
Appendix C: 
Public Comments and 

Responses 



 

 

 









 

 

 

  

Appendix C: Public Comments and Responses 

Page left intentionally blank 


C-4 






 

 

 

 

      

  
  

  
  

 

     

     

 

      

  
  

  
  

    

    

    

 

Appendix C: Public Comments and Responses 

regulatory frameworks, are examples of activities that would continue under the No Action 
Alternative. 

A Preferred Alternative is identified in Chapter 2 of the DEIS as Alternative 2, the South Entrance 
hub. However, the NPS would be able to select any one of the alternatives, or possibly a combination 
of alternatives based on the analysis of impacts, in order to select the course of action that best meets 
the purpose and need of the project while minimizing adverse impacts to the extent practicable. 

Concern ID: 46362 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should clarify how funding sources influenced the 
planning process. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 331 

Comment ID: 321340 

Representative Quote: What influence did the source for the funding of the 
proposed improvements in the Mariposa Grove have on the planning 
process? 

Response: The planning process for the restoration of Mariposa Grove is driven by NPS objectives 
established through the General Management Plan (GMP) for Yosemite National Park and 
subsequent NPS decisions. Implementation of the proposed improvements to the Mariposa Grove 
would be funded by a variety of sources including the NPS, the Federal Highways Administration, 
private donors, and grants pursued by NPS and/or via park partners.  

MG1000 – Purpose and Need 

Concern ID: 46336 

CONCERN The National Park Service should consider maximizing or enabling public 
STATEMENT: recreational access to be the primary goal for its actions in Mariposa Grove. 

Representative Corr. ID: 92 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321058 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Yes conservation is one of the goals of the NPS, but I 
believe the bigger goal / mission of the NPS is to enable and not limit access: 
this is why we call it a park versus a federally protected forest.  

Response: The NPS developed the alternatives considered in the FEIS in accordance with public 
laws, treaties, proclamations, executive orders, regulations, and directives of the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks. The NPS Organic Act, passed by 
the U.S. Congress in 1916, provides fundamental management direction for all units of the National 
Park System. The Organic Act requires that NPS “shall promote and regulate the use of…national 
parks…by such means and measures as conform to the fundamental purpose of the said 
parks…which purpose is to conserve the scenery and natural and historic objects and the wildlife 
therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave 
them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.” Fragile ecosystems such as that of the 
giant sequoia warrant special care if the groves are to survive and thrive.  
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Appendix C: Public Comments and Responses 

Congress amended the Organic Act with the 1970 General Authorities Act, which affirms that all of 
the nation’s parks—whether they include natural, cultural, or historic resources—are united under 
the mission, purpose, and protection of the Organic Act. The 1978 Redwood National Park 
Expansion Act also amended the Organic Act, re-affirming the mandate and directing the NPS to 
manage park lands in a manner that would not degrade park values. In addition, federal management 
decisions must be consistent with national laws, including the National Environmental Policy Act, 
National Historic Preservation Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the Clean Water Act. 

MG1010 – Policy and Other Planning 

Concern ID: 46273 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should clarify the relationship between the GMP, 
Yosemite Grant, and Mariposa Grove proposal concerning the retention of 
facilities, level of visitation, and reduction of private vehicles. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 110 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321193 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: After nearly 150 years since the Grove and Yosemite 
Valley were removed from the public domain and reserved for “public use, 
resort and recreation, inalienable for all time”, now the NPS is violating those 
express conditions of the Yosemite Grant and limiting the public’s access to 
this unique grove of trees. 

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321361 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: I request that the NPS postpone a Record of 
Decision regarding the Mariposa Grove plan until the MRP has been adopted 
and the amendments to the GMP made public. When those actions have been 
accomplished, the NPS should release an addendum to the draft Mariposa 
Grove plan indicating how those actions will affect or not affect the various 
alternatives outlined in the draft Mariposa Grove DEIS. 

Response: A new section was added to Chapter 1 of the FEIS to address Interrelationships with 
Other Plans and Policies. A new appendix (Appendix A) details the amendments that would be made 
to the GMP if the preferred alternative is selected.  
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Appendix C: Public Comments and Responses 

MG10100 – Commercial Operations – Tram 


Concern ID: 46277 

CONCERN The National Park Service should consider alternatives to current tram 
STATEMENT: operations that would still allow access, including: 

- Wheelchair/scooter rental 
- Reduced tram service (limited hours) 
- Aerial tram (like a gondola) 
- Compressed natural gas vehicles 
- Repaved road 
- Electric vehicles 
- Horse and wagons 
- Golf carts 
- Narrower vehicles (less likely to impact trees or pedestrians) 
- More than one operator( to promote competition) 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 44 Organization: Yosemite Conservancy 

Comment ID: 320534 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Throughout the park, transportation is converting to 
electronic vehicles, which are much quieter. Why cannot the trams to the 
same? This would still allow people to visit, while drastically reducing noise. 
Why can the trams not run less frequently? Again, less noise, since that seems 
to be your primary concern. 

I urge you to come up with a constructive solution that takes all variables into 
consideration, and does not basically close Mariposa Grove to all but hardy 
hikers. 

Corr. ID: 85 Organization: Not specified 

Comment ID: 321035 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Suggestion: 
To limit the noise and distraction of the tram, I would like to suggest this new 
invention..... electric vehicles. No noise, no pollution, no problems. There are 
porous surfaces than could help with water permeation. If the roadbed is the 
problem, then consider a raised roadbed across critical terrain. 

Response: The NPS considered a range of access options to the upper Grove in the development of 
the alternatives. Prime considerations were the health and integrity of the trees and other ecological 
resources, site constraints such as the steepness of the grade, ways to maintain or improve the visitor 
experience, and safety. The NPS considered all of the suggestions identified in public comments. 
Access options not included in the final set of alternatives were not carried forward because of safety 
considerations due to the co-location of vehicles and pedestrians on the roadway (which would be 
narrowed as part of the restoration actions) or cost to purchase, operate, or maintain new vehicle 
types. Alternative 4 includes the option of less frequent tram service. 
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page 3-109. No physical alteration of the building is planned in order to preserve the integrity of the 
building. Any actions affecting the building would comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The NPS would continue to maintain this 
structure to prevent deterioration, regardless of its use. 

Concern ID: 46954 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should consider a balance between accessibility 
and historic considerations. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 99 

Comment ID: 321077 

Representative Quote: Since there will be a new comfort station at the South 
Entrance Hub that would be ADA accessible, I would like to see any 
accessibility improvements to the current comfort station be abandoned. The 
current comfort station would then retain it’s historical look and significance 
to the area. 

Response: As discussed in the cultural resources section of Chapter 3 (beginning on page 3-93 of the 
DEIS), balancing cultural/historic resources, natural resources, and visitor use has long been the goal 
of management decisions in the Mariposa Grove. Future activities in Yosemite National Park must 
be in compliance with Architectural Barriers Act Accessibility Standards for Federal Facilities (GSA 
2006), The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (NPS 1995), 
Director’s Order 42: Accessibility for Visitors with Disabilities in National Park Service Programs and 
Services (NPS 2000a), and other applicable guidance. 

MG3000 – Potential Impacts on Wetlands 

Concern ID: 46284 

CONCERN The National Park Service should move trails, converted roads, and new 
STATEMENT: facilities outside of wetlands and stream corridors such as, the trail that cuts 

through the Rattlesnake Creek meadow and the facilities at the South 
Entrance. 

Representative Corr. ID: 109 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321183 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Conversion of existing roads within a wetland and 
stream corridor to a raised accessible trail is counter productive to ecological 
restoration. Instead, a conventional accessible trail could be constructed 
outside of the wetland to the South or North at less cost and greater 
restorative effect. 

Response: Wetlands within the Mariposa Grove, South Entrance area, and other areas that are 
potentially affected by the actions proposed under the alternatives were mapped and reviewed (see 
Chapter 3, beginning page 3-50 of the DEIS). Throughout the process of developing the alternatives 
evaluated in this EIS, the goal was to avoid disturbance of wetlands. However, some impacts were 
determined to be unavoidable in order to accommodate visitation to the Mariposa Grove. In those 
cases, NPS identified additional mitigation measures that are outlined in Appendices E and F of the 
EIS. 
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Concern ID: 46285
 

CONCERN The National Park Service should include the removal of parking, climate 
STATEMENT: change, the absence of fire, and the elimination of the water line leak in 

wetlands discussions in the EIS. 

Representative Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321331 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: What percentage of wetland restoration would not 
be accomplished if the existing 115 space parking lot was not removed? What 
is this percentage related to? If climate change equates to a drying weather 
pattern, what is the likelihood that the wetlands are going to disappear 
anyway? What percentage of wetland loss is due to the absence of a frequent 
fire regime? What effect would the complete elimination of leaking water 
lines have on Grove health and on wetland areas? 

Response: Under Alternative 2, about 1.0 acre of wetlands would be restored as a result of ecological 
restoration activities in the lower Grove area and removal of trails and road narrowing in the upper 
Grove area. Climate change may have an effect on the ecosystem that cannot be quantified at this 
time; however, ecological restoration of giant sequoia habitat is intended to reduce stresses on the 
ecosystem that may make it more resilient and adaptive to change.  

As discussed in Chapter 3 (page 3-55 in the DEIS), there would be temporary minor adverse impacts 
in the lower Grove during removal of infrastructure and in the upper Grove during water line repair 
and/or replacement. The repair of leaking water pipes could have small local impacts on water tables, 
as it would eliminate unintended leakage. It is difficult to quantify or locate site-specific 
underground leaks in such a complex and large system, but overall, replacement of water lines could 
contribute to localized minor decreases in water levels, leading to restoration of natural water levels.  

Concern ID: 46570 

CONCERN The National Park Service should modify the South Entrance parking to 
STATEMENT: protect wetlands. 

Representative Corr. ID: 83 Organization: CSERC 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 322030 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation 

Representative Quote: The configuration of the proposed parking area at 
the South Entrance Hub originally proposed a design that would have 
resulted in paved parking overlapping a 0.24- acre wetland. As Park planning 
staff has already agreed, this impact is entirely unnecessary as equivalent 
parking could be provided North of the wetland, closer to the Mariposa 
Grove Road, or other design modifications could avoid the wetland. 

Response: NPS has worked extensively with the design team to modify the layout for parking at the 
South Entrance hub to accommodate visitors and services while also minimizing impacts on 
wetlands and other sensitive resources under Alternatives 2 and 4. This area is subject to many 
constraints due to topography and environmental resource considerations. The most recent version 
of the design drawings (Figure 2-6) shows that the parking lot would not be constructed directly over 
the existing wetlands. While an improvement, the NPS does not want to overstate the beneficial 
impact of this revision, as the water supply to the wetland would likely be substantially removed, and 
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Appendix C: Public Comments and Responses 

there would not be a large buffer between the parking lot and the buffer. The impact analysis 
continues to acknowledge the loss of this wetland. 

MG3100 – Potential Impacts on Wildlife/Habitat 

Concern ID: 46292 

CONCERN The National Park Service should relocate the “South Entrance to Grove 
STATEMENT: Trail” to the shoulder of the Mariposa Grove Road to avoid impacts to fisher 

habitat. 

Representative Corr. ID: 83 Organization: CSERC 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321013 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: A reasonable alternative to constructing the trail in 
its proposed location would be to modify the main Mariposa Grove road to 
accommodate a walking and/or bike path along the shoulder to avoid a high 
degree of human disturbance into critical furbearer habitat. 

Response: Potential impacts on fisher habitat are addressed in Chapter 3, Natural Resources: 
Special-status Species. The location of the new trail would not be immediately adjacent to any 
known fisher dens. Wildlife biologists will be consulted prior to finalizing the design of the trail to 
ensure protection of fisher habitat. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NPS wildlife biologists 
developed the mitigation measures in the EIS, as described in Appendix E These mitigation measures 
include direction that any new trail construction or re-alignment would occur during the non­
denning season for fisher. The proposed trail between the South Entrance and the lower Grove 
would be located in a previously disturbed area since it follows an abandoned road alignment to the 
picnic area, and would parallel Mariposa Grove Road between the picnic area and the lower Grove 
area. Another reason to construct the trail is to avoid the inherit conflict between vehicles including 
shuttles and pedestrians walking along the road shoulder. In addition, walking along a trail that is 
separated from a road would enhance the hiker’s natural experience, especially when entering the 
Grove. 

Concern ID: 46293 

CONCERN The National Park Service should provide a wildlife underpass at the 
STATEMENT: wetlands near the South Entrance. 

Representative Corr. ID: 109 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 
321192  

Representative Quote: Provide wildlife underpass at wetlands south of Park 
entrance. 

Response: It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the delineated wetland area in the vicinity 
of the South Entrance kiosks that are under construction in 2013. The design of the kiosks was 
developed and evaluated as part of a previous permitting/compliance effort, and was not 
reconsidered as part of this EIS analysis. A wildlife underpass is under construction as part of this 
adjacent project. 
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MG4000 – Visitor Facilities 


Concern ID: 46339 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should consider a high line (not a zip line) so that 
visitors can experience the top of the tree canopy. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 7 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 320128 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Has anyone ever consider setting up a high line (not 
a zip line) in a big tree grove so that visitors can safely experience the trees at 
the top of the canopy? 

Response: A high line type of use was considered as one of many options through the planning 
phase during which the alternatives were developed. It was not included in the alternatives that were 
evaluated in the EIS since it does not meet the fundamental purpose of restoration of the giant 
sequoia habitat. 

Concern ID: 46340 

CONCERN The National Park Service should not eliminate stock use from the Grove. 
STATEMENT: 

Representative Corr. ID: 50 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 320545 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Please do not eliminate stock use from the grove. 
Now that I’m older I enjoy so much riding from Fish Camp to Biledo 
through the grove. There are MANY other riders who feel the same way. We 
obey the rules and stay on the outer loop. 

Response: Existing equestrian trails would not be impacted by the project. 

Concern ID: 46341 

CONCERN The National Park Service should have more logs or benches for people with 
STATEMENT: mobility concerns and people who want to meditate among the giant trees. 

Representative Corr. ID: 85 Organization: Yosemite Conservancy 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321034 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: In the past, I have been able to take the tram to the 
top, and then, using canes, slowly walk down the trails among the grove. It 
renews the spirit to be able to stop and meditate amongst the old giants. (Can 
I suggest more logs or benches to sit upon and rest?) 

Response: Under the action alternatives, the design includes additional accessible trails are 
proposed in the lower Grove and Grizzly Giant areas that would allow visitors of all abilities the 
opportunity to enjoy the beauty and tranquility of Yosemite’s giant sequoia forest in a more peaceful 
setting than is available under current conditions. Final design will integrate benches or structures 
where people can rest. 
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  Concern ID:   46346   

  CONCERN The National Park Service should retain non-historic trails to help disperse 
STATEMENT:  visitors and deter new trails from being created elsewhere, if impacts can be 

minimized.  

  Representative Corr. ID: 109  Organization:  Not Specified   
Quote(s):   

    Comment ID: 321188 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

    Representative Quote: Removing existing “non historic” trails from the 
grove may just lead to new trail forming elswhere. If their impacts can be 
minimized, those trails may help disperse visitors and provide better 
opportunites for solitude within the grove.  

Response: In accordance with the goal of restoring the giant sequoia, the NPS intends to encourage 
and enforce (through signage and park staff) that visitors stay on established trails. As part of the 
action alternatives, new and extended trails are contemplated that would expand the range of trail 
experiences, including additional accessible trails for those with mobility limitations, and/or 
improved solitude and soundscapes.  

 Concern ID:   46347  

 CONCERN The National Park Service should explain the difference between visitor 
STATEMENT:  “typologies” and demographics.  

Representative Corr. ID: 331  Organization:  Not Specified   
Quote(s):   

   Comment ID: 321351 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

   Representative Quote:  How does visitor “typologies” differ from visitor 
demographics? 

Response: Visitor typologies, such as  those described in Table 3-11, represent different types of 
visitor experiences in terms of the amount of time to be spent, mobility considerations, and preferred 
setting. Demographics would include the socioeconomic profiles of visitors rather than a type of 
visitor experience or setting.  

  Concern ID:   46352   

  CONCERN The National Park Service should clarify the need for the shooting practice 
STATEMENT:  range.  

  Representative Corr. ID: 331  Organization:  Not Specified   
Quote(s):   

    Comment ID: 321341 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

    Representative Quote: Regarding the shooting range, why can’t this facility 
be closed and rangers trained at nearby county facilities?  

Response: Actions related to a shooting practice range are not included in any of the alternatives 
evaluated in this EIS. 
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 Concern ID:   46368  

 CONCERN If the museum function is moved, then the National Park Service should use 
STATEMENT:  the building as an overnight ski hut for cross-country skiers.  

Representative Corr. ID: 113  
Quote(s):   

   Comment ID: 321202  

   Representative Quote: If the museum function in the Upper Grove is moved  
to the lower Grove or South Gate, I suggest using the building as an overnight 
skihut for cross-country skiers. 

Response: The action alternatives include relocating the museum function but do not specify new 
uses beyond the requirement that any future use must be compatible with maintaining the historic 
attributes of the structure in accordance with applicable statutes and policy or agency guidance. 

Concern ID: 46369 

CONCERN The National Park Service should remove the water fountain at the museum 
STATEMENT: so the treatment station can be moved to the lower Grove area. 

Representative Corr. ID: 76 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 320586 

Representative Quote: I also recommend removing the water fountain at 
the Museum. The proposal is silent on this; but it might be assumed since it 
discusses moving the water treatment unit and storage unit to the Lower 
Grove. The hikers can surely carry their own water. Signs can be posted at 
the trail head warning hikers that there is no water available in the Upper 
Grove. This assures that the treatment station can be moved downslope to 
the Lower Grove. If the water fountain stays, then the treatment facility must 
be maintained in the Upper Grove.  

Response: The two drinking fountains in the upper Grove area are a historic feature of the Grove 
dating to 1931, and are contributing elements to the Mariposa Grove Historic District (see Chapter 3, 
Cultural Resources: Historic Structures). Removal of the fountain would adversely affect the cultural 
landscape. Under Alternative 2, the water supply treatment unit and storage tank currently located 
along the loop road would be relocated to eliminate the need for maintenance vehicle access along 
the southern segment of the loop road. The NPS plans to install new chlorination and water tank at 
the comfort station under all alternatives.  

MG4100 – Visitor Facilities – Restrooms/Septic System 

Concern ID: 46294 

CONCERN The National Park Service should move the comfort station in the upper 
STATEMENT: Grove area to the lower Grove area or the South Entrance once the tram 

tours are discontinued. 

Representative Corr. ID: 76 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 320585 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 
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Representative Quote: 4. Maintaining the Comfort Station in the Upper 
Grove is a waste of resources once the tram tours are discontinued. Hikers to 
the Upper Grove number in the few hundreds per day currently and not 
everyone uses the Comfort Station. The Comfort Station has the capacity to 
handle thousands of visits per day. I recommend dismantling the Station and 
moving it as well to the South Entrance or Lower Grove once the tours are 
discontinued.  

If a toilet is required in the Grove then keep the current vault toilet near the 
old hotel site and reroute trail to the current vault toilet. This allows for 
elimination of the trail that currently cuts through the Rattlesnake Creek 
meadow and facilitates complete restoration of the meadow. Rerouting the 
trail should be done regardless of the disposition of the Comfort Station and 
vault toilet. This can be accomplished by using the road/trail.  

Response: Under all action alternatives, the comfort station is retained since hikers or other visitors 
would be present in the upper Grove and may benefit from those existing facilities. The upper Grove 
area comfort station is a contributing element of the Mariposa Grove Historic District, and therefore 
relocation would adversely affect the District. 

Concern ID: 46295 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should locate the toilet facilities more centrally 
and conveniently as in Alternative 3, rather than concentrating them at one 
end of the Grove. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 61 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 320564 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Alternative 3 locates most toilet facilities more 
centrally and conveniently, instead of concentrating them at one end of the 
Grove?  

Response: Each action alternative considers improvements to toilet facilities that would improve the 
amenities for visitors within the concept of each alternative. For example, Alternative 3 places the 
hub for visitor services at Grizzly Giant whereas Alternatives 2 and 4 place the hub at the South 
Entrance. However, under all alternatives there would be toilet facilities at the South Entrance, lower 
Grove, Grizzly Giant, and upper Grove.  

Concern ID: 46296 

CONCERN The National Park Service should analyze the leach field at the lower Grove 
STATEMENT: area to determine if it can accommodate restroom use by all the passengers 

from tour buses. 

Representative Corr. ID: 83 Organization: CSERC 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321018 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation 
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Representative Quote: Allowing tour buses under 40 feet to load and 
unload at the Lower Grove means that the restroom facilities at the Lower 
Grove will be the first opportunity for those passengers to have access to a 
restroom. Our Center is concerned that this may cause an unnecessary stress 
on the leach field in the Lower Grove.  

The Park should include in its analysis whether the leach field is designed to 
support this kind of capacity. If the leach field is not going to be able to keep 
up with the influx of passengers from the shorter tour buses, the Park should 
request that the shorter tour buses allow their passengers a restroom break at 
a facility with a greater capacity. 

Response: Since the DEIS was published, geotechnical and other investigations have been ongoing 
to continue to evaluate the feasibility of a leach field in the lower Grove and throughout the study 
area. The final selection of flush and/or vault fixtures would be contingent on the feasibility of the 
septic system and leach field based on the continuing investigation of site-specific conditions. The 
management of tour bus visitors would be contingent upon facility capacity and shuttle operations 
under Alternatives 2 and 4. This is clarified in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. 

Concern ID: 46297 

CONCERN The National Park Service should consider the elimination of flush toilets, 
STATEMENT: especially in the Grove where there would be new leach fields or sewer lines. 

Representative Corr. ID: 109 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321185 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: I am also disturbed by the prospect of new leach 
fields or sewer lines in the grove, and wonder if alternatives to conventional 
or vault toilets have been fully considered.  

Corr. ID: 332 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321380 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: To alleviate water and sewage issues, why not 
eliminate flush toilets altogether in the entire project? 

Response: It was clarified in Chapter 2 of the FEIS that the final determination of flush or vault 
fixtures would be contingent on the feasibility of the septic system and leach field based on the 
continuing investigation of site-specific conditions. The range of options still includes installation of 
flush toilets, vault toilets, a set of opportunities for leach field sites, and an option to install a sewer 
line from the lower Grove to the South Entrance. The final determination of which types of fixtures 
would be based on results of the continuing geotechnical investigations and soil surveys and to 
ability to avoid or minimize impacts on archeological or other sensitive resources.  
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MG4300 – Visitor Facilities – Utility lines 


Concern ID: 46299 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should evaluate if enough water will be available if 
a 2 inch slip lining is installed in the current 4 inch water supply line. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 32 Organization: Self 

Comment ID: 320520 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: This is in reference to Appendix C of the “Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement”, page C-24 & C-25 reference “Utilites”. 
The plan of action calls for slip lining the entire length of the water supply 
line, a 4 inch Cast Iron pipe, with 2” HDPE (plastic pipe). The concern with 
the 2 inch pipe is it suffiently sized to carry the amount of flow, volumne, 
necessary to supply the grove and the entrance station? 
For example: The flow rate of 100ft length of 2 inch pipe is approx. 18 
gallons. A 4 inch pipe of 100ft will carry 67 gallons. These rates are 
approximate and gathered from the Internet. Water usage, length of 
distribution lines, the affects of gravity, water storage, are other factors that 
determine pipe sizing. 

Response: The EIS does not include this level of design detail in the alternatives, and this decision 
would be under the purview of Yosemite National Park facilities and maintenance staff. Park staff 
will take this comment under advisement. 

MG4400 – Visitor Facilities – Trails  

Concern ID: 46942 

CONCERN The National Park Service should elevate pathways above hiking surfaces to 
STATEMENT: minimize off-path hiking. 

Representative Corr. ID: 41 Organization: BergmannDesign 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 320531 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Pathways should all be elevated from the surface and 
off path hiking should be minimized. 

Response: As discussed in Chapter 3, day use activities would continue to cause vegetation impacts 
in the Mariposa Grove because of the level of visitor interest in and use of Mariposa Grove. 
Pedestrian traffic would include direct impacts on the trails from soil compaction, erosion, and root 
exposure that could affect the health of giant sequoia; but much of this can be minimized through 
clear trail delineation. Vandalism, such as stripping off bark from giant sequoia, could continue in 
high-use areas, but the impact would be minimized with proper fencing, educational programs and 
signage, and regular management and patrols of these areas. The addition of way-finding signs and 
improving visitor orientation could reduce off-trail use, indirectly improving plant community 
composition and structure. Under Alternatives 2 and 4, accessible trails that cross wetland areas in 
the lower Grove would be elevated on boardwalks in sensitive locations. 
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 Concern ID: 46946

 CONCERN The National Park Service should not develop a trail from the South Entrance to 
STATEMENT: the lower Grove area because there is not enough demand, the trail has 

numerous elevation gains and losses, and it goes through old growth forest. 

Representative Corr. ID: 89 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321046 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Hiking trail from South Entrance to picnic area and 
extenstion thereof to Lower Grove. I seriously doubt there is enough demand 
for this to warrant the expenditure of funds to do this and keep it maintained.... 
The existing trail from the South entrance is gnarly and has numerous elevation 
gains and losses.... It was also mentioned that this trail goes through old growth 
forest which should be protected instead of having a trail built through it. 

Response: The proposed trail from the South Entrance to the lower Grove under Alternatives 2 and 
4 would provide an alternative way to enter the Grove from the new hub besides the shuttle. 
Demand for such a trail would be expected to grow due to the relocation of the hub for 
transportation and visitor services to the South Entrance. New disturbance would be minimized due 
to locating the trail along an existing road alignment and adjacent to Mariposa Grove Road.  

Concern ID: 46948 

CONCERN The National Park Service should convert the lower portion of the upper 
STATEMENT: Grove area loop road to a hiking trail as long as all the other trails remain. 

Representative Corr. ID: 330 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321315 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: I am in favor of converting the south portion of the 
upper Grove loop road to a hiking trail; but I want all of the other trails in the 
Upper Grove to stay. 

Response: Trail redundancy is being eliminated to restore sequoia habitat in Alternatives 2 and 4. 

 Concern ID: 46952

 CONCERN The National Park Service should publicize the hiking trail from Wawona to the 
STATEMENT: Mariposa Grove. 

Representative Corr. ID: 51 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 320627 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Better information and path that is currently from the 
tunnel tree to Wawona. 6 miles is a lot for some, but there are a lot of people who 
don’t even know about that option. 

Response: Improved signage would be included under all action alternatives. The relocation of 
interpretive and visitor services to the main hub under all action alternatives would be expected to 
make information and park staff more accessible to visitors.  
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MG4500 – Visitor Facilities – Communications 

Concern ID: 46950 

CONCERN The National Park Service should clarify whether there are other uses at the 
STATEMENT: communications facility at Wawona Point in addition to park administration, 

why it is considered a critical link when it was not available in previous years, 
and whether a larger fuel storage tank could reduce the number of fueling 
trips. 

Representative Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321335 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Regarding the communications facility at Wawona 
Point, is the facility only for Park administration or does it serve for other 
wireless uses? What did the NPS do for radio communications in the 
previous 50 years? Why is it now considered a critical link? Since the facility 
has been “recently” installed is this not an example of what can take place 
under the so-called “No Action Alternative?” Can a larger fuel storage tank 
be installed to reduce the number of fueling trips? 

Response: The Wawona Point communications tower is a critical component of the park-wide 
communications network. The communications facility houses the radio networks, a repeater for 
concessioner use related to parkwide tours, and a cell tower. In addition to NPS functions, these 
facilities benefit park visitors by providing cellular phone service in the area. The tower requires 
maintenance throughout the year and must be accessible to service vehicles. The NPS reviewed 
alternative sites for tower relocation, and the potential locations would not be feasible, as they were 
located in Wilderness. Relocation costs would be prohibitive, possibly exceeding several million 
dollars. The NPS also considered alternative power supplies and determined that new power 
transmission lines would cross through Wilderness, solar panels would be unreliable in the winter 
due to snow cover, and delivery of propane via other transportation modes (e.g., helicopter) during 
winter months would require extensive site preparation and delivery would be expensive and 
unreliable during inclement weather. Should the telecommunications tower become obsolete due to 
technological advances, the NPS would consider removal of the equipment. 

MG6000 – Transportation 

Concern ID: 46302 

CONCERN The National Park Service should eliminate all vehicles within one mile of 
STATEMENT: the Grove. 

Representative Corr. ID: 41 Organization: BergmannDesign 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 320530 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Vehicles should not be allowed within at least a mile 
of any of the groves. 

Response: In accordance with the Organic Act of 1916, NPS pursues a balance between restoration 
and protection of unique resources like Mariposa Grove and public access to experience these 
special areas. Alternatives 2 and 4 would limit private vehicular traffic into Mariposa Grove, by 
relocating the main transportation and visitor services hub to South Entrance and providing shuttle 
services and new trail connections between South Entrance and the Grove. NPS is not able to 
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eliminate all vehicles within the Grove because park staff vehicles must access the Grove for 
maintenance and access by placarded vehicles provides additional access for visitors with limited 
mobility. In addition, the shuttle would not be operating during the off-season and shoulder seasons, 
and limited vehicular access would be permitted to the Grove during those times.  

Concern ID: 46305 

CONCERN The National Park Service should evaluate whether a shift to more shuttle 
STATEMENT: use and the road realignment would adversely affect the sense of arrival or a 

positive experience of the “first view” of the Grove. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 99 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321078 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: There are two aspects related to a person’s sense of 
arrival to the grove that I am concerned about. If you get on a shuttle at the 
South Entrance, how will you visually know you have arrived to the grove 
when you are in a crowded shuttle and not a private car? A visitor’s first view 
of the sequoias is currently the Sentinels, which gives one a hint of what is to 
come. How will the realignment of the road impact this first view? 

Corr. ID: 99 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321076 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: I don’t want my first view of the park, as I drive up to 
the South Entrance Kiosks, to be a large parking lot and associated 
structures. I don’t want to feel like I am arriving at Disneyland. How well will 
the hub be screened from view along the 41? 

Response: Under Alternatives 2 and 4, the sense of arrival would be the same for many people 
arriving to the Grove because over 40 percent currently arrive by shuttle bus. The NPS considered 
the change in the sense of arrival for those who currently arrive in private vehicles (see Chapter 3; 
Visitor Experience). Having only one parking lot option will reduce the stress of arriving, and the 
shuttle will allow visitors the time and opportunity to “shift gears.” Upon arrival in the lower Grove 
area, the newly opened views of the lower Grove sequoias will enhance the visitors’ sense of arrival 
into a much larger sequoia grove experience. Related to the arrival sequence at South Entrance, the 
design will ensure that there is sufficient vegetative screening to avoid looking into a parking lot, 
whether through natural vegetation or by new planting to screen the parking area.  

Concern ID: 46307 

CONCERN The National Park Service should consider the trade-offs between using 
STATEMENT: shuttles or private vehicles to get to the Grove in terms of congestion 

patterns. 

Representative Corr. ID: 103 Organization: Delaware North Companies Parks 
Quote(s): and Resorts 

Comment ID: 321131 Organization Type: Business 

Representative Quote: There has been no determination of the number of 
people who bypass the Mariposa Grove and the addition of a parking area at 
the South Entrance is no guarantee of reduced crowds or traffic. The 
congestion may just occur at a single location and perhaps later in the day 
with the modest increase in parking places. 
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Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321334 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: If the NPS consolidates all parking at a new parking 
lot near the South Entrance, what is to keep people from parking at Wawona 
or elsewhere and riding a bus to the Mariposa Grove location? How do you 
accommodate the additional visitors from other parking lots? 

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321345 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Where is the discussion about the weight impact on 
roadways of shuttle buses and tour buses versus private passenger vehicles?  

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321346 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Where is the discussion on the fact that buses can 
bring more people per hour to the Mariposa Grove than private passenger 
vehicles? 

Where is the discussion on disbursed visitor arrival via private passenger 
vehicle versus concentrated visitor arrival via tour or shuttle bus? Bus 
passengers disgorge at one time at one location cars carry far fewer people 
and arrive and depart across a greater timeframe than buses. 

Response: This topic is addressed in Chapter 3, Visitor Experience. The options for transportation 
into Mariposa Grove were evaluated in terms of the capacity each would accommodate relative to 
existing conditions (see for example, Table 3-12). It is possible that some visitors would be turned 
away on peak visitation days under all alternatives, given the high demand to visit the Grove and 
physical constraints on parking capacity. Pulsing currently occurs during the peak times of the day 
when the lower Grove lot is full and the vast majority of visitors arrive on shuttles. The addition of 
trails in the lower Grove, new interpretive signs, and the three-quarter mile hike to the Grizzly Giant 
will disperse visitors and moderate any pulsing from shuttle deliveries. A key consideration with the 
arrival of many people at one time (for example, on a tour bus) is the adequacy of visitor facilities 
such as toilets. These issues were addressed in the design of the alternatives, to make sure plumbing 
fixtures and septic system feasibility correspond to possible visitation levels based on bus, shuttle, 
and parking capacities. In the future, the NPS may need to institute a permit reservation system for 
commercial tour buses, if future demand exceeds the capacity of the septic system or commercial bus 
parking space. 

Concern ID: 46310 

CONCERN The National Park Service should clarify how the design standard of 85% 
STATEMENT: peak visitation capacity is applied in the analysis to assess parking and other 

topics. 

Representative Corr. ID: 103 Organization: Delaware North Companies Parks 
Quote(s): and Resorts 

Comment ID: 321135 Organization Type: Business 
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Representative Quote: The Plan mentions a design standard at 85% of peak 
day visitation. It is unclear to us how this standard is being applied as it is 
necessary for certain plan elements (parking, for example), to be designed at 
100% of peak day attendance to achieve the 85% standard elsewhere. 

Response: The design of parking facilities and shuttle service is guided by factors including physical 
constraints, minimizing impacts on sensitive resources, and availability of funding. The NPS designs 
are intended to accommodate the 85th percentile of visitation. Table 3-12 was clarified to show 
estimates of how many visitors would be accommodated by mode of arrival on a day when visitation 
meets the 85th percentile under all alternatives. 

Concern ID: 46311 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should clarify the reasons for increased 
recreational vehicle parking, and the relationship between the size of the 
parking lot impact area. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321324 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Under the action alternatives it is proposed to 
increase RV parking to around 30 spaces. Please define what RV or oversized 
spaces are in relation to physical area impacted. Why the proposed 
increases? 

Response: RV and oversized parking spaces are provided in response to visitor demand. The spaces 
would consolidate the vehicles that currently park in Wawona, the South Entrance, and the lower 
Grove whose passengers want to go to the Grove. Oversized spaces can also be managed as flexible 
parking areas and can be used in other capacities as needed.  

 Concern ID: 46314

 CONCERN The National Park Service should consider effects on air quality from shifting 
STATEMENT: more visitors to shuttle buses from private vehicles. 

Representative Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321355 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Air quality and noise associated with bus traffic appear 
understated. 

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321349 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Where is the evidence to substantiate the claim that 
replacing private passenger vehicle traffic with shuttle bus traffic on the access 
road from the South Entrance to the lower Grove would “substantially reduce 
vehicle emissions?” One fully loaded shuttle bus may displace about 15 cars 
(theoretically) but how many vehicles add up to the same emission and carbon 
footprint of one bus? Who decided that cars are bad and buses are good? What is 
the evidence to support that position? 

Response: This topic is addressed in Chapter 3, Air Quality and Climate Change. Under the 
preferred alternative, automobile and bus emissions would be moved to the South Entrance. Under 
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Alternative 2, privately owned vehicle use would be reduced substantially between the South 
Entrance Hub and the lower Grove as privately owned vehicle access to the grove during peak and 
shoulder seasons would be replaced by shuttle service from a new South Entrance Hub. 
Consequently, exhaust and dust emissions from visitor vehicles traveling on the South Entrance to 
lower Grove road segment would be replaced by shuttle bus emissions, which would substantially 
reduce vehicle emissions along this road segment. This would reduce the exposure of Grove visitors 
to exhaust and dust emissions. It is unknown which technology would be used for the shuttles so the 
amount of emissions reduced cannot yet be determined. 

MG6100 – Transportation – Circulation and Crowding 

Concern ID: 46319 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should not use roundabouts where pedestrians 
use intersections, to protect the safety of pedestrians. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 56 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 320554 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: I am not a big supporter of traffic circles where there 
is a potential for pedestrians. I have witnessed how impatient pedestrians 
attempt to cut across the center, rather than going around, resulting in 
hazardous situations. I like the intersection concept “F” better. The 
transitions appear to be cleaner, and take up less space. Pedestrians need 
only to watch for oncoming traffic from one direction source at a time. 

Response: Pedestrian safety would be considered in the design if a roundabout is selected for 
implementation. Possible mitigation to enhance pedestrian safety at the roundabout may include 
proper signage, fencing, and design of sidewalks to minimize the potential for conflicts. 

Concern ID: 46320 

CONCERN The National Park Service should compare the crowding effects of 
STATEMENT: Alternative 3, where visitors would distribute uphill and downhill, and 

Alternative 2, where visitors all begin from the lower Grove area. 

Representative Corr. ID: 61 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 320561 

Representative Quote: Alternative 3 delivers customers to the Grizzly Giant 
area. This allows customers to distribute themselves uphill and downhill in 
the Grove for less concentration and a lower impact. Alternative 2 
concentrates everyone at the lower grove – which is contrary to both goals. 

Response: Crowding potential is assessed in Chapter 3, Visitor Experience. Visitor concentration 
would be affected by the layout of visitor facilities as well as capacity like parking. It is not known 
how visitors would disperse in Alternative 3 because the Grizzly Giant is perceived by many visitors 
as the primary destination in the Grove. As a result of parking so close to their destination, some may 
choose to not hike at all. However, it is likely that more visitors would hike to the upper Grove than 
current levels. This would lead to greater impacts to the resources in the less-impacted part of the 
Grove and would result in reduced opportunities for solitude and increased crowding in the upper 
Grove. 
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Representative Quote: To what extent (in percentages) has the Grove’s 
health been compromised by the absence of fire versus impacted by people 
trammeling the area? To what degree has air quality and air emissions 
impacts from external to the Park affected the Grove’s health? 

Response: Additional discussion was added to the FEIS to address parkwide planning and the 
relationship of plans to pursue restoration efforts in Mariposa Grove with those efforts (see 
Chapter 1 and cumulative impacts discussions in Chapter 3). Concerns such as air quality and air 
emissions are a larger regional issue. This plan would have minimal impacts on the larger air quality 
issue. Concerning the Grove’s health, quantification of impacts from the absence of fire versus 
impacts from trammeling is a complex issue. Both have affected the Grove to various degrees. The 
NPS will continue to monitor the effects of fire and trammeling on the sequoias into the future. 

Concern ID: 46535 

CONCERN The National Park Service should provide additional cumulative analysis, 
STATEMENT: particularly in combination with the MRP and TRP. 

Representative Corr. ID: 103 Organization: Delaware North Companies Parks 
Quote(s): and Resorts 

Comment ID: 321133 Organization Type: Business 

Representative Quote: The Plan does not indicate how it ties to the MRP 
with respect to parking at Wawona or the continued use of shuttle service 
from inside the Merced River corridor. Further, there does not appear to be 
a comprehensive analysis of park-wide traffic circulation that would affect 
the Grove and South Entrance area. 

Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321356 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: The projected increase in tour bus activity seems to 
contradict NPS projections for this visitor group as reported in the TRP and 
MRP. There is no adopted integrated Park-wide transportation plan. 

Response: A discussion of the relationship between other planning efforts and the plan for 
restoration of the Mariposa Grove was added to Chapter 1 in the FEIS. The options proposed in the 
Draft Merced Wild and Scenic River Comprehensive Management Plan are integrated into planning for 
the Mariposa Grove FEIS. For example, facility and shuttle operations are being designed to 
accommodate anticipated public transit operations outlined in the MRP. The NPS is also preparing a 
comprehensive management plan for the Tuolumne Wild and Scenic River that flows through 
Yosemite National Park. This plan will concur with the same general approach of the in-progress 
Draft Merced Wild and Scenic River Comprehensive Management Plan. 

MG8000 – ADA Compliance 

Concern ID: 46355 

CONCERN The National Park Service should clarify what is meant by the term 

STATEMENT: “accessibility” and “placarded vehicle.”
 

Representative Corr. ID: 331 Organization: Not Specified
 
Quote(s):
 

Comment ID: 321332 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 
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Representative Quote: What are “appropriately placarded” vehicles? Is 
there a difference between these and vehicles with accessibility placards? 
How is accessibility defined?  

Response: The term accessibility is used in the EIS to refer to facilities that provide access to 
mobility-impaired visitors in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). It is used 
to refer to trails, parking space, and other facilities that would be able to accommodate wheelchairs 
or other requirements by less mobile visitors. Placarded vehicles refers to the handicapped parking 
passes that are typically displayed on rearview mirrors that indicate that the car’s passengers require 
accessible facilities. 

MG8100 – ADA – Parking/Access/Trails 

Concern ID: 46356 

CONCERN 
STATEMENT: 

The National Park Service should consider visitors of all ability levels. 

Representative 
Quote(s): 

Corr. ID: 108 Organization: Yosemite Advocates 

Comment ID: 321175 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: While we agree that the commercial tram operation 
should be discontinued, we nevertheless feel that there needs to be some 
provision for the continuation of handicapped access to the Upper Grove. 
Perhaps this could best be provided by permitting vehicles with a 
handicapped placard to travel on the service road, as is done on some of the 
restricted roads in Yosemite Valley. 

Response: This has been an important consideration of the NPS throughout the planning process. 
The objective is to balance restoration efforts associated with the removal of pavement and other 
human disturbance with the ability to provide a high quality visitor experience to visitors of all ages 
and ability levels. Under the action alternatives, this has typically resulted in expansion of accessible 
trails and improving the quality of the setting and experience in those areas, while also slowing 
degradation in more primitive areas in the upper Grove.  

Concern ID: 46357 

CONCERN The National Park Service should consider alternative means to provide 
STATEMENT: access for people with disabilities that does not allow placarded private 

vehicles into the Grove. 

Representative Corr. ID: 83 Organization: CSERC 
Quote(s): 

Comment ID: 321021 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation 

Representative Quote: Our Center supports providing access to those who 
have limited mobility. However, we do not feel that it is necessary to allow 
those with placards to utilize their private vehicles in the Grove. 

Corr. ID: 99 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321079 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 
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Representative Quote: The plan needs to provide some other alternative 
means for handicapped access. One possibility would be to allow private 
vehicles to drive on the service road. Another suggestion would be to have a 
small fleet of NEV’s (Neighborhood Electric Vehicles) that the handicapped 
could use. 

Corr. ID: 104 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321139 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: I understand that after removing the tram road, you 
plan on creating a hardened dirt road from the Lower Grove to an area near 
the Grizzly Giant, which will accept handicapped (placard) drivers. Do you 
really prefer these types of drivers over park personnel operating a tram? 
Some of the placard drivers will absolutely interfere with hikers and other 
cars. First-timers will stop and gawk at every opportunity. You can plan on 
addressing a few car accidents per season (hopefully none involving 
redwoods). 

Corr. ID: 109 Organization: Not Specified 

Comment ID: 321182 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual 

Representative Quote: Alternative transportation for disabled visitors 
should be considered to Grizzly Giant, such as ADA compliant shuttles, 
instead of providing for placarded vehicles and parking. 

Response: Some visitors with disabilities may be able to ride the shuttle into Mariposa Grove. To 
address a variety of potential situations, the NPS is committed to providing some accessible parking 
within the Grove itself to enable greater access. The accessible parking within the Grove is linked to 
accessible trail connections. The short section of new road alignment below the Grizzly Giant would 
be signed to encourage visitors to use the pedestrian trail instead of the road so hikers and placarded 
vehicles would not be sharing the same space. Placarded vehicles would be required to park in 
designated spaces or pullouts along the way to avoid impacts to trees. 
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