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Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement
(a) question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the environmental
impact statement

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

(b) question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of environmental analysis
(c) present reasonable alternatives other than
those presented in the environmental impact statement
(d) cause changes or revisions in the proposal
In other words, substantive comments raise, debate, or question a point of fact or policy. Comments in favor of or against the proposed action
or alternatives, or comments that only agree or
disagree with NPS policy, are not considered
substantive.

RANGE OF COMMENTS

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

The National Park Service received approximately 400 comments on the draft plan by mail,
e-mail, fax, and the Internet. A number of groups
/ people submitted duplicate comments by different means, and several people commented up to
six times. No substantive comments were received from American Indian tribes. Of the comments, around 10 were received from agencies
and an elected official, and 23 from organizations.
The remaining comments were from individuals
and included form letters, a petition, and variations of form letters.
The public comment period began May 7, 2004,
and the original 90-day public comment period
was extended another 60 days, closing on October 6, 2004. In August 2004 open house public
informational meetings were held to summarize
what the two-volume draft plan included, to
provide information on what constituted substantive comments, and to encourage public
comment. Meetings were held in Three Rivers,
Visalia, Clovis/Fresno, Bishop, Sacramento, San
Francisco, and Los Angeles, as well as at Cedar
Grove, Grant Grove, and Lodgepole in the

The Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act require that the National Park
Service respond to substantive comments, which
are defined in Director’s Order #12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis,
and Decision-making Handbook (NPS 1999), as
those that do one or more of the following:
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parks. A staff meeting was held at Ash Mountain
headquarters.

CHANGES AND CLARIFICATIONS TO THE
DRAFT DOCUMENT

The following topics received the most comment:

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

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

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

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

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

• High Sierra camps — About 45 comments
wanted the Bearpaw Meadow camp removed, while some supported an additional
high Sierra camp.
• Wolverton Boy Scout special use permit —
Of the 23 comments received, all supported
continued Boy Scout use, plus one new alternative.
Other comments cited a lack of information on
carrying capacity, air quality, visitation, traffic,
water withdrawals, the Ash Mountain area, and
boundary adjustments. Finally, concerns and
questions were raised about wilderness, wild and
scenic rivers, the Wilsonia Historic District,
transit and biking options, aircraft overflights,
and interpretive materials. Each of these issues
or concerns is addressed specifically in the following responses to comments.

A review of permit conditions will address,
among other things, topics that were listed
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: sustainable use, code compliance
(applicable laws, regulations, and orders),
utilities, self-sustaining funding (to maintain the historic community appearance),

Comments relating to hydroelectric facilities
have been superseded by Public Law 108-447.
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Changes and Clarifications to the Draft Document

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

facilities within the 100-year floodplain,
maintenance, potential hazardous materials
mitigation, and decision criteria to determine if cabins would be rebuilt in case of a
natural disaster (such as a tree fall, flood, or
avalanche). The Mineral King cabin permits do not convey exclusive use of park
lands — members of the public will continue to have the right to cross cabin tracts
to access park features and to view and appreciate cultural resources. Permittees will
be responsible for all costs related to ensuring that cabins meet state and local regulations and do not impair park resources.

• Management prescriptions have been rewritten so that each individual prescription
discusses carrying capacity, indicators and
monitoring, and the range of actions that
might be taken if desired resources conditions were not maintained and desired visitor experiences not achieved.

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

• Stock use issues have been clarified.
• Water withdrawal proposals have been
clarified.
• The possibility of a transit system from
Visalia to the park has been added.
• Management prescriptions have been rewritten to specifically address illegal marijuana cultivation on public land.
• Laws and policies governing use by Native
Americans of park resources have been
added to “Laws, Regulations, Servicewide
Mandates and Policies” in volume 1.
The summarized comments also address inaccurate information and misperceptions in the
comments.
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List of Commenters and Comment Topics
NOTE: Letters are numbered in the order that they were recorded. Letters marked with an asterisk (*)
have been reprinted in this volume. A duplicate listing of an organization or individual generally
means that identical comments were received by various means (i.e., by fax, e-mail, or regular mail).
Comment
No.
1*
2
3*
4*
5
6
7
8*
9*
10*
11
12*
13*
14*
15
16*
17
18
19
20*
21
22*
23
24
25*
26
27
28
29*
30*
31*
32
33
34*
35
36*

Commenter
Backcountry Horsemen of California (Ferguson, Barbara J.)
Alltucker, Mike and Marilyn
West, Bill
Wilsonia Historic District Trust (Collin, Gus)
Brady, Jim
Hanson, Kathy

Comment Topics
Stock Use, Other
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Stock Use, Mineral King, Wilderness
Private Land, Education
Stock Use, Wilderness
Stock Use, Wilderness, Other, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King
Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Other
Cultural Resources, Other

Hack, Sheryl
National Trust for Historic Preservation (Veerkamp,
Anthony)
Toney, Michael — same as 36
Mineral King, Private Land, Stock Use, Water
National Parks Conservation Association (Boyd, Diane) Wilderness, Carrying Capacity, High Sierra Camp,
Other, Mineral King, Stock Use, Water
Brown, Kamber
Mineral King
Fontaine, Joe
Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King, Other
Doyle, Barbara, and Greg White
Mineral King, Water, Private Land, General Natural
Resources, Cultural Resources
Alliance of Backcountry Parachutists (Heid, Robin)
Visitor Use
Blevins, David & Carol
Cultural Resources, Mineral King, Other
Karplus, Katie
Pack Stations, Other, Private Land
Livingstone, Rachel
Mineral King, Hydroelectric, Cultural Resources, Water,
General Natural Resources
Ingram, Timara
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Ross, Eliza Ingram
Mineral King, Education, Cultural Resources
Avery, Chris and Linda
Cultural Resources, Mineral King
Riksheim, James
Mineral King
Hack, Karen — same as 293, 310
Mineral King, Other
Avery, Jennifer
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
David, Joseph
Mineral King, Visitor Use
Austin, John
Carrying Capacity, Water, Transportation
O'Brien, Barrie
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Miller, Bruce and Patricia
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Norris, Jennifer
Pack Stations, Stock Use, Visitor Use, Wilderness
Conn, Lawrence
Stock Use, Wilderness, Other
Backcountry Horsemen of California, High Sierra Unit Stock Use, Wilderness
(Garden, Kevin)
The Wilderness Society (Gunn, Susan)
Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King, Other,
Private Land
Johnson, Joseph
Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Other
Andersen, Goldie
Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Other
Helms, John and Julie
Mineral King, Stock Use
Johnson, Michelle
Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Toney, Michael — same as 9
Pack Stations, Mineral King, Other, High Sierra Camp,
Private Land
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List of Commenters and Comment Topics

Comment
No.
37*
38
39*
40
41
42
43
44

Commenter
Wollenman, LaWanda
Strickland, Gerry
Werner, Harold
Hummel, Greg
Gravelle, Bruce
Wollenman, Guy
Douglas, Graham
Vassar, Richard

45

Childs, Robert

46*
47

Kennedy, Ronald
Gleffe, Marlene

48*

Merrill, Susan and Arthur — same as 307

49
50*
51
52*

Wilbanks, Thor and Karin Ericsson
Boley, Paul
Kalish, Stephen
Homeyer, Nancy and Bill

53*
54*
55
56
57
58*
59*
60
61*
62
63*
64*
65*
66*
67
68*
69*

Badgley, Richard
Selcer, Donald
Modin, John and Chris
Jali, Rick
Megalli, Mary
Carpenter, Alan
Mountain Defense League (Rose, Pandora)
Voorhees, Jean
Newton, Brian
Tillman, Virginia
Peterson, Edward
Cochrun, Mary and Larry
Cosart, Keith
Cluck, RoseMary
Betts, Donald
Tulare County Long-Range Planning (George, Finney)
Mazur, Rachel

70
71*

Steinbacher, Kurt
Peters, G

72*
73
74
75*
76
77
78
79*

Klein, Barry
Jacobsen, Patricia
Brown, Gretchen
Cairns, Aubrey
Ledford, Diane
Coughran, Jane
Wilkins, Lois
Schwaller, Greg and Laurie
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Comment Topics
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Wild and Scenic Rivers, Other
Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King
Wild and Scenic Rivers, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Other, Cultural Resources
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations
Stock Use, Other, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King
Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Pack Stations, Mineral King
Mineral King, Other, Visitor Use
Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Pack Stations, Mineral King
Private Land, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Hydroelectric,
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, Water, Mineral
King, Transportation, General Natural Resources, High
Sierra Camp
Stock Use, High Sierra Camp, Wilderness
Mineral King
Stock Use, Wilderness
Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Pack Stations, Mineral King
Mineral King, Visitor Use
Stock Use, Other, Wilderness, Pack Stations
Other, Visitor Use
Stock Use, Mineral King
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Stock Use, Wilderness
Stock Use, Pack Stations, Wilderness, Visitor Use
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Visitor Use, Other
Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Other
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Other, Visitor Use
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Boy Scouts
Other, General Natural Resources, Cultural Resources
Other, Visitor Use, Wilderness, Wild and Scenic Rivers,
Mineral King
Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp
Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Visitor Use, Transportation
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King
Mineral King
Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King
Transportation, Other, Mineral King, Visitor Use, Water,
Hydroelectric, High Sierra Camp

LIST OF COMMENTERS AND COMMENT TOPICS

Comment
No.
80

Commenter
DeRidder, Mitch

81*
82*

Foltz, Beverly — same as 122, 321
Bancroft, Larry

83*
84*
85

Weaver, John — same as 345
Weaver, John
Foster-Keddie, Kevin

86
87*
88*

Schneider, Richard
Sholle, Barbara
Clohessy, Thomas — same as 391

89*
90
91*

Sweet, Ed — same as 9
Name withheld
Fontaine, Joe

92*

Modin, John and Chris — same as 126, 320

93*
94*
95
96
97
98
99*
100*
101
102*
103
104
105*
106

Keller, Walt
Voelz, Dan
Robbins, Andrew
Sleeper, Kenneth
Robbins, Michael
Mulholland, Christine
Bree Ph. D., Donn — same as 125
Engelhardt, Thomas
Duvol, Sharon
Voorhees, James
Wilkins, Fred
Braden, Scott
Avery, Linda
Wilson, Leslie

107*
108*
109*

American Conservation Consortium (Williams, Marc)
Crowe, John T. — same as 118
Spence, Brian

110*
111*
112
113*

Becker, Bill
Alliance of Backcountry Parachutists (Heid, Robin)
Name withheld
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (Guerra, Hector)
Wilsonia Historic District Trust (Collin, Gus)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
(Hanf, Lisa)
Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility
(Ruch, Jeff)
Crowe, John T.
Crowe, John T. — same as 108
Tulare County Resource Management Agency (Blair,
James)
Alliance of Backcountry Parachutists (Tilley, Martin)

114*
115*
116*
117
118*
119*
120*
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Comment Topics
Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Mineral
King, Private Land
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Carrying Capacity, Water, Other, General Natural
Resources
Private Land, Visitor Use, Cultural Resources, Other
Visitor Use
Stock Use, Wilderness, Other, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King
Stock Use, Wilderness, Mineral King
Stock Use, Pack Stations, Mineral King
Wilderness, Other, Mineral King, High Sierra Camp,
Stock Use
Other, Air Quality, Stock Use, Pack Stations
Other, Education, General Natural Resources, Visitor Use
Other, Mineral King, Transportation, Education, Visitor
Use
Mineral King, Pack Stations, Visitor Use, High Sierra
Camp, Wilderness
Wilderness, Other, Stock Use, Visitor Use, Boy Scouts
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Boy Scouts
Boy Scouts
Boy Scouts, Visitor Use
Private Land, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Cultural Resources, Mineral King
Private Land, Mineral King, Pack Stations
Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Pack Stations
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Other, General Natural Resources
Other, Visitor Use
Cultural Resources, Mineral King
Other, Education, General Natural Resources, Water,
Wild and Scenic Rivers
Mineral King
Mineral King, Other, Cultural Resources
Stock Use, Wilderness, Visitor Use, High Sierra Camp,
Pack Stations, Mineral King
Hydroelectric, Mineral King, Visitor Use
Visitor Use
Mineral King
Air Quality
Private Land, Cultural Resources, Other
Air Quality, Stock Use, Transportation, Other
Wilderness, Mineral King, Other
Mineral King, Other
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Transportation, Mineral King, Visitor Use, Other
Visitor Use

List of Commenters and Comment Topics

Comment
No.
121
122*
123
124
125*
126*

Commenter
Snelling, Kenneth and Jo Ann
Foltz, Beverly G. — same as 81, 321
Adams, Linda E.
Koch, Mary
Bree Ph.D., Donn — same as 99
Modin, John and Chris — same as 92, 320

127
128
129
130*
131
132
133*
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142*
143
144*
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170*

Hack, Nadine
Stowell, Robin
Blalock, Charlene
Betts, Thomas
Cluck, Aaron
Taylor, John
Alsup, William
Frazier, Frank
Filbins, Mylon (?)
Blair, Jean
Conrad, Kristine
Root, Gail
Ware, Tom
Sullivan, Scott
Bissiri, Paul and Nadean
Church, Cari
Stringham, Dee
Elsas, Donna
Sinclaire, Lance
Norton, Russ
Wilson, Eleanor
Viloria-Matsumura
Norton, Jill
Matsumura, Neil
Ternstrom, Chris (?)
Ternstrom, Paul
Potts, Norma Jean
Sinclaire, Joan
Stringham, Judy
Bradish, Charles
Veehala, Deedri
Potts, William and Norma
Grayson, Douglas
Grant, Melanie
Billingsly, Don
Scott, Joyce
Bailey, Carole and Karl
Massey, Lenora
Billingsly, Betty
Bailey, Carole
Rosenthal, Arlene
Eastin, Charlotte
Bailey, Gilbert
Gardiner, Bill

171

Pennington, Paula

Comment Topics
Pack Stations, Private Land, Other
Mineral King
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Other
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Other, Pack Stations, Visitor Use, High
Sierra Camp, Wilderness
Mineral King, Other
Boy Scouts
Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Boy Scouts
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Boy Scouts, Visitor Use
Pack Stations, Other, Stock Use, Visitor Use, Wilderness
Boy Scouts
Other
Mineral King
Other, Mineral King, Visitor Use
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King
Stock Use, Mineral King, Other
Mineral King, Other
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Pack Stations, Stock Use, Wilderness, Water, High Sierra Camp, Pack Stations, Mineral King
Stock Use, Wilderness, Mineral King
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LIST OF COMMENTERS AND COMMENT TOPICS

Comment
No.
172
173
174
175

Commenter
Mann, Robert
Anderson, Milton
Parkening, Christopher
Selke, Alia

176*

Murphy, James

177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199

Boyd, Earl
Koch, Larianne
Dyer, Linda
Thabco, ?
Wilkins, Lois
Beach, Deidra
Foltz, Dr. David
Boyd, Joyce
Claire, Jeff
Hewitt, Meilani
Wilkins, L.J.
Lois Wilkins
Singleton, Mark
Carpenter, Gary
Annie Carpenter
Anderson, Delores
Johnson, Alice
Tavares, Trevor
Roach, Betty
Becker, Margaret
Roper, Ann
Mancha, Howard
Leighton, Charles and Marianne

200
201
202
203*
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212*

Reynolds, Brian and Diane
Hauben, Chana
Krause, Karen M.
Volding, Doug
Ingram, Steven C.
Duncan, Nancy
Brown, Jill
Halligan, David W.
Hicks, Robert B.
Martin-del-Campo, Felix & Janet
Gravelle, Bruce
Jurevich, Gia McCloskey
Diederich, Karl

213
214
215*
216*
217
218
219

Sherlock, Mike
Hendricks, Lillian
Meyer, D. Christian
Meyer, Jacob
Ewen, Margie and Alan
Knipp, Dan
Alosi, Jeanette

Comment Topics
Other, Visitor Use
Mineral King
Other, Mineral King
Other, Stock Use, Wilderness, Visitor Use, High Sierra
Camp, Mineral King
Stock Use, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King, Pack Stations, Wilderness
Mineral King
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King, 0ther, Education, Wilderness
Mineral King, 0ther, Education, Wilderness
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King, Other
Mineral King
Mineral King
Other, Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Other, Stock Use, Mineral King
Other, Wilderness, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Private Land,
Mineral King
Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King
Cultural Resources, Mineral King
Cultural Resources, Mineral King
Mineral King, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Other, Cultural Resources
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, Mineral King,
High Sierra Camp, General Natural Resources
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Education
Mineral King
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, Mineral King,
High Sierra Camp
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List of Commenters and Comment Topics

Comment
No.
220
221

Commenter
Williams, Mark
Hummel, Greg

222*
223

Crowe, John T.
Peoples, Donna

224
225
226*

Reynolds, Les & Gail
DeVol, Sharon
Gordon, Michael E.

227
228

Eastin, Irving
Thaw, Steven

229

Benedetti, Bob

230
231
232
233
234

Mott, Virginia L.
Roberson, Patricia A.
Roberson, Teddy E.
Landry, Mauriene
Pendley, Alan R.

235
236*
237
238
239
240
241
242*
243
244
245
246
247
278
249

Stevens, Mark
Wood, Gordon E.
Hath, Douglas C.
Koch, Bryan
(unreadable), Sharon
Frederiksen, Linda
Johnson, Mrs. Clinton H.
Mueller, Helen L.
Mountain, MarthaElin
Freeland, Patricia
Jacobsen, Ann
McGee, Moe
Hack, Nadine
Huntsberger, Cynthia W.
Visher, David

250

Kiernik, Maria

251

Clohessy, Lucille Rella

252
253
254

Godin, Roger J.
Carpenter, Alan F.
Merrow, Margaret R.

255
256
257
258
259
260

Boley, Paul R.
Koontz, Ben R.
Seely, Melinda
Hauben, Chana
Spain, Cynthia
Jackson, Alex

Comment Topics
Mineral King
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, Mineral King,
High Sierra Camp
Wild and Scenic Rivers, Mineral King, Visitor Use
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, Mineral King,
High Sierra Camp
Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Hydroelectric
Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Other, Stock Use, Pack Stations, Mineral King. High
Sierra Camp, Wilderness
Mineral King
Stock Use, Mineral King, High Sierra Camp, Wilderness, Pack Stations
Other, Stock Use, Wilderness, Mineral King, High Sierra
Camp
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Other, Mineral King
Other, Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, High Sierra
Camp, Mineral King
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations
Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Visitor Use
Cultural Resources, Mineral King, Other
Other, Visitor Use, Private Land
Mineral King
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King
Other, Visitor Use, Private Land, Socioeconomic
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King
Mineral King, Other
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Mineral
King, Pack Stations
Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Pack Stations, Visitor Use
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, High Sierra
Camp, Mineral King
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations
Stock Use, Wilderness
Other, Mineral King, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Cultural
Resources
Mineral King
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Stock Use, Pack Stations, High Sierra Camp, Wilderness, Mineral King
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LIST OF COMMENTERS AND COMMENT TOPICS

Comment
No.
261
262
263
264
265
266*
267
268
269
270*
271
272
273*
274*
275
276
277
278*
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
287
288*
289*
290*
291*

292
293*
294*
295
296*
297*
298*

299
300
301

Commenter
Abele, Rich

Comment Topics
Stock Use, Pack Stations. High Sierra Camp, Wilderness, Mineral King
Manning, Meredith
Other, Stock Use
Hasenick, Bob
Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Visitor Use,
Mineral King
Wollenman, Guy A.
Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Talbert, Jane
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, High Sierra
Camp, Mineral King
Talbert, Rob
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, High Sierra
Camp, Mineral King, Pack Stations
Robbins, Jack
Stock Use, Wilderness
Modin, John and Chris
Other, Visitor Use, Transportation
Duvall, Cher
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Edlund, David M.
Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King
Sandoval, Norbert
Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Sandoval, Christopher
Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Koch, Richard & Jean
Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Meyer, Earl D.
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Meyer, Jana
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Jacobson, Verona & Larry
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Kauling, Robin & Wilma
Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
California Save Our Streams Council (Carter, Lloyd)
Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp
Stringham, JoDee
Mineral King
Hill, Cathleen J.
Mineral King
Hill, Will
Mineral King
Cosart, Keith H.
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Sheppard, Karen
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Koontz, Ben
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Devol, Shirley
Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Education
Georgi, Maggi
Other, Stock Use, Pack Stations, High Sierra Camp,
Wilderness, Mineral King
Saurenman, Louise
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
The Wilderness Society (Gunn, Susan)
Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King, Other,
Private Land
National Parks Conservation Association (Boyd, Diane) Wilderness, Carrying Capacity, High Sierra Camp,
Other, Mineral King, Stock Use, Water
Back Country Horsemen (Garden, Kevin)
Stock Use, Wilderness
High Sierra Hikers Association (Browning, Peter)
Stock Use, Pack Stations, High Sierra Camp, Other,
Mineral King, Wilderness, Water, General Natural
Resources, Visitor Use
Yates, Arthur G.
Mineral King
Hack, Karen — same as 22, 310
Cultural Resources, Other, Mineral King
Eaton, Perry
Stock Use, High Sierra Camp, Pack Stations, Mineral
King, Wilderness, Other
Uhlig, Roger
Mineral King, High Sierra Camp, Stock Use, Wilderness
Name withheld
Mineral King, Other, Visitor Use
Hengst, David and Courtney
Mineral King
Lynen, Lo
High Sierra Camp, Other, Mineral King, Pack Stations,
Stock Use, Wilderness, Transportation, Education, Hydroelectric
Love, Linda
Mineral King
Crowe, John T.
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Ingram, James W.
Wild and Scenic Rivers, Mineral King, Other
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List of Commenters and Comment Topics

Comment
No.
302*
303*
304
305*
306*

Commenter
Judd, Richard
Di Silvestro, L. Laile
Neves, Dr. David and Cathy
Bates, Stuart R.
Young, Bradley and Victoria

307*

Merrill, Arthur and Susan — same as 48

308*
309*

315*
316
317*

Mineral King District Association (Hath, Kathy)
Tulare County Resource Management Agency (Blair,
James A.)
Hack, Karen — same as 22, 293
Mineral King District Association (Van Zandt, Michael
J.)
Parks, James N.
Kennedy, Ronald D.
Tulare County Resource Management Agency (Finney,
George)
Green, D. Adrian
Blair, James
Barton, Jim

318

Lindsey, Irvin E.

319*
320*

Dunham, Don E.
Modin, John and Chris — same as 92, 126

321*
322
323

Foltz, Beverly G. — same as 81, 122
Keesey, John and Joan
Felciano, Celeste

324
325
326
327
328*

Hemlsberger/Huntsberger, Cynthia
Hath, Kathy
Stowell, Lorenzo
Boesel, John
Stocking, Stephen

329*

Hack, Nadine

330
331
332
333*

Share, Jack B.
Roberts, Sir Gilbert
Crowe, John T
Girshman, Irving L.

334*
335*

National Trust for Historic Preservation
California Equestrian Trails & Lands Coalition (B/C
Horsemen)
High Sierra Hikers Association (Browning, Peter)

310*
311*
312*
313
314*

336*
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Comment Topics
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, Visitor Use
Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Education
Mineral King, Cultural Resources,
Mineral King, Visitor Use
Mineral King, High Sierra Camp, Stock Use, Pack Stations, Wilderness
Pack Stations, Private Land, Wild and Scenic Rivers,
Hydroelectric, Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations,
Water, Mineral King, Transportation
Cultural Resources, Mineral King
Transportation, Mineral King
Mineral King, Other
Cultural Resources, Mineral King
Cultural Resources, Mineral King, Visitor Use
Mineral King, Other, Visitor Use
Other, General Natural Resources, Cultural Resources,
Hydroelectric
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Visitor Use, Socioeconomic, Mineral King, Other
Other, Mineral King, Socioeconomic, Hydroelectric,
High Sierra Camp, Visitor Use, Transportation, Boy
Scouts, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, High Sierra Camp, Wilderness, Stock
Use, Pack Stations, Other
Other, Stock Use, Mineral King
Mineral King, Other Pack Stations, Visitor Use, High
Sierra Camp, Wilderness
Mineral King
Mineral King
Stock Use, Wilderness, Mineral King, High Sierra
Camp, Pack Stations
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Other, Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, High Sierra Camp, Stock Use, Wilderness
Stock Use, Pack Stations, Wilderness
General Natural Resources, Stock Use, Cultural Resources, Visitor Use, Water
Other, Mineral King, Hydroelectric, Cultural Resources,
Visitor Use, Pack Stations, Stock Use, Wilderness, High
Sierra Camp,
Other, Mineral King, Visitor Use, Private Land
Other, Visitor Use, Hydroelectric
Wild and Scenic Rivers, Mineral King, Visitor Use
Stock Use, General Natural Resources, Mineral King,
Wilderness
Cultural Resources, Other, Mineral King, Private Land
Stock Use, Pack Stations, Other
Stock Use, Pack Stations, High Sierra Camp, Other,
Mineral King, Wilderness, Water, General Natural
Resources, Visitor Use

LIST OF COMMENTERS AND COMMENT TOPICS

Comment
No.
337
338*
339*
340

Commenter
Sledge, Karen
van Gilluwe, Pete
Elliott, John
Barton, James

341*
342

Elliott, Sarah Barton
Sachau, B

343
344*
345*
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358*
359
360
361
362
363
364*

Gilbert, Dr. Deborah
Glick, Frank
Weaver, John — same as 83
Weaver, John
Hamel, Lawrence
Hill, David
Becker, Bill
Thompson, Russ
Lynch, Patrick
Watson, Mike
Sillman, Arnold
Glick, Frank
McMaster, James
Crothers, Pat
Glick, Frank
Nelson, John
Carter, Mark
Ingram, Timara
Pritchett, Sue
Benedict, John
Entz, James
National Parks Conservation Association

365*

Boiano, Danny

366
367*
368*

Stekel, Peter
Stekel, Peter
Backcountry Horsemen of California, High Sierra Unit
(Pendegraft, Karl J.)

369*

Sierra Club Kern-Kaweah Chapter (Unger, Lorraine)

370
371*

Melekian, Bernard
Seaborn, Margaret

372*

National Park Service, Air Resources Division (Reilly,
Liana)
Douglass, Darrell
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Faulkner, Bob
Warner, David B
Faszholz, Jean
Camara, Tom

373
374*
375
376
377
378
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Comment Topics
Private Land
Other, Air Quality, General Natural Resources
Mineral King
Other, Mineral King, Socioeconomic, Hydroelectric,
High Sierra Camp, Visitor Use, Transportation, Boy
Scouts
Mineral King
Other, General Natural Resources, Visitor Use, Transportation
Mineral King
Boy Scouts, Other, Visitor Use
Other, Visitor Use
Private Land
Mineral King, Education, Cultural Resources
Boy Scouts
Hydroelectric, Mineral King, Visitor Use
Boy Scouts
Boy Scouts
Boy Scouts
Boy Scouts
Boy Scouts
Boy Scouts
Other, Cultural Resources, Private Land
Boy Scouts, Other, Visitor Use
Visitor Use, Mineral King, Transportation, Stock Use
Mineral King
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Visitor Use, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Other
Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Visitor Use
Wilderness, Carrying Capacity, High Sierra Camp,
Other, Mineral King, Stock Use, Water
Water, Carrying Capacity, General Natural Resources,
Cultural Resources
High Sierra Camp
Mineral King, Water
Stock Use, Pack Stations, Other, Wilderness, High Sierra
Camp, Cultural Resources, Transportation, Visitor Use,
Wild and Scenic Rivers
Mineral King, Air Quality, Transportation, Visitor Use,
General Natural Resources, Education
Boy Scouts
Private Land, Education, Visitor Use, Stock Use, Pack
Stations, Wilderness, Socioeconomic, Hydroelectric,
Mineral King, Transportation, WA
Air Quality
Visitor Use, General Natural Resources
General Natural Resources
Transportation
Other
Private Land, Education
Other, Hydroelectric

List of Commenters and Comment Topics

Comment
No.
379
380
381
382
383
384
385
386
387
388
389*
390
391*
392

Commenter
Patzkowski, Dennis
Bissiri, Mark
Adams, Penelope
Share, Jack B.
Betts, Thomas K.
Girshman, Irving L.
Ward, Jane & Glenn
Silpa, Michael L., M.D.
Stowell, Richard
Stekel, Peter
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Sacramento Office)
Buckingham, Margaret
Clohessy, Thomas — same as 88
Barash, Ace, M.D.

393
394
395*
396*
397
398
399
400

Bergantz, George
Biggio, Kim
U.S. Senator Feinstein, Dianne
U.S. Senator Feinstein, Dianne
DeV (unreadable)
unreadable
Unreadable (Lunbeck)
Huntsberger, Cynthia
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Comment Topics
Other, General Natural Resources
Other, Mineral King
Mineral King
Other, Mineral King
Boy Scouts
Stock Use, Mineral King, Visitor Use
Stock Use, Wilderness, High Sierra Camp, Mineral King
Boy Scouts
Boy Scouts
Boy Scouts
General Natural Resources
Boy Scouts
Wilderness, Other, Mineral King, High Sierra Camp
Stock Use, Wilderness, Pack Stations, High Sierra
Camp, Mineral King
Stock Use, Pack Stations, Wilderness
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King, Cultural Resources
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King
Mineral King, Cultural Resources, Education
Mineral King, Cultural Resources

Substantive Comments and NPS Responses
sheep, valley elderberry beetle or vernal pool
fairy shrimp” since the plans do not provide sufficient information to fully evaluate the impact
on these species. [389]

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

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

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

NATURAL RESOURCES
1. Exotic Vegetation
Comment: Illegal marijuana farms should be
addressed in the general management plan. [82]

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

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

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

Comments: The general management plan
should acknowledge the known and potential
impacts of fish stocking and prohibit all fish
stocking within the parks. The plan should acknowledge that bighorn sheep populations
within the parks are critically endangered, and
protection and restoration of populations must
take priority over recreational use. [291]
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service does not
concur with the conclusion that the alternatives
are “not likely to adversely affect the bighorn
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Natural Resources

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

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

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

3. Water Resources

3A. Water Withdrawals
Comment: Existing water withdrawal information is not adequate to determine sustainable
water withdrawal amounts for developed areas
within the park. [365, 82, 10]
Response: A park resource committee undertook additional review and analysis of historic
annual water withdrawals in developed areas.
The committee confirmed that water availability
may be affected by annual precipitation, which
may periodically limit water utilization in some
developed areas of the parks. However the committee concluded that the preferred alternative
approach remains valid due to the potential to
make more efficient use of water by reducing
water loss within the water distribution system
and through further conservation measures. The
NPS Division of Water Resources has been
working with park staff on an update of the 1989
Water Resources Management Plan. Actions in
the alternatives table have been clarified as follows: parkwide — line 35, Grant Grove — line
215, Wuksachi — line 243, Lodgepole — line
271, Wolverton — line 286, Giant Forest — line
300, Ash Mountain — line 343, and the Mineral
King area — line 377. Information in appendix
E (“Water and Wastewater Use”) will be updated as specific water resource studies are
done.

4. Air Quality
Comments: More detail is needed related to air
quality, existing monitoring sites, and new standards. Technical questions and non-GMP issues
were brought up by the NPS Air Resources Division. (Note: Staff turnover in the NPS Air Resources Division resulted in technical review
comments being submitted during the public
comment period instead of during the NPS internal review.) [372, 115]
The San Joaquin Valley Pollution Control District listed a number of district rules and regulations addressing specific technical requirements
for prescribed fire, architectural coatings, wood
burning fireplaces, asphalt paving, etc. [113]
The Clean Air Act amendments place on federal
land managers an affirmative responsibility to
protect air quality related values of their class I
areas regardless of the source of pollution. The
GMP should clearly articulate a plan for meeting
this mandate. [10]
The parks must balance the aggressive goals of
prescribed fire with the effects on human health,
visitor enjoyment, and reduced quality of life in
surrounding communities. Mechanical thinning
should be increased to protect already deteriorated visual capabilities in the parks. [338]

3B. Impact of Climate Change on Water
Availability
Comment: One of the largest systematic stressors to the park ecosystem is anthropogenic climate change: The climate will continue to warm
in the future. This warming, and the impact that
this will have on reducing water supplies, must
be factored into all water use plans. This likely
reduction in water supplies will be particularly
important when assessing water withdrawals
near giant sequoia groves. The likely reduction

Response: A general management plan is intended to be a vision document that does not
provide a high level of operational detail about
air quality management. NPS policy addresses
many of the ideas suggested, so the plan does
not need to make decisions relative to many topics. Laws and policies related to air resources,
soundscapes, and nightscapes were summarized

15

SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS AND NPS RESPONSES

ments in flight paths and the voluntary establishment of a floor of 18,000 feet above mean
sea-level over the parks. Park managers will
continue to work closely with the military and
the Federal Aviation Administration on overflight issues. However, much of Sequoia National Park constitutes an authorized military
overflight zone.

in the plan (DGMP-CRMP/EIS, vol. 1, p. 15).
Regional pollution control district policies and
requirements provide a basis for collaboration
and ongoing dialogue between the park and the
pollution control district to work toward achieving the mutual goal of improved air quality.
Technical data updates and the level of detail
relevant to a general management plan have
been included in revisions to “The Affected Environment.”

7. Natural Dark
Comment: The plan states that soundscape /
night sky would not be affected by any of the
alternatives. What about impacts of expansion of
Wuksachi and other development projects? Construction projects do impact the soundscape. [82]

Prescribed fire methods are addressed in the
parks’ Fire and Fuels Management Plan.
The parks’ Air Resources Management Action
Plan details specific air quality management
recommendations; a summary of this plan has
been added to the “Relationship to Other Planning” section in volume 1. Note that parks’ website provides public information about air quality
issues.

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

5. Fire Management
Comment: Do not give prescribed fire a higher
priority than mechanical thinning. [338]
Response: As stated in the document, the Fire
and Fuels Management Plan addresses specific
methods related to air quality, fuels management, and prescribed fire.

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

6. Natural Sound

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

8A. East Fork of the Kaweah

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

Response: The commenter appears to be confusing criteria for wilderness with criteria for
wild and scenic rivers. As stated in the draft
document, the small amount and scale of development, as well as hydroelectric facilities, do not
disqualify the East Fork as being suitable and
eligible for inclusion in the wild and scenic rivers system because the waterway remains generally natural and riverine in appearance
(DGMP-CRMP/EIS, vol. 1, p. 22). As stated on
page 21 of volume 1, classification as “Recreational” is appropriate for areas that are readily
accessible by road and may have some development along their shores.

How are overflights limited? Text [that says]
“continue to limit” seems inaccurate. [328]
Response: NPS policy states that “the Service
will work cooperatively with agencies of the
Department of Defense in order to address the
congressionally mandated missions of all agencies” and will “strive to mitigate any adverse
effects of military training flights or operational
low-level overflights on park resources, values,
or visitor experiences.” The parks have been
addressing the issue of aircraft overflights in
various ways. Years of discussions with the
military branches have led to some improve16
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these parks comprises 83.56% of the total park
area. The difference between what Congress
“approximated” and what was scientifically calculated is approximately 13,944 acres. This difference (less than 1.9%) is due to manual calculation errors dating back to the original map. It is
not a result of the parks taking any actions to
reduce the original area intended by Congress to
be wilderness. Detailed maps showing the wilderness boundary are available at the parks.

8B. North Fork of the Kaweah
Comment: The North Fork should be eligible.
There is no good reason for its not being eligible. [82]
Response: Although attractive, the North Fork
of the Kaweah was determined not to be eligible
because no outstandingly remarkable values
were identified within the park. The Bureau of
Land Management, however, has determined
that portions of the river outside the park are
eligible as a scenic and recreational river, with
wildlife, cultural, and visual values.

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

WILDERNESS
9A: Wilderness Discrepancies
Comment: There are numerous discrepancies
regarding wilderness. [31]
Response: Even though this comment is not
related to the general management planning effort, the following explanation is provided.

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

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

9B. Wilderness Studies
Comment: Wilderness hearings are requested.
[116]
Response: The National Park Service is required to assess the wilderness suitability of
lands added to national parks to determine if
they warrant further wilderness studies. Areas
assessed (the Chimney Rock, Mineral King, and
Dillonwood additions) were noted on the Backcountry / Wilderness maps for each alternative
in the draft document as areas to be studied.
While this assessment was outside the scope of
the general management plan, the plan noted
areas compatible with management as wilderness and suitable areas where further wilderness
studies would occur. Public comment was
sought during the wilderness suitability assess-

In designating the Sequoia-Kings Canyon Wilderness in 1984, Congress stated that it comprises “approximately seven hundred and thirtysix thousand nine hundred and eighty acres.”
Following the boundary description provided by
Congress in the bill authorizing designation of
the Sequoia-Kings Canyon Wilderness was calculated through GIS software as 723,036 acres.
This means that the designated wilderness in
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All areas that qualify should be recommended to
Congress for designation. [12]

ment period. A memorandum on the wilderness
suitability assessment for Sequoia and Kings
Canyon National Parks was signed by the Pacific West regional director on April 25, 2005. A
notice of final determination relative to suitability and non-suitability for inclusion in wilderness has been published (now in draft).

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

The wilderness suitability assessment found that
the “developed” portion of the Mineral King
addition and the Dillonwood addition do not
meet the criteria necessary for wilderness designation and warrant no further study. The developed area of Mineral King did not meet criteria
because it includes the road corridor and contains significant human-constructed features,
such as roads, buildings, and utilities. The Dillonwood addition is extensively roaded and has
been greatly modified by timber operations.
The assessment found that the “backcountry,” or
undeveloped / unroaded segment of the Mineral
King addition and the Chimney Rock addition
warrant further study because they (1) are predominantly roadless and undeveloped; (2) are
greater than 5,000 acres in size or of sufficient
size as to make practicable their preservation
and use in an unimpaired condition; and (3)
meet the five wilderness criteria listed in the
NPS Management Policies 2001. Separate from
the general management plan, wilderness studies
with accompanying hearings will proceed for
these areas. The text related to wilderness studies on page 24 of the DGMP-CRMP/EIS, volume 1, has been updated.

By policy, the areas of recommended wilderness,
Redwood Canyon/North Fork and the Hockett
Plateau, are also managed as wilderness.
The term “compatible with wilderness management” was used in the draft document to describe how areas could potentially be managed
under differing alternative scenarios. This term
was developed so as not to prejudge any wilderness studies. Areas compatible with wilderness
have either been previously recommended for
wilderness designation, have not been assessed,
or are part of ongoing wilderness studies.

9C. Wilderness Designation and Wilderness
Studies
Comment: No additional wilderness is needed
since more than 96% is managed as wilderness.
Such designation might preclude effective fuels
reduction. Money spent on wilderness studies is
better spent protecting resources. [1]

Park wilderness and backcountry areas are currently managed in accordance with two plans
from 1986 — the Backcountry Management
Plan and the Stock Use and Meadow Management Plan. While each of these plans provides
good guidance, a new wilderness stewardship
and stock use plan is scheduled upon the completion of this general management plan.

The parks lack sufficient wilderness plans. The
National Park Service must continue to manage
three roadless areas as recommended wilderness.
What does “compatible with wilderness designation” mean? [31]
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ment Plan for Mineral King was done with public involvement. However, the level of past public involvement was not sufficient for finalizing
a proposal or recommendation for wilderness
status. Therefore, a formal wilderness study will
be undertaken in the future to address this issue.

9D. Hockett Plateau Designation
Comment: Diverse viewpoints and opinions for
and against wilderness designation of Hockett
Plateau were received. [10, 12, 48]
Response: Hockett Plateau is recommended
wilderness and has been managed for its wilderness values in accordance with NPS Management Policies. Due to its remoteness and terrain,
this type of management is sensible. See further
discussion under topic 25B, high Sierra camps.

9F. Oriole Lake Designation
Comment: Wilderness status should not be considered for either Mineral King or Oriole Lake.
These areas are not suitable as they have had
habitation for over 100 years, and the whole area
presently has multiple uses. Use in these areas
should not be restricted. Oriole Lake inholders
should be allowed to remain and not be condemned. [93]

9E. Mineral King Designation
Comment: Given the significance of the possible designation of these areas as wilderness
management areas in terms of the impacts on the
cabins, the permit holders, and the Mineral King
Cultural Road Historic District, this topic has
not been adequately addressed in the plan and in
the planning process. It is simply inadequate to
indicate that this topic would be studied after the
plan is put in place, because the topic will have
significant bearing on land uses within the area.
This study must be completed as part of the
General Management Plan planning process, and
should be completed prior to the completion of
the plan in order for the impacts of such a designation to be properly considered by the public
and the Park Service. [20, 23]

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

CULTURAL RESOURCES
10. Monitoring Cultural Resources
Comment: To ensure for their preservation and
to provide some accountability, the protection
and preservation of all park historic and prehistoric resources must be monitored by the park
and reported to the state historic preservation
officer and the national preservation officer as
determined by law. [8]

Response: The Mineral King Valley, except for
the road corridor and developed areas, was
found suitable for wilderness designation (line
151 in the alternatives table, vol. 1), so the designation does not affect the Mineral King Road
Cultural Landscape District. Wilderness designation in the Mineral King Valley outside the
developed areas and the road corridor would not
have a bearing on the cultural landscape district,
other than to protect its size and character. Wilderness studies of this area and other areas found
suitable for wilderness were conducted independently from the general management planning process, and further studies will be undertaken separately by the parks. Wilderness designation would require recommendations by the
secretary of the interior and the president to
Congress, followed by legislation. The development of the 1980 Comprehensive Manage-

Response: Cultural resource management plans
specify how cultural resources are to be protected and preserved; a general management
plan is a broad vision document that provides
overarching guidance for subsequent implementation plans. Laws and policies applicable to the
management of cultural resources are listed on
pages 17–18 in volume 1 of the DGMP-CRMP/
EIS, and this approach is reiterated in the “Management Prescriptions: Elements Common to All
Prescriptions” (DGMP-CRMP/EIS, vol. 1, p.
55).
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cultural resources is wide. As mentioned at several locations within the document, in consultation with the state historic preservation officer,
two Giant Forest historic districts of local significance were removed to protect internationally significant sequoia groves — the reason the
parks were set aside. This action illustrates the
difficult tradeoffs that must be made within the
national park system. The Mineral King special
use permit cabins are privately owned structures,
and the Park Service is not responsible for their
maintenance.

11. Park Cultural Resource Preservation
Comment: Preservation and adaptive use of
older structures should be pursued whenever feasible. Park preservation efforts should not be limited to properties determined eligible for the National Register [of Historic Places]. Many older
structures that don’t qualify may still contribute
to the park’s distinctive sense of place. [8]
Response: The National Park Service agrees.
The parks have many older buildings that are not
identified as culturally significant but that still
contribute to the use and character of the parks.
Many of these buildings will be retained during
the lifetime of this plan.

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

12. NPS Cultural Resource Maintenance
Comments: The National Park Service is not in
business to maintain cultural resources and does
not adequately maintain the Mineral King special use permit cabins or other individual cultural resources. [20, 129, 341]

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

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

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

Response: While these are not substantive comments, they point out a common misconception
— that the National Park Service is not responsible for cultural resources and that it inadequately maintains cultural resources. The National Park Service manages the most important
cultural resources in our nation, ranging from
the White House to cultural icons such as the
Washington Monument, the Statue of Liberty,
and Mount Rushmore. The Park Service is the
keeper of the National Register of Historic
Places. Within Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks, the Park Service maintains numerous cultural resources in addition to those on the
List of Classified Structures (see DGMPCRMP/EIS, vol. 2, appendix C). Some of these
maintained cultural resources are not directly
connected to the purpose for which the parks
were set aside. The draft plan pointed out that
the range of management actions within the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines relative to

The Mineral King Road Cultural Landscape District fails to identify users as contributing elements. [20]
Stock use should be inventoried as a historic
landscape. [368]
There is considerable debate concerning private
interests on public lands. As a rule, the National
Trust [for Historic Preservation] is committed to
preserving cultural heritage resources while
maximizing public access. We recognize that
some communities have important, long-standing ties to park land, often predating the establishment of parks. We believe that it is appropriate to seek ways to collaborate with these communities and recognize them as potential park
assets. [8]
Response: The National Park Service collaborates with Mineral King permit holders by
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dian tribe, a local ethnic group, or the people of the nation as a whole . . . One kind
of cultural significance a property may
possess, and that may make it eligible for
inclusion in the Register, is traditional cultural significance. “Traditional” in this
context refers to those beliefs, customs,
and practices of a living community of
people that have been passed down
through the generations, usually orally or
through practice. The traditional cultural
significance of a historic property, then, is
significance derived from the role the
property plays in a community’s historically rooted beliefs, customs, and practices.

means of several memoranda of agreement to
address issues such as maintenance standards for
privately owned historic structures and education.
Traditional uses, such as stock use, do not qualify as a historic landscape.
While outside the scope of a general management plan, it is important to clear up a common
misconception. Neither the recreation cabins in
Mineral King nor their owners qualify as “traditional cultural properties.” At Sequoia and Kings
Canyon National Parks there are several such
areas, comprised of either inholders or permittees. Two areas in the parks with recreation cabins are listed on the National Register of Historic
Places — the Wilsonia Historic District (listed
on March 14, 1996) and the Mineral King Road
Cultural Landscape District (listed on October
24, 2003). Wilsonia is of local significance as
representative of a recreational mountain community developed between 1918 and 1945. Mineral King is also locally significant, and the three
summer home tracts are eligible for their architecture and design as notable examples of recreation tracts built in the rustic vernacular style.
While cabins in these areas have been used for
several generations, they do not rise to the standard defined in the 1980 amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act (see discussion
below). They are not different than seasonal recreational cabin tracts in many locations, where
seasonal residents have enjoyed various local
recreational opportunities.

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

In the 1980 amendments to the National Historic
Preservation Act, the secretary of the interior,
with the American Folklife Center, was directed
to study means of
preserving and conserving the intangible
elements of our cultural heritage such as
arts, skills, folklife, and folkways

and to recommend ways to
preserve, conserve, and encourage the continuation of the diverse traditional prehistoric, historic, ethnic, and folk cultural traditions that underlie and are a living expression of our American heritage. (NHPA
502; 16 USC 470a note)

National Register Bulletin 38 provides guidance
for evaluating and documenting traditional cultural properties (NPS 1998f). A traditional cultural property is defined generally as
one that is eligible for inclusion in the National Register because of its association
with cultural practices or beliefs of a living
community that (a) are rooted in that community’s history, and (b) are important in
maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community. . . . There are many
definitions of the word “culture”; but in
the National Register programs the word is
understood to mean the traditions, beliefs,
practices, lifeways, arts, crafts, and social
institutions of any community, be it an In-

14. Ethnographic Resources
Comment: NPS policy related to Native American uses, including plant gathering, was not accurately stated. [116]
Response: The text has been clarified for Native
American relations (line 10 of the alternatives
tables), and specific laws and policies for ethnographic resources have been added to “Laws,
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be more precise in the future and that management actions will more effectively address cumulative resource effects.

Regulations, Servicewide Mandates and Policies” in volume 1.

PARK USE
15B: Basis for Crowding

15. Visitation / Use Levels

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

15A. Carrying Capacity
Comments: Carrying capacity has not been
comprehensively addressed and needs to have
more detail.

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

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

16. Sustainable Growth
Comment: Define sustainable growth.

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

Response: Sustainable growth is using park resources and environments in a way that does not
deplete or permanently damage them, allowing
the uses to continue for an extended time. This
definition has been added to the glossary in volume 2.
17. Use Levels

17A: Parkwide Visitor Use Levels
Comment: The general management plan
should decide that more visitor use is desirable.
The appropriate amounts of visitation to the
parks should be increased without causing irreparable resource damage; however, altering
the desired experience will change as the population and use increase, and therefore should not
be a determining item. [84]

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

Visitation projections are insufficient. The cumulative impacts of population increase, national monument plans, and highway improvements on visitation need to be addressed. [25]
Response: During public scoping for this general management plan most people strongly preferred maintaining current visitor experiences
and a low-key park character. To balance this
desire with considerable regional population
growth, the preferred alternative states, “Accommodate moderate increased visitation, with
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17C. Mineral King Visitation

an emphasis on day use”(DGMP-CRMP/EIS,
vol. 1, line 15 of the alternatives table). Day use
results in fewer demands on water supplies
within the parks. Moderate visitation increases
would occur in frontcountry areas, where additional road capacity exists. However, there may
be times when some highly popular day use areas cannot accommodate additional people, and
visitors will need to proceed to other locations or
use transit. At present there are no constraints on
the number of people entering the parks.

Comment: Include and update visitation figures
for the Mineral King area, showing a breakdown
of user types. This is needed to project facility
needs and is related to the fate of the area. [316]
Response: The parks keep annual visitation figures for various areas in the parks. Overnight
stays indicate that in 2000 the Cold Spring
campground had 8,000 overnight stays, making
it the fourth busiest campground in Sequoia National Park, and the Atwell Mill campground
had 2,000 stays, making it the sixth busiest
campground. There may be some value to a further breakdown of visitation in the Mineral King
area in terms of developing equitable fees for
special use permits and campgrounds and of
seeking some compensation for the use of park
roads by private landowners.

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

18. User Fees
Comment: Any fees imposed for backcountry
use should be used only for maintenance and
restoration purposes and not for new “improvements.” There are enough trails already, and
restrooms and other amenities only attract more
use. There is too much use already. [92]
Response: User fees at these parks are enacted
in full compliance with legislation passed by
Congress. In December 2004 Congress passed
the Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement Act.
These parks will be analyzing the nature and
structure of all fees to ensure compliance with
the new act. The backcountry trail network is
less extensive than it was 50 years ago. Backcountry toilets are provided to protect park resources only in a few heavily used areas.

17B: Ash Mountain Area Visitor Use
Comment: More information is needed to address visitor use. Use is concentrated at Ash
Mountain now, and there are inadequate facilities to manage the situation. Sites need to be
hardened. [39]
Response: Management prescriptions call for
river protection measures so that trails and riparian areas can be protected in a way that withstands use. Use of the Ash Mountain area is limited by parking capacity. The carrying capacity
section added to each management prescription
describes types of indicators that will be monitored to determine when management actions
such as hardening areas or locally restricting use
are needed.

TRANSPORTATION
19. Regional Transit Connections
Comment: A transit vision for connections to
the valley needs to be included. [119]
Response: Line 12 of the alternatives table has
been revised to recognize ongoing park and local
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(this also happens at Zion and its gateway town).
Another shuttle would loop to Visalia. The shuttles are quiet, fuel-efficient, all-weather vehicles.
They are only about the size of airport shuttles,
so they can easily navigate the worst of Generals
Highway and Moro Rock and Crystal Cave
roads. Relatively small, they fill up and unload
quickly, so their turnaround times are quick and
they can be flexibly scheduled. [79]

discussions to connect local communities to the
parks through transit.
20. Transit and Transportation Planning
Alternatives
Comments: 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 eliminating generation of air pollution within the park. There is the
tiny shuttle service in the Giant Forest area and
some language to explore a more extensive
transportation system under some alternatives,
but there is nothing that presents a really significant change. The park should have explored one
alternative that seriously considered elimination
of pollution using known technologies. An example of some components within a “green”
alternative might read something like this:

The FEIS should discuss options for expanding
the shuttle system, identify criteria for analysis,
and indicate whether analysis would be subject
to future tiered NEPA documents. The FEIS
should include a map depicting current and future shuttle routes. [115]
Response: The plan authorizes exploration of
these and other transportation visions. NPS transit policy is to utilize non-polluting and energyefficient technologies wherever feasible. This is
a technical area where specific studies are required. The general management plan leaves
these details to be worked out in subsequent
planning efforts. The parks lie within one of the
most heavily polluted air basins in the United
States; any changes in park emissions will unfortunately provide only negligible improvement.

All public (and maybe some administrative) access would be restricted to a mass
transit system utilizing non-polluting
technologies. The system would pick up
visitors from parking garages in gateway
communities (or just inside our park entrances or include major urban areas 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. [39]

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

If you need information, or you would like someone to do the driving for you or you’re driving a
vehicle too big to go up the switchbacks after
Hospital Rock, you come quickly to a visitor 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. Ash Mountain might be converted to
such a center. Or it might be better even closer to
Three Rivers (maybe where the Edison plant is,
by the park entrance?) to reduce vehicle traffic
into the parks and to make it easy for those staying in Three Rivers to hop a shuttle that circulates through the town and takes employees and
visitors to the orientation / administration area

21. Gas Stations in the Parks
Comment: The preferred alternative should not
allow for any gas stations in the parks, since gas
is readily available outside the parks. Any gas
station inside the parks will only create unnecessary environmental problems such as increased
air pollution due to fumes from filling and to the
inevitable gas spills. Gas stations will also lead
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sustainable continued use of pack stock for recreational and administrative purposes. The latter
two documents were done in compliance with
the National Environmental Policy Act, including a thorough public review process. They are
the basis upon which the parks’ backcountry and
wilderness have been successfully managed for
the past 20 years. Continued access to the parks’
backcountry and wilderness by recreational and
administrative pack stock was analyzed in the
GMP-CRMP/EIS because it is appropriate to
analyze major changes to previous plans to determine if the changes are necessary to meet the
mission of the parks.

to even more traffic congestion, because the
large gas tankers necessary for filling the stations would have to travel the already crowded
park roads. [36]
Response: The preferred alternative calls only
for consideration of a self-service gas pump at
the Lodgepole market. While there are environmental challenges associated with providing a
gas pump in the parks, this is offset by the energy consumption and air pollution that would
be generated by people driving greater distances
to find fuel.
22. Mineral King Road Traffic Counts

23B. Stock Regulation

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

Comments: Regulations indicate an anti-stock
bias. [290]
Regulations are needed. Suggest hardening stock
camps, stock should not be allowed in sensitive
areas such as wetlands, regulate water pollution
by stock, and use stock group size limits. [291]

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

Regulations and monitoring are not adequately
discussed. [1]
Do not separate users since it does not support
the parks goal to “promote and educate and foster better understanding between user groups.”
Separation lays the foundation for animosity and
conflict. [368, 109]

VISITOR EXPERIENCES
23. Stock Use

23A. Stock Use

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

Comments: Stock use is a traditional, historic,
and cultural cornerstone in the establishment,
management, and public use of Sequoia and
Kings Canyon National Parks. [34, 335]
Stock use is not sustainable. [291]

Recommend numerous changes to regulations.
[1]

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

Response: To preserve and protect park resources, many uses are regulated, including driving, hiking, camping, and stock use (whether
private or commercial). Limits are based on the
ability of resources to sustain use without impairment.

The 1971 Master Plan proposed the eventual
phaseout of “livestock in the higher elevations”
of the parks. Also, major planning efforts since
that time, including the Backcountry Management Plan (1986) and the Stock Use and Meadow Management Plan (1986), provided for the

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

Stock users have the right to go anywhere. [48]

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

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

Stock users may be restricted and not have the
experience of exploring and experiencing solitude — wilderness values that are as important
to stock users as hikers. [1]
Response: The issue of stock use in high elevation areas of these parks will be thoroughly considered and analyzed in the future wilderness
stewardship and stock use plan.

• Major Trails: Stock use may be permitted,
with restrictions on stock party size and the
location and timing of use. If stock use is
allowed, trails and bridges are designed and
maintained to stock standards, and appropriate facilities (such as campsites, hitch
rails, and drift fences) may be provided.
• Secondary Trails: Stock use may be permitted on trails that can sustain use without
significant resource damage.
• Cross-Country Areas: Stock use may be
permitted.

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

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

23D. Stock Use Alternatives

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

Comments: The general management plan
should not have looked at a no-stock alternative
since the 1971 Master Plan was replaced by
plans that continued stock use. [1]
The general management plan should have included a no-grazing alternative, which is reasonable and feasible and had been requested by numerous people. [54, 29, 87, 88]

23C. Stock Use Locations
Comments: Limit areas for stock use; stock
should not be allowed in sensitive areas. The
general management plan should have retained
key language from the 1971 Master Plan to
phase out non-essential stock use in sensitive
areas. [54]

The DEIS violates the Wilderness Act by proposing removal of a historic use and violates
authorizing legislation which calls for a “pleasure ground” with “freest use . . . for recreation
purposes by the public.” [30]
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of the parks. The National Park Service believes
that recreational stock use can be managed to
ensure minimal impacts on resources and visitor
experiences. It is beyond the scope of this general management plan to analyze all the details
of stock (or hiker) use. A detailed analysis of
stock and other wilderness activities will be
conducted for the future wilderness stewardship
and stock use plan, which will also include public input and review in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act. The details of
any future monitoring studies and additional
control measures, if needed, will also be evaluated in that planning effort.

Fees should be charged to stock users to cover
the cost of trail maintenance. [3]
Response: The National Park Service disagrees
that the no-stock alternative evaluated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement violates the
Wilderness Act. Moreover, under the National
Environmental Policy Act, it is appropriate to
consider a range of alternatives. The National
Park Service’s preferred alternative does not
propose removal of historic stock use, but it
would regulate stock use as mandated by policy.
The analysis of a no-grazing alternative is outside the scope of this plan, but it may be appropriate during the development of a wilderness
stewardship and stock use plan for these parks. It
is the policy of the National Park Service to develop general management plans that provide
broad, overall guidance, not to treat each issue in
fine detail. More detailed considerations, i.e.,
grazing vs. no-grazing, will be handled in the
wilderness stewardship and stock use plan. If a
no-grazing alternative is to be analyzed, the appropriate place to do that is during the development of the wilderness stewardship and stock
use plan. Also see response to 23B.

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

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

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

23E. Stock Use Impacts
Comments: I urge the park to respond to the
real negative impacts of stock in the high country, and revise the general management plan accordingly. (Impacts described include dust, feces, urine, noise, visual/aesthetics and behavioral disturbances.) [133, 170, 176]
[Impact] thresholds are wrong, and there is insufficient data for analysis. [1]
It is unclear what measures are being taken to
address eroded trails or trespass cattle. The FEIS
should provide information about enforcement
and monitoring measures to protect surface water quality. [115]

Because this method does not require the ability
to identify individual species, it can be carried
out by non-biologists with a minimum amount
of training; in these parks wilderness rangers
collect the majority of the residual biomass data.
Meadow condition is also assessed during a re-

Response: The preferred alternative provides for
the use of pack and saddle stock in many areas
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bution from meadow mice and other organisms
far outweighed any contributions from stock.
This does not mean that stock do not cause impacts to water quality, but the impact was not
detectable. Recent work in this area, in particular
a 2004 study by Dr. Robert Derlet and Dr. James
Carlson of the University of California at Davis
School of Medicine, likewise failed to show any
detectable correlation between increased waterborne pathogens and high-use stock areas. Most
park meadows are wetlands, and wetlands are
well known for their ability to improve water
quality. Water quality monitoring will be a component of the Sierra Networks’ vital signs program that is currently being developed for Devils Postpile National Monument, and Yosemite,
Sequoia, and Kings Canyon national parks.

connaissance of the meadow and plots. The extent of trampled vegetation, deep hoof prints,
closely cropped vegetation, and erosion potential
are recorded. Groundcover (live plant, bare
ground, rock or litter) is estimated through the
step-point method along transects used to estimate residual biomass.
The residual biomass protocol is the key component of a multi-faceted monitoring program. For
the evaluation of meadow condition, results
from the residual biomass program are taken
into consideration along with assessments of
groundcover, trampling, hoof print impacts, and
erosion potential before recommendations are
made as to specific management actions, whether by closing areas to use or instituting restrictions. Expanding the monitoring program to
more formally address mechanical impacts of
stock use will be considered in the future wilderness stewardship and stock use plan.

Your suggestion to tie and feed stock is an option. It also has its own impacts, such as soil disturbance. These issues will be thoroughly analyzed during development of the parks’ wilderness stewardship and stock use plan.

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

23G. Wetlands and Stock
Comment: Wetlands are adversely affected by
stock use. [291]
Response: Park wetlands have been inventoried,
and information is available to the public
through the National Wetlands Inventory program. The inventory has been independently
evaluated to identify where additional information is needed.

23F. Water Impacts of Stock Use
Comment: Stock use contaminates surface waters, violating California water quality standards.
This is primarily the result of direct input of
urine and manure into waters that could be controlled by regulating grazing. [291, 109, 212]

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

Response: Park managers share your concern
about ensuring that visitor and management activities do not contaminate or otherwise impair
pristine park waters. Occasionally park staff get
reports of stock discharges into streams and
lakes, but water quality is excellent when compared to the standards in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board. In the early 1980s water
samples were collected above and below a heavy
use stock area on the Hockett Plateau, and nutrients and fecal bacteria were sampled for about
seven years; no stock-related impacts could be
detected. During runoff events the natural contri-

23H. Stock and Aesthetic Impacts and
Wilderness Character
Comment: Stock use adversely impacts wilderness character and aesthetics. [291]
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EIS. The general management plan is not intended to serve as a site-specific operations or
development document.

Response: Aesthetics in the wilderness environment are subjective, especially when it comes to
recreational pack stock. The NPS Organic Act,
the Wilderness Act, and the California Wilderness Act were all enacted with the understanding
that the use of recreational pack stock to experience large natural areas, including designated
wilderness, was an acceptable traditional practice. One of the originators of the concept of wilderness, Aldo Leopold, even stated that one reason for having wilderness is to perpetuate “primitive skills in pioneering travel.” He specifically
indicated that one of those skills is travel by
pack-train. These parks strive to meet the desires
of many user groups, including hikers and stock
users. Comments both for and against continuing
stock use have been received, and the National
Park Service believes that recreational stock use
can be managed in a manner that is sustainable
and does not harm resources, nor unreasonably
disrupts other wilderness users.

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

24B: Wolverton and Mineral King Pack
Stations

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

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

24. Commercial Pack Stations

24A. Parkwide
Comments: All commercial pack stations
should be removed from park lands due to resource impairment. [291]

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

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

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

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

Response: At least six possible new locations
for a pack station have been identified in the
Lodgepole / Wolverton area. A preferred alternative has not yet been identified and must await
the preparation and public review of an environmental assessment. A new pack station site in
Mineral King that protects park resources while

Response: A general management plan provides
broad guidance. The preferred alternative proposes possible pack stations in the parks as a
commercial service, which would be subject to
NPS commercial services policy, as referenced
on page 19 of volume 1 of the DGMP-CRMP /
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tively impact the environment around the plateau (helicopter noise, increased stock use,
crowding, trampling of soils and vegetation
loss). The hotel would also prevent the adjacent
area from becoming a wilderness, which violates
NPS Management Policies 2001, which state
that the National Park Service will take no action to diminish the suitability of an area possessing wilderness characteristics (DGMPCRMP/EIS, vol. 2, p. 187). From a land area
perspective, the area near the hotel that would
not be included in any wilderness represents a
small fraction of the Hockett Plateau region that
may be considered as a wilderness (0.07%).
However, the sheer numbers are deceptive, because they ignore the qualitative negative impact
that the hotel would have on wilderness. (This
comment was generally typical of the majority
who did not support this idea.) [31, 291, 10]

providing the necessary logistics for operation
has not yet been determined.
25. High Sierra Tent Camps

25A. Bearpaw Meadow High Sierra Camp
Comments: Remove the Bearpaw Meadow
camp. (A total of 45 commenters supported removal of the camp. Many commenters expressed
concern that the camp was inconsistent with wilderness values and stated that park managers had
promised not to expand the camp.) [31, 294, 306]
The Bearpaw Meadow camp in Sequoia National Park provides valuable recreational opportunities to park visitors without degrading the
wilderness environment. (A much smaller number of commenters supported the camp. Several
supporters felt high Sierra camps met the needs
of the elderly and people with disabilities, as
well as providing hardened facilities to mitigate
the impacts of stock use.) [368]

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

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

A new high Sierra camp, which would have a
positive impact on education, should be considered and the Hockett Plateau should not be included in any wilderness designation. [307]
There is no justification for such a proposal; the
public doesn’t want it; the park can’t afford it;
and it would result in additional pollution and
commercial exploitation. Former Superintendent
Ritter stated, “No additional camps of this nature
would be established.” [291]
Response: The preferred alternative proposes
only to study the feasibility of an additional
backcountry camp at Hockett Plateau; this is
within the authority of park managers and within
the scope of this general management plan. Impacts would be assessed during any feasibility
study. Any determination to move forward with
this option would involve a separate public review process and would be in compliance with
existing legislation and policy. The National
Park Service acknowledges that high Sierra
camps are popular, and that they meet the needs
of many who find backpacking and camping too
difficult. A high Sierra camp would not prevent
the surrounding area from becoming wilderness,
as supported by the establishment of the Se-

25B. New High Sierra Camp on Hockett
Plateau
Comments: The preferred alternative should not
allow for a new high Sierra tent hotel on the
Hockett Plateau. Such a hotel would only nega-
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26B: Mineral King Winter Use

quoia-Kings Canyon Wilderness with several
areas of exclusion, including the Bearpaw
Meadow high Sierra camp.

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

26. Winter Use

26A. Snowmobile Use

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

Comments: Snowmobiles should be permitted
on some park trails, as they were historically, to
allow an appropriate winter visitor experience
that would also provide increased recreational
access for persons with disabilities. [345]
The preferred alternative should ban all snowmobiles from the parks. Snowmobiles, being motorized equipment, have no place in national parks
and, given the limited winter staffing levels, the
National Park Service will not be able to enforce
any rules limiting snowmobile access. [9]

27. Tent Camping
Comments: All developed campgrounds should
have quiet areas reserved for tents only to accommodate those campers wishing a more
peaceful camping experience.
The Atwell Mill campground should be retained;
its distance from the river makes it safer for
families. [64, 100]

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

Response: The preferred alternative makes particular provision for different styles of camping,
including RV, tents only, and bike-in campsites
(see line 178 in the alternatives table, DGMPCRMP/EIS). It also provides for primitive campgrounds in low-use frontcountry zones, where
RVs would be precluded. The parks currently
provide areas dedicated only to tent camping
where more developed campgrounds are large
enough to accommodate a variety of uses.
The Atwell Mill campground has been determined to cause unacceptable impacts to the
health and enjoyment of the giant sequoia grove
in which it occurs, so it is proposed for removal.
28. Backcountry Parachuting
Comment: Backcountry parachuting should be
added to activities listed in the management prescriptions. [14, 111, 120]
Response: NPS Management Policies 2001
(sec. 8.2.2.7) do not allow backcountry parachuting since it “is not an appropriate public use
activity within national park areas and is prohibited by 36 CFR 2.17(3).” Section 8.2 of the
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Management Policies states, “many forms of
recreation enjoyed by the public do not require a
national park setting, and are more appropriate
to other venues.” A few NPS exceptions, such as
on Bridge Day at Delaware Water Gap, have
been allowed.

structure is not incompatible with the preferred
alternative and would be worth further discussion. Use of structures by the University of California at Merced and other institutions for field
instruction is anticipated.

29C. Multi-lingual Education
29. Visitor Education

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

29A: Mineral King Education
Comment: One of the special characteristics of
Mineral King, and one of the aspects of Mineral
King that is appreciated by visitors, is its long
and interesting history of human habitation. The
history of the area is as valuable as its beauty.
Visitors to the park have commented very favorably on fireside chats and walks covering
historic topics. Members of the Mineral King
community include historians and are valuable
resources in building and delivering history programs. The park system has a unique and wonderful opportunity to draw from a sizable community of people who have strong connections
to the area dating back over 100 years and have
demonstrated a desire to share that history with
visitors for decades. I would like to see a plan
that includes a way to preserve the non-structural historic heritage of the area and share it
with visitors. I believe that the cabin owners
have demonstrated that they can play a valuable
role in such a plan. [303]

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

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

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

29B. Wilsonia Education

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

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

Comments: Public Law 95-625 of November
10, 1978, which required the Mineral King historic cabins to be removed on death of the lessee
of record, must be amended to allow the continuation of leaseholds in perpetuity. (Approximately half of the comment letters expressed
some variation of this viewpoint. A diverse

Response: Although not specifically addressed,
an “educational center” using a Wilsonia historic
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sample of these letters has been reprinted to illustrate this point of view.)

30C: Non-contributing Elements of Special
Use Permit Cabins

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. (Around a quarter to a third
of the comments supported some variation of
this viewpoint, and similarly a sample of these
letters has been reprinted.)

Comment: Features of the Mineral King Historic District that have been determined noncontributing should be re-assessed as part of the
plan and given the opportunity to be made contributing if possible.
Response: The National Park Service agrees. As
a broad vision document, a general management
plan does not deal with details that will be more
appropriately addressed in updated permit agreements. However the Park Service agrees with
the goal of a more accurate representation of the
Mineral King Road Cultural Landscape District
implied in this comment. This concept was included for alternative C in the draft plan, which
stated the following goal, “Features of cabins
that made them non-contributing elements of the
landscape district would have to be removed as a
condition of the permit extension in order to portray a more historical appearance” (line 372 in
the alternatives table, DGMP-CRMP/EIS, vol. 1,
p. 155). Because Public Law 108-447 has superseded the draft plan, the removal of noncontributing elements could be voluntary, made part of
the Mineral King Preservation Society memorandum of understanding, or included in revised
permit conditions.

Response: The National Park Service cannot
amend public law. Numerous letters incorrectly
mentioned lease holdings; however, the Mineral
King cabins are not leases but special use permits.
Since the release of the draft plan, Congress
passed Public Law 108-447 to amend Public
Law 95-625 and indefinitely extend special use
permits and allow them to be transferred to
heirs, successors, and assigns. In accordance
with the original terms of Public Law 95-625,
permits may still be revoked by the secretary of
the interior at any time if it is determined that
continued use of the cabins by private owners is
incompatible with park purposes or if the land is
needed for park purposes.

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

30D: Potential Relocation and Removal of
Historic Structures

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

Comment: Wild and scenic river designation
may lead to attempts to remove some or all
structures listed on the National Register of Historic Places. [300]
Response: Potential wild and scenic river designation of the East Fork of the Kaweah River under the classification of “recreational” would not
require the removal of structures. However, dam
studies required by Congress in reauthorizing
hydroelectric special use permits would assess
whether any habitable structures are in hazardous locations. The relocation of these structures
could be required for health and safety reasons.
The National Park Service attempts to comply
with all laws, including the Wild and Scenic

California has an interest in cabin preservation.
Response: Under Public Law 108-447 cabin
owners retain responsibility for maintaining their
cabins to the standards set forth in a memorandum of understanding between the National Park
Service and the Mineral King Preservation Society (a five-year agreement, dated March 8,
2003). Standards may be included in updated
permit conditions. Also see response 30A.
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be updated to meet applicable fire, safety, and
health codes; sanitation codes will be met without causing unacceptable adverse impacts to
park resources.

Rivers Act; it does not prejudge possible conflicts among statutes.

30E. Mineral King Road
Comment: Preliminary evaluation indicates that
park access constitutes a large percentage of use,
and the county has initiated discussion about
potential park funding for the maintenance of
roads and bridges. [119]

31. Hydroelectric Facilities

31A. Laws and Permits Regulating
Operations
Comment: Public Law 99-338, which stipulates
that the dams above the Mineral King Valley
must be removed in the year 2006, must be
stricken and new legislation passed. [371]

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

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

30F. Mineral King Socioeconomic Impact
Comment: Socioeconomic conclusions need to
be reconsidered. A regional comparison (impact
on the county) makes more sense than the impact of the permits to the park budget. [316]
Response: Permit fees are paid to the park and
taxes are paid to the county. As accurately stated
in the analysis, both are quite insignificant to the
regional economy. There appears to be no rationale to revising the analysis.

31B: Dams and Artificial Lakes
Comment: Dams should not be removed from
the area. The beautiful lakes that surround Mineral King in the mountains are so much a part of
the valley. Please reconsider removing the dams
that will cause the drainage of many of these
beautiful and historic lakes. [2]

30G. Utilities
Comment: Water quality is a big issue. The
Mineral King area suffers from lack of oversight. There is no sewage system, and effluent is
not regulated. Cabin water systems are scattered,
with pipes both above- and belowgrade. The
systems are probably not up to any kind of
building or health code. The buildings are eyesores, with maintenance, safety and fire hazards.
[367]

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

Response: The National Park Service and the
Mineral King Preservation Society will use the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties, with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring,
and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (NPS
1995d) to maintain the cabins in a manner that
preserves the integrity of the Mineral King Cultural Landscape District. Permit conditions will

31C: Hydroelectric Impacts
Comments: The preferred alternative should call
for the removal of all dams, impoundments, and
diversions of free-flowing rivers within the parks.
While the presence of some of these constructions does not preclude the inclusion of adjacent
river segments in the wild and scenic rivers system, these constructions do not belong in national
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What does “permit Boy Scout use as much as
possible” mean? [82]

parks: they adversely impact the purpose of protecting forever the greater Sierran ecosystem and
its natural evolution. The removal of these [structures] would have important environmental impact on soils and vegetation as well as improve
visitor experiences: who wants to see a dam in
the middle of an otherwise free-flowing river?
Any historic sites could be preserved by photographic recording. The loss of recreational activity directly associated with any dam removal is
small. The arguments given in volume 2, page
298, that the removal of Mineral King dams
would result in moderate-major adverse impacts
is misleading, because it does not consider that
many of the stated recreational activities (e.g.,
camping, hiking and fishing) could continue even
if the dams were removed. [298]

In the preferred alternative, the Boy Scouts
could partner with the National Park Service to
manage the permit facilities for use by park volunteers and others. Language on line 282 of the
alternatives matrix related to the Wolverton Boy
Scout Camp could be revised to say:
Retain the permit Boy Scout camp with
modifications to the permit. Modifications
shall include but not be limited to the following: The Boy Scouts shall provide
camping space to park volunteers at no
charge to the National Park Service. Park
volunteers shall pay a minimal cost to the
Boy Scouts to cover expenses such as water, tables, hot showers, bear-proof food
storage, trash pick-up, etc. The Boy Scouts
shall provide a reservation system for park
volunteers to use the camp. The Boy
Scouts shall maintain the existing infrastructure of the camp at no charge to the
Park Service. The Boy Scouts shall make
the camp accessible to other youth groups
in addition to the Boy Scouts of America
for outdoor education camping experiences. [344]

Mitigation measures and added impacts suggested the need for retaining dams and fisheries.
Without dams, low years could not sustain fish.
[371]
Response: While this issue is now moot for the
present (see response 31A), the National Park
Service believes that deconstruction and removal
of the dams would have clearly detectable to
noticeable and substantial impacts that would be
long term, but not permanent. The Park Service
does not disagree with the desired condition being eventual removal of hydroelectric facilities,
as the conditions of the special use permit stipulate.

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

32. Wolverton Boy Scout Camp
All 23 comments received on this topic supported the continuation of the Boy Scout special
use permit.
Comments: There may be changes planned for
the Boy Scout facility, Camp Wolverton, in Sequoia National Park. This is a great camp and a
wonderful opportunity for the young scouts to
experience the best part of the Sierra Nevada. I
was a counselor there in 1965 and the amazing
thing was watching the mountains change inner
city LA tough boys into caring naturalists (this
really happened, you should have seen it!). I
urge you to adopt the no-change alternative for
the Camp Wolverton Boy Scout camp. [130]

PRIVATE LAND
33. Wilsonia

33A. Purchase and Use of Wilsonia
Properties
Comment: Why would the park want to buy out
Wilsonia, and what does the park plan to do with
historic structures if they buy them? Can these
properties be used to supplement the inadequate
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tures as opportunities occurred significantly impacted the integrity of Wilsonia, both from a
historic resource management perspective, but
also from a community viability perspective.
The Park Service directly contributed to blight in
the community, and its actions eroded the sense
of community. The National Trust opposes continued acquisition of historic structures in Wilsonia unless it can be demonstrated that NPS
ownership is the best strategy for the preservation of these resources. Instead, the National
Park Service should explore purchasing conservation easements on private properties. [8]

employee housing situation in Grant Grove?
Could they be used for more office space? It is
my understanding that the park has allowed the
historic structures which they own in Wilsonia
to slide into disrepair. What does the National
Park Service plan to do with them? [16]
Response: The commenter misunderstood the
proposal. The preferred alternative says: “The
recreational community continues private residential uses. Adaptively reuse NPS-owned historic buildings through the historic leasing program for seasonal staff residences, public lodging, or concession housing. Remove nonhistoric
NPS structures and restore the areas. Acquire
properties on a willing-seller / willing-buyer basis when funding is available or resources are
threatened. Septic constraints could limit adaptive use” (DGMP-CRMP/EIS, vol. 1, alternatives table, line 211). One or more structures in
Wilsonia may support research in the parks
through assignment to the Sierra Nevada Research Institute at the University of California
Merced. Further, the park is presently attempting
to restore structures it owns that are contributing
elements to the historic district. No buildings are
specifically targeted for acquisition under this
proposal. As identified in this plan, the Park
Service intends to carry out its legal responsibilities as the owner and manager of cultural resources within Wilsonia.

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

33C. Wilsonia History Questioned
Comment: In volume 2, page 68, the history of
the area for Wilsonia should be modified. It is
my understanding General Grant National Park
was established in 1890, and a 200-acre privately owned area was adjacent to the park
boundary. (Page 307, and some later pages, indicate “Private land at Wilsonia predates the
creation of the park in 1890.”) This should be
clarified on page 68. In 1919 a portion of this
privately owned land was subdivided and became Wilsonia. In 1940 Sequoia National Park
and Kings Canyon National Park became one.
At this time a finger of land was acquired which
physically connected the Grant Grove section to
Sequoia/Kings Canyon National Park. This finger of land included Redwood Mountain Grove,
Redwood Canyon, and encircled Wilsonia. I believe the University of California Forest Research project in Redwood Canyon was the catalyst for this, as well as the desire to have the entire park lands physically connected. At one time
I believe this area also contained Whittaker Forest, maintained by the University of California.

33B. Wilsonia Historic District
Comment: We support the adaptive use of NPSowned buildings through the historic leasing
program. However, we are concerned that its
focus on continued NPS acquisition will result
in continued erosion of the historic character and
viability of the Wilsonia community. As a rule,
only threatened historic resources should be targeted for acquisition. Likewise, only those nonhistoric NPS structures which detract from the
rustic character of the community should be removed. In general we support the vision of seeking to “preserve a private residential community” with opportunities for public lodging.
In the case of Wilsonia, the National Park Service’s past policy of acquiring parcels and struc-
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If this is correct, the plan should reflect it. If it is
not correct, please let me know. [83]

some plans to improve the road not discussed in
the general management plan? [13]

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

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

33D: Wilsonia Wells
Comment: There are more than 11 wells in Wilsonia. Most of the cabins have their own wells.
Perhaps the Park Service owns 11 wells at the 92
tracts it owns in Wilsonia, since the former owners are using 10. If this is correct, it should be
clarified. [83]

35B. Expanded Services and Water
Availability

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

Comment: There is no “extra” water to supply
any additional facilities at the Silver City Resort.
Was the park planning to drill wells or somehow
otherwise secure additional water supplies not
discussed in the plan? [13, 48]
Response: The visions in the draft plan allow
for certain actions, but do not mandate them.
The partnership proposed for Silver City to provide expanded services (DGMP-CRMP/EIS,
vol. 1, alternatives table, line 369) would be contingent on the support of the private owners of
the Silver City Resort. Such a partnership might
consider securing additional water supplies, but
any expansion of services would be constrained
by the protection of park resources and existing
water rights and availability.

34. Oriole Lake
Comments: The inholdings should remain and
public access improved. [48]
Acquire Oriole Lake inholdings from willing
sellers. The less rugged terrain at Oriole Lake
lends itself to some form of camping and parking that could help with overcrowding in other
frontcountry areas. If driving in is not feasible,
then hike in. [371]

36. Private Land in Mineral King Valley

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

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

35. Silver City

35A: Expanded Services and Mineral King
Road Carrying Capacity

Call out Disney as the property owner and reference in indices. The Disney land at the old dump
site has loose asbestos that needs to be mitigated. [46]

Comment: The road from Three Rivers to Mineral King cannot support increased traffic. The
road’s twists, turns, and narrowness in parts
makes the drive challenging at best. How will
additional cars be accommodated? Do you have

Response: Acquisition of property by the National Park Service is an option covered by the
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headquarters upon request. Additional wilderness information will be included in the forthcoming wilderness stewardship and stock use
plan. Information about the location of sensitive
park resources is intentionally withheld to help
ensure their protection.

agency’s land protection policy. Acquisition
methods include purchase, donation, bargain
sale, or condemnation. Generally parks only
seek acquisition from willing sellers. Cooperative management approaches to private land
within the parks is another protection approach.
Land protection plans relative to private land
would be updated at the completion of the general management plan. A general management
plan establishes land acquisition goals for land
protection plans. The preferred alternative recommends the acquisition of only a very small
amount of private land within the parks to improve visitor access and use.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response: Section 101(b) of the National Environmental Policy Act includes six goals for determining the environmentally preferable alternative, all of which are addressed in the comparison table on pages 77–78 of vol. 1 of the
draft document. The six goals have elements that
address both resource protection and public use.

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

38

The GMP Document and Alternatives

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

Section 1.4.3 of the NPS Management Policies
2001 states that the agency does have a “fundamental purpose” that “begins with a mandate to
conserve park resources and values” and “also
includes providing for the enjoyment of park
resources and values by people of the United
States” and that when there is a conflict “conservation is to be predominant.” The environmentally preferred alternative most effectively
strikes a balance between resource protection
and visitor use to achieve these fundamental
purposes without impairment of resources.

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

39. Boundary Adjustments

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

Comment: Boundary adjustments were not seriously addressed. [39]
Response: As described in the DGMP-CRMP /
EIS, following the scoping period two actions
occurred that made several proposed boundary
adjustments unnecessary — the creation of Giant Sequoia National Monument, and the addition of Dillonwood to Sequoia National Park.
These actions provided additional protection for
adjacent natural resources. Therefore, the final
plan proposes only a modest amount of future
acquisition to improve visitor experiences. This
includes acquisition of the Alley property just
outside the Sequoia National Park boundary on
the North Fork of the Kaweah to improve access; acquisition on a willing-seller basis of Oriole Lake properties inside Sequoia National Park
to provide public access to a foothills lake environment; and acquisition of the Disney owned
property in the Mineral King Valley to improve
visitor facilities.

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

40. Administrative Facilities Impacts
Comments: In the preferred alternative the park
would move administrative facilities out of the
park. It was not clear whether this was intended
for administration, maintenance, resources, research, fire and rangers, or only for a portion of
these. I am concerned about this on several levels. Impacts to park operations from having to
drive further to and from projects were not considered. Employees having to drive through the
entrance station in the middle of the day will also

Response: The vision for the preferred alternative is to include more spring and fall time
(DGMP-CRMP/ EIS, vol. 1, alternatives table,
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document to design or assess a site-specific proposal. An environmental assessment will be required when a project is considered for construction. Listing in a general management plan does
not ensure funding for a project.

line 165). Implementation of this alternative
would depend on encouraging the California
Department of Transportation to keep the highway open longer in fall and spring (see line
169). This would be contingent on a determination that keeping the road open for a longer season would be both safe and practical.

44. Milk Ranch Area
Comment: The Draft GMP makes no mention
of the Milk Ranch Road. Congress designated
the road and the Milk Ranch fire tower as wilderness (reference the 1980 map cited by Congress). The road is therefore closed to motor vehicles. The National Park Service has drawn a
map that excludes the road corridor, the fire
tower, and a buffer zone around it from wilderness. The National Park Service’s rationale is
that fire towers cannot be in wilderness. However, fire towers exist in wilderness throughout
the nation. The fire tower itself is acceptable in
wilderness under the minimum requirement exception of the Wilderness Act, section 4(c).
Roads cannot be in wilderness. Instead of closing the Milk Ranch Road, the National Park Service has instead selected to keep it open to the
operation of motor vehicles. [31]

42. “Green” Approaches Recommended
Comment: We strongly agree that basic, natural, and rustic are key criteria in the parks’ built
environment, which should be as harmonious as
possible with its setting, while at the same time
showing visitors that sustainable structures can
be beautiful, functional, and appropriate in any
setting. Displays should explain the energyefficient, “green” features of the buildings (solar
power, natural heating and cooling, native plants
only for landscaping, etc.), giving visitors ideas
they can use at home. [79]
Response: The National Park Service agrees.
Section 1.6 of the Management Policies 2001
requires the agency to provide proactive environmental leadership in all aspects of its activities, including facilities, construction, education,
and operations. NPS policy directs that new
structures be energy-efficient. Sequoia and
Kings Canyon National Parks have architectural
guidelines that include rusticity and integration
with the natural landscape. Also old nonnative
landscaping is being gradually replaced with
local native species. The parks use alternate fueled vehicles when feasible. Giant Forest wayside and museum exhibits have provided education about the environmental consequences of
past decisions.

Therefore, it appears that the National Park Service administratively attempted to create a Milk
Ranch Road wilderness exclusion 6,800′ long
and 60 feet wide through wilderness, i.e., over a
mile long (10 acres). The National Park Service
has prioritized the operation of motor vehicles
on the road to gain access to BLM lands outside
of the park [rather] than protecting the lands
[and] administering [the lands] as wilderness, as
directed by law. [31]
The National Park Service appears to have once
again substituted its judgment for that of the
Congress. In the late 1970s Sequoia park superintendent David Thompson recommended that
the Milk Ranch Road be excluded from wilderness. (See: “Important Issues Concerning Wilderness Recommendations for Sequoia and
Kings Canyon National Parks.”) However, contrary to this recommendation, Congress did not
exclude the Milk Ranch Road from wilderness
in the 1984 designation act. [31]

43. Grant Grove Entrance Station
Comment: The preferred alternative proposal to
redesign and or relocate the entrance station
needs more detail and analysis.
Response: The vision in the preferred alternative is to reduce entrance station wait times and
to improve the visitor experience by redesigning
or relocating the entrance station. The general
management plan is not the appropriate planning

The Wilderness Society believes that it is illegal
for the National Park Service to administratively
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portation. We need to give bicyclists the ability
to safely travel to all road accessible points
within the park, even if it means excluding cars
from some areas or building special bicycle
paths that parallel some roads. [39]

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

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

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

46. Mitigation Measures
Comment: Mitigation measures are inadequate,
difficult to locate, and should be with the environmental consequences. [23, 82, 311]

45. Bicycling

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

Comments: Support opening of the Colony Mill
trail to non-motorized vehicles to provide a safer
bicycling alternative to the Generals Highway.
[358]
The existing policy is too restrictive — mountain bikes should be allowed on the Colony Mill
trail and along flumes which are seldom used.
[331]
Strongly oppose use the Colony Mill Road for
bicycling (without any justification). [291]
Allowing bicycles on the Generals Highway
does not seem to be a prudent idea. There is a
major safety issue. Bicycles should not be permitted on the Generals Highway. [82]

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

The draft plan does virtually nothing for bicycles, the greenest form of transportation (other
than hiking). Bicycling should be rewarded by
not having to pay an entrance fee. The current
draft provides for some local bicycle use in Cedar Grove and considers bicycle use on the Colony Mill Trail in one alternative. That is sad
support for a clean, non-polluting form of trans-

How do work camps square with policy not to
provide housing? [328]
Response: One of the purposes of the general
management plan is to articulate goals and objectives for future management, not to provide
detailed actions to accomplish them, which is
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Giant Forest area, have not been fully assessed
in the Draft EIS. [25]

left to implementation plans. Section 9.4.3 of the
NPS Management Policies 2001 states that the
agency’s policy for housing is to rely on the private sector for employee housing while providing required occupancy housing for essential
persons to provide for timely response to park
protection needs, to prevent threats to resources,
and to protect the health and safety of visitors
and employees.

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

Work camps would provide short-term, not
long-term housing. The housing management
plan for each park addresses permanent, seasonal, and temporary housing needs of volunteers, researchers, cooperators, contractors, and
concession employees.
48. Proposed Actions
Comment: A number of the proposed actions,
such as the major transportation system for the
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