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provision that individual concessioner
cash needs be taken into account in the
fee process, that 5-year averages be used
to lessen the weight of abnormal years,
and that fixed fee percentages cannot be
applied across the board to all
concessioners.

While experience has shown that the
50 percent policy has been more of a
problem with larger concessioners, it
still can result in the application of less
than probable value franchise fees for
smaller concessioners. In other words,
the arbitrary 50 percent policy does not
meet statutory requirements for any size
of concessioner. Moreover, the
suggested safeguards presently exist in
the current franchise fee determination
system. It should also be noted that in
order to secure additional safeguards for
the smallest concessioners,
concessioners under $100,000 in annual
gross receipts pay only 2 percent of
gross receipts, and this policy would be
unaffected by this change.

One commenter strongly supported
the NPS proposal.

In consideration of the foregoing, the
50 percent policy is eliminated.

2. Rate Approval System

With regard to the proposal to amend
existing guidelines to make clear that
allowing an interim rate schedule is
discretionary, 2 commenters expressed
concern that tour operators and
individual travelers are asking for rates
and booking travel well over a year in
advance, and the current rate approval
system places NPS concessioners at a
disadvantage in addressing these
advance requests. Current procedures
regarding the honoring of rates,
contained in Chapter 29 of NPS-48
allow concessioners to accept deposits
for individual reservations without
securing the rates for the facility or
service reserved if the confirmation
notice states in bold print that “‘Rates
are subject to change without notice and
are not guaranteed.” NPS believes that
this concept can be applied to increase
rates as a result of increased costs.

One commenter objected to the
change of the word ““should” to “may”’.
NPS regards this change in wording as
a matter of clarification rather than a
change in policy. The previous wording
was not considered by NPS to limit
discretion in the approval of interim
rate schedules. The word change does
not preclude a rate increase. If NPS
determines that an interim rate schedule
is justified, it will be approved.

With regard to the elimination of the
interim appeal right of concessioners
regarding the selection of comparables,
5 commenters objected to this proposal.
In addition, one commenter added that

delaying the appeal until the whole
process had run its course would defeat
the real justice of an appeal. It should
be noted that the approval of rates and
the appeal process applies to all rates,
interim or otherwise. NPS recognizes
that the selection of comparables plays
an integral part in approving rates.
However, the crux of the issue is the
rate that NPS approves. Any appeal will
center on the approved rate and the
manner in which it was determined.
The selection of comparables may be a
part of a rate appeal. However, the
existing language would permit a
concessioner to appeal on the selection
of comparables, and if this proved
unsuccessful, to then appeal the
approved rate. Conversely, if a
concessioner’s appeal of an approved
rate were unsuccessful, it could then
appeal on the basis of the comparables
selected. The intent of the amended
language is to remove this duplicative
appeal tier. NPS believes that the
approved rate and the selection of
comparables are part of the entire rate
approval process, and should not be
treated as separate processes for the
purpose of appeals. NPS also feels that
combining appeals for approved rates
and selection of comparables will
significantly expedite the entire rate
appeal process.

One commenter supported the
changes in the rate approval system.

In consideration of the foregoing, the
rate approval system policy
amendments are adopted.

Dated: July 3, 1995.
John Reynolds,
Acting Director, National Park Service.
[FR Doc. 95-17917 Filed 7-19-95; 8:45 am]
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AGENCY: National Park Service, Interior.
ACTION: Notice of Intent.

TITLE: Development Concept Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement for the
Front Country, Denali National Park and
Preserve, Alaska.

SUMMARY: The National Park Service
(NPS) is preparing a development
concept plan (DCP) and accompanying
environmental impact statement (EIS)
for the front country of Denali National
Park and Preserve. The purposes of the
DCP/EIS are to formulate a
comprehensive plan for the Denali front
country and to evaluate the impacts of
alternative development scenarios for
the area. The proposed action and

alternatives will be developed from
public input and comment received at
public scoping meetings. Public scoping
meetings will be held in Anchorage,
Fairbanks, Cantwell, and Healy in the
fall of 1995.

The Denali front country is defined to
include the Riley Creek entrance/
headquarters area and the Denali Park
Road corridor to Wonder Lake. The
anticipated demand for future uses of
these areas has prompted the NPS to
initiate this DCP/EIS to address the full
scope of existing and potential uses in
the front country.

Primary issues that the Denali Front
Country DCP/EIS will address are
visitor use, environmental constraints,
park operations and management
concerns, and interrelationships with
adjacent areas. Visitor use issues
include increasing demand, changing
use patterns, visitor experience, access,
transportation systems, services, and
facilities. Environmental constraints
consist primarily of natural and cultural
resources, such as limited groundwater
supply, unstable permafrost soils,
wetlands, important wildlife habitat,
historic structures, and aesthetics.
Operational and management concerns
include the amount and location of
seasonal and permanent housing,
location and amount of administrative
offices, support facilities, and road
maintenance standards. Adjacent area
concerns include location of facilities
and services outside of the park, the
ability of adjacent areas to accommodate
future development needs, and
coordination of access networks.

The EIS will be prepared in
accordance with the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4331 et
seq.) and its implementing regulations
at 40 CFR part 1500. The NPS will
prepare the EIS in conjunction with
preparation of the Denali Front Country
DCP.

Interested groups, organizations,
individuals and government agencies
are invited to comment on the plan at
any time. The draft DCP/EIS is
anticipated to be available for public
review in the spring of 1996. Public
meetings will be scheduled in the
McKinley Park/Healy area, Fairbanks
and Anchorage, Alaska, after release of
the draft DCP/EIS. The final EIS is
expected to be released in the fall of
1996.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Steve Martin, Superintendent, Denali
National Park and Preserve, P.O. Box 9,
Denali Alaska 99755. Telephone (907)
683—2294.
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Dated: July 10, 1995.
Marcia Blaszak,
Acting Field Director.
[FR Doc. 95-17893 Filed 7-19-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-70-P

Final Environmental Impact Statement/
General Management Plan Joshua Tree
National Park, California; Availability

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 102(2)(C)
of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (Pub. L. 91-190, as
amended), the National Park Service,
Department of the Interior, has prepared
a final environmental impact statement
(FEIS) that describes and analyzes the
effects of a proposed and two alternative
General Management/Development
Concept Plans for Joshua Tree National
Monument, Riverside and San
Bernardino Counties, California. The
approved plans will guide park
management over the next 15 years.

The plans selected (Alternative A)
would improve visitor contact facilities
and services at each of the three main
entrances and a visitor center would be
developed for the west entrance.
Opportunities for Wilderness and trail
experiences would be expanded.
Wayside exhibits and interpretive
programs would be updated and
expanded. Facilities in existing
developed areas would be replaced or
redesigned to improve resource
protection, aesthetics, and efficiency.
Campground locations and capacities
are basically unchanged, but campsites
would be redesigned. Picnic facilities
and day use parking would be expanded
somewhat, primarily in already-
disturbed areas. Research and resource
monitoring and management programs
would be increased to enhance resource
protection. Management of Wilderness
would be enhanced through an array of
planned actions that reduce threats to
Wilderness by removing incompatible
uses and development.

Two alternatives were evaluated:
Alternative B—No Action would
continue current management strategies
with no changes in visitor and park
support facilities or programs;
Alternative C—Minimum Requirements
would rehabilitate deteriorated facilities
in their current locations. Capacities of
camp areas and day use parking areas
would be unchanged, while the number
of picnic sites would be slightly
increased. The primary visitor center
would remain at the Oasis of Mara.

The draft environmental impact
statement and plans (DEIS) were
released for public review pursuant to a
notice of availability published in the
Federal Register on August 25, 1994.

During the comment period ending
November 7, 1994, 144 written
comments were received. Thirty-eight
persons attended public meetings held
on September 14 and 15, 1994. The FEIS
incorporates minor modifications and
clarifications in response to some
comments, although no significant new
issues or concerns were surfaced.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The no-
action period on this FEIS will extend
for 30 days from the date the Notice of
Availability is published by the
Environmental Protection Agency in the
Federal Register.

For copies of the FEIS, or for further
information, please contact:
Superintendent, Joshua Tree National
Park, 74485 National Monument Drive,
Twentynine Palms, California, 92277, or
via telephone at (619) 367—-7511.

Dated: June 26, 1995.

Patricia L. Neubachen,

Field Director, Pacific West Field Area.

[FR Doc. 95-17637 Filed 7-19-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-70-P

Availability of the Final General
Management Plan/Implementation Plan
Alternatives/Environmental Impact
Statement for Lake Chelan National
Recreation Area, Washington

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 102(2)(C)
of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (Pub. L. 91-190, as
amended), the National Park Service,
Department of the Interior, has prepared
a Final General Management Plan/
Implementation Plan Alternatives/
Environmental Impact Statement (GMP/
Plans/FEIS) that describes and analyzes
a proposal and four alternatives that
meet immediate and long-term needs at
Lake Chelan National Recreation Area
for future management and use of Lake
Chelan National Recreation Area, as
required by the consent decree that was
approved and entered on April 22, 1991,
in the United States District Court for
the Western District of Washington
(Civil Case No. C-89-1342D).

The Draft General Management Plan/
Implementation Plan

Alternatives/Environmental Impact
Statement (GMP/Plans/DEIS) was
released for public review on August 26,
1994 (59 FR 165), and the public
comment period closed November 1,
1994. During this comment period, three
public hearings were held and written
comments were also received. The
GMP/Plans/FEIS contains responses to
the comments received and
modifications to the document as
needed in response to the comments.

Under the proposed action, which
was developed in response to public
and agency comments on the GMP/
Plans/DEIS, the National Park Service
would not manipulate the Stehekin
River nor remove or manipulate woody
debris except to protect public roads
and bridges. The active sand, rock, and
gravel borrow pit would be maintained
at less than or equal to its current size.
Fire suppression, prescribed natural
fire, management-ignited prescribed
fire, and selective manual fuel
reductions would provide more
effective fire protection. Firewood
would be provided at fair market value,
and there would be no guaranteed
cordage per year. The airstrip would
remain open. Land protection would
emphasize high flood influence areas,
wetlands, riparian areas, and high visual
sensitivity areas. Under the no-action/
minimum requirements alternative,
river erosion and flooding would be
controlled only to protect life, health,
public roads, and bridges. Where
feasible, federal lands would be treated
with prescribed fire to reduce fuels.
Firewood would be obtained from
harvesting 1-acre woodlots. The airstrip
would remain open. Land protection
would emphasize wetlands, shoreline
characteristics, high scenic quality,
water quality, visitor access, restriction
of unsightly development, and
development on areas with gradients
greater than 20%. Under alternative A,
new river shoreline or bank protection
structures would be prohibited. The
mining of sand, rock, and gravel would
be prohibited within the valley. Natural
ignitions would be suppressed on the
valley floor for the protection of human
life and property. Woodlot cutting of
firewood would stop immediately. The
airstrip would be closed and restored to
natural conditions. The Stehekin Valley
road between the Landing and
Cottonwood Camp would be converted
to a trail. All NPS and concession
housing and maintenance facilities
would be substantially reduced and
located at the Landing. Land protection
would involve acquisition, on a willing
seller/willing buyer basis, or by eminent
domain authority, of all private lands
within the recreation area. Under
alternative B, riverbank protection
structures would be allowed if no
adverse environmental impacts would
result. Mining of sand, rock, and gravel
in the valley would be prohibited. Fire
and forest fuels would be managed to
restore or replicate the natural role of
fire. Firewood would be provided at fair
market value instead of a set permit fee.
There would be no guarantee of
firewood cordage per year. The airstrip
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