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Introduction

This report summarizes concerns expressed in public comment letters submitted on the Tuolumne Wild and
Scenic River Draft Comprehensive Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (TRP DEIS) and
National Park Service (NPS) responses to substantive concerns. The NPS released the TRP DEIS for public
review from January 8, 2013 through March 18, 2013. Public comment letters were received through the
Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website at http://parkplanning.nps.gov/yose_trp, by email
at yoseplanning@nps.gov, and by U.S. mail. Public comment resulted in several changes to the alternatives
presented in the DEIS. The main theme of public comments and the resulting changes in the Tuolumne Wild
and Scenic River Final Comprehensive Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (TRP FEIS) are
summarized below and are detailed in the NPS response to concerns in this report.

Public Comment Analysis Methodology

The NPS considered and analyzed all correspondence received during the public comment period. Every letter

received was reviewed and analyzed by staff in stages. In the first stage of analysis, staff read every letter to
determine the author(s) discrete points, each of which was considered a “comment.” Next, each discrete
comment was assigned a code associated with a particular resource topic or element of the plan, such as
cultural resources or camping. Comments that discussed multiple issues were coded to multiple topics if
necessary.

Once letters were coded for individual comments, similar comments were grouped together, and a “concern
statement” was generated to summarize the main points or common themes expressed. The NPS identified
concern statements throughout the coding process. The concern statements were derived directly from public
comments and were supported by quotes from original letters. The concern statements are intended to help
guide the reader to comments on the specific topics of interest, but they do not replace the actual comments
received from individuals. Rather, concern statements should be considered a means for accessing information
contained in original letters.

Concern statements and their supporting comments were further reviewed as “in-scope” or “out-of-scope,” as
well as “substantive” and “non-substantive.” In-scope concerns were those that addressed the structure and
findings of the TRP DEIS, while out-of-scope concerns included those comments addressing issues unrelated
to the TRP DEIS or the requirements of a wild and scenic river comprehensive management plan (such as park
operational details). Substantive concerns included public comments that:

» questioned, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the DEIS

= questioned, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of environmental analysis

» developed and evaluated reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the DEIS
= caused changes to the proposal or alternatives

» suggested factual corrections

Comments in favor of or against the proposed action or alternatives, or comments that only agreed or disagreed
with NPS policy, were considered non-substantive, based on guidance from NPS Management Policies 2006.

The concern statements and supporting comments were then screened to determine whether further
clarification was needed in the DEIS, or whether modification of the preferred alternative was necessary. In the
latter case, concerns and supporting comments from original letters were brought forward to park management
for further deliberation. As a result of this deliberation, several substantive comments led to changes in the TRP
FEIS.
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All public comments are part of the administrative record for this project. All concerns identified in the public
comment analysis process are included in this report. However, only in-scope and substantive concerns have a
NPS response (see “Using This Report”, below).

Results of Public Comment Analysis

During the 70-day public comment period, the park received 1,280 public comment letters: 410 letters from 373
individuals, 2 federal agencies, 1 state agency, 9 county government agencies or commissions, 1 town or city
government, 5 businesses, 10 conservation/preservation organizations, 8 recreational organizations, and 1
American Indian tribe and/or group. In addition, the NPS received 1 form letter from a conservation/
preservation organization that was signed and forwarded by 870 individuals. The analysis of these letters
identified 1,632 discrete comments, from which 529 general concern statements were generated. The major
themes of the comments received included (in no particular order):

= comments both for and against retaining High Sierra camps in the river corridor, including Glen Aulin
High Sierra Camp

= comments, both for and against, commercial and administrative stock use on trails

= comments on the impacts of stock use on visitor experience, both negative and positive

» clarifications requested for proposed encounter rate standards in wilderness

= requests to open some or all segments of the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River to whitewater boating

= comments and clarifications requested regarding the amount and types of parking proposed at Tuolumne
Meadows

= comments on the use of shuttles and public transit

* comments, both for and against, removing the public fuel station at Tuolumne Meadows

= comments against removing the mountaineering school at Tuolumne Meadows

= clarifications requested for water use and wastewater treatment at Tuolumne Meadows and suggestions
for improvement

Using This Report

This report presents the public concern statements organized by topic, along with “supporting quotes,” which
are verbatim excerpts from individual public comment letters. These supporting quotes are followed by
information as to whether the comment author was an individual, organization (with a general description of
the organization type), agency, or American Indian tribe or group, and the assigned letter number. For example,
“(Individual, #2)” is a comment from an individual who is unaffiliated with any organization, agency, or
American Indian tribe or group and who submitted the second letter received.

Concerns that were considered substantive include a response from the project team. Responses are not
provided for non-substantive concerns (e.g., comments that oppose the proposed action but do not provide a
substantive rationale, comments that do not meet the requirements listed above). NPS responses to concern
statements in this report detail changes made to the FEIS in response to public comment and/or point to
sections of the TRP FEIS for further information or clarification. Additionally, some responses explain why
comments were considered, but were ultimately dismissed from further analysis.

Following the list of public concerns and responses to substantive concerns, this report also presents a short
summary of comments considered beyond of the scope of this planning effort.

In addition, a list of technical corrections made in response to public comment, from spelling errors to requests
to edit the text, is included in a short section called “Requested Technical Corrections” at the end of this report.
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Public Concerns and Responses

Purpose and Need for the Plan

Concern ID: 1 The National Park Service (NPS) should provide visitor access for a variety of
visitors as a way to encourage public advocacy for national parks.

Lalso favor use of the park where more people get to see and use the beautiful natural resources. Open it up and
protect by education and enforcement of rules already on the books. Don't lock it down where only a few get to enjoy
it. People need a place to return to nature and experience it. The best use is nourishment of the people, not the profit

of a few.
[Individual, #32]

Yosemite is one of the most important places in our country, bar none. It needs/deserves all the protection it can
get. Having said that, as a California resident for over 50 years, I visited Yosemite at least once a year, and often
more. And I introduced my grandchildren to its wonders. Since I've moved to Oregon I no longer live close enough to
have that priviledge. When 1 visited I enjoyed the back country and the amenities in the park. I think that whatever
can be safely done to encourage people to visit and overnight in the park, should be done. There is something
unmeasurably wonderful that happens when spending a night in Yosemite. If the plan to increase more visitors can
be done in an appropriate manner, that is what I would vote for. As the great man said “We all need beauty as well
as bread.

[Individual, #177]

Please consider not changing any of the available campsites, lodging, day use permits and wilderness permits.
Please don't limit this experience to an elite few. Please make as much space as useable as possible for as many
people. This is how we spread the word about our beautiful planet. This is how we create citizens who will make
small changes in their lives to help us all. This is how we gain voter support for longer term gains.

[Individual, #308]

Response: Wild and scenic rivers, like national parks, are protected for the benefit and enjoyment of present
and future generations. The Secretaries Guidelines for River Management (USDI and USDA 1982) advise
managing agencies to address the kinds and amounts of public recreation, public facilities, and resource uses
that the river area can sustain without adverse impact or degradation of river values. The Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act directs that designated rivers should be administered to protect and enhance their outstandingly

nee

remarkable values, further specifying that the "“primary emphasis shall be given to protecting its aesthetic,

scenic, historic, archaeologic, and scientific features."

The act also directs that river management plans should address resource protection, development of lands and
facilities, and user capacities. The Secretaries Guidelines for River Management (USDI and USDA 1982) specity
that management plans should establish a user capacity program that addresses the kinds and amounts of use
appropriate to the corridor. Within this guidance, the Tuolumne River Plan strives to protect and enhance the
two outstandingly remarkable recreational values of the Tuolumne River, which recognize that a variety of
visitors value the river corridor for both its wilderness qualities and for its rare and easy access to the high
elevations of the river. The plan minimizes restrictions on kinds and amounts of use to those necessary to
protect other river values, primarily the river's free-flowing character, water quality, subalpine meadow and
riparian habitat, and archeological sites. The preferred alternative in the final Tuolumne River Plan allows a
maximum visitor capacity that is slightly greater than the maximum existing use. The diversity of
noncommercial recreational opportunities will increase under the plan with the addition of whitewater boating.
The only commercial activity to be eliminated is stock day rides.
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Concern ID: 2 The NPS should prioritize river protection and ecological restoration over
recreational use.

Please make protection and restoration of ecosystem values your top priority in the Tuolumne River plan. This
should come ahead of continuing present levels of use. Visitors to the Park and the Tuolumne River corridor
currently have significant negative impacts which not only harm the natural values of the river but mean that future
visitors will have a greatly diminished experience.

I have visited the upper Tuolumne and both it's forks many times and I am particularly concerned about
Tuolumne Meadows. I am constantly saddened at the damage being done to the river corridor and surrounding
land by the large numbers of people and vehicles which are allowed close access to the river.

There is simply too much crowding and congestion of visitors at Tuolumne Meadows. Put restoration ahead of
keeping the same visitor numbers.

[Individual, #64]

Yosemite National Park is being loved to death. Too many people create too much impact on the ecosystem of the
park. More should be done to protect the river and it's ecosystem than to increase visitor numbers.

[Individual, #125]

The goal of the plan needs to focus on stopping and reversing the consequences of human use and abuse of the
land. Along with the historic overuse, there have been added in recent years massive numbers of short term visitors
who mostly arrive in personal vehicles, park anywhere, rush about for a brief period without making any real
connection to the area, and driving off at the end of the day. Those who stay for multiple days have the time to walk
from place to place and/or take the shuttle and return to their lodging at the end of the day. They have the
opportunity to learn to appreciate and care about Tuolumne Meadows that too many day visitors do not.
Increasing day use is unthinkable. The goal should be to significantly reduce those numbers

[Individual, #270]

Response: The NPS prioritizes river protection and ecological restoration over recreational use, as required by
both the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the NPS Organic Act. As mentioned in the response to concern #1, the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act directs managing agencies to administer rivers to protect and enhance their
outstandingly remarkable values, with primary emphasis given to protecting aesthetic, scenic, historic,
archaeologic, and scientific features. While the TRP FEIS identifies two recreational ORVs in the river corridor,
actions in the EIS ensure that ecosystem values and river integrity are protected and enhanced, as reflected in
the suite of biological and geologic/hydrologic ORVs.

Concern ID: 3 The NPS should maintain the historical flavor of the park.

The Park Service needs to remember that the park belongs to the public, not just the government. Maintaining the
historical flavor of the park should not be ignored just because it is inconvenient or contrary to the wishes of
extremists.

[Individual, #277]

Response: Alternative 3 in the TRP DEIS was developed to reflect the historical flavor of the park, respond to
those with strong traditional ties to the Tuolumne River corridor, and preserve many aspects of the Tuolumne
Meadow historic setting. The NPS selected alternative 4 as the preferred alternative, as it seeks to balance
desires to retain a traditional Tuolumne experience with the need to protect river values, reduce development,
and make visitor use more sustainable. Visitor use management would become more restrictive in terms of
where visitors could park and access sensitive resources, such meadow and riparian habitat. However, all
traditional day and overnight activities except commercial stock day rides would be retained. The traditional
value of the Tuolumne River corridor as a quieter, wilder setting in contrast to the popular Merced River and
iconic Yosemite Valley would be enhanced under the final plan. Impacts on historic properties are analyzed
and would be mitigated in compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act under any of the action
alternatives.
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Concern ID: 4 The NPS should consider an alternative with no visitor access to the
Tuolumne River corridor.

Ban humans from the Tuolumne River entirely.
[Individual, #26]

Response: Wild and scenic rivers, like national parks, are protected for the benefit and enjoyment of present
and future generations. WSRA makes clear that visitor use is to be allowed in wild and scenic river corridors.
The Secretaries Guidelines for River Management (USDI and USDA 1982) advise managing agencies to address
the kinds and amounts of public recreation, public facilities, and resource uses that the river area can sustain
without adverse impact or degradation of river values. Closing the river corridor to all visitor access, unless
such a restriction was necessary to protect river values, would not be consistent with the law or the guidelines
for implementing the law.

Concern ID: 5 The NPS should continue to protect the Tuolumne River through the wild and
scenic river designation.

Keep the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic
[Individual, #40]

We urge you to protect the River through Wild & Scenic designation. Without the designation, we fear that the
Meadow may become even more vulnerable to damage than it already is.

[Individual, #65]

Response: The NPS manages the Tuolumne River in compliance with all applicable federal laws and
regulations, including the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the NPS Organic Act, the National Historic Preservation
Act, and the Wilderness Act.

Concern ID: 6 The NPS should not let the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act drive decision-making
at Tuolumne Meadows.

Here you have prepared this extensive and expensive report that forgets that visitors come to Tuolumne Meadows
for the meadows and the mountains, not the river. Everything is focused on preserving the river and ignoring why
the visitors have come to TM in the first place. No one comes to Tuolumne to focus on the river. The come to enjoy
the meadows, wild flowers, the scenery, the climbing and the hiking

.. Ieven noticed on page 8-168, Volume 2, that enjoying the river isn't even on the list of activities that visitors
come to TM to enjoy! Were these planners reading their own findings?

How did these values get so misplaced? How did 'wild and scenic river' come to drive the decisions about activities
at TM? Yes, it's important to protect our rivers, but making National Park land difficult to visit and eliminating
facilities that make it possible for visitors to enjoy what they've actually come to see shouldn't be the result.

[Individual, #1]

Response: Most of the Tuolumne Meadows area lies inside the congressionally designated boundary of the
Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River, making it subject to the requirements of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. As
part of Yosemite National Park, this area is also managed under the provisions of the laws, policies, and
regulations applicable to all units of the national park system. Section 10(c) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
specifies that in case of conflicts between the mandates of the two systems, the more restrictive provisions
apply. The provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act are more restrictive regarding the protection and
enhancement of river values. The management of other natural or cultural resources and visitor activities that
do not affect river values are generally managed under the laws, policies, regulations, and guidelines applicable
to the management of Yosemite National Park.
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Concern ID: 7 The NPS should not address social issues in the TRP.

Much of the DEIS addresses social issues. People complaining of horses, horse manure on the trail or seeing
packers is not an environmental issue. This DEIS makes decisions based on social biases and concerns. It is using the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act language to do social engineering.

[Business, #320]

Response: The NPS is required by NEPA to assess the impacts of the Tuolumne River Plan on the human
environment, including sociocultural aspects of the environment. NEPA also requires public scoping at the
outset of planning and public review and comment on NPS plans before they are implemented, both of which
introduces a wide variety of people's interests and concerns into the decision-making process. The NPS uses
the best available social science to analyze impacts on visitors' park experiences, and it analyzes public
comments and concerns through an unbiased process that is made available for public review.

Concern ID: 8 The NPS should be visionary and courageous in planning for the future of
Tuolumne Meadows.

IN SUMMARY, CSERC URGES PARK PLANNING STAFF AND THE PARK LEADERSHIP TEAM TO NOT
TAKE SMALL, INCREMENTAL STEPS THAT BASICALLY MAINTAIN THE STATUS QUO AT TUOLUMNE
MEADOWS. DECADES OF INCREASING USE AND CONCENTRATED RECREATION DIRECTLY AROUND
THE CORE AREA HAVE RESULTED IN DIMINISHED ECOLOGICAL HEALTH AND A REDUCED QUALITY
OF THE VISITOR EXPERIENCE.

CSERC PRESSES PARK STAFF TO BE VISIONARY, FAR-THINKING, COURAGEOUS, AND GROUNDED IN
THE BELIEF THAT DOING WHAT IS BEST FOR THE NATURAL RESOURCES OF THIS PRECIOUS PLACE
WILL BE LOOKED BACK AT BY FUTURE GENERATIONS AND PRAISED.

[Conservation/Preservation, #241]

Response: The TRP provides a range of visions for Tuolumne Meadows, from alternative 1's reduced and
dispersed use with a more wilderness-like setting, to alternative 2's allowance for more visitors to the area, but
with greater restrictions on their movements. All of the alternatives were developed in compliance with federal
and state laws, policies, and guidelines, including the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Under all of the action
alternatives, both the visitor experience and ecological conditions will be improved due to more efficient
designated parking, clear trailheads and signage, and extensive restoration. Please also see the response to
concerns #1 and #2, above.

Planning Process

Concern ID: 9 The NPS should consider public input on visitor use and facility development
during the planning process.

As a retired National Park Service ranger, I understand the mission of the Service to “preserve the parks for the
enjoyment of future generations.” But all too often (and | worked in the old Rocky Mountain regional office for a
time) I observed that mission as an oxymoron to prevent legitimate uses and ideas from being implemented. We used
to refer to it as the Nikita Khrushchev syndrome: What you have is negotiable, what we have is not negotiable.”
Thus when the preponderance of users sought to add river camp sites, or improve boat ramps their request was
denied on the basis of preserving the Park and the difficulties presented by the NEPA process. But when the National
Park Service wanted to build a new road, visitor center, public campground or other developments they simply
wrote and selected an alternative, then asked for public input for the pre-selected alternative, did the appropriate
studies and went ahead with what they wanted to do. Please do not follow that format in this process.

[Individual, #372]

Response: Public concerns were formally compiled and analyzed at two critical steps in the planning process:
during public scoping to identify the major issues to be addressed by the plan and during the public review of
the TRP DEIS, to identify needed revisions to the draft plan. A detailed account of each of these steps and the
comments received is provided in the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Plan Public Scoping Report (NPS
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2006m) and in the introduction to this report. In addition, the park staff conducted numerous “planner-for-a-
day” workshops in 2007, 2008, and 2009 and distributed workbooks in 2007 and 2008. Both efforts were ways
of soliciting public input early in the decision-making process. Throughout the planning process, park staff held
meetings in gateway communities to discuss the plan and potential effects on local economies. In 2009 and 2010
park staff shared draft alternatives at numerous public meetings held in Tuolumne Meadows and at public open
houses in Yosemite Valley to give the public a preview of the alternatives that would be assessed in the draft
environmental impact statement. In all, more than 120 public meetings and presentations on the TRP took
place during the plan’s development. This outreach is summarized in chapter 10 of the TRP FEIS. The
alternatives in the TRP FEIS closely reflect these years of public comment. In addition, the NPS revised the
preferred alternative in several ways in response to comments on the TRP DEIS.

Concern ID: 10 The NPS should provide more detail in the alternatives descriptions for more
effective public review.

First, I have to say that I wasn't really satisfied with any of the alternatives that are being presented. I feel that
there are still some questions that weren't answered for the public that may affect which alternative they would like
the best. For instance, what kind of fencing is being suggested for use along the trails in the meadows. How tall would
the fencing be? Would it be chain link, wood pasture fencing or something else? It makes a difference. Or would
boardwalks be used instead of fencing? These types of things are important in helping people know which alternative
they would prefer. Also, how many of Loop A campsites in the campground would be removed? And where would
the Loop A road be aligned to?

[Individual, #299]

Response: The TRP FEIS has been revised to include more information about site plan details, such as fencing,
boardwalks, and campsite numbers. Also, a "virtual tour" has been added to alternatives 1-4, describing how
visitors would typically experience the river corridor given the facilities and services provided under each
alternative in chapter 8. See also the responses to concerns #372 (fencing) and #336 (campground Loop A).

Concern ID: 11 The NPS should clarify the extended planning timeframe for the TRP DEIS.

The NPS began the TRP planning process in 2006 by starting public scoping, with a stated timeline of two and a
half years. The draft plan has now been released seven years later. While the NPS has done an excellent job of
soliciting public input along the way, with public meetings supported by workbooks and other tools, the past several
years of planning for the Tuolumne have not been as engaging. It is unclear to the public why the NPS did not release
a plan until now.

[Business, #383]

Response: The U.S. Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals’ 2008 decision in Friends of Yosemite Valley v.

Kempthorne identified specific deficiencies in the Revised Comprehensive Management Plan for the Merced Wild
and Scenic River (prepared by the NPS in 2005). However, the court’s opinion has implications beyond the
Merced River Plan. The Court’s decision interprets provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the 1982
Secretarial Guidelines for River Management (USDI and USDA 1982) that apply to all wild and scenic rivers. As
aresult, the decision constitutes judicial precedent for other comprehensive wild and scenic river management
plans. It was appropriate for the NPS to delay production of the TRP while it awaited and consulted judicial
precedent interpreting the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Secretarial Guidelines when preparing the TRP.
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Concern ID: 12 The NPS should clarify programmatic planning at the park and which plans
have precedence over others.

On 2-10 the TRP touches on the subject of issues that will not be addressed by the Tuolumne River Plan. Given the
list of other planning documents that are cited and the admission that other strategies will overlap the TRP, why is
there not a programatic environmental review and planning process being adopted. Furthermore, how is the public
going to know or understand which plan takes precedent on a given impact when it appears that the National Park
Service retains the right to freely move between these sometimes competing actions at its sole discretion with little
warning or explanation being given to the public at the time the decision is made.

[Individual, #406]

Response: In the hierarchy of NPS planning for all units of the national park system, a documented,
comprehensive, logical, trackable rationale for decisions is created through several levels of planning that are
complementary and become increasingly detailed (see NPS Management Policies 2006). At the top of this series
of plans are comprehensive plans, like general management plans and comprehensive river management plans,
followed by program-specific management plans, strategic (budget and workload) plans, and project-specific
implementation plans. The TRP is a comprehensive, long-term plan for the segments of the Tuolumne Wild
and Scenic River inside Yosemite National Park. It serves, for the river corridor, the same purpose served by the
General Management Plan for Yosemite National Park, which is to establish a clearly defined direction for
resource preservation and visitor use. NPS Management Policies 2006 state that comprehensive river
management plans for wild and scenic rivers have requirements very similar to a general management plan, so
units usually refer to these plans as GMPs. In this case the TRP will amend the Yosemite National Park General
Management Plan to update the comprehensive plan for the park as a whole.

Tuolumne River Plan Document Organization

Concern ID: 13 The NPS produced a clearly written, high-quality document.

Thank you for drafting such a well considered plan.
[Individual, #10]

I congratulate the team on the quality of these documents! They are well organized and easy to read.
[Individual, #54]

The Tuolumne River Plan presentation is very clear and interesting.
[Individual, #195]

Response: No response needed.

Concern ID: 14 The TRP DEIS documents are poorly presented.

From what is available on the web I have found it very difficult to see exactly what you are going to do. You
should make that more clear.

[Individual, #85]

You have done a very poor job of presenting to the public exactly what you intend to do. It seems to be hidden in
volumes of data which one must first download and the sort through. Be more transparent! I had to read a
newspaper article to learn about some of the poorly considered changes you had in mind.

[Individual, #92]

Reading the summary of the Draft Tuolumne River Plan, I found it to be arbitrary and lack justification for some
of its most controversial actions.

[Individual, #298]
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Response: To aid the reader in understanding the alternatives, a “Virtual Tour” section was added to the
beginning of each alternative description in chapter 8. These contain a more concise description of the visitor
experience and key actions proposed under each alternative. Also see the Executive Summary, which contains a
section on the “Organization of this Draft Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.”

In more detail, the TRP compiles a considerable amount of information about the future management of the
Tuolumne River corridor, as it must comply with the planning requirements of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,
NEPA, and the NHPA. Some of the required components of the river management plan (determination of
boundaries and classifications, the process required to assess water resources projects, the determination of
outstandingly remarkable river values and the standards to which they will be managed, and the approach that
will be used to establish a user capacity for the corridor) have no feasible alternatives. These components are
presented in chapters 3-6 of the TRP DEIS and FEIS. Other required components (some specific resource
management actions and the details of the user capacity program, including kinds and amounts of use and
related facilities and services) require an assessment of feasible alternatives and their impacts in compliance
with NEPA and the NHPA. These components are addressed in chapters 7-9 of the TRP FEIS. The actions
common to all alternatives, including the information in chapters 3-6, was not repeated for each alternative, to
keep the document as concise as possible. Once an alternative has been approved through the record of
decision, a final plan will be prepared that includes only the components required by the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. At that time, the proposals of the approved alternative (only) will be incorporated into chapters 3-6,
and chapters 7-9 of the TRP FEIS will be removed, making the final plan a straightforward presentation of each
of the planning requirements of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Because NEPA requires a balanced
presentation of all planning alternatives, a complete, single plan cannot be presented until the record of
decision is final.

Concern ID: 15 The TRP is reasonable and well-balanced.

The plan sounds quite reasonable!
[Individual, #103]

This set of choices seems very reasonable for maintaining the integrity of the park while allowing maximal visits.
The challenge always is to strike the right balance.

[Individual, #109]

I think this plan is the right one. I have used many features in the Tuolumne area for 30 years and see the need to
protect this natural recourse without denying access to those of us who love it. Thanks for your good work.

[Individual, #140]
Response: No response required.

Concern ID: 16 The NPS has provided informative materials for public review of the TRP DEIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Tuolumne River Draft Management plan. I commend you on
the materials provided to the public. They certainly made it easier to see both differences and similarities between the
alternatives. I found both the 19 page handout (made available at the public outreach sessions) and the “Summary
of Comparisons of Alternatives” in the Draft document itself (pages 7-101 through 7-118) helpful. They were a good
introduction and handy reference during reading. The maps also were very well done and a fine concentration of
info and an aid in visualizing each plan.

[Individual, #356]

The Planning Team has done a teriffic job to help one understand the dynamics of the Tuolumne River Plan. The
Alternitives presented in theme formate is very helpful

[Individual, #243]

Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Final Comprehensive Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement A-15



Appendix A: Public Comment and Response Report
Concerns related to: Public Involvement

Owverall I found the document to be well written and comprehensive
[Individual, #245]

Response: No response required.

Concern ID: 17 The NPS-Yosemite planning staff is commended for their effort on the TRP.

I know I have a lot of comments, but spending so much time in Tuolumne Meadows has made me love this place
even more. [ want to say a big thank you to the TRP Planning Team. I have met some of you and do have some grasp
on how difficult and complex this plan has been to develop. Your hard work is very much appreciated by me and
mamny others. I know that my comments are in good hands and I thank you again for all your hard work on behalf of
Tuolumne and the future of Yosemite.

[Individual, #359]

Twould like to thank the Planning Department for all of their work in preparing this document, Webinars and
public meetings. I especially appreciate the Webinars since I am not often able to attend a public meeting and it is a
great way to get clarification on aspects of the plans.

[Individual, #80]

Thank you all for the amazing work you have in re to the plan & no doubt you will continue to do so as this
process nears its end. Yosemite National Park and all of us are better for it.

[Individual, #410]

Response: No response required.

Public Involvement

Concern ID: 18 The NPS has successfully incorporated public scoping comments and
subsequent public input into the TRP DEIS preferred alternative.

ILam surprised and pleased that Alternative 4 (Preferred Alternative) comes close to being what I would consider a
realistic optimum plan for Tuolumne Meadows and the Tuolumne River (I have no hope that Hetch Hetchy dam will
be eliminated in my lifetime). Alternative 4 takes into account several excellent suggestions from the previous
comments I was not confident would be part of the Preferred Alternative. The aspects that differ from the ideal are
understandable when considering the previous comments throughout this planning process. Everyone involved in

formulating this plan should be commended for incorporating the various ideas expressed in response to the scoping
and draft comments to formulate Alternative 4.

[Individual, #175]
Response: No response required.

Concern ID: 19 The NPS did not adequately capture public concerns during the public scoping
process.

On page 2-5 the TRP discusses the scoping process and how public comments were recorded and consolidated. As
expressed during that process and reiterated here, I do not believe the National Park Service captured correctly all
concerns nor do I believe the scoping documents adequately summarized all issues that were raised by the public.
The National Park Service should acknowledge that it is presenting an abridged report on public scoping and clarify
that some editorial license was committed in consolidating its impression of the public's input. Subtle or not, the
rewording of public input is a concern to some of us that took the time to go through that part of the preparation of
the TRP.

[Individual, #406]

Response: The NPS disagrees. During the public scoping period, written responses were received at 16 public
scoping meetings and at the park by fax, email, and U.S. mail. A total of 457 individuals and organizations
responded. Each response was carefully reviewed by multiple staff, and individual ideas were identified and
assigned a code according to their subject matter. A total of 4,023 discrete ideas, called 'comments’, were
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identified. These comments were then grouped into 945 “concern statements,” which were common ideas
expressed by individuals or groups. These ideas (public concerns and interests), and up to 3 representative
quotes from the individual letters received that related to each idea, were compiled into a Public Scoping
Report for the Tuolumne River Plan. An individual commenter's language might not have appeared in a concern
statement, or a representative quote, because the park received numerous comments on a particular issue. In
the interest of reducing the bulk of the document, the best (i.e., most clearly stated) representative quotes for
that issue were printed. These summary concern statements and their supporting quotes were reviewed
extensively, over a period of several months, to ensure they captured all of the ideas submitted by the public. In
addition, while a public scoping report summarizes public comment; every letter submitted in the public
scoping process was provided online for review for those who preferreded to not use a summary document.
Each letter was also entered into the administrative record for the project internally, and these letters were
referred to frequently during the alternatives development process. The alternatives were organized around the
central themes from public comment, and the final preferred alternative reflects many changes incorporated
into the alternatives in response to public comment on the TRP DEIS.

Concern ID: 20 The NPS has provided multiple opportunities for the public to be involved in
the TRP DEIS planning process.

On behalf of the groups I represent, I would like to express appreciation for the significant time and effort you and
your planning staff have expended to inform the public about the development of the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic
River Draft Comprehensive Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement and to solicit our comments. I
look forward to actively participating in this process as it moves forward.

[Individual, #390]

In summary, I again really want to convey how appreciative I am for you encouraging the public to comment on
these alternatives. I can only imagine how tedious and time consuming it will be to review all of the submissions you
will receive. Tuolumne Meadows is an important part of my life and my children's lives as it is for many others I am
sure. 1 wish that nothing would change in the meadows, but I know that in order to protect it there will have to be
some changes. Hopefully, this will be achievable with as little changes needing to be made as possible.

[Individual, #299]

It is clear from the prolific amount of analysis and information in the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River
Management Plan, that Park planners have invested a huge amount of time and effort into the thick
Tuolumne River Plan document. The extensive amount of public outreach, webinars, and in-Park meetings all
reflect the Park's commendable efforts to engage the interested public and to provide a reasonable range of
alternatives for consideration.

[Conservation/Preservation, #239]
Response: No response required.

Concern ID: 21 The NPS should make it clear that the public can comment on specific
components of each alternative and offer variations for consideration.

The TRP should also have made it clear that the component parts of each alternative could be commented upon in
isolation and variations offered back to the National Park Service in rebuttal to what is being proposed. For
example, the fuel station should be retained in all alternatives for many reasons including the fact that tourists that
have access to hybrid vehicles might use them if they have assurances of finding fuel at Tuolumne Meadows. Those
supportive of a more “self-reliant” experience might still want to see Glen Aulin kept at 32 beds. People against the
expansion of the public transit service might otherwise support Alternative 4 if this component is deleted.

[Individual, #406]

Response: The NPS does not believe this was an issue during the TRP DEIS public review period. The NPS
clearly welcomed public comment on any and all aspects of the TRP DEIS in its outreach materials, webinars,
and public meetings. The majority of public comment received on the TRP DEIS referred to specific
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components of the alternatives, and many commenters suggested that parts of one alternative be incorporated
into another alternative.

Concern ID: 22 Because the TRP DEIS and Draft Merced River Plan/EIS (MRP DEIS) were
provided for public review simultaneously, some of the public might not be
commenting on the TRP DEIS.

I hope you will seriously consider these comments. Because of all the attention to the Merced River Plan which was
released at the same time, I fear that the many users and lovers of Tuolumne Meadows region have paid little
attention to the release of this plan. I expect that these comments may represent the views of some other people who
love and support Yosemite National Park and its spectacular wild river and wilderness resources, but who do not
want to see responsible visitor use that is appropriately managed to protect natural resources unduly limited.

[Individual, #257]

Response: NPS Director's Order 12 specifies a minimum comment period of 60 days for a Draft EIS.
Recognizing that both documents would take a considerable amount of time to review, the TRP DEIS was
released for a 70-day review and the MRP DEIS was released for a 100-day review and ultimately the MRP
DEIS review period was extended to 112 days.

Concern ID: 23 The NPS did not effectively reach out to commercial outfitters during the
development of the TRP DEIS alternatives.

The planners state the plan “reflects a collaborative approach with all stakeholders”. I have conducted pack trips
in Yosemite National Park since the 1970's. No one from Yosemite National Park contacted me to ask my opinion or
the consequences of the various remedies proposed in this DEIS. Staff from Yosemite have indicated that it is very
important to be involved in the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic Management Plan.

[Business, #320]

Response: The NPS conducted extensive outreach and review during the development of the TRP DEIS
(please refer to the response to concern #9). Several comments were received regarding proposed restrictions
on commercial stock use included in the TRP DEIS preferred alternative. For example, one commenter noted
that "commercial operations...should be allowed to get permits for those areas they wish to enter without
restricting it to the leftovers after noncommercial groups. Leftovers make it very difficult to plan and offer trips
far enough in advance that guests know the options available." After reviewing all the comments received on
the DEIS, the NPS revised Appendix C: Determination of Extent Necessary for Commercial Services in
Wilderness Segments of the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Corridor to address concerns raised by these
commenters. That decision is reflected in the TRP FEIS, Chapter 8: Alternatives, and in the TRP FEIS
Appendix C.

Concern ID: 24 The selection of the NPS preferred alternative in the TRP DEIS (and MRP DEIS)
conflicts with the park's public messaging.

As has been expressed in our staff's direct conversations with Mike Yochim, Don Neubacher, and other Yosemite
Park staff, CSERC is deeply disappointed in the selection of the Preferred Alternatives for both the Tuolumne River
Plan and the Merced River Plan. The CSERC staff believes that the Preferred Alternatives for both Plans are in
direct conflict with strong messages that the Park Service has provided to the public about the need to protect
Yosemite's precious resources for future generations. The Duncan video (which has been presented at numerous
Park planning meetings and workshops) is touted by Don and the planning staff as a reflection of the inspiration that
motivates the Park staff. Yet as CSERC has pointed out, that video shows no crowds of people, no busy parking lots
or crowded roads, no congested trail or busy picnic areas, and none of the resource impacts that come from too
many people visiting and using the Park. Instead, the video shows pristine, natural scenery along with wildlife and
beautiful plants. The video makes it appear that Yosemite and other National Parks are carefully nurtured natural
wonderlands being managed primarily for ecological health instead of the Parks actually being incredibly crowded
money-makers for the concessionaires and for gateway businesses.

[Conservation/Preservation, #239]
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Response: The NPS disagrees. The commenter is correct in noting the video shown at public meetings focuses
on the natural and scenic qualities of the park. However, the public presentation that followed the video, (as
well as public presentations given on river management planning in the park prior to the release of the TRP
DEIS, and related website materials, fact sheets, brochures, posters, and workbooks) were clear that the NPS
mission and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act both require a balance between resource preservation and visitor
use. Please also refer to the responses to concerns #1 and #2.

Concern ID: 25 The audience at public meetings is not representative of park visitors; some
public meeting facilitators and participants tend to push the audience in one
direction or another.

Regarding Chapter 9 my comments are that as much outreach that the National Park Service did conduct during
this process there are too many instances where the audiences were often not representative of the great
demographic that is visiting Yosemite Park. This is not something that the National Park Service could control but
what you can control is not assuming that all interest groups were adequately or equally represented. Another
concern I have is that there is always a risk that meeting facilitators or aggressive participants will willingly or
inadvertently push audience members into one direction or another during these sessions which are designed to
determine public concerns, perceptions and priorities regarding visitor experience and environmental protection. I
have witnessed both of these problems at the meetings I attended.

[Individual, #406]

Response: The NPS strives to productively engage everyone who is interested in NPS planning. Meetings are
open to all public participants and much of the input provided at planning meetings from 2007-2010, outside of
the formal public scoping process, were incorporated into the themes of the alternatives.

Major Planning Issues Addressed in the Tuolumne River Plan

Concern ID: 26 The NPS should place greater emphasis on conifer encroachment as a major
ecological issue to be addressed by the TRP.

Chapter 2- Major planning issues - Page 2-7 - Subalpine meadow and riparian complex.

The plan states, “Recent research suggests that TM is undergoing a shift in vegetation (Cooper et al 2006).” This is
all the issue section says about conifer encroachment in terms of the meadow! The public deserves to know that if the
NPS does not take action, the meadow likely will become forest in decades. Please change the text accordingly.

[Individual, #351]

Response: Conifer encroachment into subalpine meadows is occurring throughout the Sierra Nevada and
many parts of the West. The cause(s) of conifer encroachment in Tuolumne Meadows is not thoroughly
understood, but its impact is apparent on the landscape. Periodic manual removal of sapling lodgepole pines
has taken place in Tuolumne Meadows for over 60 years; for example, over 70,000 sapling conifers were
removed in the period between 2006 and 2007 (NPS 2008h). The NPS discontinued mechanical removal of
conifer saplings at Tuolumne Meadows in 2010 pending completion of ongoing studies that could provide site-
specific insight into the issue. The NPS is utilizing an ecosystem-wide approach to identify the root cause of
conifer encroachment, assess whether or not it is human-caused, and then adaptively manage the meadows
accordingly.

Concern ID: 27 The NPS should be mindful of Native American remains and follow proper
repatriation procedures if remains are found.

Please be mindful of all Native American remains below the soil and obey proper repatriation procedures, if said
remains are found

[Individual, #289]
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Response: The NPS follows the directives of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA) in any undertaking. This includes adherence to NAGPRA section 3(d) and associated
implementing regulations (43 CFR 10), which among other provisions, detail procedures for treatment of
inadvertent discoveries of Native America remains. The TRP FEIS mitigation measures have been revised to
note that if previously unknown American Indian burial sites be discovered during project implementation,
provisions outlined in the NAGPRA and its implementing regulations will be followed.

Issues that Will Not Be Addressed by the Tuolumne River Plan

Concern ID: 28 The NPS should address Hetch Hetchy Reservoir in the TRP.

The plan should discuss the Hetch-Hetchy Reservoir, which affects planning options both upstream and
downstream. I recognize that the park service cannot make unilateral decisions concerning the reservoir area, but it
can and should make recommendations as to the ultimate restoration of the valley and, more immediately, the
trails, accomodations, boating, etc. in the reservoir area.

[Individual, #11]

Ifind it hard to think about Tuolumne River Environmental Impact when none of the four alternative plans even
begin to discuss the removal of the dam and restoration of the valley. Do you really believe remouving horses and
campers is the solution when you allow a dam to destroy an entire mountain habitat INSIDE A NATIONAL PARK?
Please at least develope a plan (even a long term plan) for the removal of O'Shaughnessy Dam.

[Individual, #294]

Briefly, if anyone truly cared about the integrity of the Tuolumne River, the various government agencies
responsible for maintaining the travesty known as O'Shaughnessy Dam would pursue a course of dismantling the
dam and allowing Hetch Hetchy Valley to revert to its prior pristine self. Certainly, if the State of California can
dictate the removal of one, and possibly two, dams on the Carmel River to mitigate red legged frog habitat and
restore migration patterns for steel head trout, those same powers can wield pressure to restore Hetch Hetchy. The
communities of the Monterey Peninsula will have to resort to desalination for their water supply. San Francisco,
with its much larger population base and tax revenue potential can do the same and more easily. O'Shaughnessy has
no business in our pristine national park, and would never be accepted in this day and age. Such is the hypocrisy of
government!

[Individual, #132]

Response: The 8-mile portion of the river impounded by O’Shaughnessy Dam at the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir
was determined ineligible for inclusion in the wild and scenic river system and is therefore outside the scope of
this management plan for the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River. The issue of possibly removing the dam and
designating an additional wild and scenic river segment is also beyond the scope of this plan and environmental
impact statement. Any major change in the status of the dam would require an act of Congress. Additional
planning and NEPA compliance would be triggered by such congressional action.

Legal Framework for the Tuolumne River Plan

Concern ID: 29 The proposed reductions in some visitor services (e.g. stock day rides) are
inconsistent with NPS direction outlined in the 2011 NPS “Call to Action”.

The “Call to Action”, released by the NPS in 2011, is intended to guide NPS activities, actions and programs in
preparation for the 100th anniversary of NPS beginning in 2016. The “Call to Action” has broad statements of
principle, as well as specific activities designed to make NPS and the country's national parks more relevant in the
next 100 years and beyond. One of the main goals is “Connecting People to Parks”, under which the NPS calls to:
“Expand the use of parks as places for healthy outdoor recreation that contribute to people's physical, mental, and
social well-being.” It would appear that the visitor recreation reductions advocated in the TRP are not consistent
with the NPS national goals or with the intended opportunities presented in our national parks.

[Business, #383]
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Response: The direction included in the NPS Call to Action to "expand the use of parks as places for healthy
outdoor recreation that contribute to people's physical, mental, and social well-being" is not intended to be
interpreted as direction to maximize unmanaged recreational use of parks. As directed by policy, the NPS
strives to provide a diversity of park recreational experiences that are protective of park values, and it uses
planning to guide informed, collaborative decision making about the details of desired experiences in each
particular park location, as reasonable people may disagree about what is desirable. The planning process for
the TRP considered and analyzed a range of alternative visitor experiences. The TRP FEIS preferred alternative
strives to accommodate as much ongoing day recreation as possible while protecting river values, which
requires some restrictions on the kinds and locations of that use. The single current activity that would no
longer be accommodated under the preferred alternative is concessioner stock day rides, which would be
eliminated in response to many visitors' concerns about stock impacts on trails (and its adverse impact on their
recreational experience) and to further enhance the protection of water quality in the wild and scenic river
corridor.

Concern ID: 30 The TRP DEIS is inconsistent with the Wilderness Act where it proposes to
limit stock use.

The Tuolumne River Plan/DEIS is inconsistent with the Wilderness Act in curtailing the historic pack stock use
while at the same time increasing the amount of dayy and commercial hiking use. The proposals for allocating
commercial use reflect a bias against commercial pack stock.

The Wilderness Act was designed so that the public could travel throughout the Sierra and enjoy wild and
primitive backcountry experiences. Those that don't own their own livestock or choose to utilize a commercial
packer will be denied the opportunity to enjoy their National Park.

[Business, #320]

Response: The Wilderness Act does not require stock use to access wilderness. Rather, the Wilderness Act
mandates the preservation of wilderness character while allowing visitors to access wilderness in a compatible
manner. While stock use is not directly limited by the Wilderness Act, if the impacts of stock use or any other
kind of use threaten wilderness character, then the NPS must take action to address these impacts. In the
course of evaluating current conditions in the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River corridor, the NPS identified
resource impacts specific to stock use; in response the DEIS and FEIS propose a number of methods to address
these impacts that are compliant with the direction of both the Wilderness Act and the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act.

Concern ID: 31 The NPS should acknowledge that a comprehensive management plan for the
Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River is overdue.

In Chapter 2 the TRP discusses the need for a Tuolumne River Plan but does not make clear that the National
Park Service is years behind legal compliance. This is important because there have been changes to the
environment, the visitor supportive services, and the physical (trail, roads, and etc.) infrastructure since the
Tuolumne River was included into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system. These changes are only lightly
touched upon within the TRP and yet they have a real bearing on understanding what may be appropriate or
inappropriate when proposing “traditional recreational experiences” or justifying why certain activities and
services should be continued or eliminated. For example the significant redesign of the Tuolumne Meadows
campground and the construction of overnight staging facilities for wilderness users at O'Shaughnessy Dam have
had a significant impact on recreational experience and visitor volume and yet I found little to no information on
these changes and their impacts in the TRP.

[Individual, #406]

Response: The NPS acknowledges in chapter 2 of the TRP FEIS that this is the first comprehensive
management plan for the portion of the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River inside Yosemite National Park,
although a 1986 amendment to WSRA required managers of rivers designated before 1986 to complete a
comprehensive management plan for the river by 1996. It further elaborates that the two planning efforts
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undertaken to meet the congressional deadline either did not fully address the planning requirements of WSRA
or were never approved or adopted. Chapter 5 describes the condition of each river value at the time of
designation, as well as its current condition (please refer to the response to concern #42, below).

Concern ID: 32 The TRP DEIS is not in compliance with direction from Congress regarding the
High Sierra Camps, the 1916 Organic Act, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and
the National Environmental Policy Act.

For the reasons stated above and in our prior scoping comments and workbook comments, High Sierra [Hikers] is
very concerned that: (1) the proposed Plan fails to ensure timely compliance with direction provided by Congress
regarding the “High Sierra Camps”; (2) the proposed Plan fails to heed the Park Service's Organic Act by allowing
impairment of park 'scenery and other resources; (3) the proposed Plan fails to limit commercial enterprises as
required by the Wild River Act; and (4) the DEIS fails to comply with the' National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) because it does not adequately evaluate disclose the environmental consequences of the proposed actions as
required by NEPA.

[Recreational Groups, #379]

Response: The TRP and its accompanying environmental impact statement have been designed to comply with
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and NEPA. Chapter 2 explains how the various components of the plan and EIS
fulfill the NPS’s obligations under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and NEPA.

The NPS Organic Act is discussed in chapter 2 of the TRP FEIS. The Organic Act prohibits actions that would
result in the impairment of park resources and values. (See NPS Management Policies 2006, Section 1.4.)
Impairment determinations are included in decision documents and are based on analyses contained in the
underlying compliance documentation for a proposed action. The decision document for the TRP will be the
Record of Decision. An impairment determination for the alternative selected for implementation will be
included in the Record of Decision.

With regard to Congressional direction for the High Sierra Camps, see response to concern #295.

Concern ID: 33 The NPS should consider past court direction related to “degradation” within
wild and scenic river corridors and adopt user capacity levels that are
protective of outstandingly remarkable values.

It is obviously our Center's hope that the clarity of our input combined with carefully worded legal arguments will
positively influence the final decision for this Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Management Plan. In particular, we
emphasize that it is prudent for the Park planning staff and the eventual Plan decision-maker to consider past court
direction related to “degradation” within Wild and Scenic River corridors and to consider strict mandates to adopt
user capacity levels that truly protect outstandingly remarkable resources in all of their complexities.

[Conservation/Preservation, #239]

Response: The TRP is guided by relevant court interpretations of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, including the
need to identify both past and present degradation. Chapter 5 in the TRP FEIS both defines degradation for
each river value and compares the condition of the river values to those definitions. Each alternative also
specifies the kinds and amounts of use allowed in the river corridor (see chapter 8 as well as chapter 6 of the
TRP FEIS, which contain a detailed discussion of user capacity).
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Concern ID: 34 The NPS should consider what is “desired” versus what is “necessary” from a
legal perspective for facilities and uses that would remain in the wild and
scenic river corridor, particularly the High Sierra Camps.

If the Tuolumne River Wild and Scenic River Management Plan should ever be evaluated by a court for
compliance with legal regulations, CSERC strongly asserts that the court will agree that providing convenient (and
highly profitable) lodging or amenities should never trump compliance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA).
In particular, CSERC believes that a court will judge that a facility, use, or operation is not “necessary” when it
simply fills desires of visitors who prefer convenience in contrast to a more direct experience with wild nature. The
Park's socio-economic consultant stated clearly at the Workshop in the Yosemite Valley auditorium that if lodging or
some other use is not provided INSIDE the Park, private interests will respond to the market need and provide the
desired lodging or use OUTSIDE the Park. Thus, instead of making decisions based upon customer preferences or
desires for conveniences, the Park Service must prioritize its core mission - which in Yosemite Park is to protect
legacy resources and natural splendor as a sustainable heritage for future generations.

The Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp is a small island of non-wilderness commercial operation in the heart of a great
wilderness region and directly in the heart of a WILD segment of the Tuolumne River. If it was not already in place
and instead was being considered for approval today, the Park Service would never approve the Glen Aulin Camp
operation.

[Conservation/Preservation, #239]

Response: The Secretaries Guidelines for River Management (USDI and USDA 1982) direct that if "facilities
are necessary to provide for public use and/or to protect the river resource, and location outside the river area
is infeasible, such facilities may be located within the river area provided they do not have an adverse effect on
the values for which the river area was designated.” Within this context the facilities analysis included in
chapter 7 of the TRP FEIS assesses the facilities necessary to provide for the kind of public use and resource
protection envisioned under each alternative. Without considering the desired visitor experience of the given
alternative, it would not be possible to evaluate the facilities necessary to support that kind of public use. The
diversity of possible visitor experiences analyzed in the alternatives for the Tuolumne River Plan would all be
protective of river values, in part because of the level of facilities used to manage and direct visitor use. See also
the responses to concerns #500 and #502.

Concern ID: 35 Regarding proposed visitor service actions in the TRP, the NPS has incorrectly
interpreted the U.S. Ninth Circuit Court of Appeal's ruling on the Merced River
Plan as applicable to the Tuolumne River Plan.

Alternative 4 calls for some actions that we believe suggest the TRP has been influenced by the Merced River court
ruling (specifically, the language of footnote 5), rather than an interpretation of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
(WSRA) that has been applied to other Wild and Scenic River (WSR) plans implemented by the NPS and other land-
managing agencies. We are making this observation as it appears certain actions and recent changes to
Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs) do not appear consistent with earlier public information regarding the
TRP and because of the reduction in visitor services, in spite of the public's desire to see Tuolumne Meadows remain
basically unchanged.

[Business, #383]

Response: Please see the response to concern #11, above.
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Interrelationships with Other Plans and Projects

Concern ID: 36 The TRP should not refer the reader to other planning documents that could
impact planning in the river corridor.

Page 8-151. “The Scenic Vista Management Plan...is tiered from the general management plan...” Again I raise
concerns about having the TRP refer constantly to other planning documents so that the reader can get a better
understanding of what is going to happen within the Tuolumne River planning area. I also question the validity of
the National Park Service continuing to tier off an outdated general management plan. At least the TRP states that
the final decision on vista points for the subject planning area does fall under the authority of the TRP.

[Individual, #406]

Response: NPS Director's Order 12 states: "An EIS is to be analytic rather than encyclopedic." The NPS has
appended, summarized, or incorporated by reference background material, highly technical material, and less
important descriptive information to reduce the size of an already very large document. Incorporating materials
by reference is in compliance with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) section 1502.21, which states that
agencies "shall incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by reference when the effect will
be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review of the action."

Yosemite National Park General Management Plan

Concern ID: 37 The NPS does not have a valid General Management Plan (GMP) for Yosemite
National Park.

First, Yosemite National Park does not have a legally-required General Management Plan. While the 1980 GMP
is supposedly in effect, it has not been “revised in a timely manner,” as required by law (considering it's a 20-year
plan and it's been over 30 years since it has been revised in any comprehensive manner and is largely irrelevant to
today's circumstances). Despite NPS' wish to move away from general management planning, NPS is still required
by the National Parks and Recreation Act to have a valid GMP for each park.

[Individual, #338]

It is my understanding that when the General Management Plan (GMP) for Yosemite National Park was adopted
in 1980 a previous plan, adopted circa 1965, was stamped “rejected.” Since the adoption of the 1980 GMP the
National Park Service has taken the approach that all subsequent planning and environmental reports will be
“tiered “ off the GMP. When you consider the significant changes that have occurred since the 1970s in the
environmental sciences, the expansion and sophistication of data gathering and understanding associated with
cultural resources management, and the extensive changes in technology, I find it difficult to understand why the
GMP is still being utilized as a platform document for present day planning. It should be stamped “outdated” and
relegated to the Yosemite Library archives along with its predecessor. Consequently, I challenge the validity or
relevance of using the GMP for the TRP or any other current planning instrument. I also question whether
modifications or “amendments” made to the GMP truly negate policies and directions in the GMP some of which
are highly controversial and probably environmentally unsupportable given information that has come to the fore
since 1980. In other words, as long as the National Park Service insists on the relevance of the GMP all the language
contained in that outdated plan may still have a bearing on present and future actions undertaken by the Federal
Government.

[Individual, #406]

Response: Although the current Yosemite National Park General Management Plan was approved in 1980
(before the Tuolumne and Merced Rivers were designated as wild and scenic in 1984 and 1987, respectively), it
had no sunset date. Indeed, its broad goals are still relevant today.

However, the 1980 General Management Plan proposed land uses and facilities that did not take into
consideration the protection and enhancement of river values in accordance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act. Both the TRP and the MRP will update and amend portions of the 1980 General Management Plan to
ensure that river values are protected. The decision to amend relevant portions of the 1980 General
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Management through the comprehensive river management plan planning process is consistent with the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act. The specific amendments to the Yosemite General Management Plan resulting from the
TRP are summarized in the TRP FEIS appendix E.

Concern ID: 38 The TRP (and MRP) do not adequately revise the GMP.

The TRP and MRP aim to revise the GMP, but they fail to do so in such a way as to avoid fragmented planning,
thereby defeating the purpose of NEPA. Both plans have impacts upon each other that are not analyzed at all (e.g.,
proposed implementation of user limits in each plan that affect the other plan). Additionally, the law requiring
GMPs requires parks to identify and implement carrying capacities for “all areas” of each park, something these
two plans fail to do because they're beyond the scope of each plan. However, fragmented implementation of visitor
use/carrying capacity in some areas of the park fails to achieve legal requirements, and prevents NPS from holistic
approach to user capacity/carrying capacity. Thus, both the TRP and MRP fail to adequately revise the GMP to
bring it in compliance with the law.

[Individual, #338]

Page 8-235.-236. The interaction between other plans is noted once again in the TRP. Of singular significance is
the impact the yet-to-be-finalized Merced River Wild and Scenic Rivers Plan will have. Could not the TRP just set an
upper limit and the Merced plan incorporate that. More to the point, it is frustrating for the public to have to address
two plans at nearly the same time. And, we are given so many variables that it feels like we are dealing with a
moving target that is capable of an infinite number of moves.

[Individual, #406]

Response: Under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the comprehensive management plan for the Tuolumne
River must be coordinated with and may also be incorporated into other resource management plans. The NPS
has decided that it is appropriate to incorporate the TRP into the park’s General Management Plan. To
accomplish this, the TRP has been developed as an amendment to the General Management Plan for areas
within the river corridor. Appendix E presents the specific amendments to the General Management Plan that
would result from the adoption of the TRP. Appendix E has been revised significantly in the TRP FEIS to be
more specific. For example, the appendix now provides a table showing changes to the General Management
Plan as strikeouts and underlined additions. Appendix E and the resulting amendments to the General
Management Plan satisfy the NPS requirement to coordinate the TRP with General Management Plan.

Merced River Plan

Concern ID: 39 The NPS should consider the impact of removing commercial services in
Tuolumne Meadows on Yosemite Valley.

If you don't have any commercial resources the valley will be even more impacted
[Individual, #36]

Response: The cumulative impacts analysis in chapter 9 of the FEIS has been reviewed and updated where
necessary to note where the TRP might have an impact on Yosemite Valley.While the NPS acknowledges the
impact of removing the public fuel station and concessioner stock day rides at Tuolumne Meadows on visitors
to that portion the park, the park considers the cumulative impact of these actions upon visitors to Yosemite
Valley to be negligible (for the public fuel station) to minor (day rides).
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Wilderness Management Plan

Concern ID: 40 Actions that would manage use (including discussions of trail encounters) in
designated Wilderness should be deferred to the upcoming Wilderness
Stewardship Plan.

Proposed significant changes to wilderness management such as instituting a quota system for day hikers or
reducing commercial use should be addressed in the forthcoming Wilderness Stewardship Plan, not the
Tuolumne River plan. It is only through the wilderness plan that such changes can be considered in context and their
impacts (including cumulative impacts) fully analyzed.

[Individual, #257]

Wilderness permitting decisions should be left to the Wilderness Stewardship Plan. The Wilderness Act requires
opportunities for solitude. It does not require solitude at all locations within wilderness

[Individual, #401]

Decisions made at this time should be based on damage to natural and cultural resources, since some of that is
essentially irreversible. Decisions regarding perceptions of what constitutes “crowding” on a trail should be deferred
to a more comprehensive planning process such as the future Wilderness Stewardship Plan. The solution to
“crowding” is really very simple---those who are offended can just walk away from it, rather than expecting others
to walk away from them.

The final EIS and Plan for this river should drop the discussion of how many people are appropriate on
Wilderness trails, and defer that discussion to the Wilderness Stewardship planning process. It should be discussed
within the broader framework of Wilderness management (stewardship), and not addressed in the piecemeal
manner which is being done at present through the TRP. Any decisions made through the TRP to regulate the
number of day-hikers allowed on a trail would bias the future Wilderness Stewardship planning process.

[Conservation/Preservation, #348]

Response: The NPS is required under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to address the kinds and amounts of use
that will be protective of river values for all segments of the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River, including the
wild segments. The upcoming Wilderness Stewardship Plan will analyze the management of use in designated
wilderness in compliance with requirements under the Wilderness Act. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
specifies that in the case of conflicts between the mandates of the national wild and scenic rivers system and the
national wilderness system, the more restrictive provisions will apply.

Concern ID: 41 The NPS should defer planning at Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp to the
upcoming Wilderness Stewardship Plan, orprescribe temporary actions there
until the High Sierra Camps are comprehensively examined in the upcoming
Wilderness Stewardship Plan.

Ido not support the Glen Aulin solution offered in alternative 2. Reducing the camp to a seasonal outfitters camp
is a bad idea as it destroys the whole High Sierra Camp experience, However, this approach could be considered as
an alternative approach to a holistic examination of the future of the High Sierra Camps as part of the Wilderness
Plan. I probably would not support it as a Wilderness Plan alternative going forward except if it allowed HSC
capacity to expand and open up the experience to more people

[Individual, #245]

I recommend that you take temporary measures at Glen Aulin, making no permanent changes, until a
comprehensive study of the High Sierra Camps is made as part of the Wilderness Plan

[Individual, #245]

Similarly, it seems that planning for the Glen Aulin camp should be discussed within the context of the entire High
Sierra Camp Loop as part of the future Wilderness Stewardship planning process. To discuss it now, and reach
conclusions about it in a piecemeal manner as part of the TRP, will have biased future discussion about the other
High Sierra Camps.

[Conservation/Preservation, #348]
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Response: Please refer to the response to concern #40, above. In addition, the upcoming Wilderness
Stewardship Plan can amend the TRP, but must not exceed the user capacity set by the TRP.

Outstandingly Remarkable Values

Concern ID: 42 The NPS should provide additional data detailing resource conditions at the
time of the Tuolumne River’s wild and scenic designation (1984) to address
requirements of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Turning to a different issue, the TRP rests partially on baseline data that appears to have been collected only
within the past ten years or so. This underscores the relevance (or lack thereof) of the GMP but begs the question
where is the baseline data that was used to justify designating the Tuolumne River “wild and scenic.” Why was that
data not more fully utilized in determining resource conditions in 1984, and determine extent of change since then?
The draft TRP does refer to some of that older information but not to the extent that I think it should, unless there
simply was not an extensive amount of research done back then to justify the legislative action that was taken.

[Individual, #406]

Response: The TRP DEIS and FEIS provide two separate, but related, baseline conditions evaluations to satisfy
both the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and NEPA. In compliance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the TRP
evaluates baseline conditions for river values (free flow, water quality, and outstandingly remarkable values),
defined as their condition at the time of the Tuolumne River's wild and scenic designation in 1984. These
baseline conditions are based on the best available information from that time period. In addition, CEQ
guidelines require that NEPA documents “succinctly describe the environment of the area(s) to be affected or
created by alternatives under consideration (1502.15).” A detailed description of the existing condition of river
values is provided in chapter 5 of the DEIS and FEIS, and a description of the existing affected environment for
the entire planning area is presented in chapter 8 of the DEIS and chapter 9 of the FEIS. Please also see the TRP
baseline conditions research found at www.nps.gov/yose/parkmgmt/trp_science.htm.

Biological Value: Subalpine Meadow/Riparian Complex

Concern ID: 43 The good condition of most meadows in the river corridor and high water
quality noted in the TRP DEIS is good news.

The good news contained in this Tuolumne River DEIS is the high water quality and the good Condition of the
majority of the meadows Contained in the plan.

[County Government, #378]
Response: No response required.

Concern ID: 44 The NPS should consider that conifer encroachment at Tuolumne Meadows is
a human-caused condition (in part due to construction of Tioga Road), and
that NPS Management Policies 2006 would support continued removal of
conifer seedlings and saplings at Tuolumne Meadows.

On page 2-8 and elsewhere in the document the encroachment of Lodgepole pines and actions associated with
tree removal are discussed. Howeuver, I did not find information regarding the role of fire in regulating tree growth
and forest expansion, nor information on where the cut trees are disposed of.

[Individual, #406]

Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Final Comprehensive Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement A-27



Appendix A: Public Comment and Response Report
Concerns related to: Outstandingly Remarkable Values

NPS Management Policies 2006 state that where the natural processed have been disrupted by human conditions it
is permissible to take action to reverse this through maintaining meadows and open areas.

Lodgepole seedlings and saplings are encroaching into Tuolumne Meadows at an alarming rate. Volunteers
under the supervision of NPS staff removed tens of thousands of seedling conifers from Tuolumne Meadows (TM)
this decade. People have been removing conifers from TM at least since the 1930s.

The plan states that more research is necessary before the NPS remouves conifers from TM, except where conifers
would be removed from four scenic vista points. At first, actions to remove small trees may appear in conflict with
NPS mandates to restore natural processes that sustain native communities. In addition, climatic shifts seem to
favor more conifer encroachment in years with higher minimum temperatures, showing there is a climatic variable
to this issue. Yet there is one very important point to consider. The vast majority of conifers are encroaching from
the south side of the meadow, where the Tioga Road was constructed through the meadow. Conifers rarely encroach
on the north side of the meadow, the side away from the Tioga Road!

[Individual, #351]
Response: Please refer to the response to concern #26, above.

Concern ID: 45 The NPS should include special status plant and wildlife species as ORVs and
develop related management actions to restore special status species as well
as their habitat. The NPS should also clarify the biological ORV condition
assessment and management concerns sections to note if special status
species occurrences have declined in the river corridor since the river's
designation.

While our Center supports the restoration and protection of the designated Biological values of subalpine
meadow and riparian complex and low-elevation meadow and riparian complex, we find that the Park's condition
assessment and management concerns are incomplete because they do not appropriately address the special status
plant and wildlife species whose populations have been degraded since the time of designation. The conditions
assessment and management concerns sections do not address the impacts on lost species via the impacts on their
historical habitat. For example, there is no discussion of the impacts of stock needed to support the Glen Aulin HSC
on the special status plant species present at Soda Springs, which the trail passes very closely.

The following points prove that the designated Biological Outstanding River Values need revision:

A) The omission of special status plant and wildlife species as a Biological ORV is unjustifiable because they do
indeed meet the definition of an ORV.

- Many special status plant and wildlife species owe their “location or existence to the presence of the river” (5-2).
Carex buxbaumii and Triglochin spp., special status plant species, depend on and are found at Soda Springs, which
is located “within 0.25 miles of the river,” another specific criteria for “river dependent” values (5-2).

- This omission is also unacceptable because the text of the Wild and Scenic Rivers act actually states that “certain
selected rivers, with their immediate environments, possess outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic,

fish and wildlife, historic, cultural or other similar values?” (1-2). Many of the special status species rely upon the
river and its “immediate environments,” although the Park claims they do not. Our Center definitively disagrees
with the analysis that special status plant and wildlife species are not river dependent.

- The Subalpine Meadow and Riparian Complex is directly affected by the plant and wildlife species that exist or
existed there. Hydrologic processes, generalized riparian vegetation, and meadow vegetation composition are
addressed, but wildlife species are completely omitted, despite the park admitting, in regards to both the Sierra
Nevada Yellow Legged Frog and the Yosemite Toad, that specific species directly affect the health of this habitat
complex (8-103, comment C and E below)

- “Both terrestrial and aquatic species depend on riparian ecosystems for their year-round availability of water,
nutrients, food source and organic matter” (8-83).

E) Yosemite Toads “appear to be an important link in energy and nutrient cycling between wet meadows, lakes and
adjacent terrestrial ecosystems” (8-104). The loss of the species “could affect food webs and nutrient cycling, with
potentially significant and important consequences for selected Sierra Nevada high-elevation ecosystems, especially
aquatic habitats associated with wet meadows” (8-104). Despite the Park's above statements about the importance
of Yosemite Toads to the wet meadow habitat included under the Biological ORV, the Park does not recognize the
impacts associated with the loss and potential reintroduction of this species
E) The Park states that for the Biological ORV, the “revised description places more emphasis on the attributes of the
meadows that make them an ORV: their relatively high biological integrity and size” (F-2). Relatively high biological
integrity is reliant upon a diversity of species of plants and wildlife, which were removed from the ORV statement.
The presence of populations of rare, threatened and endangered species is inherently “rare, unique or exemplary.”
FOR THE ABOVE REASONS, THE PARK SHOULD INCLUDE RESTORATION OF SPECIAL STATUS
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SPECIES THEMSELVES, NOT JUST RESTORATION OF THE HABITAT THEY MAY UTILIZE. THE HABITAT
COMPLEX VALUES LISTED AS BIOLOGICAL VALUES DO NOT SUFFICIENTLY ADDRESS SPECIAL
STATUS SPECIES.

OUR CENTER ASSERTS THAT THE PARK SHOULD ACKNOWLEDGE SPECIAL STATUS PLANT AND
WILDLIFE SPECIES AS BIOLOGICAL OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE VALUES, AND THEREFORE
SHOULD INCLUDE MORE SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT ACTIONS TO “PROTECT AND ENHANCE” THOSE
VALUES IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE WSRA. THIS INCLUDES SETTING A “POSITIVE TRAJECTORY” FOR
THE DEGRADED VALUE OF THE LOSS OF MANY OF THESE SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES IN THEIR NATIVE
HABITATS.

[Conservation/Preservation, #240]

Response: No individual special-status species was found to individually meet the criteria of being both river-
related or -dependent and unique, rare, or exemplary within the river corridor. All meadow and riparian habitat
and species are addressed collectively by the TRP as part of the extensive complex of subalpine meadow and
riparian habitats, for which indicators and standards selected and will be monitored over time to ensure that
the river value is protected.

The condition assessment focuses on two river values, the subalpine meadow and riparian complex and the low
elevation riparian and meadow habitat, which are suitable habitat for some special status species. Chapter 5 of
the TRP FEIS includes a comprehensive assessment of the condition of both outstandingly remarkable values,
both at the time of designation and at present. Additionally, the chapter includes a description of a
comprehensive ecological restoration program for the subalpine meadows as well as a monitoring program
with indicators and standards. Specific special status species are otherwise managed through park plans and
programs independent of the TRP, in full compliance with federal and state laws and regulations and NPS
policy. If the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) designates critical habitat for the Sierra Nevada yellow-
legged frog or the Yosemite toad (as the USFWS proposed to do in April 2013) within the Tuolumne Wild and
Scenic River corridor, the NPS will develop mitigation measures and a management strategy in conference or
consultation with USFWS.

Concern ID: 46 The NPS should evaluate Pate Valley to see if it would meet ORV criteria.

Pate Valley is not mentioned in Chapter 5 and elsewhere only in the Archeology Appendix. I ask that this glacially
created valley about three miles long at 4300-foot elevation may have interesting biological for it is in between the
lower, wetter Poopenaut Valley and the higher subalpine Tuolumne Meadows. It is not a destination for hikers, but
a resting place before climbs to higher places. I ask that subsequent studies be done to make the comparison between
its two neighboring valleys to see the impact of elevation difference.

[Individual, #304]

Response: Unlike Poopenaut Valley, which is a rare low-elevation meadow and wetland habitat (because such
valleys in the Sierra Nevada have generally received more extensive use and development), and the subalpine
meadow complex, which is one of the most extensive in the Sierra Nevada, Pate Valley was not determined to
be unique, rare, or exemplary, which is one of the ORV criteria.

Concern ID: 47 The NPS should evaluate and cite examples of successful meadow restoration
elsewhere in the Sierra Nevada.

Page 5-16 addresses the impact sheep grazing had on the meadows and that the negative consequences of the late
19th century activity are still present today. Are there examples elsewhere in California or the Nation where
meadow restoration has been successful? If so, can those remedial steps be taken at Tuolumne Meadows?

[Individual, #406]

Response: The detailed ecological restoration planning in support of the TRP (included as appendix H of the
TRP FEIS), considered numerous studies related to meadow restoration elsewhere in the Sierra Nevada,
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including DeBenedetti and Parsons 1979, Loheide et al. 2008, Miller et al. 2004, Ratliff 1985, and the Sierra
Nevada Ecosystem Project 1996.

Concern ID: 48 The NPS has correctly identified meadow fragmentation in the “Management
Concerns” section of chapter 5.

The County concurs with the plan's Concerns about the shifting of Tuolumne Meadows to that of a stressed
meadow criss-crossed with informal trails.

[County Government, #378]
Response: No response required.

Concern ID: 49 The NPS should clarify how informal trails were formed at Tuolumne
Meadows.

On page 5-19 the TRP addresses informal trails but what is not clear is did visitors pioneer the trails or did people
follow animal paths and through over use make them larger and more invasive?

[Individual, #406]

Response: The TRP states in chapter 5 that roadside parking is a major cause of informal trails across the
meadow (since visitors tend to leave their cars and walk directly into the meadows or toward the river, often
following discernible paths created by other visitors). For this reason, all the action alternatives would eliminate
undesignated roadside parking to help prevent associated informal trailing that occurs at Tuolumne Meadows.
Once parking is confined to designated parking areas, allowing visitors to disperse from this designated parking
and trailheads into sensitive meadows and riparian areas is also a potential cause of informal trails, depending
on the amount of foot traffic that would result. All of the action alternatives (alternatives 1-4) would manage
use at levels that would protect and enhance meadow integrity. Alternatives that would allow the highest levels
of use also would impose the greatest restrictions on visitor use, confining foot traffic to designated trails and
boardwalks and resilient sites (see TRP FEIS chapter 8 alternatives descriptions).

Biological Value: Proposed Management Actions

Concern ID: 50 The NPS has correctly identified actions to protect and enhance the
Tuolumne River and preserve and restore Tuolumne Meadows.

Lapplaud certain measures of the Park Service's proposed actions to protect and enhance the outstanding values
of the Tuolumne River in Yosemite National Park, including better management of parking and visitor use in
Tuolumne Meadows

[Individual, #357]
Response: No response required.

Concern ID: 51 The NPS should incorporate conifer removal into proposed management
actions to protect ORVs at Tuolumne Meadows, rather than conduct
additional research on the topic.

The NPS should modify the final plan and continue to allow conifer removal from the scenic section of the corridor
when funding and volunteers are available. The Park is literally losing ground by changing current management
and stopping seedling conifer removal.

[Individual, #351]

Response: Ongoing research is needed to identify and refine a sustainable management program for improving
the outstandingly remarkable meadow and riparian habitat along the Tuolumne River. Continual conifer
removal has not proven to be effective at restoring native plant communities within Tuolumne Meadows.
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Concern ID: 52 The TRP DEIS should include actions to reintroduce special status species in
the river corridor because other related planning efforts do not.

The following points prove that the designated Biological Outstanding River Values need revision:
C) In addition, the loss of the Sierra Nevada Yellow-Legged Frog has “likely had a substantial impact on the health
of the native aquatic ecosystems where they formerly occurred” (8-103). These aquatic ecosystems are part of both
the habitat complexes designated as ORVs, yet there are no management actions proposed to restore the Sierra
Nevada Yellow-Legged Frog as a part of protecting and enhancing this ORV. The loss of the species can be attributed
to two major factors: “the impact from introduced, non-native fish, and Chytridiomycosis?” (8-103), neither of
which are directly addressed.
D) The Park's proposed Wilderness Sierra Nevada Yellow Legged Frog Reintroduction and Trout Eradication
Project lends support to the feasibility of reintroduction of this species. None of the sites proposed in the EA for that
plan are located in Tuolumne Meadows, as indicated on the map on the last page of the document
G) The Park's “High Elevation Aquatic Ecosystem Recovery and Stewardship Plan” is insufficient for addressing the
populations of both the Yosemite Toad and the Sierra Nevada Yellow Legged Frog. The aforementioned plan has
been in the Alternatives/EA stage since July of 2008, and the Park has still yet to release an EA. M-4 shows the plan as
“scheduled for public review in 2012.” As of March 8, 2013, there is still no available EA or a new estimate of when
it will become available. The importance of these species is too great for the Tuolumne River Plan to abdicate the
responsibility for the recovery of these species to another plan

[Conservation/Preservation, #240]

Response: The NPS manages special status species as part of the parkwide natural resources management
program, which directs the identification, protection, and monitoring of special status species and their
potential habitat in full compliance with federal and state laws and regulations and NPS policies regarding these
species. While the reintroduction of species is not directed by the TRP, it could be directed by a species
recovery plan if such an action was determined to be appropriate. The NPS will confer or consult with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service prior to undertaking any action in the Tuolumne River corridor with a potential to
affect these species. The success of any future management action to restore a given species will be facilitated by
the broader ecological restoration of meadow and riparian habitat along the Tuolumne River. Please see the
response to concern #45 regarding protections for the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog and Yosemite toad.

Concern ID: 53 The NPS should include an action to delineate wetlands in Lyell Canyon in
order to protect the biological ORVs.

2) The Park did not complete formal wetland delineation for Lyell Canyon, but vegetation data indicates there is
wetland vegetation in areas of the canyon (8-47). Wetlands and associated vegetation are more sensitive to the
impacts of Stock use. Given that, during the highest use year of 2007, both segments of Lyell Canyon surveyed (for
the 2008 Stock Use Report) comprised 56% of the total stock use nights in the high-use meadows surveyed, it is
especially important to delineate wetlands so they can be better protected from stock use impacts.

THE PARK SHOULD INCLUDE IN ITS FINAL EIS SPECIFIC PLANS TO DELINEATE WETLANDS IN
LYELL CANYON SO AS TO BETTER PROTECT THE HABITAT COMPLEXES PRESENT THERE FROM THE
THREATS POSED BY STOCK USE.

[Conservation/Preservation, #241]

Response: The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) data is available for the entire park, including Lyell
Canyon online at http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/. More detailed delineations are done on a project-by-
project basis, when projects potentially affect wetlands. The primary action proposed for Lyell Canyon is to
designate two stock camping sites; wetlands will be delineated for these areas prior to implementation of the
TRP and the campsites located to avoid them.
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Biological Value Indicators/Monitoring Program

Concern ID: 54 The NPS should add two more indicators: (1) meadow size and (2) presence of
invasive species, and additional monitoring methods to the indicators and
monitoring program for the meadow/riparian ORV.

I appreciate that the Bare Ground indicator discusses other potential metrics - composition and productivity - and
gives a rationale for why the bare ground indicator is a better choice than the alternatives. Yet we need additional
monitoring to track two more metrics- the size of the meadow (as influenced by conifer encroachment), and the
presence of invasive plants. Both of these could be tracked with efficiency and ease.

Consider tracking the size of the meadow with GIS technology- walking either the meadow perimeter or aerial
photos. This would track the status of conifer encroachment, and once every 2 to 5 years may be sufficient. Also,
consider tracking the potential for invasive plant invasion and looking at meadow composition to track the
“atypical” plant communities. Simple invasive plant inventories could suffice to look for invasive plants unless a
major infestation quickly enters the meadow. In addition, plant composition monitoring would let the NPS know the
real status of the meadows. Each plant community in the meadow tells a story - water table levels, trampling history,
grazing history, etc. This type of information is not found from monitoring meadow fragmentation.

...Chapter 5 - Management Indicators and Monitoring for the Meadow/Riparian ORV- Pg. 5-32

[Individual, #351]

Response: The indicators selected to assess the condition of meadow and riparian habitats in the Tuolumne
River corridor are only a subset of the indicators monitored by the NPS under various plans and programs for
protecting all park values. Meadow size and invasive species are already monitored and assessed as part of the
Yosemite National Park natural resources management program, and that information is used to guide resource
management activities throughout the park.

Concern ID: 55 The NPS should monitor all meadows, including those with few visitor
impacts, as a baseline for evaluating impacts occurring independent of visitor
use (e.g., climate change).

Page 5-35. The role that climate change has on hindering meadow restoration should be a part of the ongoing
monitoring process. This would seem to me to suggest that even meadows without “visitor impacts” should be
monitored annually if for no other reason than as a control for understanding what is beneficially or adversely
affecting all meadows independent of visitor use.

[Individual, #406]

Response: The NPS has conducted extensive condition assessments of high-elevation meadows, including
baseline control meadows (NPS 2010j, 2009m, 2009h). The park collected condition assessment data from over
2,000 data points in about 70 meadows. Information was collected on about 40 different metrics, some have
proved more useful than others. In addition, the park monitors meadow fragmentation that results from
informal trails (Leung et al. 2002, Leung et al. 2011b). This comprehensive information has allowed staff to
hone in on the best areas for long-term monitoring. In 2013, park staff monitored meadow condition using
three indicators—bare soil cover, stream bank stability, and meadow fragmentation. The NPS includes
meadows without use in bare soil monitoring to observe annual variation. This long-term monitoring includes
data collection from new control areas. Park researchers will perform periodic assessments of all meadows
within the corridor regardless of visitor use levels to determine if these locations have measurable impacts from
visitor use or otherwise.
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Biological Value: Low-Elevation Riparian and Meadow Habitat

Concern ID: 56 Interagency cooperation has resulted in high ecological integrity at
Poopenaut Valley and long-term guidance to improve management and
monitoring of the Poopenaut Valley ecosystem.

Poopenaut Valley biological and wildlife revival are applauded as very good with SFPUC providing money, pulse
Sflows in spring and with YNP and SFPUC staff and consultants counting, interoperating and publishing the benefits.

[Individual, #304]

Poopenaut Valley and dam release - excellent - keeping the research going and making this un-natural instillation
function in conjunction with nature in the best possible way. Requiring the best management techniques on this, and
continuing monitoring and research to guide these policies).

[Individual, #247]

The Yosemite National Park boundary crosses the Tuolumne River approximately 6 miles downstream of
O'Shaughnessy Dam. This reach within the Park includes the ecologically significant Poopenaut Valley, which is
identified in the TRP as containing Outstandingly Remarkable Biological Values for the rare low-elevation riparian
and wetland habitats it contains. The NPS has conducted several critical ecological studies in the Poopenaut Valley
to provide supporting data for the instream flow plan and TRP/EIS effort. In collaboration with the SFPUC and
other stakeholders, the NPS has played an important role in guiding the development of the instream flow plan,
which will improve management of the Poopenaut Valley ecosystem and provide for long-term ecological
monitoring.

[Public Utility, #446]
Response: No response required.
Geologic Value: Stairstep River Morphology

Concern ID: 57 The NPS should consider adding glacial polish as geologic ORV of the
Tuolumne River.

In the section on ORVs, only the stairstep morphology is mentioned as a geologic value. I have always been
impressed by the glacial polish to be found on slopes above the river. Could that be added as a value to be protected?

[Individual, #181]

Response: Glacial polish was carefully considered for inclusion as part of the geologic ORV (see the Draft ORV
Report provided in July 2006, available at www.nps.gov/yose/parkmgmt/trpfacts.htm). As noted in the 2006 Draft
ORV Report, the Tuolumne River corridor does contain some of the best examples of glacial polish in the
country, but ultimately these features were not included in the list of river values because they did not meet the
criterion of being river-related. Outstanding features that are not considered river values per se are still
protected under existing laws and NPS management policy.
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Cultural Values

Concern ID: 58 The NPS should clarify the apparent difference in approach to the cultural
ORVs described in the MRP and TRP.

Another issue with the ORVs is the apparent inconsistency in the approach to identifying and managing the
Cultural ORV of the Tuolumne River as compared to the Merced River. The TRP originally included a broad list of
historic sites/districts in the Cultural ORV; however, the latest plan changed the Cultural ORV to focus on only
Parson's Lodge, rather than the entire historic district. The justification for this reduction in the Cultural CRV was
that the “Statement was too broad and too inclusive to be useful in guiding river management,” and “Under a
tighter interpretation of the ORV criteria...sites were not considered to be river related or unique, rare, or
exemplary.”(Appendix F, pg. F-4). Conversely, the MRP has greatly broadened the Cultural ORV of the Merced
River to include entire historic and archaeological districts (which even includes sites/resources that are outside the
river corridor) and has not provided a justification for a more inclusive Cultural ORV as compared to previous
versions. It appears that there has been an inconsistent application of values and criteria in applying ORV criteria
for the two Wild and Scenic Rivers in Yosemite National Park.

[Business, #383]

Response: The outstandingly remarkable cultural values of the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River include
archeological resources and one historic building that is a designated National Historic Landmark. The
outstandingly remarkable cultural values of the Merced Wild and Scenic River include a collection of historic
buildings and structures, several archeological districts, and ethnographic resources (in Yosemite Valley). The
primary differences between these cultural values are the inclusion of several historic buildings as part of the
outstandingly remarkable historic values for the Merced River and the inclusion of an ethnographic value in
Yosemite Valley. The outstandingly remarkable historic resources of the Merced River corridor were identified
based on important feedback from the California State Historic Preservation Officer, the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, and the National Trust for Historic Preservation. The ethnographic value in Yosemite
Valley was identified based on the unique nature and ongoing cultural significance to traditionally associated
American Indian peoples. Both river plans include indicators and standards, monitoring programs, and specific
triggers and actions to protect and enhance these outstandingly remarkable cultural river values.

Concern ID: 59 The NPS should include historic artifacts in the Archeological ORV discussion.

In River values, p 5-48 forward, discussing Cultural ORV “The rich archeological landscape” is all good, but
doesn't recognize the historical miners for whom the Great Sierra Wagon Road was constructed. Some of the miner
and road builder's broken tools may have been left as evidence of their presence. If so, recognize that those artifacts
are part of our recent human heritage. Likewise do so for the Buffalo Soldiers who repeatedly pushed herdsmen out
of Tuolumne Meadows after establishment of the park. As I remember they had a camp in Tuolumne Meadows.

[Individual, #304]

Response: As noted in the 2006 Draft ORV Report (available at www.nps.gov/yose/parkmgmt/trpfacts.htm),
evidence of some historic uses in the river corridor, such as mining-related activities, are not considered to be
river-related or regionally unique, rare, or exemplary.

Concern ID: 60 The preferred alternative would result in a disproportionate amount of
adverse impacts on cultural resource values, compared with other river
values.

We have found that Draft EIS indicates that a disproportionate amount of moderate, long-term adverse impacts
to cultural resource values would occur under the preferred alternative as compared to all other values. We request
that you re-evaluate the rationale for causing such impacts and adopt avoidance strategies rather than rely on
mitigation as a way to enhance the public appreciation of cultural resources in Yosemite National Park.

[Conservation/Preservation, #385]
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Response: With the exception of Parsons Memorial Lodge, a National Historic Landmark and a unique
representation of the significance of the river in inspiring conservation activism on a national scale, no
individual historic district or property was determined to meet the criteria of an outstandingly remarkable river
value (i.e., river related and unique, rare, or exemplary within the region) of the Tuolumne River.
Consequently, they are not 'river values' and not the focus of protection and enhancement under the TRP.
Historic properties are protected under other relevant laws and policies. Where historic properties would be
affected by the plan, the action is proposed to protect a river value (as is the case with historic properties within
100 feet of the river that would be relocated, see chapter 8) or to comply with Occupational Safety and Health
Administration codes and NPS housing standards (as is the case with the historic employee housing at Road
Camp and Ranger Camp, see chapter 8).

During the development of the TRP alternatives, the park considered ways to avoid adverse impacts on historic
properties. The selection of the preferred alternative was, in part, due to its lower level of impacts on historic
properties than other alternatives (e.g., alternative 1). The DEIS fully analyzed the impacts on historic
properties in the project area, and the final plan and FEIS reflects revisions to minimize impacts on these values
at the Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp, Tuolumne Meadows Lodge, and the Road Camp and Ranger Camp
employee housing areas. Any action involving a historic property would be conducted in consultation with the
California State Historic Preservation Officer with the goal of avoiding or minimizing effects on historic
properties.

Scenic Value: Scenery through Lyell Canyon, Dana and Tuolumne Meadows, and
the Grand Canyon of the Tuolumne

Concern ID: 61 The NPS should evaluate the impact of Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp on scenic
river values.

GLEN AULIN CAMP AFFECTS SCENIC VALUES

Despite the fact that most of Glen Aulin is not within a designated Wilderness, its presence violates several
regulations regarding the scenic quality of this designated Wild area of the river corridor. The 1980 Yosemite
General Management Plan states that the Park will “permit only those levels and types of use that are compatible
with the preservation or protection of the scenic resources and with the quality of the viewing experience.” The
Park's adopted VRM system requires that Wild Segments meet VRM Class I objectives, which state management
should “preserve the existing character of the landscape level of change to the landscape should be very low and
must not attract attention.” The Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp is visible from portions of the Wilderness, attracts
attention and does not preserve the existing character of the otherwise Wild landscape. Some wilderness visitors see
Glen Aulin as “an intrusion upon their wilderness experience of this highly scenic area.”(8-183)

BASED ON THIS, OUR CENTER ASKS THAT THE FINAL EIS ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THE PRESENCE OF
THE GLEN AULIN HSC VIOLATES SPECIFIC REGULATIONS REGARDING SCENIC QUALITY OF THIS
WILD SEGMENT OF THE RIVER. ACCORDINGLY, THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SHOULD NOT BE
SELECTED AND A MODIFIED ALTERNATIVE SHOULD BE CHOSEN.

[Conservation/Preservation, #239]

Response: The impact of the camp on scenic river values is addressed in chapter 8 of the TRP DEIS and
chapter 9 of the TRP FEIS. The FEIS has been revised to add that when the canvas siding on the tents needs
replacing, the NPS will consider using tan, green, or gray fabric if a contrast analysis indicates such a color
would blend more harmoniously with the surrounding landscape.
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Concern ID: 62 The NPS should consider that the wastewater treatment ponds impact river
values, specifically water quality and scenic values.

Waste water ponds removal. I choose to call them sewer ponds because the domestic waste water appears to have
had only scant primary treatment and little progress is seen on improvement. Text p 5-80, map p 7-31. Text p 8-27
saying “remove waste water ponds”, Table 7-13 p 7-103, should apply to all alternatives as a goal. The two sewer
ponds are shown in Figure 5-12, p 5-65 as low visibility locations whereas from the shore and from distant Medlicott
Dome on p 5-2 and in Summary Guide p 5 where the shorelines look bright, artificially white in contrast to the
nearby river gravel and exposed granite. Sewer ponds are stated to be in “high-or moderate visibility zones”, p §-
164. My photograph of one of these sewer ponds is available to illustrate this bad visual impact, but Figure I-29 and
30 on page H-31 show a sewer pond and pump station, but lack Cathedral Peak in mine. USGS topo maps Falls
Ridge and Tioga Pass each show a pond labeled “Sewage Disposal Pond” which I take as two black eyes for the park.
The warnings about the potential impact on river water quality, p 8-32, should be headed by applying better
technology as suggested in the text.

[Individual, #304]

The wastewater pond location does not protect river values.
[Individual, #422]

Response: The TRP DEIS did consider these impacts in chapter 8; the FEIS retains this analysis in chapter 9.

Concern ID: 63 The NPS should relocate roadside parking to well-designed parking lots to
project the scenic ORV at Tuolumne Meadows.

Parking is an issue that must be faced up to. The present policy of just parking along existing roads is so very
inconsistent with maintaining outstandingly remarkable scenic values. Automobiles should be concentrated in well
designed parking lots.

[Individual, #344]

Response: All the action alternatives in chapter 9 of the TRP FEIS contain an action to mitigate human
intrusions into views by eliminating undesignated roadside parking, formalizing or creating new off-road-side
parking away from the meadows, removing informal trails, and restoring more natural conditions to many
currently disturbed sites.

Concern ID: 64 The NPS should clarify if and how NPS fire management policy is coordinated
with protection of scenic values.

Page 7-38. Table 7-4. How does wilderness fire management policy coordinate with the policies proposed for
scenic values management? Doesn't the current forest condition reflect 100 years of fire suppression practices and is
there not a pressing need to correct this?

[Individual, #406]

Response: The NPS Yosemite fire management program always consider the impacts of smoke on scenery and,
in coordination with the California Air Resources Board, strives to burn at times of year when smoke
production and the impacts of smoke would be minimal. This issue, and the relationship of historic fire
suppression to current forest condition, is addressed independently of the TRP. Please see
www.nps.govlyose/parkmgmt/fireplan.htm.
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Recreational Value: Tioga Road Access to the River through Tuolumne and Dana
Meadows

Concern ID: 65 The NPS should use the 2007 ORV descriptions for recreational river values.

1. Please consider adopting the ORV descriptions that were presented to the public in 2007/2008. The ORVs that
are used as a comparison in Appendix F are better written and in my opinion, better capture the values that are
important in Tuolumne and the river. The recreational ORV, especially, is much better in the earlier version than
currently described in the TRP as it captured the character of the range of recreational experiences available in the
river corridor for people of all ages and abilities. The current description which highlights the Tioga Road really
doesn't seem to capture the value of recreation in the Tuolumne River.

[Individual, #416]

We agree that the Tioga Road should be protected, but is it an ORV? After all, it is not the road itself that is
outstandingly remarkable, but the access and recreation that the road allows. The 2007 ORV was written to
acknowledge this variety of recreational options in the scenic segments of the Tuolumne River regardless of one's
ability, which provide a unique recreational value in a setting that is largely characterized by wilderness. Numerous
high quality recreational experiences for a variety of visitors such as fishing, hiking, climbing, painting, accessible
horseback rides, and strolls to Parson's Lodge are no longer represented in the ORV. We believe there is an
exhaustive list of appropriate recreational visitor experiences and the change in the ORV inappropriately minimizes
those values, ...We also encourage the NPS to adopt the 2007 description of the recreational ORV, which placed
recreational value on rustic lodging at Tuolumne Meadows. We believe this is another example where the Merced
River litigation has had the consequence of adversely impacting the visitor experience in an area not directly under
the jurisdiction of that settlement.

[Business, #383]

Furthermore, early in the process, the HSCs were identified specifically as an Outstandingly Remarkable Value
(ORV) which should be protected and enhanced, not reduced in scope and number of beds. Re-interpretation of the
ORVs conducted later grossly mis-interprets the ORV of the area confining it to Tioga Road. The road itself is not an
ORYV and was not identified as such -these activities and opportunities that take place off the road are part of what
people value, not just our ability to get there via the road.

[Individual, #409]

Response: As noted in appendix F of the TRP DEIS (now appendix G in the TRP FEIS), the draft ORV
statements presented in 2007 were based on relatively broad, inclusive interpretations of the criteria that an
outstandingly remarkable value must be river related and rare, unique, or exemplary. As the planning for the
Tuolumne River progressed, the planning team concluded that the statements were too broad to guide the
management decisions that needed to be made, to guide long-term monitoring, and ultimately to ensure that
planned management would be effective in protecting and enhancing river values. The NPS consulted with the
Interagency Wild and Scenic Rivers Council, which confirmed the need to reassess the initial statements using a
stricter interpretation of the outstandingly remarkable value criteria. Based on that guidance, the TRP planning
team revised the statements to describe a set of specific, generally mappable and measurable, outstandingly
remarkable values that met stricter interpretations of being river related and unique, rare, or exemplary.

The specific ORV to which the commenters refer has been revised as follows to clarify that high country access,
not the road, is the river value: “Rare and easy access to high-elevation sections of the Tuolumne River through
Tuolumne and Dana Meadows is provided by the Tioga Road across the Sierra.” The short version of this
statement has been revised as follows: “Rare and Easy Access to the River through Tuolumne and Dana
Meadows.”
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Concern ID: 66 The High Sierra Camps should not be considered outstandingly remarkable
values (ORVs).

We are aware that some staff members at Yosemite have proposed that the polluting commercial camps be
grandfathered, and perhaps even codified in your plan as “Outstandingly Remarkable Values” (ORVs). Any
attempt to enshrine the HSCs as' “ORVs” would be both ludicrous and unlawful, and is unacceptable.

In order for recreational uses to be considered as an ORV, a value must be: 1) river-related or river dependent,
and rare, unique, or exemplary in a regional or national context, The High Sierra Camps are none of these. The
camps simply offer a luxury, catered, pampered lodging experience that is neither river-related nor river-
dependent. And those who desire soft bedding, fancy meals, and showers can find comforts in thousands of locations
throughout the region, state, and nation.

[Recreational Groups, #379]

Response: The High Sierra Camps are not considered outstandingly remarkable values of the Tuolumne Wild
and Scenic River.

Concern ID: 67 The NPS should include Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp and Tuolumne Meadows
Lodge (also a High Sierra Camp) along with Parsons Memorial Lodge National
Historic Landmark as ORVs.

Regarding historic values, why is only Parson's Lodge mentioned as historic and not its neighbors, Glen Aulin
HSC and Tuolumne Lodge? Is its Sierra Club origins more important than NPS's reasons for starting the tent cabin
lodging facilities? Tuolumne Lodge was built the year after Parson's and Glen Aulin was started within the first
decade of NPS's history. These two camps are part of the original mission of NPS and provide a service that is
unique and historic to this day. Why is this no longer valued?

[Individual, #298]

Also, the NPS should reconsider including the Glen Aulin HSC as an ORV of the Tuolumne River as its situation is
clearly river related, river dependent and unique. The ORV description of 2007 appropriately included this
recreational value.

[Business, #383]

Response: With the exception of Parsons Memorial Lodge, a national historic landmark and unique
representation of the significance of the river in inspiring conservation activism on a national scale, no
individual historic district or property was determined to meet the criteria of an outstandingly remarkable river
value (i.e., river related and unique, rare, or exemplary within the region) of the Tuolumne River. Similar camps
are found in Sequoia and Great Smoky Mountains national parks, as well as innumerable outfitter camps
throughout the Rocky Mountains, so the High Sierra Camps are not considered rare, unique, or exemplary in a
regional or national context.

Recreational Value: Wilderness Experience along the River

Concern ID: 68 The NPS should enforce existing traffic laws or conduct additional planning to
address vehicle noise, particularly motorcycle noise, and associated impacts
on the recreational ORV.

My comments concern the disruption of wilderness solitude by one distinct user group. Every year tens of
thousands of unmuffled motorcycles decend on the park and the tioga pass corridor in particular. These unmuffled
engines can be distincly heard up to three miles from the tioga road on either side. If the total distance of the tioga
road corridor is multiplied by 3 miles on either side of road the amount of square miles disturbed by this one group
of illegal users is huge. These unmuffled engines are illegally modified to be louder than they are when purchased and
are not legal either in the state of california or in the park. Yet there is no active enforcement of the vehicles code
either at the park gates or on the roads by LEO officers. If the park has any concern with maintaing the “value of
solitude” this would be an excellent place to start. All it takes is the effort to enforce existing laws. Any vehicle that
does not meet the existing muffler law or excessive vehicle noise regulations should be turned away at the gates. This
problem has only gotten worse over the past decades. Now the park has allowed tour groups of up 75 rental using
motorcyclists to enter as a group all riding illegally modified extremely loud motorcycles. If these tour groups are
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required to conduct business under any sort of use permit it should be recinded until they comply with muffler noise
laws. If a train of 75 unmuffled cars entered the park as a group they would certainly be stopped by LEO officers
why is this one user group granted defacto immunity from the law? This is an easy fix just enforce exisiting law and
would do a great deal to quiet the impact of visitors vehicles.

[Individual, #53]

The Plan Should Propose Action to Manage Motorcycle Noise.
[Individual, #282]

The Draft TRP identifies aircraft and vehicle noise as the top two noise sources and the top two priorities for
management action.[12] However, no management action is proposed which is a problem particularly regarding
highly disruptive vehicle noise from motorcycles with altered mufflers. During the summer, motorcycles roar up
from Yosemite Valley and through Tuolumne Meadows daily, with groups of up to 36 cyclists on holiday weekends
that fill the road corridor with an inescapable ear-shattering noise that can be heard for miles into the wilderness.
This noise not only exceeds NPS soundscape management standards and the requirements of the Wilderness Act and
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, it also violates NPS regulations and the California Vehicle Code. Unfortunately,
Yosemite National Park has made no effort to enforce the noise standards of any of these authorities against
motorcycles with altered mufflers.

[12] See Draft TRP at 8-128.

[Recreational Groups, #312]

Response: In 2010, in response to increasing numbers of requests for assistance from park managers, the NPS
established a motorcycle working group that included a broad collection of NPS regional, park and national
office managers. This group was established as part of a larger effort to protect park soundscapes from noise
from variety of sources (e.g. park operations and maintenance, overflights, transportation, etc.). The NPS
Natural Sounds and Night Skies Division (NSNSD) convened a workshop with the group to learn about and
discuss the effects of excessive motorcycle noise on park resources and visitors. Based on recommendations
from the NPS motorcycle working group, the Natural Sounds and Night Skies Division is developing an
education and outreach effort to help interested parks communicate the importance of protecting park
soundscapes in terms of ecological integrity and visitor experience and the effects of

excessive motorcycle noise. In anticipation of this effort, a packet of educational materials and tools are being
developed. The audience for these tools is the motorcycle riding community, park visitors, and the general
public. These materials are designed to incorporate park specific information and messaging while providing
the consistency necessary for a national effort. The plan is to implement the program in 2 or 3 parks in summer
2013, revise materials and tools based on lessons learned, and then roll it out to more parks in 2014.

Concern ID: 69 The NPS should manage for greater solitude on selected trails in Wilderness.

Manage for greater solitude opportunities on selected trails. The plan states that “increasing day use threatens to
diminish opportunities for solitude” on some trails. Alternative 4 will allow day use to increase but does not propose
managing for greater solitude. I would prefer a proactive approach that manages for fewer encounters on selected
trails. These would not necessarily be the most popular trails; they might include ones currently offering solitude
where that experience could most readily be maintained.

[Individual, #181]

Response: The NPS has revised the encounter rate in the portion of the wild Grand Canyon segment beyond
Rodgers Creek (upstream of Pate Valley) to an average of two encounters per hour to reflect this area's more
remote character. This lower encounter rate will provide greater opportunities for solitude.
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Concern ID: 70 The NPS should not use day use wilderness trailhead quotas or encounter rate
standards to protect opportunities for solitude in Wilderness.

Using the Wilderness Act as justification for requiring permits for day-hiking would have the effect of turning
people against the concept of designated Wilderness. With its potential to turn people against the concept of
Wilderness, this would be a direct threat to the Wilderness Act.

In the case of dealing with congestion on the Half Dome cables, using the fact that it is in a designated Wilderness
resulted in calls for removing the Wilderness designation. The NPS had ample basis for reducing the number of
hikers based on safety and resource considerations, and there was no need to tell the public that there were too many
people to meet the definition of “solitude”. The Wilderness Act does not REQUIRE solitude, only the
OPPORTUNITY for it. The Wilderness Act also says “or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation”, and telling
people they cannot start up the trail because it is crowded hardly falls in that category.

[Conservation/Preservation, #348]

”Day use on trails near Tioga Road would be managed to preserve opportunities for solitude” ... “If necessary for
maintaining use levels within this standard, day use wilderness trailhead quotas would be implemented for major
trail segments, including Lyell Canyon, Glen Aulin, Cathedral Lakes, and Dog Lake”. I enjoy solitude as much as
anybody. But a statement that dayhikers could potentially be denied access to wilderness trailheads if use levels
exceed standards does not belong in the Plan. I'm sure the bureaucrats who came up with these proposed standards
can point to irrefutable science behind the standards, but however well-meaning this proposal is, it is badly
misguided, because when it comes to dayhiking, even on wilderness trailheads solitude should be sacrificed for access
if a trail's popularity unfortunately makes it impossible to have both. For overnight hikes, definitely keep a quota
system, but do NOT implement one for day use. Managing use levels for day use for reasons other than solitude,
such as Half Dome or if a trail is physically overwhelmed by the sheer number of hikers, is a good idea; doing so for
no other reason than solitude is a bad idea.

[Individual, #253]

Istrongly oppose the Park's proposal to use wilderness visitor encounters along the wild segments of the river (i.e.,
Lyell Canyon, Mono Pass trail) to monitor and (likely) restrict wilderness day use on popular Yosemite trails (see,
e.g., DEIS at ES-9). See also DEIS at 5-75:

”The plan will establish an indicator and management standard for wilderness trails that are within a day's hike
of Tuolumne Meadows? If encounter rates increase despite these efforts, the NPS will establish a day use permitting
system and make necessary changes in the backcountry quota system to better manage for opportunities for
solitude;” and DEIS at 7-87. The plan also proposes “implementation of a day use trailhead quote system if
determined necessary.” (DEIS at 5-75; see also DEIS at 7-87.) This “social engineering” approach is entirely
inappropriate in Yosemite's much-loved high country.

[Individual, #257]

Response: The Wilderness Act directs the NPS to provide opportunities for solitude or a primitive and
unconfined type of recreation. The act does not direct the specific management techniques for preserving such
opportunities. The standard for use confined to trails of a number of encounters with other groups per hour is
consistent with broadly accepted standards for high-use destinations in wilderness. It is also consistent with
current use. For instance, the most recently sampled encounter rate on the trail to Glen Aulin only occasionally
reached 9 encounters with other groups per hour (see chapter 5, table 5-15) and was below that number most of
the time; however the encounter rate standard for that heavily used trail segment is set to an average of 12
encounters per hour. It is expected that so long as the user capacity for Tuolumne Meadows remains close to
existing use levels (as it would in the preferred alternative), there would be no adverse impact on day recreation
associated with this standard. One of the purposes of establishing a user capacity program for the Tuolumne
River corridor is to ensure that river values, including the recreational value of a wilderness experience along
the river, is protected into the future.
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Concern ID: 71 The NPS should clarify under what circumstances a day use wilderness permit
system would be implemented, and should conduct additional environmental
and public review prior to implementing the option.

On this point, see TRP pages 7-87 and 7-88 under the description of the NPS preferred Alternative 4. Also see 5-72
through 5-78.

Repeated reading of these pages only confirmed our initial confusion as to what NPS intends. It says that under
certain circumstances a permit system would be implemented for day-hiking. But it is unclear what those
circumstances would be, or at what point on the trail a permit would be required, or when it would be required. So
we asked staff to explain it in plain English. We received conflicting opinions from different staff members as to the
meaning of the content of those pages. With so much confusion, it is abundantly clear that a future manager would
be free to apply his own interpretation and proceed to do whatever he wanted to do. It is imperative that this section
be re-written so as to make the intent very clear.

[Conservation/Preservation, #348]

No day use wilderness permit system should be imposed without full public and environmental review.
[Individual, #81]

One proposal in the TRP which clearly would require further analysis and public involvement would be
implementation of a permit requirement for day-hiking in designated Wilderness. Most day-hiking which is done in
the Tuolumne Meadows area falls in this category, and is designated for a possible permit requirement.

[Conservation/Preservation, #348]

Response: The descriptions of how user capacity would be managed for each alternative have been revised to
clarify that if monitoring determined that the new standard for day use was not being met, the NPS would
increase monitoring, inform visitors about alternative trails within the corridor, and encourage visitors to hike
during days and times of day at which lower encounter rates occur. If encounter rates increased despite these
efforts, the NPS would establish a day use permitting system (pursuant to additional compliance and public
involvement) and make necessary changes in the backcountry quota system to better manage for opportunities
for solitude. Chapter 8 of the TRP FEIS has been revised to clarify that additional compliance with public
involvement would be required to implement a day trailhead quota system, and that a wilderness day use permit
option could be considered as part of the upcoming Wilderness Stewardship Plan (see chapter 8, alternative 4).

Concern ID: 72 The NPS should reconsider the approach of using social encounters to manage
for opportunities for solitude.

I also think the approach to manage the wild river corridor via social encounters (“no more than ten parties per
hour, 80% of the time;” DEIS at ES-14) is poorly thought out. For instance, there are many day hikers (many of them
local residents of Mono County, where I live, but also visitors from throughout the U.S and the world) who make the
annual 18 mile round-trip trek to spectacular Waterwheel Falls during the high runoff season. The Park should not
limit day hiking visitors' ability to enjoy their Park by placing onerous restrictions such as day use quotas and
permits on them. Similarly, during high-season for Pacific Crest Trail (PCT) through-hikers and John Muir Trail
hikers, one will likely see well over 10 parties per hour in Lyell Canyon, especially as one gets closer to Tuolumne
Lodge. This is especially likely to be true for the PCT hikers during dry years when water is limited on other sections
of the PCT or during high-snow years; in both cases hiker use is consolidated as vs. spread out during years where
there is sufficient water and not too much snow. Day hikers who wish to enjoy this spectacular section of the PCT
and the John Muir Trail should not be “penalized” due to a large influx of PCT or John Muir Trail hikers on this
remarkable and popular trail.

[Individual, #257]

I see the increasing push away from group recreation and towards isolationism as a disturbing reflection of the
direction society is headed. There is a trend prevalent in society to protect our country from its people. This is an
elitist attitude, driven by the vocal few. The perception of overcrowding in Tuolumne is the opinion of a few who feel
that to enjoy the park they shouldn't be bothered by the intrusion of other people. The problem with this attitude is
that it is selfish. This place was set aside for everyone to enjoy. Those who wish to have solitude should expand their
explorations to the millions of acres of practically untouched wilderness both in the park as well as surrounding the
park. Tuolumne Meadows is an area of amazing scenery accessible by road and by its very accessibility is going to
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encourage people to stop and congregate. This will foster the perception of crowding by those who wish solitude, but I
repeat to them, there are millions of acres of area to find this solitude. You do not need to regulate a small area of the
park enjoyed by many just so these elite few can have a solitary experience by stepping out of their cars. These elitists

must make the effort to find that solitude if that is their goal.

[Individual, #263]

On Page 5-76 we read “...encounters have been chosen by many wilderness managers as an indicator for the
social setting...” It should be clarified that the National Parks cannot be all things to all people. The emphasis should
be that National Parks (like Yosemite) provide an opportunity to enjoy a natural resource area under conditions
that are distinctively different from the hustle and bustle of urban life. Solitude, quiet, individualistic experience, and
Sfamily recreating as opposed to group activities, and organized sight- seeing tours should be discussed in the TRP and
it should be acknowledged that certain visitor groups may not be as readily accommodated in wilderness areas or
near wilderness areas as others.

[Individual, #406]

Response: The NPS uses the best available science, including social science, to determine indicators and
standards for protecting river values. Using social encounters to measure impacts on recreation and the visitor
experience is an accepted measure in social science research and literature.

Concern ID: 73 The NPS should consider that the Yosemite Wilderness is relatively
uncrowded, compared with neighboring USFS land.

As someone who has extensively used the off-trail backcountry of Yosemite, I also know that this portion of
Yosemite is completely uncrowded. Venture 10 minutes off any major trail, even on the Lyell Canyon, Vogelsang or
Glen Aulin trails, and you will see no one. Yosemite's backcountry is not only less crowded but more pristine than
that of neighboring Forest Service-managed wilderness areas such as the Ansel Adams and John Muir wildernesses.
The Yosemite wilderness user who hikes on the Park's trails is accustomed to seeing a lot of people, especially in the

first mile or two and at major destinations such as Lyell Canyon Basecamp (not a place day hikers typically reach)
or Waterwheel Falls, both in the W&S river corridor. Those who don't like the experience of seeing a lot of hikers can
easily venture off the trail and find perfect solitude.

[Individual, #257]
Response: No response required.

Concern ID: 74 The NPS should clarify how encounters rates would be monitored and if
automatic trail monitoring data would be distorted by wildlife.

Regarding “encounter” rates on the trails I have two comments. ... at a public meeting in Yosemite regarding the
“science” behind the Yosemite planning documents it was disclosed that the automatic trail counters will record
people and large animals. I did not see a discussion in the TRP about how this error factor will be addressed when
determining “encounter rates” in future trail monitoring activities.

[Individual, #406]

Response: The NPS is aware that such inaccuracies can occur and has established protocols to correct for
possible collection errors. These details will be better articulated in the field monitoring guide and in protocols
that will be available on the park website.

Concern ID: 75 The NPS should clarify how opportunities for solitude would be managed in
areas close to Tioga Road; the NPS should not necessarily manage for
opportunities for solitude in such areas.

While the preparers give lip service to “opportunities for solitude” on trails, how might this be “managed”? Close
to the road these have been largely absent for years now. And, surely, increasing day visitation is an anathema to
that concept.

[Individual, #270]
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Most Wilderness managers have acknowledged that it is unrealistic to expect the same degree of solitude near the
road as a few miles in on a trail. Even the first mile or two can thin out the crowd markedly. It should be accepted
that there are going to be places where there are more hikers, and other places where there are going to be fewer. It
should be expected, and accepted, that there will be more hikers near the beginning of a trail, and that the numbers
will thin out as the distance from the road increases. To try to manage for solitude near the beginning of a trail
would be social engineering at a level which is unwarranted.

[Conservation/Preservation, #348]

Managing trails near Tioga Road should be done very carefully keeping in mind that “opportunities for solitude”
exist in many areas in the immediate vicinity. The wilderness area, 95% of Yosemite, provides a great many
“opportunities”.

[Business, #411]

Response: The Wilderness Act requires the NPS to preserve wilderness character, including "outstanding
opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation" in designated wilderness, which
includes areas within 200 feet of Tioga Road. In application, designated wilderness close to developed areas are
managed differently than remote wilderness. For instance, the encounter rate standard might be higher in these
areas, though it must remain below the standards set by the plan (see chapter 5, table 5-15) across the given trail
segment to be within the management standard for the wilderness recreation ORV. Also, the wilderness
encounters indicator has been revised in the TRP FEIS (see chapter 5, “Recreational Value: Wilderness
Experience along the River”) to include different standards for different areas within wilderness. For trails with
higher use and better access such as Glen Aulin and Lyell Canyon, the standards are adjusted as follows: an
average of up to 12 encounters per hour on the trail to Glen Aulin, an average of up to 12 encounters per hour
on the Lyell Canyon trail from Rafferty Creek to the Ireland Lake junction, and up to 8 encounters per hour on
the Lyell Canyon trail upstream of the Ireland Lake junction. In areas that are more remote and therefore
difficult to access (the Grand Canyon of the Tuolumne below near Pate Valley) the standard is an average of
two parties per hour. Through this revision, the TRP will provide greater opportunities for solitude, especially
in the Grand Canyon of the Tuolumne. Many areas near the Tioga Road are not designated wilderness, so the
Wilderness Act mandate to provide for opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation does not apply. Within designated wilderness near Tioga Road, the standard established for those
areas will ensure that opportunities for a primitive and unconfined type of recreation remain abundant.

Concern ID: 76 The NPS should select a lower encounter rate standard and adverse impact
threshold than what is proposed in Alternative 4.

Our Center finds the standard of encounter rate of no more than 10 groups per hour, 80% of the time, under
Alternative 4 to be too high to honestly provide a quality wilderness experience. The next lowest encounter rate,
posed by Alternative 2, is only 4 groups per hour 80% of the time. For the preferred alternative, CSERC advocates
for amore middle-ground rate of 7 groups per hour, 80% of the time. This is especially important given that current
rates for two of the most popular trails are as follows: Lyell Canyon - 7.37 groups per hour, 80% of the time, Glen
Aulin - 6.8 groups per hour, 80% of the time (C-15). Sentiment from public comments show that these rates are
already being seen as high enough to degrade their experience. Letting that amount grow by at least 3 more parties
an hour 80% of the time over a period of 3 years will likely lead to fast growing discontent and degradation of
visitor's Wilderness experiences on these trails.

... INTHE MEANTIME, THE PARK SHOULD LOWER THE STANDARD OF ENCOUNTER RATE TO NO
MORE THAN 7 GROUPS PER HOUR, 80% OF THE TIME. THE STANDARD FOR ADVERSE IMPACT SHOULD
BE LOWERED TO 10 PARTIES PER HOUR, 80% OF THE TIME OVER A THREE-YEAR PERIOD.

[Conservation/Preservation, #240]

Response: The TRP FEIS has been revised to adopt a lower encounter rate of not more than 2 other parties per
hour for the trail in the Grand Canyon of the Tuolumne from Rodgers Creek to Pate Valley. This standard will
enhance opportunities for solitude in this area, which is not accessible by day hikes from Tuolumne Meadows.
Please also see the response to concern #75.
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Concern ID: 77 The NPS should clarify why it selected an encounter rate based on groups
rather than individuals.

The fact that the park is using group numbers instead of individual numbers of people to make their assessment in
trail crowding is also disturbing. The present limit on numbers of people per group on day hikes in wilderness is 35
people (7-7). This leaves the potential for people to encounter well over one hundred people per hour on these
popular day hikes, truly inhibiting visitors from having a wilderness experience. Our Center urges the Park to
upgrade its user survey methods to be able to account for individuals on the trail and provide a more useful set of
data that will help establish realistic encounter rates on the trails.

[Conservation/Preservation, #240]

Response: The NPS uses the best available science, including social science, to determine indicators and
standards for protecting river values. Using groups, rather than individuals, is an accepted measure in social
science research and literature.

Concern ID: 78 The NPS should standardize encounter rate language as either encounters
with “groups” or “parties”.

[T]he language of the TRP is inconsistent. The issue of encounters with individuals (i.e. one person) versus groups
is discussed but the words “groups” and “parties” are used alternately within the document proper. This creates an
ambiguity that leaves the public in the dark as to what the “trigger” will be for the National Park Service to justify
implementing a day reservation system.

[Individual, #406]

Response: The TRP FEIS has been revised to consistently use the term "parties" in the context of encounters
with other parties on trails.

Concern ID: 79 The encounter rate of “four other groups per hour” proposed in alternative 1
would require a significant reduction in day visitor use at Tuolumne
Meadowvs.

Page 7-41. How can the trail encounter rate standard of no more than “four other groups per hour” be met
without a radical reduction in day visitor use at Tuolumne Meadows?

[Individual, #406]

Response: The commenter is correct; the proposed day visitor use capacity at Tuolumne Meadows is
significantly lower in alternative 1 than the other alternatives, including No Action.

River Value: Water Quality

Concern ID: 80 The TRP DEIS does not provide enough detailed information regarding water
quality.

On page 2-7 water quality is addressed but there is much information not presented here or elsewhere in the
document. For example, are monitoring wells in Tuolumne Meadows for the sewer treatment plant or just for the
fuel station? Where is the data on the capacity of the wastewater treatment system, and on the disposal policy for
sludge from the plant? There are those in the agricultural community who have reservations about using treated
wastewater on pasture lands, and the use of this water on golf courses is highly regulated, yet there is no discussion in
the TRP about the impact the disposal fields have on browsing wildlife. I've already touched on my concerns
regarding the lack of water meters to determine consumptive use but there should also be flow meters at the RV
dump station, and there should be a discussion on how wastes from RVs are managed by the treatment facility.

[Individual, #406]

Response: Please see the description of river values, under "Water Quality" in chapter 5 of the TRP. The TRP
DEIS and FEIS are not intended to be encyclopedic reviews of all currently available science (see response to
concern #36, above). The NPS provides links to several publications related to research within the park; see
www.nps.gov/yose/parkmgmt/trp_science.htm for alink to a U.S. Geological Survey publication regarding water
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quality in the Tuolumne River corridor. See also www.nps.gov/yose/naturescience/visitor-use-archive.htm for
links to annual reports, including water quality reports, used during preparation of the TRP. Finally, the tiered
environmental compliance for the wastewater treatment plant upgrade will contain more specific information
on the existing and proposed facilities.

Concern ID: 81 The TRP should evaluate water quality in the context of public health.

This EIS must provide accurate public health information regarding the daily quality of the water in the summer,
and must recommend an alternative that requires removal of all sources managed by the Park Service through
permits of fecal coliform in the Tuolumne River watershed in the Park.

[Individual, #318]

Human waste disposal is another issue that should be more fully studied. First responders (i.e. emergency
personnel) are instructed to take care at emergency scenes to treat all body fluids as potentially a biohazard. People
coming from foreign countries may be carriers of pathogens that are uncommon in the United States. On the other
hand, given the high use of medications and dietary supplements Americans may be introducing into the
environment a host of contaminants that should also not be allowed into the Tuolumne River. Where is the
complexity of this issue addressed in the TRP and how does the National Park Service intend on monitoring for these
intrusions into the ecosystem. E.coli sampling is not the only thing that should be under discussion. Furthermore, on
Page 83, E.coli sampling is said to take place in the “frontcountry.” It isn't until much further into the document that
this term is defined as referring to the developed areas of the Park. I believe testing should also be routinely
performed in Yosemite's “backcountry.”

[Individual, #406]

Response: The current condition of water quality is discussed at length in chapter 5 of the TRP DEIS and FEIS.
In brief, water quality in the Tuolumne River remains exceptionally high and superior to state standards for
protecting public health, as it was at the time of designation. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act requires the NPS
to protect the values that caused the river to be included in the national wild and scenic rivers system. Because
water quality is one of those values, the NPS manages water quality to retain this exceptionally high quality and
regularly samples water in the Tuolumne River watershed.

Concern ID: 82 The NPS should assess the risk of, and response to, potential leaks from the
force main crossing Tioga Bridge on Tioga Road and the force main between
the wastewater treatment plants and wastewater treatment ponds.

2.2-7: The SFPUC is concerned about wastewater force main crossings on the Tuolumne River. The SFPUC
recommends the NPS assess the risks of, and response to, potential leakage from the force main crossing the Tioga
Bridge on CA 120, and the force main between the TMWWTP and the detention ponds.

[Public Utility, #446]

Response: The TRP FEIS has been revised to identify both river crossings as potential risks to water quality. In
chapter 8, under the actions common to alternatives 1-4, the NPS would upgrade or construct the Tuolumne
Meadows wastewater treatment plant to conform to contemporary California codes, which require tertiary
treatment. Under alternatives 2-4, this action might allow for the consolidation of wastewater treatment
facilities and the removal of the force main between the current wastewater treatment plant and wastewater
treatment ponds. Alternatives 2-4 have also been updated to note that even if this technology was not available,
it might be possible to eliminate the ponds because tertiary treatment might produce wastewater of a quality
high enough to be distributed directly to the sprayfield if no other factors required temporary containment in
the ponds. Tertiary treatment would also greatly reduce the risk to water quality from potential failure of the
existing wastewater line under the meadows.

Finally, the risk of untreated wastewater contaminating the river from a break in the line under the bridge is one
reason that the idea of relocating all the wastewater treatment facilities to the site of the wastewater treatment
ponds on the north side of Tuolumne Meadows was dismissed from further consideration; such a relocation
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would quadruple the amount of untreated wastewater crossing the Tuolumne River through the wastewater
line at this location.

Concern ID: 83 The NPS should clarify if the adequacy of the Tuolumne Meadows
campground wastewater treatment collection system has been studied.

10. 7-108: The SFPUC requests clarification on whether studies were performed to evaluate the adequacy of the
Tuolumne Meadows campground wastewater collection system capacity. If studies were not performed, the SFPUC
recommends that such studies be conducted.

[Public Utility, #446]

Response: The TRP FEIS has been revised in chapter 8 to clarify that under all the action alternatives the
adequacy of the campground wastewater collection system would be assessed and upgraded if necessary as part
of the campground renovation, and leaking water and wastewater lines would be repaired or replaced.

Concern ID: 84 The TRP should identify stock use as a major risk to water quality.

On page 5-81, Water Quality Management Indicators and Monitoring Program, implies that people are more
likely the greater impact on water quality when it states, “Nutrient levels ..., Escherichia coli (E. coli), and
hydrocarbons are appropriate indicators for monitoring water quality because their levels can be tied to human
activities and human contact with water.” At the top of the page, you consider a microbial water quality study by
Atwill et al. in 2008 on the Tuolumne River watershed that considered the potential risk of surface water
contamination by pack stock. Please also incorporate into the document the fact that scientists from the UC Davis
Medical School published studies in 2006 and 2008 that document high concentrations of bacteria in (among other
waters) the Tuolumne River, and concluded that “pack animals are most likely the source of coliform pollution.”
Other sections of your report also allude to water quality degradation by stock such as new requirements on
handling their fecal matter. Please incorporate into your report a more balanced identification that stock is a major
cause of water quality issues.

[Individual, #307]

The trails are torn up, littered with manure, covered with dust & flies, and you know it all runs off into the water
[Individual, #322]

Response: Please refer to the response to concern #234, under the “Stock Use” section.

Concern ID: 85 The NPS should minimize and/or eliminate discharge from the wastewater
collection system during winterization and upgrade the winter ranger septic
system.

7. 7-30: The SFPUC recommends minimizing and/or eliminating the current direct discharge of chlorinated water
[from the wastewater collection system during winterization or inflow and infiltration flow through the wastewater
collection system to the meadow during winter.

...8.7-94, 95: Regarding the septic systems at Tuolumne Meadows, the SFPUC recommends NPS consider
improvements to the winter ranger septic system.

[Public Utility, #446]

Response: Although winterization procedures are part of basic park operations that are not addressed in the
TRP, no chlorinated water is currently discharged during winterization operations. The NPS is not aware of
any need to upgrade the Tuolumne Meadows winter septic system.
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Concern ID: 86 The NPS should continue to work with the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission on minimizing water quality impacts from trails and the NPS
stable.

SFPUC recommends that the following be addressed in the TRP or be prioritized in subsequent project-level
analyses or annual operations and maintenance activities if not addressed directly in the TRP: Trails Maintenance:
The SFPUC recommends continued detailed discussion with NPS regarding current sanitary surveys to ensure
priority trails receive additional maintenance to improve drainage and reduce erosion. Discussions need to include
assessment, improvement, and, where appropriate, rerouting of trails out of watercourses and areas that are not
easily maintained by erosion control.

... 7-94, Alternative 4: NPS Corral. The SFPUC supports the continued practice of making diversions at the NPS
corrals at Tuolumne Meadows to divert overland flow from the Tioga Road and overflow from the culvert from
draining through the corral and flushing soil and manure into the river.

[Public Utility, #446]

Response: The NPS will continue to work with the SFPUC on minimizing water quality impacts from any
potential source; this is done outside of the Tuolumne River Planning process. Chapter 5 of the TRP FEIS has
been revised to clarify that “The risk to water quality associated with stable operations will continue to be
mitigated by best management practices, including manure removal from corrals and water courses within the
first 0.25 mile of trails leading from stable operations and the diversion of overland flow away from corrals.
These practices have been successful in protecting water quality. The sizes and specific locations of the NPS
and concessioner stable operations vary among the alternatives.”

Concern ID: 87 The NPS should replace the Tuolumne Meadows skier toilet with a vault toilet,
connect the Lembert Dome toilet to the existing wastewater treatment
system, and clarify proposals for the Mammoth View parking area toilet.

Pit Toilets within the Tuolumne River Watershed: The SFPUC recommends the replacement of the Tuolumne
Meadows skier toilet with a vault toilet or other appropriate toilet system to minimize water quality impacts.
Mammoth View Portable Toilets: It remains unclear whether there will be toilet facilities at the designated pullout
area at Mammoth View and day parking areas designated along the Tioga Road (page, 7-28). What does NPS plan
for toilet facilities at the Mammoth View Parking and designated day parking areas? Vault Toilets at Lembert Dome
Parking Area: The SFPUC recommends that the NPS consider connecting the Lembert Dome vault toilets to the
existing sewer system.

[Public Utility, #446]

Response: The TRP FEIS has been revised to include replacement of the skier toilet with a vault toilet. The
NPS also intends to replacethe vault toilets at Lembert Dome with flush toilets once implementation of water
conservation measures in other facilities at Tuolumne Meadows are in place, so long as water use at these
facilities remains within the standard for protecting free flow of the river (see chapter 5). Mammoth View is not
addressed in the TRP because toilets are needed temporarily, for 2-3 months, and then they are removed to
eliminate their localized visual impacts. This action is part of basic park operations.

Concern ID: 88 The NPS should clarify if the TRP will address water quality impacts from
stormwater runoff in new parking areas or roads, particularly with regard to
total petroleum hydrocarbons.

ES-6: The SFPUC requests clarification that the NPS EIS will address water quality impacts due to storm water
runoff from new parking areas and roads, particularly with regard to total petroleum hydrocarbons.

[Public Utility, #446]

Response: The TRP FEIS has been revised to add that new and enlarged parking lots will be designed and
constructed in ways that minimize stormwater runoff and impacts associated with the introduction of
petroleum hydrocarbons into waterways. Please also see “Appendix O: Mitigation Measures Common to All
Action Alternatives,” provided in volume 3.
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Concern ID: 89 The NPS should consider that a motor vehicle accident along Tioga Road could
be a risk to water quality.

I'really have to think that the greatest risk to water quality is the risk of a motor vehicle accident at the Bridge over
the Tuolumne or along side the Dana Fork and the introduction of petroleum products into the river. That risk is not
even mentioned or assessed in the entire document.

[Individual, #389]

Response: The risk to water quality from motor vehicle accidents has been added to the description of the no-
action alternative impacts analysis in chapter 9, under the “Hydrology” impact topic. However, note that
implementation of the TRP would not change this risk, as the TRP does not limit the amount of traffic on Tioga
Road.

River Value: Free-Flowing Condition

Concern ID: 90 The NPS should seek a new domestic water supply source(s) for Tuolumne
Meadows, remove the Dana Fork diversion dam, and open the Parker Pass
Creek area to wilderness camping.

[R]ecreational use would be retained”, p 8-3, which has a useful discussion, but it could be expanded for the
Wilderness area of Parker Pass Creek basin and Dana Meadow by relocating the domestic water intake away from
Dana Fork which could lead to adding wilderness permit capacity at up to seven lakes there.

[Individual, #304]

... Also, there is no diversion of water from the Lyell Fork of the Tuolumne River and this should be addressed as
to why this is not and cannot be done.

[Individual, #406]

Response: As noted under the “Hydrology” affected environment in chapter 8 of the DEIS, chapter 9 of the
FEIS, the NPS attempted to find and develop groundwater as a viable water supply for the Tuolumne Meadows
area (HRS Consultants 1994). Optimal areas for well locations were identified (some were eliminated because
they were located in designated Wilderness), and two test wells were drilled in the vicinity of the Tuolumne
Meadows campground. Both test wells were drilled to a total depth of 400 feet below the surface, were
considered dry holes, and were subsequently plugged and abandoned. The Wild and Scenic River Act prohibits
any new water diversions on the Tuolumne River. Therefore, the NPS will continue to use the existing water
diversion on the Dana Fork to support use at Tuolumne Meadows and will continue to prohibit overnight use
upstream from this water source.

Concern ID: 91 The NPS should consider that water supply is a limiting factor in determining
user capacity.

Water supply must be considered a limiting factor when determining user capacity.
[Individual, #422]

Response: In the TRP FEIS chapter 8, the actions common to alternatives 1-4 have been revised to clarify that
the maximum use under each alternative must be protective of river values, with the primary constraints being
limits on water consumption to protect streamflow and limits on facilities and foot and stock traffic to protect
sensitive meadow and riparian habitats and water quality. These constraints provided the upper limits for each
alternative. A recent study conducted for the TRP (Waddle and Holmquist 2013) indicates that flows of 1 cubic
foot per second or lower have occurred on 9 or more days in at least 25% of years and for one day or more per
year in 48 of the past 95 years. Based on this study, the NPS developed all alternatives in this plan such that
water use would not comprise more than 10% of the Dana Fork’s flows when such flows reach their critical low
of 1 cubic foot per second. If climate change results in longer periods of low flow that begin earlier in the
summer, current and proposed rates of water withdrawals could exceed 10% of future low flows. To avoid
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future potential impacts on downstream habitats, additional water conservation measures would be
implemented as part of all the action alternatives (such as replacement of all toilets in the campground with
low-flow fixtures when the campground is rehabilitated). These additional measures, which could include
temporary closures of some facilities, are described in chapter 5.

Concern ID: 92 The NPS should adopt the Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp water conservation
measures in other areas of the park.

This section also addressed the potential impacts from climate change which I've stated earlier is not limited to just
how it affects water flows in the river. Conservation measures implemented at Glen Aulin could and should be
implemented at all locations in Yosemite National Park to ensure that the best and wisest use of water resources has
been undertaken. These actions would give greater credibility to visitor or user capacity statistics.

[Individual, #406]

Response: The water conservation measures, existing and proposed, at Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp are in
response to risk to water quality posed by the camp's leach mound. Actions elsewhere in the park are out of the
scope of this plan, though NPS is always seeking to conserve water everywhere in Yosemite.

Concern ID: 93 The NPS should remove all permanent structures from the 100-year floodplain
at Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp.

Our Center also finds that the presence of any structures within the 100-year floodplain at Glen-Aulin violates the
free-flowing requirement set forth by the WSRA. The “potential” to impede flows (8-32) should not be taken any less
seriously than a guarantee that flows would be impeded. Remouval of the three tent cabins that are within the
floodplain under the preferred alternative would be a step in the right direction, but ultimately that limited action
still leaves the actions proposed for the Camp in the Park's preferred alternative in violation of the WSRA.

WE ASK THE PARK TO ACKNOWLEDGE THAT LEAVING STRUCTURES WITHIN THE 100-YEAR
FLOODPLAIN AT GLEN AULIN DOES NOT PROTECT THE FREE-FLOWING CONDITION OF THE RIVER,
A REQUIREMENT OF THE WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT. SELECTION OF ANY ALTERNATIVE THAT
LEAVES PERMANENT STRUCTURES IN THE FLOODPLAIN AT GLEN AULIN, INCLUDING THE
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, PUTS THE PARK IN VIOLATION OF THE WSRA.

[Conservation/Preservation, #239]

Response: The NPS evaluated moving all permanent structures out of the 100-year floodplain in alternatives 1
and 2. The NPS preferred alternative, alternative 4, would retain all permanent structures at their current
locations because there are very few, if any, areas suitable for relocation of these structures; these cabins are
historic and contribute to the Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp historic district (the camp was determined eligible
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places in 2004). In addition, the camp is closed and the cabins
dismantled during the time period when major floods occur (generally during winter rain-on-snow events and
spring run-off).

Concern ID: 94 The NPS should clarify if the impact of the Tioga Road bridge is considered
transitory.

Page 5-14 addresses transitory impacts. Does the road bridge at Tuolumne Meadows constitute a transitory
impact if it impedes water flow only during high water years or does it impede run-off every year?

[Individual, #406]

Response: The impact of the Tioga Road bridge occurs primarily during years of high runoff, though the effects
are not so transitory. The abutments for the bridge cause the river to back up during periods of high flows,
which can cause the river to deposit sediments upstream of the bridge and cause scouring effects downstream
of it. Because the river's energy peaks during the spring runoff (or winter rain-on-snow floods), the much lower
flows of summer and fall do not have the energy necessary to reverse these impacts. In this way, disruptions to
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these hydrologic processes, even though they might not occur over an extended period of time, can have long-
term adverse impacts on river-related habitats.

No Action Alternative

Concern ID: 95 The NPS should select the No Action Alternative

I do not support reducing the current limits on use as detailed in the Tuolumne River Plan. In fact, I support No
Action .. .. I have been going to Yosemite High Country for about 3 decades and have noticed no significant decline
in the quality of the trails, the lodgings, etc. In fact, the park seems to be in better shape.

So, I recommend the No Action option.
[Individual, #93]

I think that it should stay as it is, no action. The US is in serious debt and these plans will cost a bundle. Keep things
as they are because it is hard enough as it is to find a reasonably priced place to stay anywhere in Yosemite.

[Individual, #119]

Twish to cast a vote in favor of leaving all alone. I don't want to see the ability to see Yosemite reduced.
[Individual, #141]

Response: The no-action alternative is not the environmentally preferable alternative and was not selected as
the preferred alternative because it would not fully protect river values, particularly at Tuolumne Meadows,
where increasing amounts of use would continue to adversely affect ecologically sensitive meadow and riparian
areas, archeological resources, scenic values, visitor experience, visitor safety, and park operations.
Additionally, aging utilities at Tuolumne Meadows and at Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp would continue to pose
risks to water quality under the no-action alternative.

Concern ID: 96 The NPS should not select the no-action alternative.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Draft Comprehensive
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. I am impressed by and appreciate the obvious level of
effort and thought that NPS staff members have put into developing the plan and the four alternatives. I have been
visiting Tuolumne Meadows (T.M.) and the surrounding high country for nearly 60 years and it is one of my
favorite places in this country. Over that time I have seen many changes, some for the better, some not. It always has
been the “quieter, wilder setting”(quote from the plan) of the Meadows and surroundings that has appealed to me,
and I believe it is important to maintain and restore this setting for the future. I have explored much of the
Tuolumne River corridor above Hetch-Hetchy, and twice in recent years have hiked the High Sierra Loop, staying
in all of the High Sierra Camps.

With that background, my first comment is that “no action” clearly is unacceptable now. The Meadows have been
degraded over time and the experience of visiting them has deteriorated in some ways. Elsewhere in the river
corridor, there are concerns that need to be addressed.

[Individual, #181]

The no action alternative is not my first choice. There are things that need to be fixed such as the tunnel of cars
along the highway by the Cathedral trailhead, the multiple stables, employee housing mixed with camping sites, and
the water treatment plant to name a few. Meadow restoration is important as well.

[Individual, #313]

Response: The no-action alternative is not the preferred alternative for the Tuolumne River Plan.
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Concern ID: 97 The NPS should clarify why the no-action alternative does not include
ongoing actions or actions proposed in other park planning documents.

Another concern I have is the titles of the alternatives. “No action” is misleading because the Park Service has
taken and is taking many actions that have, are and will be affecting the environment and recreational experiences
of the public. Furthermore, the National Park Service has a number of proposed actions in other planning
documents that will have a direct bearing on the Tuolumne River corridor and the Tuolumne Meadows area
regardless of the status of the TRP.

[Individual, #406]

Response: The no-action alternative includes pertinent ongoing actions and actions included in approved
plans; however, it is not intended to be a comprehensive catalog of all management occurring in the river
corridor. Rather, it focuses on the main differences between the new actions that might occur under
alternatives 1-4 and the management that is occurring now. This focus helps to clarify the decisions to be made
in preparing the TRP. The no-action alternative does not include actions that, while considered necessary and
desirable, still require (or are currently being considered as part of) separate planning and compliance. This is
because the purpose of the environmental impact statement is to analyze and compare particular sets of
alternative actions in compliance with NEPA. If the no-action alternative, which is required to serve as the
baseline for that comparison, was expanded to included future actions that had not yet met the compliance
requirements under NEPA, the analysis and comparison would no longer be valid. Rather than reflecting
current management, the no-action alternative would start to reflect the management being aspired to.

Concern ID: 98 The no-action alternative should describe conditions in the river corridor
when the Tuolumne River was designated a wild and scenic river (1984).

What is missing from the TRP is a concise, clear description of what the status was of the natural and cultural
resources and visitor experience as it would have been encountered in 1985. Snap shots of the past are offered in
different locations of the TRP document but at the beginning of Chapter 7 there should be a vivid word picture of
what it was like to have visited the subject region in 1985, with the supporting data. Certainly the Tuolumne River
corridor which constitutes the majority of the planning area has maintained the greatest level of integrity but there
are documentable changes that have impacted the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir area, the area below the dam, as well as
the Tuolumne Meadows area. The reader must hunt throughout the TRP to piece together a picture of what it was
like and even then it will not be a complete view.

[Individual, #406]

Response: In compliance with the requirement of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to protect and enhance the
values that caused the Tuolumne River to be included in the wild and scenic rivers system, the condition of
each river value at the time of designation is described and compared to the current condition in chapter 5,
"River Values and their Management." In compliance with NEPA, the alternatives under consideration for the
TRP include a no-action alternative, which describes the conditions and management actions that would exist
if the current management was continued. The no-action alternative does not describe the conditions that
existed in the river corridor at the time the Tuolumne River was included in the wild and scenic rivers system in
1984 because those conditions have changed and would not be consistent with the intent of the no-action
alternative.
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Action Alternatives

Actions Common to All Action Alternatives

Concern ID: 99 The NPS should implement the proposed actions common to alternatives 1-4
because they would protect and enhance river values.

The actions common to all alternatives for free flow, water quality, biological value for both the sub-alpine
meadow and low elevation, cultural values, scenic values, and recreational value are all as they should be.

[Individual, #175]

The actions common to Alternatives 1-4 include thoughtful, workable means of restoring the river environment
and the river's free-flowing condition; enhancing water quality; protecting viewsheds; reducing negative impacts
from stock (also mentioned in Alternative 4); and protecting archeological sites. These actions demonstrate a strong
intent to protect the river and make it accessible to visitors in current and future generations.

[Individual, #309]

The Sierra Club supports the Actions Common to all Alternatives which make needed changes to protect the River
and the meadows. We support the elimination of undesignated roadside parking in the Tuolumne Meadows area,
the improvements to the water systems, the removal of unnecessary structures, and site restoration.

[Conservation/Preservation, #81]
Response: No response required.

Concern ID: 100 The NPS should implement ecosystem restoration projects that tie restoration
goals to sensitive species.

All alternatives propose various levels of meadow, vegetation, and ecosystem restoration. However, none of the
alternatives tie restoration goals to specific objectives, like re-establishing Yosemite toad, Sierra yellow-legged frog
and other sensitive species that have disappeared from Tuolumne Meadows. There should be some sort of more
specific proposal for this section.

[Individual, #436]

Please choose ecosystem restoration projects that re-establish sensitive species populations like the yellow-legged
frog and Yosemite toad.

[Individual, #27]

The first priority should be restoration and protection of all endangered species in the impact zone. Human
activity should be restricted or regulated with that concept kept as priority number one. By definition extinct species
are irreplaceable.

[Individual, #30]

Response: No individual special-status species was found to individually meet the criteria of being both river-
related or -dependent and unique, rare, or exemplary within the river corridor. All meadow and riparian habitat
and species are addressed collectively by the TRP as part of the extensive complex of subalpine meadow and
riparian habitats, for which indicators and standards have been selected and will be monitored over time to
ensure that the river value is protected. The management of specific special-status species will be coordinated
(and consistent) with the implementation of the TRP, but it will be conducted independently as part of the
program-specific planning for natural resources management throughout Yosemite National Park, in full
compliance with federal and state laws and regulations and NPS policies regarding special status species. The
success of any future management action to restore a given species will be facilitated by the broader ecological
restoration of meadow and riparian habitat along the Tuolumne River.
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Concern ID: 101 The NPS should clarify proposals for restoration of amphibian habitat.

Several brief comments: Have any of the plans for the Park addressed the issue of amphibian losses? I believe fish
restocking was halted some years ago, but are there any other measures that can be taken to help protect these
endangered animals? Rerouting of trails and more intensive education regarding their plight and the steps
backpackers and day hikers can take to reduce human impact come to mind. Hot spots of frog and salamander
reproduction areas should be off limits to people. Are there captive breeding and release programs in place or
possible?

[Individual, #153]

The Yosemite Toad and the reintroduction of the Sierra Nevada Yellow Legged Frog need to be addressed now
without waiting for further studies.

[Individual, #422]

Response: The management of amphibians, notably special-status species, will be coordinated (and consistent)
with the implementation of the TRP, but it will be conducted independently as part of the program-specific
planning for natural resources management throughout Yosemite National Park, in full compliance with
federal and state laws and regulations and NPS policies regarding special status species. The success of any
future management action to restore a given species will be facilitated by the broader ecological restoration of
meadow and riparian habitat along the Tuolumne River. Please see response to concern #45 regarding
protections for the Sierra Nevada yellow legged frog and the Yosemite toad.

Concern ID: 102 Ecological restoration should take priority at Tuolumne Meadows.

Restoration efforts should be a high priority.
Protecting the river corridor and its ecosystem should be a higher priority than keeping high levels of use up.

[Individual, #66]

Iam happy to see the restoration of meadow and riparian habitat.
[Individual, #189]

The Tuolumne River, throughout its length is a highly valued for both its ecologic and recreational value. It hosts a
tremendous diversity of fish and wildlife, from Chinook salmon and steelhead, to the Great Grey Owl, black bear,
and marten. It provides unique recreational opportunities as well, attracting thousands of visitors to paddle its
whitewater and hike along its shores. Within Yosemite, the river provides a unique attraction to visitors to
experience a large high altitude meadow complex.

The meadows are delicate however and have been heavily used over the past century and the wear and tear is
beginning to show. As such, we support efforts to reduce human impacts and restore the meadow system.

[Conservation/Preservation, #355]

Response: The NPS prioritizes river protection and ecological restoration over recreational use, as required by
both the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the NPS Organic Act. (See also the response to concern #1.)

Concern ID: 103 The NPS has correctly identified actions to correct hydrologic issues at
Tuolumne Meadows, and should include more details regarding impacts of
bridges and Tioga Road.

Correcting all Hwy 120 culverts and those on Great Sierra Wagon Road (GSWRA) will help hydrology and visual
goals. ... .. Lsupport returning the GSWRd leading across the meadow to the pedestrian bridge near Soda Springs to a
condition similar to that in width in or before 1915 including swales in that road for good hydraulic passage in
flood, as long as the resulting path retains a mineral surface, a boardwalk is not favored , but would be tolerable.

Isupport crushing or removal of the abandoned sewer line under GSWRd, p 7-103.

...Are Highway 120 and/or the footbridge near Parson's Lodge/Soda Springs impacting hydrology? If so, I
support a study and making changes at these two bridges, page 5-67. .. .. Improvements are suggested, for both
bridges, but no specific date set for study to be completed, p 7-11, 7-97 and Table 7-13 p 7-103, and p 8-24, but the
park should assure these potential problems are examined by a date certain so they are not forgotten.

[Individual, #304]
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We are pleased to see and very supportive of the actions that would restore the hydrologic integrity of the
meadows. The Tioga Road and Great Sierra Wagon Road in particular are disruptive of natural hydrologic flow
within the meadows. Erosion is visible due to the culverts and flow across the meadow is impeded by the Great
Sierra Wagon Road. Culverts need to be resized and for the Great Sierra Wagon Road, a boardwalk system should
be considered. Similarly, the many informal and unofficial footpaths across the meadow must be removed and
visitors must be prevented from similar use in the future.

[Conservation/Preservation, #355]

Response: Chapter 5 of the TRP FEIS has been revised to include additional information about the impacts of
the Tioga Road bridge at Tuolumne Meadows. The redesign of the bridge to mitigate these impacts will be
analyzed in more detail in environmental compliance documents that tier off the TRP FEIS. Although the TRP
DEIS also called for actions to mitigate impacts on hydrology caused by the Parsons Memorial Lodge
footbridge (also known as the Soda Springs footbridge), subsequent evaluation by the park’s hydrologist has
determined that the footbridge does not affect the free flow of the river; therefore this action is no longer
included in the TRP FEIS.

Concern ID: 104 The NPS should consider introducing prescribed fire at Tuolumne Meadows to
improve meadow health.

To improve the overall ecologic health of the meadow complex, we encourage the park to consider and analyze
reintroducing fire as a management tool of the meadow system. Conifers are visibly encroaching into the meadows.
We believe that many of the meadow grasses, sedges, and forbes would thrive if fire were periodically applied while
conifers would be prevented from colonizing the meadows.

[Conservation/Preservation, #355]

Response: Current knowledge of fire history in Tuolumne Meadows is limited, particularly whether fire is a
natural ecosystem process in these subalpine meadows, so prescribed fire has not been proposed. Ongoing
research might suggest that fires historically occurred in Tuolumne Meadows and that prescribed burning is
appropriate to restore an altered fire regime; should that be the conclusion, the NPS will consider
reintroducing fire to the meadows.

Concern ID: 105 The NPS should use check dams and willow plantings as part of the ecological
restoration plan and should consider studying flow in Ackerson Meadow to
help inform this restoration.

Tworked on a project with CSERC on a tribuatary creek of the Tuolumne River up near Cherry Lake (don't
remember the exact spur road name). .... We made lots of LITTLE check dams to catch silt, making sure the over-
flow goes over the center of the dam and onto a rock apron to prevent storm run-off undercutting of the check dam
and further downstream erosion. These check dams were about a foot to 2 feet high, no more. In some spots we used
log and branch debris to make check dams. This stays in place by proper placement, natural inter-ties, water
logging, and sometimes with anchor stones strategically spaced. This is cheap and easy to do with local materials
found on the site.

...Brush and log debris dams on larger creeks and rivers are reinforced by materials floating down from
upstream - such as spring flood logs, sticks, and uprooted brush. The stream flow correctly directs the debis to the
weakest part of the dam - as you likely have seen yourself.

Twas very pleased to see from the presentation that old photos show thickets of willows protecting erosion
vulnerable streambanks. I have worked as a volunteer on many, many meadow restorations with CSERC (Central
Sierra Environmental Resource Center). These meadows were damaged by logging and cattle practices. It's easy to
plant willows. Please, at the very least, start the restoration as soon as possible by planting locally native willows in
all areas we know (from photos, etc.) had willows in the past. This is easy to do, as you know, just stick those willow
stems in the ground is soil that is well enough watered.
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Please send a biologist or soils specialist to study the excellent sheet flow found in the south spur of upper Akerson
Meadouws. .......The upper section of the meadow found there has supperb sheet flow with correspondingly tall
grassess throughout. In contrast, the main stem of Akerson Meadow (where the old, dilapitated ranch house
prominently stands east of Evergreen Road) is badly eroded by serpentine channeling. That meadow is parched dry
in the summer and the grasses are scrubby, nothing like the beautiful south meadow.

[Individual, #391]

Response: Brush layering and planting willows have proven to be very successful techniques in restoring river
banks in Yosemite Valley and the NPS has identified these as techniques to be used in the restoration plan
found in the TRP FEIS Appendix H: Ecological Restoration Planning for the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River
Comprehensive Management Plan. In addition, the "Restore Riparian Vegetation along Riverbanks"section in
chapter 5 of the TRP FEIS includes meadow restoration prescriptions that are largely based on other successful
restorations within the park such as at Cooks Meadow and Wawona Meadow. The NPS will continue to use
the best available science and consult with subject matter experts in and outside the park on developing
innovative approaches to meadow restoration.

Concern ID: 106 The NPS should clarify if willows were impacted by the 1997 flood.

Could loss of some willows be a result of the 1997 New Year flood?
[Individual, #304]

Response: No data exist on the condition of willows before the 1997 flood. However, willows are adapted to
withstand flooding by reproducing through vegetative rooting and have been known to reestablish after major
floods.

Concern ID: 107 The NPS should define the terms 'disturbance’, specify where new
construction would occur and be specific regarding where facilities would be
relocated.

What needs clarification, this means define these terms especially disturbance, what new construction and which
specific facilities are being relocated and to specific location:
“disturbance for new construction or relocation of facilities.”

[Individual, #113]

Response: The phrase the commenter refers to is not in the TRP DEIS, but it is similar to language found in the
summary guide for the TRP DEIS distributed during the public review period. The DEIS and FEIS, rather than
the summary guide, provide detail regarding facility locations and proposed relocations the commenter
requests. Potential or likely disturbance areas are shown graphically in the plan's alternatives chapter, under the
site plans for each alternative (chapter 7 in the DEIS and chapter 8 in the FEIS). In addition, areas of existing
and potential new disturbance are described, and in some cases quantified, in the impacts analysis for each
alternative (chapter 8 in the DEIS and chapter 9 in the FEIS). In addition, the term 'disturbance' has been added
to the TRP FEIS glossary.

Concern ID: 108 The NPS should clarify if “eco-friendly” upgrades or renovations were
considered for existing public facilities.

I'd be curious to know if any consideration was given to upgrading and/or making the current public facilites
more eco-friendly, rather than spending funds on expansion of those facilities, however “slight” that expansion
seems.

[Individual, #233]

Response: All visitor facilities would comply with NPS and Yosemite National Park policies and design
guidelines governing protection of natural and cultural resources, functionality, energy and water efficiency,
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and accessibility. Consistent with this guidance, all new construction and rehabilitation of existing facilities
would incorporate technologies for conserving energy and water and minimizing environmental impacts.

Alternative 1

Concern ID: 109 The NPS should select alternative 1 as the preferred alternative.

The Draft Tuolumne River Plan does a good job of defining the issues concerning the outstandingly remarkable
values of the Wild and Scenic Tuolumne River. This river and its associated ecosystem is near and dear to my heart
and my own sense of place and well being. The most important values of the river to me and for future generations,
are water quality and the integrity of natural functions in the surrounding ecosystem of the river. Alternative 1 is the
most in keeping with these values, while Alternative 2 is the worst of those presented.

[Individual, #456]

Please vote/enact Alternative #1. Let's keep the riverside as natural as possible.
[Individual, #34]

Iprefer alternative 1.

Tuolumne meadow is currently over-congested with too many commercial facilities. During peak summer
months, many sections of the road are chock full of cars, akin to a shopping mall parking lot. Fewer visitors and
fewer facilities will enhance the scenic value of the meadow.

Other sections of the river are well managed.

[Individual, #111]

Response: The NPS did not select alternative 1 as the preferred alternative; please see the 'Environmentally
Preferred Alternative' section of chapter 8.

Concern ID: 110 The NPS should not select alternative 1 as the preferred alternative.

I felt that 2 of the alternatives really aren't viable (alt. 1 & alt. 2) because Alternative 1, in my opinion, is too
restrictive in a growing population. I think it is ridiculous to think that visitor day use could realistically be reduced
by 41% and visitor overnight use could be reduced by 25% in our growing population. To reduce use by this much,
along with completely removing the Tuolumne Meadows Lodge and Glen Aulin restricts use of this area too much! I
believe that a better balance of protecting this area and allowing the public to enjoy this area can be achieved. It is
vital to Yosemite, and other natural areas as well, that people be able to really connect with the nature and beauty of
this area so that they can see how important it is to protect areas like this in the future. I also very much dislike the
complete removal of Loop A in the campground in this alternative.

[Individual, #299]

My second observation is that under existing management, with the exception of a couple portions of meadows,
all of Outstandingly Remarkable values are supported by the existing condition of the affected environment.

Consequently it is appalling that you would be willing to reduce recreational opportunities under alternative 1 by
eliminating Concessioner Accomadations and amenities. Furthermore without reducing or controlling numbers of
vehicles entering the Tioga road from both east and west you seem to think that limited parking will somehow solve
overcrowding and the need for such amenities. Without adequate parking alternative 1 seems to guarantee gridlock.
But there is not even a suggestion of that possibility in the Environmental Consequences analysis.

[Individual, #389]

Response: Alternative 1 is not the NPS preferred alternative; please see the ‘Environmentally Preferred
Alternative’ section of Chapter 8.

A-56 Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Final Comprehensive Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement



Appendix A: Public Comment and Response Report
Concerns related to: Action Alternatives

Concern ID: 111 The NPS should adopt some actions proposed in alternative 1 into the
preferred alternative, including removing overnight lodging and reducing use.

Twould like you to consider adopting parts of Alternative 1. That is the alternative that does the most to restore
Tuolumne Meadows and the river corridor. It would remove the Tuolumne Lodge facilities and the Glen Aulin High
Sierra Camp commercial operation and steer that level of lodging to areas outside the Park such as Lee Vining (20
minute drive away). It also would reduce visitor day use and move some of the throngs of visitors out of the already
congested Tuolumne Meadows area by removing most of the undesignated parking spaces and only re-constructing
a percentage of those parking spaces that are removed.

[Individual, #273]

It seems to me that the only way to ensure that Tuolumne Meadows is not overly impacted by people that are
“loving it to death” is to adopt Alternative 1 and emphasize a self-reliant experience. I have been told that
Alternative 1 could never be an option because it leaves out too much of the general public so I will not spend too
much time on it.  was never aware that Tuolumne Lodge has 69 units. Cutting the use of pack animals and
concessioner horses would certainly cut the use of water. I would have no problem with cutting out loop A in the
campground. The total number of people would decrease by 1,611 people at one time. Reducing that number of
visitors a day would give Tuolumne a chance to maintain its water levels as well as cut the number of cars invading
the park every day.

[Individual, #365]

What I appreciate most from Alternative 1 is the emphasis on restoration within the WSR corridor and on a more
natural, self-reliant experience. Removal of facilities at the wastewater ponds, Tuolumne Meadows Lodge, and Glen
Aulin HSC, will enhance conditions with the corridor considerably. In addition to restoring campground loop A, I
recommend the same for Loop D, and for the same reasons.  would also prefer a smaller acreage devoted to new
development, preferably outside of the wild and scenic corridor, perhaps south west of what is proposed. Also
mouving the combined use stables to the same area might allow for some mitigation of the stock wastes by the
meadow-overlook area from Alternative 2 to be situated at location 12 on the existing stables.

[Individual, #456]

Response: The preferred alternative (alternative 4) seeks to balance desires to retain a traditional Tuolumne
experience with the need to make visitor use more protective of river values. All of the action alternatives would
implement an ecological restoration plan for Tuolumne Meadows, which accounts for the vast majority of
proposed ecological restoration activity in both alternatives 1 and 4. In alternative 4, visitor use management
would become more restrictive in terms of where visitors could park and access sensitive resources, such
meadow and riparian habitat. In addition, concessioner stock day rides are eliminated in alternative 4.

Evaluations conducted as part of this plan indicate that traditional kinds and amounts of overnight use could be
retained while protecting and enhancing river values. The facility analysis concluded that Tuolumne Meadows
is a major visitor destination, far enough from most visitors’ homes or other visitor service centers to necessitate
opportunities to spend the night, including camping and some lodging. Some level of affordable
accommodations is necessary to provide this opportunity for visitors who choose not to camp or who do not
have the ability or the equipment to camp. While lodging is available in Lee Vining, that lodging does not
provide visitors with an easy opportunity to experience Tuolumne Meadows in the evening, at night, and in the
early morning hours; moreover, most of it is considerably more expensive than the rustic accommodations
provided at the Tuolumne Meadows Lodge.

Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River Final Comprehensive Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement A-57



Appendix A: Public Comment and Response Report
Concerns related to: Action Alternatives

Concern ID: 112 Alternative 1 would not provide a completely self-reliant experience, and the
overview description of the alternative should note Glen Aulin High Sierra
Camp as a lost recreational opportunity.

Alternative 1 is entitled “Self-Reliant Experience” and refers to the fact that under this management proposal
people going to Tuolumne Meadows will need to take their own supplies because the store and gas station will be
removed. However, overnight guests will still need a water system infrastructure, a wastewater infrastructure, a
solid waste disposal service and a variety of other supportive services to accommodate their needs. So “self-reliant”
may be somewhat over stated.

...Page 7-34. One of the bullet points for Alternative 1 states “Retain all current recreational opportunities except
concessioner day rides and commercial use.” Is the removal of Glen Aulin not a lost recreational opportunity?

[Individual, #406]

Response: The overview describes the type of visitor experience to be achieved under alternative 1--the
desired conditions that would require the management actions taken under that alternative. It states that the
Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp would be removed as one of the major actions. The impact of this action on the
visitor experience, including the finding that "removal of the Glen Aulin High Sierra Camp would eliminate the
opportunity for visitors to stay at this traditional camp," is analyzed in chapter 9 of the FEIS.

Alternative 2

Concern ID: 113 The NPS should select alternative 2 as the preferred alternative.

Tvote for Alternative 2. My second choice is No Action.
I have been coming to Yosemite Na. Park for years, and the High Country never appeared too crowded to us
when we went there.

[Individual, #208]

As a frequent visitor to Yosemite National Park and a resident of California, I would like to voice my support for
alternative 2 in the final drafft of the management plan for the wild and scenic Tuolumne River.

[Individual, #414]

Our Board continues to advocate for maximum accessibility with minimum, unnecessary restrictions. Therefore,
any comments submitted by our Board will reflect a desire to emphasize user experience. While the County applauds
the fact that Alternatives 2 and 4 maintain the number of visitors to the Tuolumne Meadows region, the County sees
greater value to visitors with Alternative 2 due to its continued protection of river and ecological conditions while
enhancing the user experience.

[County Government, #378]

Response: Alternative 2 would provide outstanding, diverse recreational opportunities in the river corridor.
However, the historic setting at Tuolumne would be altered to a greater extent than under any other
alternative, and water consumption and associated risks to water quality would remain relatively higher. This
alternative would have the greatest potential for requiring future reductions in service, including reducing the
capacities at the lodge and/or campground, to ensure that the level of water consumption remained protective
of river flows. For these reasons alternative 2 was not the environmentally preferable alternative or the
preferred alternative for the Tuolumne River Plan.

Concern ID: 114 The NPS should not select alternative 2 as the preferred alternative.

As for Alternative 2, I think that expanding the recreational opportunities to the degree mentioned in this
alternative are too much. ... I think, overall, that this alternative really isn't viable because of the increased water
demand put on the water supply and also because of it being the most expensive alternative to implement.

[Individual, #299]

Id support any of the plans EXCEPT #2 Whatever you do, please do not expand recreation.
[Individual, #251]
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ALTERNATIVE 2:
The problems currently being experienced are due primarily to overuse. Increased visitation is out of the question.
The need is to decrease visitation and abuse of the land.

[Individual, #270]

Response: Alternative 2 is not the preferred alternative. Please see the 'Environmentally Preferred Alternative'
section of chapter 8.

Concern ID: 115 The title of alternative 2, “Expanding Recreational Opportunities,” is
misleading because it does not increase the opportunities for some
experiences (e.g., camping) to historic levels.

Alternative 2's title “expanding recreational opportunities” is also misleading. No increase in overnight
wilderness use is proposed and it is noted in the TRP that since the adoption of a quota system the number of requests
for wilderness permits routinely exceeds the quota limits. The TRP also notes wilderness use is less today than what is
believed to have occurred prior to implementing the wilderness reservation system. No increase is proposed for day
or overnight use in the Hetch Hetchy area or below the dam. The proposed increase in day visitor parking does not
completely off- set the proposed loss in the current number of “informal” parking spaces and, as noted in the TRP,
the growing demand for more parking is not met by this alternative in future years. The modest increase in
campsites at Tuolumne Meadows comes no where near the historic high of some 600 campsites and it is unclear how
many of the added campsites are for the public and how many will be needed for increased employee staffing.
Ironically transit service is proposed to be expanded under Alternative 4, but not under Alternative 2. It seems the
main expanded recreational activity for Alternative 2 is the consideration of permitting kayaking on the river. That
is about as palatable as proposing the permitting of snowmobiling into Tuolumne Meadows during the winter.

[Individual, #406]

Response: Alternative 2 allows for recreational opportunities to the extent that would remain protective of
river values. Existing recreational opportunities in the river corridor would be retained, day and overnight user
capacities could go above existing use levels, and new opportunities would be provided, including limited
amounts of whitewater boating in the Grand Canyon of the Tuolumne and additional picnicking facilities at
Tuolumne Meadows. The existing overnight wilderness trailhead quotas would remain at their current levels
because, after careful study, the NPS has determined that these quotas are protective of wilderness experience
and resource conditions, including the condition of river values. At Tuolumne Meadows, the number of
designated parking spaces provided would exceed the number of undesignated parking spaces that would be
removed (based on a 2011 parking inventory). The number of individual campsites in the Tuolumne Meadows
campground would be increased by 13% to 345 sites. The campground would not be restored to its historic
capacity of about 600 sites, primarily because of constraints on water consumption, although the original
reduction in campsites also greatly reduced campground congestion and enhanced the naturalness of
individual sites.

Alternative 3

Concern ID: 116 The NPS should select alternative 3 as the preferred alternative.

Tvote for alternative #3. My runner up is no action. Tuolumne is overburdened with too many visitors as it is and
is being loved to death like much of Yosemite.

[Individual, #170]

Ioppose Alternative 4 and strongly recommend Alternative 3 with one change - please continue the use of wood
for stoves in the camp.

[Individual, #163]

Isupport Alternative 3.
Yosemite is a treasure that we cannot take for granted. Yet if people do not have access they will not be able to
appreciate it. It would be wonderful if we were all self reliant but the fact is many are not and so facilities such as
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Tuolumne Meadows and Glen Aulin provide the services needed and I think they should remain but I support
cutting back to lessen the impact on the environment. Personally, I have used the “meals only” option at the HS
camps, after initially staying in the tent cabins. Having ventured into this area of Yosemite I am encouraged to be
more self reliant and I hope this will be the same for other users.

Isupport measures that encourage less single family vehicles and decreased commercialization

[Individual, #297]

Response: Alternative 3 would provide outstanding recreational opportunities similar to existing conditions
and would retain the historic setting of Tuolumne Meadows. However, it would reduce both day and overnight
use, and it would not reduce either the risk to water quality at Glen Aulin or the user conflicts on the trail to
Glen Aulin to the degree that would be achieved under the preferred alternative. Please see the
'Environmentally Preferred Alternative' section of chapter 8.

Concern ID: 117 The NPS should more clearly tie proposed actions to a long-term vision for
Alternatives 3 and 4.

Alternative 3 and 4 have ambiguous titles “Celebrating the Tuolumne Cultural Heritage” versus “Improving the
Traditional Tuolumne Experience” and the explanations offered are couched in highly subjective terms. So, does the
reduction of the Tuolumne Meadows campground from 600 to 300, the increase in car volume, the introduction of
transit service, the allowance of charter/tour buses, the establishing of an overnight permit system, the reduction in
the Glen Aulin bed-space and the elimination of the gas station and store contribute to or detract from the “cultural
heritage” or “traditional Tuolumne experience?” I could argue both ways on each point depending on where I set the
baseline which is the fundamental flaw of these alternatives because the baseline is not clearly defined. Tuolumne
Meadows has been in the National Park system for over one hundred years, and cultural awareness and visitation
pre-date that timeline. What is the future vision? An area reflecting late 20th century visitation practices and
patterns, mid-20th century, early 20th century or is it some other ideal? This should be explained in the TRP.

[Individual, #406]

Response: Some of the actions described by the commenter occurred between the time of the river’s
designation (1984) and today. Specifically, the reductions in camping at Tuolumne Meadows from a high of 600
campsites, increases in traffic volume on Tioga Road, and the introduction of public transit to the Tuolumne
Meadows area all occurred after 1984. As noted in the response to concerns #97 and #98, above, the no-action
alternative does not describe the conditions that existed in the river corridor at the time the Tuolumne River
was included in the wild and scenic rivers system in 1984 because those conditions have changed and this
description would not be consistent with the intent of the no-action alternative. Rather, the plan focuses on the
main differences between the new actions that might occur under alternatives 1-4 and the management that is
occurring now. However, a description of baseline conditions for river values (rather than all visitor services in
the corridor, including camping and transportation) at the time of the river’s designation, to the extent known,
is provided in chapter 5 in compliance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

The alternatives under consideration for the TRP address these traditional visitor activities in a range of ways.
Retaining all ongoing activities in their current settings, including historic facilities, is a key component of
alternative 3. This alternative is linked to cultural heritage because it proposes the fewest changes to the layout
and design of the Tuolumne Meadows Historic District. It is the alternative that is closest to no-action in terms
of the location and use of facilities. As noted in the response to concern #111, above, the vision for the
preferred alternative (alternative 4), which is reflected in the title of the alternative, is to balance desires to
retain a traditional Tuolumne experience expressed during public scoping with the need to make visitor use
more protective of river values. Alternative 4 would discontinue one traditional activity, concessioner stock day
rides, in order to reduce conflicts on trails and reduce the risk to water quality associated with stock use on
trails and stables operations. Alternative 4 would also remove the Tuolumne Meadows gas station in order to
reduce risks to water quality.
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Alternative 4 (NPS Preferred Alternative)

Concern ID: 118 The NPS should implement Alternative 4.

Isupport Alternative #4. It retains the current level of camping possibilities in the Tuolumne Meadows area. Such
visitor accessibility is necessary to allow the public to appreciate the value of the area, and is a long-standing
tradition. We raised our children with great familiarity with Tuolumne, and they remain committed lovers of
nature. Please select Alternative #4.

[Individual, #90]

Yosemite National Park is one of the prettiest National Parks and we should strive to allow people to visit the park
as much as possible without disrupting the natural beauty. I trust the park rangers and those who work in the NPS,
so my vote is for plan #4 though I hate to see the hikers limited in the High Sierra Glen Aulin Camp.

[Individual, #88]

While all alternatives have aspects that are positive, negative and a mixture of such, I support the preferred
Alternative 4

[Individual, #80]

Response: Alternative 4 is the preferred alternative. Please see the 'Environmentally Preferred Alternative'
section of chapter 8.

Concern ID: 119 The NPS should not select Alternative 4 as the preferred alternative because it
is too similar to the no-action alternative, does not reduce use, and/or does
not encourage visitors to get out of their vehicles to experience the park.

Alternative 4 is not in line with enhancing the outstandingly remarkable values of the Wild and Scenic
Tuolumne River. In fact, it is very much like the no action alternative, which would be a waste of a very expensive
planning process. But, while I am in favor of eliminating commercial activities and shrinking the NPS footprint, I
think a robust educational and interpretive visitor center could be integrated.

[Individual, #456]

I disagree with the preferred alternative in the first place. This is a national park not an amusement park (as it has
been treated thus far). There's too much “access” in Yosemite all around. The park is too well loved because it is
close to urban areas, has a freeway going through it, has hotel and cabins and hamburger stands and pools and junk
stores. There are too many people in the park now to make it enjoyable for anyone, especially the natural residents
(who don't ever seem to be accounted for). How many animals get run over every day to accommodate tourists and
their cars in the name of “access”?! Your plan should be a more self-reliant one to start off this discussion. Tradition
is all well and good if it is sustainable for nature in a national park. This isn't Lincoln's Boyhood Home NP based on
a human development. This is a NP based on preserving nature.

[Individual, #392]

The focus of changes should be to encourage people to get out of their cars and experience the park in a non-
motor-vehicular way. For this reason several of the changes in the “preferred” alternative are, to be kind, totally
illogical, or to be honest, downright stupid.

[Individual, #253]

Response: All of the action alternatives prioritize river protection and ecological restoration over recreational
use, as required by both the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the NPS Organic Act. (Please also refer to the
response to concern #1.) The NPS is also directed by these acts to provide for recreational use that is protective
of park and river values. Alternative 4 is the preferred alternative because it would strike a balance between
maintaining the historic setting of the river corridor, maintaining a diversity of recreational opportunities, and
allowing for extensive natural resource management at Tuolumne Meadows to restore natural ecosystem
function to the extent possible.

In the absence of any increase in park facilities or programs, visitation to the Tuolumne Meadows area has
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steadily increased, along with an increase in localized impacts to river values. The preferred alternative seeks to
eliminate many of these impacts while minimizing disruptions to established visitor use patterns and enhancing
opportunities for visitors to get out of their cars. For instance, the gas station and mountaineering shop would
be removed in order to reduce risks to water quality and accommodate relocated parking (from the meadows
along Tioga Road), and the visitor center function would move to a new facility just west of the campground,
immediately across from the most popular short hike in the area, to Parsons Memorial Lodge. These actions, in
addition to facilitating ecological restoration of the meadows, would allow visitors to park at one location for
orientation, interpretive programming, supplies, and access to trails and trailheads. Currently, visitors drive
between the existing visitor center and the visitor services core.

Concern ID: 120 Some actions proposed in Alternative 4 appear to conflict with the description
of the Alternative 4 concept.

Alternative 4 concept: The concept seeks to balance traditional Tuolumne experiences with reduced development
and with sustainability, while introducing short-term visitors to the river in a meaningful way. Several actions in
Alternative 4 seem in opposition to these worthy goals. For example, Alternative 4 calls for new development and
increased visitor and employee use, which could conflict with these goals and with the overarching aim of protecting
the river.

[Individual, #309]

Alternative 4 is the preferred plan that supposedly improves the traditional Tuolumne experience but I have to ask
for whom? Day visitors would increase, thereby encouraging more visito