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Dear Dr. Foltz:

The National Park Service (NPS} appreciates the opportunity to review the Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Advanced Technology Solar Telescope (SDEIS). The NPS
acknowledges the spirit of cooperation extended by the National Science Foundation {NSF) project team
and understands that the accelerated time frame for completion of the SDEIS has presented a
substantial challenge requiring many long hours of work. Although we continue to have concerns with
both the process and the analytical conclusions presented in the document, it is evident that the
document has been improved.

Our comments on the SDEIS are organized in the following manner. Generai comments summarizing cur
primary concerns are contained within the body of this letter. Detailed comments covering specific
points and factual errors within the document have been categorized by chapter and impact topic and
are included in attachment 1.

As you are aware, the supplemental document was issued by the NSF, in part, to analyze the effects of
commercial vehicle traffic traveling on the park road. Generally, commercial traffic on park roads is
prohibited by 36 CFR § 5.6 with few exceptions. One such exception is that the “Superintendent shall
issue permits for commercial vehicles used on park roads when such use is necessary for access to
private lands situated within or adjacent to the park area, to which access is otherwise not available”
The decision to issue or deny a permit for a special park use flows from the appropriate compliance
under the National Environmental Policy Act {NEPA), §106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 (NHPA), and other applicable laws. Although the Superintendent may require the applicant to
prepare this documentation, the NPS remains responsible for its content. With that in mind, the NPS
remains concerned that the informal §7 consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will
not adequately cover the proposal and associated mitigation as currently described. New measures that
should be discussed with the USFWS include the proposed hazing of Nene at the park’s entrance station,
changes to the road shoulder, and night time driving of oversize loads through the park. Because the
consultation document will form the basis for determining what specific mitigation may be required for
issuance of the special use permit, it is essential that the document be complete. Conversationally, the
project team has indicated that the NSF would be seeking formal §7 consultation, but that is not
documented in the SDEIS. The NPS would appreciate clarification in this matter.
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The NPS appreciates the willingness of the NSF to include mitigation in the SDEIS to lessen the effects of
commercial vehicle traffic through the park. The NPS believes that issuance of the special use permit will
proceed smoothly once our concerns regarding the consultation process are addressed.

The NPS has several general concerns with the SDEIS. These include: use of some unsubstantiated
conclusions in the analysis, inconsistent findings of effect from one section to another, and most
importantly a lack of acknowledgement and understanding of the park’s purposes as per Congressional
act establishing Haleakala National Park ... its use and enjoyment - and the Congressionally designated
Haleakala Wilderness within its boundary.

While an accurate description of the park is valuable in itself, even more important is how an adequate
description of the area of potential effect properly informs analysis of potential impacts of the proposed
project on the park and its visitors. No discussion of Haleakala is found until Section 3 {page 3-2) and
then it appears in an overly truncated manner. The document continues to take lightly the analysis of
several topics which are of primary concern to the NPS. These analyses include visitor experience, visual
quality, cultural resources and threatened and endangered species. For example, the SDEIS arrives at a
finding of a beneficiai effect on visitor experience because interested visitors would be offered “new
science and technology education” and “new tour opportunities.” This finding is more a statement on
the potential use of the telescope than it is an assessment of the adverse effects to visitors who are
actually using and appreciating the park for its purposes and resources. This indicates a lack of
understanding of the basic tenets under which Haleakala was created and misconstrues the purposes of
the park. Use of the telescope is not tantamount to use of the park. Moreover, neither NSF nor NSO
have proposed that “tours” of the facility be a part of the “Project.” In fact, “tours” are not even
proposed as “mitigation.”

Similarly, the finding that the No-Action alternative would have a negligible adverse effect on the
Kolekole ua’u colony because less information would be available on their behavior and population
takes lightly the severity of the adverse effects described in the analysis. This finding appears to indicate
that the construction activities are beneficial because scientists would be afforded the opportunity to
observe what petrels do when their nests are disturbed by construction noise, vibration and exhaust.
The statement also indicates that the NSF is unaware or dismissive of petrel monitoring currently
conducted by the NPS and DLNR.

Two additional issues merit comment here. First, the thresholds at pages 4-76 to 77 are written as if
the ATST project is a praposal of the NPS or the action is proposed for the benefit of Haleakala. As
reviewers of the SDEIS will be aware, it clearly is not. For example, the “Intensity Description” for the
“major” effect states that “Visitors would be highly aware of the effects associated with the changes
proposed for visitor use and enjoyment of the Park resources.” The ATST Project does not involve
“changes proposed for visitor use and enjoyment” but does present the potential to affect visitor use
and enjoyment of the park. The thresholds should be changed to reflect this.

Secondiy, the NPS is concerned with the lack of an explanation as to how the conclusions of potential
impacts in the SDEIS were reached. For several resource topics that are significant to resources at
Haleakala, the measures of effects, the process for measurement, the data used to make the
evaluations, and the conclusions reached are not adequately explained. Of primary concern is the
analysis in Section 4.5 — Visual Resources and View Plane. On page 4-30, the SDEIS describes both
“guaiitative” and “quantitative” aspects. The description of the “qualitative” measurement, however,
does not explain how the percent levels were selected or why these numbers make sense or how they



represent an adequate measurement. Similarly, actual analysis of potential effects (pages 4-60 — 4-75)
does not explain how the measurements were made {using the percentages in the EIS) or how the data
was collected or analyzed. In addition, there is no explanation of how the “qualitative” impacts were
factored into the analysis. Overall the analyses, measurements, and threshold comparisons appear to
have been selected and applied arbitrarily. The document would be improved by citing qualified sources
for all methodologies, metrics and measures used.

NPS believes that an adequate analysis —hoth guantitative and quaiitative—would show that the
impacts of the proposed ATST would be adverse, major and long term on the visual resources at key
points aleng the summit. Similarly, the impacts to the visual resources of the existing facilities at the HO
are adverse, major and long term and the addition of the proposed ATST would add significantly {i.e.
major and adverse) to that existing impact. This is an abject demonstration of cumulative impacts on
visual quality, and by extension, on visitor experience that shouid be disclosed as such in the SDE!S.

The SDEIS discusses a survey of park visitors commissioned by NSO (page 4-78). As noted in the SDEIS,
the NPS has stated that this survey is not scientifically valid, and therefore, the data and analysis in the
survey cannot be reliably used in the evaluation of effects of the proposed project on park visitors. We
refer you to the attached review and comments provided by Dr. Steve Lawson, Assistant Professor of
Social Sciences, Virginia Tech University. Again, the lack of an objective and professionally conducted
analysis calls into question the legitimacy of conclusicns about severity of environmental consequences.

Conversely the SDEIS omits discussion of a NPS study of visitofs to Haleakala (NPS 2000) which indicates
that the primary reasons for visiting the park were scenic driving and watching the sunrise. This same
survey also found that the sites most often visited were the Pu’u Ula’ula Overlook and the Haleakala
Visitor Center. Findings of moderate adverse or major adverse are also drawn under the topics of
cultural resources and visitor experience. Clearly, the park’s purposes would be hindered given these,
and other, SDEIS conclusions of impact.

A basic tenet of NEPA {42 CFR 1502.8) requires that environmental analysis be presented in clear and
concise language. The SDEIS includes analytical conclusions that are unsubstantiated by the analysis or
are in direct conflict with conclusions presented elsewhere in the document. For example, the analysis
presented for land use at Section 4.1.3 states: “The proposed ATST Project would not hinder the park’s
purpose ‘to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic resources and the wildlife therein and to
provide for the enjoyment of the same in such a manner and by such means as to leave them unimpaired
for the enjoyment of future generations’.” The rationale given for this conclusion is that “the project
would not constitute an impact on the land use resources in a way that would affect the cultural or
natural integrity of Haleakala National Park since HO has previously been used as a site for other
observatory facilities under COUPS issued by DLNR and no terms or conditions hove been imposed by
DLNR on any past or present action to mitigate the foss of visual, biological or other reasons.” This
rationale implies that because there were no mitigation measures imposed on previous projects that the
proposal (though different in location and scope) would have no effect. This rationale is clearly flawed
and is in direct conflict with the analytical conclusions presented far other impact topics. For examptle,
the analysis of effects on Visual Resources indicates that the effect of the action alternatives on the view
(scenery) from the Pu’u Ula ula Overlook and elsewhere in the park would be major or moderate,
adverse and long-term. This finding indicates that the proposal would indeed hinder the park’s ability to
fulfill its purpose to conserve the scenery. It is unclear to the NPS what is intended by the SDEIS
authors, and what the actual impact disclosure is.



Given the very difficuit time constraints the N5SF is under to produce this document, it is understandable
that a draft document would require editing, however the SDEIS continues to contain findings which are
inconsistently presented and unsubstantiated by the analysis. Furthermore the language used in many
sections is neither objective nor clear. It should be acknowledged-that the purposes for which this SDEIS
is being produced are not a complement to the park, or the public uses for which it is enjoyed, but
rather detracts from those purposes. The SDEIS would be improved by such an acknowledgement, and
by a straightforward expression of the adverse effects upon the park and its visitors.

Haleakala National Park is a land of spectacular scenery and great cultural importance; these attributes
were recognized by congress in 1916 and again in 1961 when the park was created as Haleakala
National Park. The NPS believes that protection of the irreplaceable resources and superiative values of
Haleakala National Park depends upon complete, accurate and objective analysis of the full effects of
the proposed ATST. Consequently we are committed to cooperating with the NSF in the preparation of
the Final EIS. Towards that end, please contact Superintendent Sarah Creachbaum, {808) 572-4445, for
any clarification needed about our concerns or for further information.

Sincerely,

M%Mm

onathan B. Jarvis
Regional Director, Pacific West Region

cc: Charles Fein
KC Environmental
P.O. Box 1208
Makawao, Hl 96768

Mike Maberry

Director University of Hawaii Institute for Astronomy
34 Ohia Ku Street

Pukatani, HI 96768

Hawaii Department of Health

Office of Environmental Quality
Reference: ATST

235 South Beretania Street, Room 702
Honolulu, HI 96813 ‘



Attachment 1
National Park Service Detailed Comments on ATST Supplemental Draft EIS

The following detailed comments correspond to the SDEIS. Each comment is identified by a page
number and/or section number.

Introduction

1-27/1.5.2

The subsection “Planned Projects at HALE, Park Road Corridor” should include the park’s plan to slurry
seal the upper two miles of the park road in 2011. The NPS also plans to rehabilitate the park road
between MP11.2 -14.8 within the next five years. The effects of these projects should be analyzed as
“reasonably foreseeable future actions™ in the cumulative impacts analysis section in Chapter 4 of the
SDEIS.

1-28/1.6.4

There is potential direct effect on endangered 'ua'u. If large trucks (greater than class 5} are to pass
through the park at night while endangered 'ua'u are at their nesting burrows, the exhaust, noise and
vibrations of the truck may cause nest abandonment (before, during and after incubation) and/or mortality
of chicks resulting from nest abandonment. Please refer to the comments on Mitigation Measures for
clarification.

Proposed ATST Project and Alternatives

2-2/2.3.1

The NPS finds that the site selection discussion does not fully explain the analysis of how the Haleakala
site became the final and only location for ATST. The existing analysis does not provide a full analysis
of the final three sites nor does it provide a clear justification and comparative analysis of “trade-offs”
(i.e. impacts on adjacent resources) for this decision.

2-23/2.4.4

Large vehicles should not travel through the park at night when 'ua'u are in their burrows (February-
October). Disturbance from travel during the day could occur, but may be minimal. Additional Section 7
consultation with USFWS is recommended if night time driving is to occur.

Description of Affected Environment

3-37 Figure 3-6
The map of petrel locations is from 2005. A survey for new burrows is needed. If new burrows are found
near the proposed construction site, additional Section 7 consultation with USFWS will be necessary.

3-40/3.333

Although effort was made to determine the invertebrate Species of Concern in the ROI for the ATST, this
information is not accurate. See the attached memo from Raina Kaholoa’a, NPS Biologist, for a detailed
description of invertebrate resources.



3-46/3.6

The NPS notes that (Office of Management and Business) OMB approval was not given for the visitor
survey. It was explained to the NPS that OMB issued a waiver for this survey. We believe that the
waiver should be referenced and included in an appendix of the EIS.

3-47/3.6

The text incorrectly cites information from NPS visitor surveys and studies. The NPS visitor survey
conducted in 2000 by the University of Idaho is not the same as the NPS study conducted between 2007
and 2008 (Lawson et al 2008) about backcountry visitor use. The EIS should include the information
from the 2000 NPS visitor survey about the primary reasons visitors visit the summit area of the park: 1)
sightsee/scenic driving and 2) watching sunrise. The 2000 NPS visitor survey also provides information
that the most visited areas in the summit area of the park were the Pu’u Ula’ula Overlook and the
Haleakala Visitor Center.

3-56/3.9.4

The following information from the 2009 FHWA report should be added to the EIS (page 30) “The
factors that will most significantly impact the [park] roadway and result in damage will be if the estimated
ATST construction traffic is much higher than anticipated and the construction vehicle loading exceed
legal load limits.” The data about culverts with the least amount of cover is incorrect. Table 8 of the
2009 FHW A report states two culverts (Site #26 and 68) have very little cover.

3-57/3.94

Delete the statement. “HALE is conducting traffic studies to develop a Draft Traffic Management Plan to
address parking and visitor traffic volume congestion at the summit.” NPS is not doing this study.

3-59/3.10

2007 and 2008 vehicular and bus traffic data is incorrect. Table 9 of the 2009 FHWA report states total
vehicular entering the park in 2007 = 200,320 and 2008 = 182,906. Out of those total vehicles in 2007,
9125 were buses and in 2008, 6570 were buses.

Summary of Environmental Consequences, Camulative Effects and Mitigations

Land Use and Existing Activities

4-4/4.1.2

The statement -- ‘The proposed ATST project would not hinder the Park’s purpose “to conserve the
scenery and the 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 would leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future
generations,” or prevent the NPS from continuing its conservation work to meet its guiding mission of
preservation.” should be deleted. Based on analysis the proposed action would not only hinder the NPS,
but would prohibit our ability to conserve the scenery and other resources leaving them unimpaired for
the enjoyment of future generations. This statement is in direct conflict with statement in 4.17.9 (pg 4-
148) which reads, “However considering noise, visual losses and air quality effects, when combined with
the past and present actions at HO, construction of the proposed ATST Project would result in major,
adverse, and long-term effects on the experience of visitors to the Pu u Ula’ula Overlook, Sliding sands
Trailhead and HALE areas adjacent to HO.



Cultural, Historic and Archeological Resources

4-8/4.2.2

The statement “Although not nearly as prevalent, there was testimony in support of the proposed ATST
Project, in most instances, supporters strongly rallied for education of Hawaii’s youth and the possible
opportunities that such a facility might bring to Native Hawaiians.” should be deleted. This statement is
argumentative and unsupported in the SDEIS. This statement is advocating for the project rather than
analyzing the impacts.

4-9/42.2

The Cultural Resources subsection for the Mees Site states “On-going operations of the proposed ATST
Project would have a major, adverse, and long-term effect on cultural resources; however implementation
of mitigation measures would reduce the effect intensity to a moderate adverse, long-term level.” This
conclusion is unsupported and the SDEIS does not contain an analysis of how the proposed mitigation
would lessen the impact.

4-10/4.2.2

The Cultural Resources subsection for the Mees Site states “the noise resulting from the construction and
operations of the proposed ATST project will have, during certain times of the day and during certain
months, major, adverse impacts on the ability to conduct such practices. Mitigation measures imposed by
USFWS and HALE would reduce those noise levels to a negligible level during certain hours of the day
and during certain months of the year due to restrictions on noise-generating activities.” Mitigation
measures cited as imposed by USFWS were to reduce impacts the ‘ua’u (Hawaiian petrel). Mitigation
measures cited as imposed by HALE were to reduce impacts to visitor experiences at sunrise and sunset.
These measures may not be relevant to what would mitigate traditional cultural practices impacts from
noise. The analysis does not make a case for how proposed mitigation lowers traditional cultural
practices impacts from noise from major to negligible.

4-10/4.2.2

The NPS disagrees that the impacts to traditional cultural practices from noise within the park road
corridor during ATST-related construction traffic would be negligible, adverse, and long-term. The
analysis in this section of SDEIS is incomplete, unsupported and speculative.

4-12/42.2

The Historic Resources subsection for the Mees Site analyzes the impacts to the park road corridor solely
on the amount of traffic-related to the proposed ATST project. The analysis is incomplete and does not
taken into consideration the impacts from construction vehicles exceeding legal load limits and wide
loads that could increase the probability of accidental damage to the bridge which were also mentioned in
the 2009 FHWA report. The measures required by HALE for the issuance of the SUP, such as
restrictions on load limits and wide loads, mitigates these impacts to minor, adverse, and short-term.

4-13/4.2.3

The Cultural Resources subsection for the Reber Circle Site states “the analysis set forth above for the
Mees Site applies equally to the Reber Circle Site with regard to impacts on cultural resources, including
impacts to traditional cultural practices. Accordingly, the construction and operation of the proposed
ATST Project at the Reber Circle Site would result in major, adverse, and long-terms effects on cultural
resources.” This impact determination is different than what is presented for the Mees Site on pages 4-8
to 4-10 of the SDEIS.



4-14/4.2.5
The impact determinations in the Cultural Resources Summary are different than what is presented for the
Mees Site on pages 4-8 to 4-10 and Reber Circle Site on page 4-13 to 4-14 of the SDEIS.

Biological Resources

General

Based on the description of the project and new project components added to the SDEIS (example,
modifications to the existing road shoulder and utilities at the park entrance station) Section 7
consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service under the Endangered Species Act needs to be re-opened.
The current SDEIS seems to indicate that incidental take of endangered species is likely to happen and
there have been enough changes to the project since inception that additional consultation is necessary.
The SDEIS does not clearly state, as required in the informal Section 7 consultation, that if a Hawaiian
petrel or nene is “harmed or killed as a result of the ATST construction activities that the Service would
be contacted immediately and that work action would cease until we have formaily addressed the cause
for the take™. Tt is our understanding that formal Section 7 consultation would be sought prior to the start
of construction. This is not clear in the SDEIS.

The National Park Service continues to have concern about the ATST construction schedule and how it
correlates with the mitigation measures outlined in the USFWS Section 7 consultation. The mitigation
measures include very specific times when certain ATST construction and associated activities wiil not be
allowed. The SDEIS does not clearly outline how this will be implemented and enforced.

In addition, simply monitoring the 'ua'u throughout the project is not mitigation to lessen impacts. Affects
to 'ua'u are not negligible because of the USFWS mitigations outlined in the informal Section 7
consultation. There is still opportunity for impacts to 'ua'u and other species.

4-17/4.3.2 (and 2-31)

The entrance station road shoulder construction should be addressed in this section. This project occurs
in endangered nene habitat. Although work will be scheduled outside nesting season, nene regularly use
the area for feeding and flocking. This is an activity that was not a proposed action when the Section 7
consultation was conducted.

4-15
Under the description of effects on biological resources the document states "...the extent or degree to
which its implementation would do any of the following:
1. Substantially affect a rare, threatened, or endangered species or its habitat (HAR §11-200-12
and Endangered Species Act (ESA) 1973, Section 7 (a) 2, Interagency Cooperation).
2. Cause the “take™ of a highly sensitive resource, such as a threatened, endangered, or special
status species."”

However, on page 4-18 it also states that "Effects from construction could include the potential for
disturbance of the habitat..." The description in this paragraph seems to describe a “take” of 'ua'u. The
document further states, "Formal consultation would take place in the event that a “take” were to occur in
the future..."

Additionally on page 4-24, the document states, "Potential major, adverse effects from construction could
include the disturbance of the ‘ua‘u habitat at HO, where birds would not be willing to remain in their
burrows during the nesting season. Construction noise, vibration, or human proximity could affect the
nesting habits of the ‘ua‘u to the extent that they may not return to, remain in, or otherwise utilize the
burrows that are inhabited each year. Construction activity has the potential of causing burrow collapse,



directly related to excavation, vibration, or other human activities. Collapse of a burrow could result in
‘na‘u mortality. Mitigations measures to these potential major, adverse effects are described in Section
4.18.3-Biological Resources." NPS believes that as described this would constitute a “take” under ESA.

4-21
The current informal consultation does not cover "take”. Additionally, the SDEIS fails to emphasize that
if "take" does occur, all construction activities would cease as outlined in the Section 7 consultation.

4.18.3

A detailed construction schedule is needed to determine if activities will adhere to mitigation measures.
Also, monitoring is not mitigation. Information on potential monitoring of 'ua'u at Haleakala NP as a
control site has not been discussed. This needs to be addressed.

4-20
The construction at the entrance station road shoulder should be addressed in the discussion about nene.

4-23
Based on the analysis in the SDEIS, the effects on the ‘ua’u are not negligible just because the USFWS
mitigation measures are implemented.

424

The statement, "The No-Action Alternative would result in a negligibie, adverse effect on the monitoring
of the Kolekole ‘ua‘u colony and less information would be available on their behavior and population.”
This statement is unsupported and incorrect. The National Park Service, in cooperation with the state
Department of Fish and Wildlife, will continue to monitor and to manage the 'ua'u, as it has for over 25
years,

4-.24
The summary does not include information on the nene or bats.

Visual Resources and View Plane

4-30/4.5.1

The Visual Resources and View Plane section of the SDEIS does not provide a prediction of the potential
visual affect the proposed ATST project would have within the Region of Influence (ROT), as stated. It is
simply a description of where one would be able to see the telescope from various locations.

It is unclear how the quantitative evaluation values in the EIS were determined and why they are used.
No information is provided to show that the percentages are scientifically valid or accepted in the
scientific community. Moreover, as s¢lected, the percentages don’t make sense. For example, a small
percentage determined by this scale could actually result in a major impact.

The quantitative measure is not used in each case/location assessment in this section. For example on
page 4-60 there is no discussion of the quantitative measurement and no explanation of how the impact
assessment was determined for the Pu’u Ula’ula overlook. On page 4-61 the discussion regarding the
Areas of HALE Adjacent to HO, but Not on Pu’u Ula’ula, Including Magnetic Peak does not offer a
measurement to determine how the moderate adverse impact assessment was done. Even though the
construction activities could be considered short-term they will still be a major impact to the viewshed.



The NPS believes that both during construction (short-term) and operation (long-term) the ATST will
have a major adverse impact to the viewshed. Even though the construction phase will be short-term,
there will still be a major impact to the viewshed.

4-30/4.5.1

More information is needed about the basis of the qualitative evaluation. A social science study is
necessary to properly evaluate the qualitative range of acceptable, minimally acceptable, and
unacceptable visual conditions for the summit area of Haleakala. This would be achieved by surveying of
a statistically valid sample of the people of Maui and the visiting public.

4-60 to 4-66/4.5.3 and 4-66 to 4-73/4.5.5

The NPS disagrees with the conclusion that the proposed ATST would at the Mees Site have a moderate
adverse and long-term effect on the visual resources and view plane from the Pu’u Ula’ula Overlook,
Areas of HALE Adjacent to HO, and Upper Park Road Corridor during the later stages of construction
and operations phase versus the Reber Circle Site which would have a major, adverse and long-term
effect. There are no quantitative differences between the two sites when you compare Figure 4-29 with
Figure 4-30; nor noticeable qualitative differences between the two sites when you compare the photo
renderings in Figure 4-14 with Figure 4-34. Both sites wili have a major, adverse and long-term effect in
the visual resources and view plane from the Pu’u Ula’ula Overlook, Areas of HALE Adjacent to HO,
and Upper Park Road Corridor during the later stages of construction and operations phase of the
proposed project.

4-62 vs. 4-65/4.5.3

The NPS disagrees with the conclusion that the proposed ATST would at the Mees Site have a moderate,
adverse and long-term effect on the visual resources and view plane from Areas of HALE Adjacent to HO
during the later stages of construction and a negligible, adverse and long-term effect on the same visual
resources and view plane during the operations phase of the proposed project. The effect determinations
during the later stages of construction and operations phase should be the same -- moderate, adverse and
long-term effect.

4-64 and 4-75
The NPS disagrees that the ATST would not dominate the current vista from the Pu’u Ula’ula Overlook.

4-67/4.54
The 250 foot tall construction crane would dominate the topography, as stated in the EIS, the NPS
believes that the impact would be major short-term.

4-67/4.5.4

The NPS suggests removing the statement ... however, it would be within the context of the facilities at
HO”. These statements throughout this section and the document are not a good justification for adding
another telescope to the HO. This statement does not lessen the impacts to the resources.

4-67/4.5.4

The EIS states “Qualitatively, those who find tall man-made structures to be out of character with the
natural topography might have a negative reaction to the large, white structure clearly visible along the
upper Park road corridor”. NPS believer that this statement is nonsensical and at best a mere truism.

4-68 vs. 4-71/4.54

The NPS disagrees with the conclusion that the proposed ATST would at the Reber Circle Site have a
moderate, adverse and long-term effect on the visual resources and view plane from Areas of HALE
Adjacent to HO during the later stages of construction and a negligible, adverse and long-term effect on



