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I've enclosed some letters my class have written about the plan. I read them the plan to inform them
what's going on. I have been teaching for 30 years. I teach my students to RESPECT and care for Yosemite
when they visit. This plan is against everthing I teach them.

This is their reactions after I've read the plan.

Thank you for your attention,

P.S. Please take in mind what future generation WANTS TOO!

g
Student's letters and drawings are included in the administrative record. Common substantive message is:
"Please don't cut down trees."
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Why not use the Northern California Area for instance the places where the Lumber Companies work, to
get their money. These are healthy trees. People come all over the United States to Yosemite National
Park to see the beatuy nature has to offer and not to see just rocks and dirt! If they start cutting down
trees, all the animal wildlife will be affected. The animals rely on shade, shelter, and homes from the trees.
You CAN NOT let this happen to Yosemite! It was a beautiful park just how nature 1ntends it to look like
and for many years to come!

DON'T MESS WITH MOTHER NATURE!
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Regulatory Division SPK-2010-01005 | YbSEMITE NATIONAL PARK
Don Neubacher
Superintendent
Yosemite National Park A"
P.O. Box 577 )

Yosemite, California 99389-0577
Dear Mr. Neubacher:

We are responding to your September 1, 2010 request for comments on the Environmental
Assessment for the Scenic Vista Management Plan for Yosemite National Park, July 2010. This
project concerns the non-wilderness portion of the whole park which is located in and around the
Merced and Tuolumne Rivers within the eastern portions of Tuolumne, Mariposa, and Madera
Counties, California.

The Corps of Engineers' jurisdiction within the study area is under the authority of Section
404 of the Clean Water Act for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United
States. Waters of the United States include, but are not limited to, rivers, perennial or
intermittent streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, vernal pools, marshes, wet meadows, ditches, and
seeps. Project features that result in the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the
United States will require Department of the Army authorization prior to starting work.

-

To ascertain the extent of waters on the project site, the applicant should prepare a wetland
delineation, in accordance with the "Minimum Standards for Acceptance of Preliminary Wetland
Delineations", under "Jurisdiction" on our website at the address below, and submit it to this
office for verification. A list of consultants that prepare wetland delineations and permit
application documents is also available on our website at the same location.

The range of alternatives considered for this project should include alternatives that avoid
impacts to wetlands or other waters of the United States. Every effort should be made to avoid
project features which require the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United
States. In the event it can be clearly demonstrated there are no practicable alternatives to filling
waters of the United States, mitigation plans should be developed to compensate for the
unavoidable losses resulting from project implementation.

If waters of the United States are going to be impacted, cultural resource sites within the
defined federal permit area will need to be evaluated according to the standards of the National
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area will be subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 1966, as amended.
The Corps of Engineers must also comply with the terms and conditions of the Federal
Endangered Species Act with regards to our permitting process.

-

At this time, the Corps of Engineers cannot make a determination if this project will or will
not need authorization from our office. The Environmental Assessment mentions waters of the
United States are within the project area, identifies that “mechanized equipment use” will be
necessary to restore some of the vistas; however, it does not guarantee that waters of the United
States will be completely avoided. In order to determine if an authorization from our office is
necessary, we will need detailed information about each vista site. Specifically, inform us where
the sites are located, how the scenic vistas are to be restored, and then we will make a
determination if an authorization is required from our office.

Please refer to identification number SPK-2010-01005 in any correspondence concerning
this project. If you have any questions, please contact me at the letterhead address, email
Kathy.Norton@usace.army.mil, or telephone 916-557-5260. For more information regarding our
program, please visit our website at www.spk.usace.army.mil/regulatory.html. Thank you for
allowing us to review your document.

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL
SIGNED

Kathy Norton
Sr. Project Manager
California South Branch

-

Copy furnished

\Sue Clark, Compliance Specialist, Yosemite National Park, P.O. Box 700, 5083 Foresta Road, Fl
Portal, California 95318-0700
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Why are ou doing this? it's just not right. You people are doing the wrong thing to nature. Iam not ok with
thislitnummmm

...Not Happen I think you're destroying the whole world!!! Stop Cutting Down the Trees!!!ii!
Save Yosemite National Park
Signed
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Superintendent Neubacher

Yosemite National Park

Attention: Scenic Vista Management Plan
P.O.Box 577

Yosemite, CA 95389
www.parkplanning@nps.gov/YOSE

Dear Superintendent Neubacher,

After reading the extensive plan, I feel the Alternative 3 would be the best alternative that was offered.

However, I am concerned about the extent to which the vistas are cleared and would this lead to them to
become too city like and sterile in appearance.

In my opinion, the rehabilitation project at the Tunnel View Overlook has made this area lose it's rustic
character and natural look. The plan did not take into consideration that photographers used certain trees



to frame the view of the valley and those trees were removed. While there is more viewing area for
visitors, removal of those trees has changed the character of the vista and made it look too bare. Retention
of those trees would not have had a huge effect on expanding the viewing area. It has not helped that
much of the native plantings did not survive and have not been replace.

Figure 11-5 The sketch of Washburn Point iemonstrated how retention of trees can enhance a view.
Hopefully, this exampl‘e will be a standard for vista clearing throughout the park and that a repeat of the
Tunnel View will be prevented.

I am also concerned about keeping an idealized landscape where there would be vistas that are free of
buildings and structures in the distance view. While the Ahwahnee adds to viewing pleasure, there are
structures in the park that.need to remain hidden.

>
I have visited many National Parks and part of the visitor experience that is important to me is the ability
to drive through the park and stop at the many vistas to get an over view of the park before I park the car

for an extended time and hike or walk the area.

On page I11-132 the plan states "These studies demonstrate the importance of scenic driving and suggest
that roadways and vehicles are an integral means of experiencing a park, in addition to providing
transport. For example, Hallo and Manning (2009) found that automobiles provided visitors with
opportunities to view scenery, explore the park, and experience the park with others in Acadia National
Park. A similar study conducted in Yosemite National Park found that automobiles provide visitors the
freedom to determine their own travel schedule to see what they want, when they want

(White and Aquino 2008)"

However, in Yosemite, many of the areas that you could formerly pull off you car, so you can safely take in
the view, have been removed. And, the ones that have been retained have been curbed and paved which
makes the area more restrictive to parking. While this plan will open more vistas to view, no where in the
plan has it been mentioned that viewing areas where you can park your car will be replaced or added.

The reason that I picked Alternate three is that it is a more conservative way to go. I do not want Yosemite
to become too manicured and start looking like a city park not a natural area.

I would also like to take this time to mention a problem with the notification process. For years I have
been on both the electronic and paper notification list and there are still times that I have not been
notified about public scoping and comment periods. I never received a notice of the public scoping time
for this plan nor when the plan was available for comment and only found out a few days ago when a
friend emailed me about the plan and the comment period. This did not allow me to read the plan as
extensively as I would have wished to and made it difficult to write a comment. I know that I am not the
only person who this has happened to.



Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely.

.
~ 
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Tehipite Chapter Yosemite Committee
Sierra Club

c/o:

George Whitmore

-

w

17 September 2010

Superintendent

Yosemite National Park

Attn: Scenic Vista Management Plan EA
P.O.Box 577

Yosemite, CA 95389

I'will attempt to paste this message onto the PEPC web site. However, because of problems with that site, I



am also emailing it to yose_planning@nps.gov. Because of technical problems in the past, I am copying
this to myself in an attempt to determine whether it appears to have transmitted properly.

If these electronic attempts appear to have failed, this will be faxed to 209/379-1294.
Sir:
These are comments on the Scenic Vista Management Plan EA, dated July 2010.

The following comments are submitted on behalf of the Tehipite Chapter of the Sierra Club. The Tehipite
Chapter encompasses all of Yosemite National Park. Thank you for this opportunity to make suggestions.
We trust that you will find our comments to be of use in your efforts to protect the visitor experience and
. the natural resources of Yosemite National Park. '

This is not an easy document to comment on. In going back and forth through it, trying to get a sense of
what is being proposed, we find that clarity seems to have become buried in a mass of verbiage and
technical jargon. With that in mind, it is possible that our below comments, both supportive and
otherwise, are based on misunderstanding. We wish it were otherwise, but this is the best we can do,
considering the difficulty of coming to grips with this EA.

An attempt to analyze differences among the four action alternatives is confounded by the fact that each
action alternative identifies a distinctly different number of "vistas considered for initial clearing". We can
discern no rationale for arrival at any of these numbers, nor can we discern that any given number has any
bearing on the environmental impact of the alternative. Comparison of the action alternatives would have
been facilitated if the same number of vistas were proposed for all action alternatives, lettihg the analysis
focus on more substantive issues. (Failure to present alternatives which have been constructed in a
rational way is a problem common to most Yosemite planning processes.)

This is supposed to be a vista management plan. Some issues were not addressed because they were
considered to be beyond the scope of a vista management plan. Yet removal of trees apparently would
follow prescriptions in the Fire Management Plan. The FMP is largely a fuels management plan. We ask
what does fuels management have to do with vista management? The fact that fuels management is being
commingled with vista management makes us very uneasy about the entire approach to vista
management. (See p. II-17, Table II-5, which gives a particular site as an example.)

Going back to comments we made on the Draft Fire Management Plan, we felt that fuels management was
suspect because too many large logs were going to the lumber mills. It would be easier to accept the fuels
management plans if the conversion of Yosemite trees to merchantable lumber were not part of the
equation. Now we again find ourselves in the same situation---it would be easier to accept the vista
management plan if the conversion of Yosemite trees to merchantable lumber, under Fire Management
Plan criteria, were not part of the equation.



If large trees are going to be taken out for vista management purposes, that is one thing. It is entirely
something else if they are to be taken out as part of a fuels reduction program. Especially if they are to be
converted to cash at the lumber mill.

In going through the document, we noticed a number of errors. We finally started writing them down,as
there appeared to be a fair number. What follows is just the last few we noticed. We made no attemptto  *
go back looking for the ones we had noticed earlier.

Corrections:
p. (Italic) xiii, Contents. Actions or Alternatives Considered but Dismissed is on p. II-16, not II-18.

p. I1I-22 Lower Montane Forest, bottom of page. The first sentence appears to have reversed references
to east and west, saying "east" when it means west, and saying "westward" when it means eastward.

p. II1-26 Exotic Species, upper portion of page. Again, direction appears to be reversed. The reference to
"eastern" side of the park probably means western side of the park.

One of the more interesting errors was a reference to the Generals Highway. We are not aware that
Yosemite has a road by this name.

Now that we have the negative comments out of the way, we wish to make it clear that we support efforts
to preserve and restore the scenic values for which Yosemite was first set aside. Too many years have gone
by with too little being done to protect these scenic resources. As a result, they have been seriously
degraded. Ideally, a more rational planning process would have been initiated years ago. Because this was
not done, and routine clearing projects were not conducted in a timely manner, we now are confronted
with a semi-emergency. As the trees get larger, more and more people (including us) are reluctant to see
them cut, and the scenic resources are degraded still further.

Bottom line: Please continue with your efforts to protect and restore scenic resources in Yosemite, but
please separate these efforts from the Fire Management Plan. So long as the two plans are commingled,
the SVMP will be suspect.

Thank you for seeking public comments on this project. We trust that you will find our comments to be
useful.

Please send all future Yosemite planning documents to the Chair of the Sierra Club Tehipite Chapter
Yosemite Committee. Hard copy is preferred. The address of the Chair, George Whitmore, is above.

George Whitmore, Chair
Tehipite Chapter Yosemite Committee
Sierra Club
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September 17,2010

Don Neubacher

US Department of the Interior
National Park Service
Yosemite National Park
P.O.Box 577 -

Yosemite, CA 95389

Project: Scenic Vista Management Plan for Yosemite National Park ? L7617 (YOSE)

District Reference No: 20100685

Dear Mr. Neubacher:



The San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) is currently designated as extreme non-attainment for ozone
and non-attainment for PM2.5 for federal standards. To aid the National Park Service (NPS) in reducing
project related air impacts, the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (District) offers
the following comments regarding the Scenic Vista Management Plan (Plan) for Yosemite National Park
(Park):

1) Specific impacts on air quality will be dependent on the method used for disposing the accumulated
natural vegetation. Though it is important to maintain scenic vistas, maintain property in a fire safe
condition, and preserve wildlife habitat, the disposal method selected can adversely effect local and
regional air pollution. The District recognizes the role of prescribed burning in maintaining a healthy
ecosystem; however the District is concerned with the potential impacts of smoke on Park visitors, _
employees, and those that live in areas that may become impacted by smoke.

a) Although the proposed Alternatives identified in the Plan limit the use of prescribed burning to clear
the various vistas and refers to the Yosemite Fire Management Plan (FMP) as the guidance document, the
District asks the NPS to take a proactive role in reducing both the amount and impact of smoke. Proactive
mitigation, including mechanical treatment and/or removal of fuels from planned burns, where possible,
as well as, following through on the commitment to follow Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations
(further discussed below), will reduce both the amount and impact of smoke.

b) Alternatives to burning may include chipping, mulching, composting, or recycling through a local
landfill or disposal service. In some areas, chipped vegetation is being used as biomass-fuel for producing
electricity. Though emissions are created from equipment and vehicular traffic often associated with
utilizing alternative methods, the public still benefits by having the vegetation removed rather than being
burned in the Park.

c) Please also consider the number of days suitable for prescribed fire is limited by meteorological
conditions and the air shed's capacity to handle smoke impacts, therefore, the number of opportunities
for prescribed fire in a given time period or season tend to be fairly small.

2) The California Air Resources Board (ARB) Smoke Management Guidelines for Agricultural and
Prescribed Burning (Title 17, Subchapter 2, of the California Code of Regulations) requires the District to
develop a Smoke Management Program (SMP) to minimize the production of smoke from all open
burning, including prescribed and hazard reduction burning. The Guidelines include a number of
required elements such as the District's burn authorization system, regulations to minimize smoke from
burning, procedures for conducting various burn activities, meteorological and monitoring data criteria,
and several other factors. The District adopted District Rule 4106 (Prescribed Burning and Hazard
Reduction Burning) as part of the District's SMP. If the use of fire, whether a natural ignition or
prescribed burn, is to be used in the implementation of the Plan, the burn shall be conducted in
accordance with the requirements of Title 17, Subchapter 2 and District Rule 4106.



The Smoke Management Guidelines can be found on the ARB website at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/smp/regs/regs.htm

For more information on the District's SMP, please visit the District's website at:.
http://www.valleyair.org/BurnPrograms/Burn_Programs.htm

A copy of District Rule 4106 can be found on the District's website at:
http://www.valleyair.org/rules/currntrules/r4106.pdf.

The District thanks you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Plan and looks forward with
working with the NPS to ensure that the Plan does not severely impact the air quality in and around the
Park. District staff is available to meet with you or your staff to further discuss the regulatory
requirements that are associated with this project. If you have any questions or require further
information, please call Jessica Willis at (559) 230-5818 and provide the reference number at the top of
this letter.

Sincerely,
David Warner
Director of Permits Services
Arnaud Marjollet
Permit Services Manager
DW:jw
cc: Errol Villegas, Manager, Strategies and Incentives

Steve Shaw, Supervising Air Quality Specialist, Strategies and Incentives
Daniel Martinez, Supervising Inspector, Compliance
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I'am disappointed to have read your plan Scenic Management Plan. The plan was extremely

amount of clearing of Yosemite's beautiful vistas. The clearing the areas will take away from the views.
I visited the park and saw saw the Tunnel view. I was so disappointed to see the removal of the trees.
Please don't do this to the 181 vistas listed to be cleared. I enjoy seeing the park as it is now.

I have imaged what the vistas would look like without the trees, it appalled me very much.

Vistas will not be beautiful postcard views! Please do not go on with this plan. I am voting for

the No Action Alternative. Don't disappoint your year after year visitors.

A very appalled visitor.
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To Superintendent,

I attended the public meeting for the Scenic Management Plan. I was very angry to hear the NPS

is planning to clear cut the trees from the vistas. I tried to understand the rangers point of view, however,
the planning just doesn't make sense. Why is NPS taking the time to cut 80 -130 year trees from the vistas?
Ilike having the trees in my pictures! The vistas need to have the trees because that's what make it a
National Park.

I enjoy being among the trees while visiting the park. I have visited the park since I was a young boy.
Seeing the beautiful '

views is the best park in being in the park. I do not want NPS to remove trees or anything. Yosemite is
beautiful the way it is. ‘

I don't want to go in the park and see the burning and cutting! The cutting of 30 vistas just isn't right.
This is also an expensive plan! Stop this plan!



September 16, 2010 Via Electronic Mail and Fax

Don Neubacher, Superintendent

Yosemite National Park :

ATTN: Scenic Vista Mdnagement Plan Enviionmental Assessment
P.O. Box 577

Yosemite, CA 95389

RE: Public Comment—Scenic Vista Management Plan Environmental Assessment (EA)

Superintendent Neubacher:
Following are comments concerning the Scenic Vista Management Plan EA.

Living in the lower elevations of the Sierras, we are thoroughly familiar with and fully support
vegetation management techniques (e.g., clearing understory, trimming, thinning, etc.) as critical to
facilitating the management of wildfires, restoring watersheds, and enhancing the overall health of the
ecosystem. We recognize Park management’s interest in doing the same. However, we believe that
this Scenic Vista Management Plan (SVMP) is a step too far.

In essénce, planners are asking the public to sign off on a blank check, without knowing any details or
specifics, thereby giving the Park free license to clear and/or cut down “large volumes of trees” in the
name of managing scenic vistas. As the Plan explains, even the EA’s list of vistas can change—

though the number will remain the same—if “new” vistas are determined to be of a higher priority than
existing managed points.

'And though the Plan nfentions that final annual work plans will be released to the public for viewing
before work commences (i.e., posted on Park website, E-newsletter), there appears to be no process
whereby the public will be encouraged to comment on (or protest) a proposed work plan which might
result in the work plan undergoing further review or modification. The only consultation will be

between Native American tribes and “groups associated with the park”—whoever those groups might
be...

We cannot support such a loosely framed list of changeable possibilities that depend on yet-to-be-
completed Merced and Tuolumne River Comprehensive Management Plans for overall guidance, tier
from a 1980 General that will be amended by said River Plans when completed, and designed to be
managed devoid of any public process.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1) The SVMP “...will derive its overall guidance from both the Merced [MRP] and Tuolumne River
Plans [TRP], once they are completed.” “Actions for vista management will be done in accordance
with these plans.”



Public Comment: Scenic Vista Management Plan EA
Page 2 of 4
September 16, 2010

If the premise of the SVMP is to derive its overall guidance from nonexistent plans (i.e., MRP, TRP),
then it would seem the entire premise is flawed. The Plan acknowledges that 65% of identified vistas
fall within the Lower Montane Forest and that at this elevation “removal of larger volumes of trees
could take place...” The Lower Montane Forest largely represents the Yosemite Valley and the El
Portal portions of the Merced River Corridor. If approved, the SVMP will implement the preferred
alternative in fall of 2010; yet the MRP, which will outline the “overall goals for protecting and
enhancing scenic values,” determine land uses, restoration, and levels of facilities, and provide overall
guidance to the SVMP, isn’t scheduled for completion until at least 2013—three years later. This
makes no sense. All work in the Merced River Corridor needs to be placed on hold until there is a
legally valid comprehensive management plan in place for the Merced River.

The SVMP states that “vista clearing will be done in accordance to WSRA.” Yet WSRA requires a
comprehensive management plan in place within three years from the time a river is designated “wild
and scenic.” The Tuolumne River was designated in 1984 and the Merced River was designated in
1987, yet there is no comprehensive management plan in place for either River more than 20 years
later. It would seem any vista clearing done in advance of completion of these management plans
would be in clear violation of WSRA.

With respect to the yet-to-be-completed MRP, the SVMP states that “actions proposed will be
analyzed with regard to their... impacts on draft ORVs” which apparently will be based on “early
versions of draft ORV reports...” “A final ORV report...will incorporate comments received during
public scoping and review of the DEIS, and will become the foundation of the final EIS for
the...Merced wild and scenic river corridor.”

¢ Public scoping for the yet-to-be-completed MRP is currently undergoing crisis intervention.
Scoping was conducted in 2000, 2004, 2007, and 2009/10; scoping reports were issued in 2000
and 2004 and draft scoping reports were issued in 2007 and 2010. The scoping report for 2010
was supposed te incorporate all previous versions and comments as well as a yet-to-be-
disclosed methodology for analyzing comments made pre/post Settlement Agreement, yet this
draft report has been aborted, a new contractor hired within the last couple of weeks, all
comments to be re-analyzed, and the MRP planning team continuing efforts to establish
direction. Scoping and release of the final Scoping Report are central to what will be the scope
and content of the environmental information and analysis, a suitable range of alternatives, and the
nature and extent of potential environmental impacts that are to be included in the Draft EIS. Yet

the SVMP wants to move forward with “implementation” this Fall absent this information. That is
unacceptable.

¢ As per the Settlement Agreement: “The Settling Parties agree that the NPS will develop new
‘elements for...WSRA requirements that will be incorporated into the new [MRP]...”"—
specifically mentioned are “Outstandingly Remarkable Values.” The draft ORV Report for the
new MRP was issued in June, closing public comment on July 31. Subsequently, Planners
have recognized the need to revisit some of their decisions and have indicated they will be
developing a matrix whereby the public will be able to review submitted comments and learn
the rationale why some comments will be incorporated and others not. In other words, the draft
ORY Report that currently exists for the new MRP—though admittedly an exercise in testing



";;Public Comment: Scenic Vista Management Plan EA
Page 3 of 4
September 16, 2010

the waters—is certainly not ready to serve as a stand-alone document to be used in analyzing
proposed SVMP actions. “Scenic” is a proposed ORV, one of five central to protection of the
Merced River; it has not been finalized and as the SVMP states “will not be resolved until the
Record of Decision (ROD) is signed.” How can the Scenic ORV be protected absent a
finalized definition, condition assessment report, and measurable goals and objectives?

Both of these fundamental elements of the MRP planning process appear to be in disarray and are far
from being ready to serve as reliable documents upon which SVMP actions can be analyzed.

The SVMP further states that “the current management strategy works well until comprehensive
management plans for the Tuolumne and Merced wild and scenic rivers are completed that could make
provisions for change necessary to further protect and enhance ORVs.” Interestingly, the Scenic Vista
“Fact Sheet” states: “There is currently no consistent process to prioritize vistas for management, and
the lack of a comprehensive effort has allowed many vistas to remain obscured. Past vista management
has reestablished scenic vistas at a rate of about three vistas per decade. So it is unclear what exactly is
“working well.” And if reestablishing “scenic vistas at a rate of three vistas per decade,” is an example
of what is working well, then putting all SVMP actions in the Merced River Corridor on hold pending
completion (ROD) of a long overdue legally valid comprehensive management plan for the Merced
River as required by WSRA would appear to be no problem. We remain concerned that whatever
“current management strateg[ies]” appear to be working well, they will continue to result in a
piecemeal planning effort as opposed to an holistic effort to ensure overall protection of the Merced
River and Yosemite National Park.

2) The SVMP “tiers off the 1980 GMP.”

We recognize that the 1980 GMP is currently a legally valid management plan, but we also recognize
that the long overdue MRP (and TRP) will amend the GMP, most likely resulting in an upward trend
of protecting and'enhancing ecosystems. Therefore, analyzing SVMP actions based on the existing
GMP is inadequate—especially when 65% of the work and large volumes of trees are being considered
for removal along the Yosemite Valley and El Portal segments of the Merced River.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1) The Park needs to develop a local alternative to PEPC for electronically communicating comments
to planners. Whatever server is used for PEPC as it relates to the park planning function is nearly
impossible to access. There has never been a problem with the Park’s locally operated sites. It is very
disappointing that comments will no longer be accepted via yose_planning @nps.gov.

2) Decentralization of the planning process remains a concern. Though we understand that a Park
Leadership Team meets regularly to provide a measure of planning oversight, the rapid-fire
proliferation of plans released by various divisions—most of them follow-on plans that appear to be
tiering from yet-to-be completed management plans (e.g., MRP, TRP, outdated Wilderness
Management Plan, etc.)—is troubling. Not only is it challenging for an interested public
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trying to keep up with the multitude of comment requests, but there seems to be no logical progression
or flow. Cumulative impacts need to be evaluated as part of an holistic process, not piecemeal. One is
reminded of the 1997 VIP which separated out the Lodge Plan, the Employee Housing Plan and the
Falls,Corridor Plan until the Courts ruled in favor of development of a Comprehensive Yosemite
Valley Plan where all projects were considered together to ensure a thorough evaluation of cumulative
impacts...

3) We continue to be concerned with the lack of interaction, on-going communication, and dialogue
between Resource Management staff and the general public. We believe that exposure to the research
activities and expertise of RMS staff would be of tremendous benefit to the public in enhancing their
knowledge and understanding of the Park’s natural resource function while also fostering good will.
Whether it be through monthly e-newsletters, e-updates, interactive message forums, or some other
vehicle, establishing a dialogue with the public in “layman’s-speak” would be invaluable in gaining
support for RMS objectives.

Sincerely,

/sl
Greg Adair, Friends of Yosemite Valley (FoYV) ‘
John Brady, Mariposans for the Environment and Responsible Government (MERG)

Cc:  Kevin McCardle; Project Manager, Scenic Vista Management Plan, Yosemite National Park
Joy Fischer; Project Manager, Scenic Vista Management Plan, Yosemite National Park
Kathleen Morse; Chief of Planning, Yosemite National Park
Sharon Duggan; Attorney FoY V/MERG
Julia Olson; Attorney FoY VVMERG
Jeanne Aceto
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Public comment ‘ SEP 16 2010
Scenic Vista Management Plan EA '@ \ ,._,G ‘
Superintendent, Yosemite National Park YOSE, %

PO Box §77 MITE NATIONAL PARK
Yosemite, CA 95389 16 Sept 10

Dear Superintendent Neubacher:

The following comments on. your Scenic Vista Management Plan EA for
Yosemite are submitted on behalf of the Sierra Club Yosemite Committee.
We hope they will be helpful in your efforts to restore and maintain the many
iconic and historic vistas that have been lost or reduced do to changes in human activity,
and the interruption of natural processes that have occurred in recent decades. Delaying
action on a systematic vista clearance plan will only exacerbate and complicate future
restoration efforts when removing large maturing trees blocking view sheds will become
an increasingly problematic issue.

The Sierra Club Yosemite Committee supports a systematic plan to document,
reestablish, and protect Yosemite's iconic and historic view sheds as prescribed in the
plans preferred alternative three. Safeguards described in this alternative include
protecting mature old growth trees, trees that afford stand alone scepic value, restrictions
on clearing high value trees including Whitebark pine, Sugar pme, and California black
oak, and hmmng vista management to roadside and Valley sites in non wilderness areas.
These are important elements of the plan. The most important provision in the document
prioritizes ecological conditions and resource 1mpacts to determine limits and intensity of
vista clcaring. Setting Jimits and restnctmg cutting in habitats of high biological valuc
are important actions to consider insuring protection of high value resources when
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