikoow that at least one person proposed addition of BLM land in the Dry
Creek drainage and the Volcane Creek aren of the Inyo National Forest and those proposals are
not listed, Combined, the proposed additions represent a more complere eross-seetion of the
sonrthern Sierra Nevada extending from the San Joaquin Valley to Owens Valley. This seems
like an admirable objective to place on one or more of the alternatives, especially within
Alternative A.

3)  Wildlife, vegetation, and T& E/sensitive species sheuld have been placed In impact
topics dismissed from further analysis. While those are topics that many readers will want to
see, the information is virtwally meaningless at the scale of the GMP for alternatives that have
such slight differences in the development footprint. The real differences in fauna are related to
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how much commitmest exists in implementing various laws and policy. For exampie, the
alternative involving the grearest amount of development and visitor use (B) would probably
have far less impact on wildlife than the altemnative with least development (A) if Alternative D
also included a commitment to much more use of natural and prescribed fire than Alternative A
(not a likely combination but presented to clarify my point). It is possible that an alternative that
encourages increased visitation would result in more funding for staff which in turn results in
maore suceessful effort at managing problems like food storage. The point is that wildlife effects
are not necessarily a linear function of how much habitat was altered, and the most significant
variable (how much real effort is available for managing the stressors) is not addressed by the
existing alternatives. I do net consider any of the evaluations of impact to biotic resources
meaningful without identifying commitment to managing resources and the poblic. Within the
socio-political world in which we functicn, less development likely translates into less funding
for resource management. It s likely that less funding would be available to implementing
namral resources management under an alternative like A than under an alternative like D even
though A is intended to enhance natural systems. The real differences in biotic resources under
the different alternatives would be affected most by the social and political response to funding
resource management under each of those alternatives, not the minor changes in acreage
designated for various management prescriptions. Also, the presumption {in Alternative A) that
increased emphasis on natural ecosystems and biodiversity comes with reduced nse and
development is not necessarily true. Sites can be hardened to increase capacity by design
(physical barriers), education (increasing respect and voluntary compliance with the *don’t do”
activities), and more enforcement. Even solitude can conceivable be improved with some
increased use by improving dispersal.

4) The draft does not address strategies or feasibility for implementation. A vearagol
would not have considered this impertant, but I don't see much funding in the near future
regardless of who runs the administration. Our planning needs to consider the feasibility of
implementing every alternative, and allow the public to comment on those plans. While parks
are already partnering and raising funds though donations, Congress could give us the authority
to raise entrance fees and keep more of the proceeds. Perhaps the alternatives should explore
new funding opportunities,

71 The plan does not give a clear reason for the North Fork Kaweah River not being
eligible for “Wild and Scenic River"” status, This river is not just exiracrdinary, but unigue
within the park, It is the only park river with its headwaters originating at mid-elevations
resulting in it being the warmest river in the park. This coupled with the river’s extraordinarily
low gradient and deep pools resull some unique aquatic habitat. The resuit is extenstve riparian
development, the bast population of western pond turtte within the park, the only (to my
knowledge) park river containing the large mussels (Margariiifera), and pools that sometimes
show thermal stratification similar to lakes. Not all of the river is low-gradient. Slightly above
the conflucnce with Redwood Creek exists one of the more spectacolar waterfalls in the park.
While the edges of the river do show evidence of both archeological and historical artifacts, there
is no permanent contemporary use, no bridges or trails or equipment. The North Fork is one of
the few places to see a wood duck in the park, When you are on the North Fork, you feel like
you are in a wild place. The old road that parallels the river is far ahove it. The North Fork
Kaweah is still a wild place where bear and other wildlife dominate the landscape, not people.
While it is Lrue that some of the major headwater tribimtaries flow from private land outside the
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park, 1 don't believe that they have much influence on the river within the park. Yes there are
intreduced fish in the lowest reaches of the river and jt receives contaminants from the sky, but
that is true for the other rivers rated as eligible, and some of them are crossed by bridges. Itis
true that the NFS does not own the west bank, but most of it {maybe all?) is public land. Either
the document should provide some clear reason {Perkaps it does, but I could not find it.) for one
of the most unique rivers in the Siztra Nevada to not be eligible, or it should be added to the fist
of eligible wild rivers.

8) Clarify plans for visitor use in the Ash Mountain area. The preferred alternative says
“Provide concentrated use areas from Buckeye Tlat to Ash Mountain, . .. What does that
mean? Though not acknowledged in the “ne Action” allernative, we have concentrated use there
now and inadequate facilities or staff to manage the situation. In the summer, day use there is
overwhelming. At popular swimming areas, pullouts are often at capacity. The public has
created there own trails when the Park failed to provide engineared trails. Some counld become
ercsion nightmares, not to mention safery issues. Litter from picnicking along the river without
proper facilities is awful. If we are going to permit the use {and I think we should), then we need
to harden the sites with proper parking, trails, restrooms, food-storage, garbage facilities, and
staff for public education and enforcement.

Batold Werner

44944 Sierra King Drive
Thres Rivers, CA 93271
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Richard H. Martin, Superintendent
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, California 93271

Dear Superintendent Martin:

I have these thoughts on the draft General Management Plan for Sequoia and Kings Canyon
National Parks.

o Afeestructure of AT LEAST $20 PER DAY PER ANIMAL (maybe $30 per day?)needs to be
implemented to cover the cost of trail maintenance made necessary by the devastating impact of livestock
use on back country trails. The wilderness users really wonder at the wink and nod attitude by the govt at
horse and mule interests while sticking it to walkers and hikers with ever increasing and proliferating fees
for use of this public resource. Make those who impact it the most pay their fair share.

’

° The GMP needs to to include and fully consider a “no grazing” alternative. A “no
grazing” alternative was requested by numerous respondents. If recreational stock use is to be
continued in the fragile, high elevation areas of Sequoia-Kings Canyon, then stock users should
be required to carry feed for their animals, as is done in many other national parks, to avoid the
extensive and considerable impacts caused by stock animals foraging for food (i.e., overgrazing,
trampling of sensitive wetlands and lakeshores, etc.).

e The authors of the draft GMP have improperly concluded that the “preferred alternative”
is environmentally superior to the “no stock” alternative. Such a conclusion does not make any
sense at all, and does not even pass the straight face test. Eliminating recreational stock use from
Sequoia-Kings Canyon would avoid the many significant impacts caused by stock animals. A
“no stock” alternative would without any doubt be environmentally superior to current stock
management practices, which would be continued by the preferred alternative.

° 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 should allow no grazing or off-trail travel by stock animals above 10,000 feet
elevation throughout Sequoia-Kings Canyon NPs. These are park-wide issues that must be
addressed now, not put off to some future planning process.

° The commercial camp at Bearpaw Meadow should be removed, the site restored, and the
area designated as wilderness, as envisioned by the House Committee Report for the California
Wilderness Act.

® All of the commercial pack stations should be removed from park lands. They could be
relocated outside the parks, if the operators so desire.

e The cabins at Mineral King should be removed when the permittee-of-record dies, and the
sites restored to their natural condition, as envisioned by Congress when it added Mineral King
to Sequoia National Park.

Thank you for considering my views.

Sincerely,

Bill West
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Date: October 5th, 2004
RE: Topic #6 - Mineral King Special Use Permits

Dear Dr. Graber & NPS,

My name is Wanda Wollenman, and my late husband Joe and | purchased Cabin # 1 in West
Mineral King in 1958. Our children were very young then, and we spent many quality days from
winter trips in on snowmobiles, through summer months of hiking, fishing, relaxing, and exploring.
The many MK families developed life-long friendships as a second neighborhood. My husband
and his sons for many years assisted the Forest Service with Snow Surveys, First Aid needs, and
Search and Rescue.

My husband was a leader in the installation and upgrades of the West MK water system, and was
instrumental in including the Park to partner with our water district in providing quality spring
water for the Park and the public campground.

| am asking you to include in the GMP provisions for the continued renewal of private property
leases and allow for future transfers of these leases.

Mineral King cabins are more than just buildings. This is a multigenerational community. The
cabin owners make up a unigue characteristic of Mineral King. Preserving this community and
the historic buildings can only be done through continued private ownership of the buildings and
Park leases.

(1) Cabin owner will use their own fundings for maintenance of the buildings.

(2) Leasees have been avocates to the public in giving information, working on trails and
projects, trash cleanup, helping with car troubles and first aid, and being positive good usage of
the area. Cabin owners are an asset to the Park for help and relations.

(3) Having the Park take over the Cabins would not be cost feasible, as operations of the cabins
(cleaning, heating, kitchens, bathrooms) and repairs and upkeep would be expenses for an
inholder and/or Park.

(4) To leave the cabins empty and make MK a ghost town of historic buildings removes the
unique character of the buildings and community of people, as well as reducing the overall usage
of the area, which cabin owners usage counts as one of the highest groups within this area.

Please consider changing your plans to include continued Cabin leases.

Sincerely, LaWanda Wollenman
1876 W. Waddell; Lindsay, Ca 93247
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limit the ability of cabin owners to transfer the equity In their property IHproveIenLs (o vy
parties, and much greater restrictions on use of the area.

At times the NPS has argued that eviction of the cabin owners is necessary to make room for
more campground space for the transient public. But I must remind the NPS that after they
assumed responsibility for Mineral King it was the NPS that closed the Sunny Point
campground that could accommodate far more campers than Cold Springs. I believe the
argument that the need for more campground space is without merit, particularly since Cold
Springs campground has vacancies for most of the summer even though it is often erroneously

posted as being “full.”

There is also a background issue of government credibility since the area was promoted in the
1930’s by the Forest Service. At that time it was encouraged that people obtain use permits,
build cabins, and make general improvements in the area. So that’s what people did. They
invested their money and work into making Mineral King the community it has become while
preserving the historic sites and legacy of the area. To have the government now reverse that
position and advocate the elimination of cabins is a disservice not only to the cabin owners but

also threatens the historic heritage of the entire region.

Sincerely,

N

Gordon E. Wood
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Bradley L. Young Post Office Box 418
Twain Harts, CA 85383

Vieteria L. Young Phone: (209) 586-0776

September 30, 2004

David Graber, GMP Cocrdinator

Sequoia and Kings Canyon Naticnal Parks
47050 Generals Highway

Three Rivers, CA 83271

Re: Draft General Management Plan

Dear Mr, Graber:

| am writing to express my dismay in regard to certain elements of the proposed
Draft General Management Plan (‘GMP") for the Sequoia and Kings Canyon National
Parks. The GMP, as it currently stands, is obviously anti-environmental and strongly
pro-commercial. If this plan is implemented, we are clearly headed in the wrong
direction, quite opposite the basic foundational premises of the National Park Servics
{"NPS"). The 1916 Organic Act, that created the NPS, has as part of its mission
statement:

" to conserve the scenery and the natural and historlc chjects
and the wid life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in
such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the
enjoyment of future generations.” [Emphasis added)

To wit, blights on these areas include, but are not limited to, the Mineral King
Cabins, various high siarra camps, particularly the High Sierra Camp at Bearpaw
Meadow, and the virtually unregulated use of stock animals.

The private cabins at Mineral King should be removed when the pemitlee-of-
record dies, as intended by Congress when it added Mineral King to the national park.
The cabin sites should then be restored to their natural state.

The sommercial horse/mule pack stations based within SEKI shouid be removed,
as should the commercial camp at Bearpaw, with no provision of the GMP to consider,
build, or rebuild such backgountry camps. These are exquisite examples of commercial
exploitation of public land for privale profit, and in no way resembles a "wilderness
experience.” In particular regard to Bearpaw, the House of Representatives’ Committee
Report prepared for the California Wilderness Act, specifically directed the NPS to
monitor conditions at the Bearpaw camp, to report regularly to Congress on the findings
of its menitoring, and to remove the Bearpaw camp if significant problems were ever
found. However, the NPS has conveniently never conductad the monitoring requested
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Barny's Resoles
Septamber 29, 2004
Page 2

by Congress because the cancessionaire, the NP8, wants to retain this camp, and any
true monitaring would reveal the devastating and ongoing environmental impact of
improper sewage disposal, food storage, helicopter use, stock use, nolse pellution, and

general impairment of the scenery.

It is commen knowledge that stoclk animals severely and negalively impact
sensitive meadows, creek beds, wetlands and lakeshores. Grazing and trampling effect
root shearing, compaction and soll erosion, a3 well as the introduction of non-native
invasive plants from animal fead. Stock animals can also pollute water sources with the
dreadfu! giardia organism that affects the intesting] tract of both humans and animals.
Please keep in mind that the 1964 Wilderness Act forbids commerclal activity in
wilderness areas — while SEK] [s astively promoting and encouraging commercial stock
activity. There is no reason why pack stations could not be located outside the parks’
boundaries, Commercial stock use should be limited to only those persons who are
truly disabled and cannot walk or carry their equipment into the wilderness.

The focus here should ba true preservation of our wilderness areas, before there
is no wilderness to preserve, not exploitation and profit for a few select, privileged

individuals.

Very truly yours,
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As the nation's principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for most of
our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use of our land and
water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving the environmental and
cultural values of our national parks and historical places; and providing for the enjoyment of life through
outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to ensure that
their development is in the best interests of all our people by encouraging stewardship and citizen participa-
tion in their care. The department also has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation com-
munities and for people who live in island territories under U.S. administration.
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