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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION
On April 23, 2015, the California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks), Off-Highway
Motor Vehicle Recreation (OHMVR) Division, released to the general public and public agencies the
Preliminary General Plan and draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for Carnegie State Vehicular
Recreation Area (SVRA). The General Plan is a guidance document intended for use over many years. It
includes a series of visitor experience areas and a detailed set of goals and guidelines developed to guide
operations and management of the SVRA into the future. The goals and guidelines address existing
issues and provide management guidance that should be implemented to achieve the SVRA’s long-term
vision.
The DEIR that accompanied the Preliminary General Plan contains an environmental analysis of
potentially significant effects of implementing the General Plan. Together, the DEIR and this document,
including the response to comments, constitute the final environmental impact report (FEIR) for the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan.
In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21091 and California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15087, a 45-day public review period for the Preliminary General Plan and
DEIR was provided. The public review period was extended an additional 22 days (for a total of 67
days) to provide additional time to review the documents. The public was advised of the availability of
the Preliminary General Plan and DEIR through legal notices placed in local newspapers, e-mails, direct
mailings, and notification on the OHMVR Division planning website. A public notice (notice of
availability) was posted with the Alameda and San Joaquin County clerk/recorder, and was published in
the Tracy Press and The Independent. Copies of the Preliminary General Plan and DEIR were also made
available for review at the following locations: the Tracy and Livermore Public Libraries, Carnegie
SVRA, Carnegie SVRA Sector Office, the State Parks OHMVR Division Headquarters, and the
Carnegie General Plan website (http://www.CarnegieGeneralPlan.com).
During the public review period, comments were received from agencies, organizations, and individuals.
This document provides responses to the written comments received during the public review period.
The focus of the response to comments is on the disposition of environmental issues that have been
raised in the comments, as specified by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b). The response to comments
also includes issues related to planning considerations of the General Plan.
This document is organized as follows:
Chapter 1, “Introduction,” provides a brief overview of the public review process of the Preliminary
General Plan and DEIR, and describes the organization of the FEIR.
Chapter 2, “Master Responses,” addresses common themes or concerns repeated in the comment
letters received on the DEIR through a series of master responses.
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
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Chapters 3 through 8 provide complete copies of and responses to all written comments on the
Carnegie SVRA Preliminary General Plan and DEIR received during the public review period. Each
chapter provides a list, in table format, of all written comments received on the General Plan and DEIR.
These chapters are as follows:
►

Chapter 3, “Federal Agency Comments and Responses”

►

Chapter 4, “State Agency Comments and Responses”

►

Chapter 5, “Regional and Local Agency Comments and Responses”

►

Chapter 6, “Tribal Comments and Responses”

►

Chapter 7, “Organizational Comments and Responses”

►

Chapter 8, “Individual Comments and Responses”

Chapter 9, “Revisions to the General Plan,” provides a reproduction of portions of the Preliminary
General Plan with proposed revisions to text made by State Parks and in response to comments. These
changes will be incorporated in the Draft General Plan to be submitted to the OHMVR Commission for
approval.
Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” provides a reproduction of portions of the DEIR with proposed
revisions to text made by State Parks and in response to comments.
Chapter 11, “List of Preparers,” identifies all preparers of and contributors to the FEIR.
Chapter 12, “References,” lists all references used during the preparation of this FEIR, as well as
citations for personal communications.
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CHAPTER 2 – MASTER RESPONSES
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 21091(d) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088
require that the lead agency evaluate comments received during the noticed comment period and prepare
a written response for each comment relating to any significant environmental issues raised in the draft
environmental impact report (DEIR). The written responses presented in this final environmental impact
report (FEIR) describe the nature of any significant environmental issues raised and provide a goodfaith, reasoned analysis in response. The responses also address comments pertaining to the Preliminary
General Plan. The range of responses includes providing clarification on the Preliminary General Plan
and DEIR, making factual corrections, explaining why certain comments may not warrant further
response, or simply acknowledging the comment for consideration by the decision-making bodies.
This FEIR addresses the comments received on the Preliminary General Plan and DEIR in two ways:
through the master responses presented in this chapter and through individual responses presented in
Chapters 3 through 8. This chapter addresses common themes or concerns repeated in the comment
letters through a series of master responses.
Many of the comments received were expressions of support of or opposition to the proposed project,
rather than comments on the analysis in the DEIR. CEQA only requires responses to comments on the
significant environmental issues raised in a DEIR, rather than to comments on the merits of the proposed
project. However, in the interest of working cooperatively through issues that reflect the interests of the
public and important planning partners and stakeholders, State Parks has responded to all comments
received during the public comment period, regardless of whether they relate to the Preliminary General
Plan or the DEIR.
The following master responses address comments received from numerous commenters. They provide
a means of giving a broader context to the response than may be possible in individual responses. In
some cases, one or more master responses may respond to an individual comment. The following topics
are addressed by the master responses, numbered in order of discussion in this chapter:
►

Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines”

►

Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report”

►

Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural Use”

►

Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources”

►

Master Response 5, “Cultural Resources Regulatory Compliance and Studies”

►

Master Response 6, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Cumulative Impact Analysis”

►

Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives Analysis”

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
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Each of these master responses provides some background regarding the issue, identifies how the
Preliminary General Plan and/or DEIR addressed the issue, and provides additional explanation to
address the commenters’ concerns. In some cases, these master responses have also been prepared to
address specific planning concerns related to the proposed General Plan. No comments received on the
DEIR resulted in the discussion of any new impact; resulted in a change in the significance level of an
impact disclosed in the DEIR; or required new mitigation, consideration of new alternatives, or any
other substantial change to the DEIR. Changes made to the DEIR in response to comments are limited to
corrections of minor errors and omissions. Recirculation of the environmental impact report (EIR) is not
required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5). This response to
comments document meets CEQA requirements for responding to comments and recirculation of the
DEIR is not required.

2.1 MASTER RESPONSE 1: ADEQUACY OF IMPACT ANALYSIS
AND GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND GUIDELINES
Several comments asserted that the DEIR’s impact analysis is insufficiently detailed. The comments
requested analysis of the magnitude of impacts and additional detail to verify the validity of the impact
conclusions. Some comments suggested that the DEIR should present project-specific impacts for
certain projects or areas. Similarly, comments asserted that the Preliminary General Plan’s goals and
guidelines are too vague and improperly defer mitigation. Some comments suggested that the DEIR
should present detailed mitigation measures.

2.1.1

PURPOSE OF PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

DEIR Section 1.1, “Type, Purpose, and Intended Use of This Environmental Impact Report,” describes
the purpose of and legal requirements for a program EIR, like the document prepared for the General
Plan. A program EIR is prepared for a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project, are
related geographically, and are logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions in connection with the
issuance of rules, regulations, or plans. An advantage of a program EIR is that it allows the lead agency
to consider broad policy alternatives and programwide mitigation measures at an early time when the
agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168[b][4].)
The program EIR can serve as a first-tier document for later CEQA review of individual projects
included in the program. These project-specific CEQA reviews will focus on project-specific impacts
and may include additional mitigation measures (where necessary), and need not repeat the broad
analyses contained in the program EIR. As discussed by the California Supreme Court, “it is proper for a
lead agency to use its discretion to focus a first-tier EIR on only the…program, leaving project-specific
details to subsequent EIRs when specific projects are considered.” (In re Bay Delta [2008] 43 Cal. 4th
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1143, 1174.) State Parks prepares program EIRs for all its general plans and has found this approach to
be efficient and appropriate for broad policy guidance documents like the General Plan.

2.1.2

LEVEL OF DETAIL IN THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND QUANTIFICATION
OF IMPACTS

The degree of specificity in an EIR corresponds to the degree of specificity of the underlying activity
being evaluated. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15146.) Also, the adequacy of an EIR is determined in
terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the
severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. (CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15151 and 15204[a].) CEQA Guidelines Section 15146(b) provides that an EIR prepared for
the adoption of a local general plan should focus on the secondary environmental effects to be expected
after adoption, but that the EIR need not be as detailed as one prepared for the specific construction
projects that follow. Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(c) states that when a lead agency is using
the tiering process for a large-scale planning approval such as a general plan, the development of
detailed site-specific information may not be feasible and can be deferred to project-specific CEQA
documents.
As stated in the DEIR, general plans are broad-based policy documents that establish long-range visions
and goals and provide direction on future types of improvements, services, and programs. The
Preliminary General Plan provides much of the physical and regulatory setting description and the
project description used for the CEQA analysis. Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” in the General Plan
describes the geographical, physical, and management setting, including resource conditions and
planning influences. General Plan Chapter 4, “The Plan,” identifies proposed use areas and management
goals and guidelines, which combine to serve as the project description used for the CEQA analysis. The
level of detail provided in the CEQA document is appropriate for a program EIR.

2.1.3

GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND GUIDELINES DETAIL AND MITIGATION
DEFERRAL

Some comments contended that the Preliminary General Plan’s goals and guidelines improperly defer
mitigation and lack specificity. This response addresses general critiques of the DEIR’s approach to
mitigation.
The General Plan goals and guidelines were developed concurrent with the analysis in the DEIR. Thus,
as potentially significant issues were identified during development of the DEIR, relevant goals and
guidelines were incorporated into the Preliminary General Plan to mitigate or avoid potential impacts,
with the goal of making the General Plan “self-mitigating” to the extent practicable. Furthermore, the
knowledge of the location and extent of sensitive resources present in the planning area was used to
develop placement of use areas included in the General Plan, with the goal of avoiding or minimizing
conflicts or impacts. The General Plan is a guidance document intended for use over many years. The
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
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Preliminary General Plan presents programwide goals and guidelines that will be implemented by State
Parks during operation and management of Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area (SVRA) and will
be included in subsequent project-specific design, CEQA documents, and approvals. The DEIR relies on
the goals and guidelines to mitigate or avoid impacts (except for air quality impacts, as discussed in
DEIR Section 3.2) and does not contain mitigation measures.
The General Plan strives to provide as much detail as possible in the goals and guidelines, but some
flexibility must be maintained in presenting approaches to potential future impacts occurring over a
large geographic scope and caused by a variety of future land use activities. As authorized by the CEQA
Guidelines and case law, some of the General Plan’s goals and guidelines as referenced in the DEIR are
less detailed than those that would be part of a project EIR’s mitigation measures, and the selection of
more detailed mitigation measures is properly deferred in some cases to future project-specific CEQA
reviews. CEQA case law provides that a first-tier EIR may contain generalized mitigation criteria. (See,
e.g., Koster v. County of San Joaquin [1996] 47 Cal.App.4th 29.) CEQA case law has also held that
deferring the specifics of mitigation is permissible when the lead agency commits itself to mitigation
and, in the measure, either describes performance standards to be met in future mitigation or provides a
menu of alternative mitigation measures to be selected from in the future. (See, e.g., California Native
Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova [2009] 172 Cal.App.4th 603.)

2.2 MASTER RESPONSE 2: DISAGREEMENT REGARDING THE
CONCLUSIONS OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT
Several commenters expressed their disagreement with the DEIR’s analysis methodology or impact
conclusions, or both, for various topics such as biotic resources and hydrology and water quality.
CEQA requires that a public agency’s determination or decision under CEQA be supported by
substantial evidence (Public Resources Code Section 21168.5). The CEQA Guidelines similarly require
that decisions regarding the significance of environmental effects addressed in an EIR be based on
substantial evidence and recognize that other evidence suggesting a different conclusion may exist.
“Substantial evidence” means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions
might also be reached.
Whether a fair argument can be made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment
is to be determined by examining the whole record before the lead agency. Argument, speculation,
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence that is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of
social or economic impacts that do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the
environment does not constitute substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts,
reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15384.) An agency’s decision will not be displaced simply because an opposite conclusion may
2-4
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be equally or more reasonable. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors [1990] 52 Cal. 3d 553,
564.) An EIR is not inadequate simply because experts in a particular environmental subject matter
dispute the conclusions reached by the experts whose studies were used in drafting the EIR, even where
different conclusions can reasonably be drawn from a single pool of information. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15151; Guide to the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] [Remy et al. 2007:499–
500]; Greenebaum v. City of Los Angeles [1984] 153 Cal. App. 3d 391, 413.)
The comment letters and associated responses summarize the areas of disagreement. In some cases,
commenters do not offer substantial evidence to support the assertion that a different conclusion should
be drawn. No further response to the disagreements presented in these comment letters is necessary. If
the commenter provides evidence to support the disagreement with the DEIR’s conclusion, the evidence
is summarized and considered in making the EIR’s conclusion and response to the individual comment.
State Parks has reviewed and considered all the substantial evidence in the whole of the record in
making its decisions about the project and its environmental effects.

2.3 MASTER RESPONSE 3: CONVERSION OF GRAZING LAND
TO A NONAGRICULTURAL USE
Several comments expressed concern that the conversion of grazing land to a nonagricultural use would
constitute a significant impact.
As noted on page 2-51 of the Preliminary General Plan, the memorandum of understanding that
permitted grazing in the expansion area expired in 2013. Although it is not the role of State Parks to
specifically provide grazing areas on public lands, grazing is used if it is consistent with the General
Plan goals and guidelines and compatible with the needs of the native plant communities on the site.
General Plan NRM Guideline 2.3 expressly states that managed grazing would continue to be allowed in
the SVRA with the intent to preserve natural vegetation and enhance native plant communities:
►

NRM Guideline 2.3: Manage SVRA landscapes to preserve natural vegetation and to enhance
native California plant communities and associated habitat functions and values. Management
strategies include habitat restoration and enhancement; invasive species management; focused
propagation of desired species; fencing or other barriers to protect sensitive habitats such as riparian
areas, to maximize natural recruitment of riparian species; controlled burns; managed grazing; or
other management techniques proven beneficial to the maintenance of healthy natural ecosystems.

CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21082) provides agencies with general authority to adopt criteria
for determining whether a given impact would be significant. State Parks, as the CEQA lead agency, has
determined that the thresholds presented in the Environmental Checklist in CEQA Guidelines Appendix
G are appropriate for use in determining the significance of impacts of implementing the General Plan.
State Parks does not consider the conversion of grazing land to a nonagricultural use to be a significant
impact under CEQA. Rather, as stated in Section 5.1.1, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources,” in DEIR
Chapter 5, “Other CEQA-Required Analysis,” State Parks considers that conversion of Prime Farmland,
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
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Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance would constitute a significant impact (Public
Resources Code Sections 21060.1 and 21095; CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

2.4 MASTER RESPONSE 4: IMPACTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN
ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Several comments expressed concern about impacts of General Plan implementation, including indirect
impacts and cumulative effects, on various biological resources in the planning area and their habitats.

2.4.1

BUFFERS FOR CALIFORNIA RED-LEGGED FROG AND CALIFORNIA TIGER
SALAMANDER AND OTHER SPECIAL-STATUS HERPETOFAUNA

The buffers proposed in the DEIR for occupied California red-legged frog (CRLF) and California tiger
salamander (CTS) breeding ponds are designed solely to protect the water quality of these known
breeding locations. These hydrology and water quality buffers correspond to water quality protection
buffers used for other projects. State Parks acknowledges that CRLF and CTS and other special-status
herpetofauna such as western spadefoot or western pond turtle may use upland refugia habitat beyond
this proposed water quality buffer. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) typically considers
1-mile buffers from breeding ponds for CRLF dispersal distances. Recent studies show that CTS may
use upland refugia habitat up to 1.3 miles for known breeding locations (Orloff 2011). The third
sentence of Impact 3.3-7, “Potential Impacts on California Tiger Salamander,” on page 3.3-24 of the
DEIR is hereby revised as follows:
CTS also may use suitable burrows in upland refugia habitat within 1.5 1.3 miles of
suitable breeding locations.
As stated in the DEIR, some facility development could result in potential impacts on occupied or
suitable upland refugia habitat for these species. State Parks is committed to implementing the General
Plan guidelines and consulting on a project-by-project basis with the appropriate permitting agencies,
including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Central Valley and San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs), USFWS, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW), as specified in Water Guideline 1.2, NRM Guideline 1.3, and Wildlife Guideline 1.7 of the
General Plan. The maximum dispersal distances referenced in the wildlife guideline encompass the
entirety of the expansion area. Therefore, Wildlife Guideline 1.7 requires State Parks to coordinate with
the wildlife agencies on any proposed project in the expansion area that may affect habitat for these
species. Project-specific measures to protect upland refugia habitat for CRLF, CTS, and other specialstatus herpetofauna will likely be required in formal consultations with USFWS and California
Endangered Species Act incidental take permit applications with CDFW, as deemed necessary during
consultation with these agencies.
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2.4.2

GOLDEN EAGLE EFFECTS

Updated information on the status of golden eagles within the existing SVRA and expansion area has
been added to the DEIR (see FEIR Chapter 10). This includes the three known territories that overlap
with the area covered by the General Plan. The first paragraph of Impact 3.3-11, “Potential Impacts on
Nesting Birds,” on pages 3.3-28 and 3.3-29 in Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources,” of the DEIR is hereby
revised and expanded as follows:
Many bird species are known to nest in the planning area, including several special-status
species such as golden eagle, tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), northern harrier,
and loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus). For example, three golden eagle pairs have
been documented foraging and nesting near Carnegie SVRA for several years (Hunt
2002; Hunt and Hunt 2006, 2013, 2014, 2015). One golden eagle nest has been
documented in the expansion area in 2014 and 2015. Other golden eagle nests are known
to occur to the west and south of the expansion area (Hunt 2013, 2014, 2015). Golden
eagles are protected by the federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and Migratory
Bird Treaty Act and the California Fish and Game Code.
Burrowing owls have been observed in the planning area and they may have active
burrows on-site. NIn addition to protections for special-status birds, all native nesting
birds are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code
(see Chapter 2 of the General Plan for a summary of these regulations). Construction of
facilities, including trails, may result in the removal of suitable nesting and foraging
habitat for various bird species. Construction noise and lighting also may result in nest
abandonment if construction occurs during the nesting season. Operational noise of
OHVs and increased human activity may also result in nest abandonment if these
activities occur near nest locations.
The following text regarding the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act is hereby added to the
discussion of federal regulations and laws in the “Natural Resources” portion of Section 2.7.3,
“Regulatory Influences,” of the General Plan (pages 2-133 and 2-134):
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (Eagle Act) prohibits the taking or possession of and
commerce in bald and golden eagles, including their parts, nests, or eggs, with limited
exceptions. The Eagle Act defines “take” as “pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill,
capture, trap, collect, molest or disturb” (16 U.S. Code 668–668d). USFWS has defined
“disturb” under the Eagle Act as follows (72 Federal Register [FR] 31132–31140, June 5, 2007):
Disturb means to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is
likely to cause, based on the best scientific information available, (1) injury to an eagle;
(2) a decrease in its productivity, by substantially interfering with normal breeding,
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feeding, or sheltering behavior; or (3) nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with
normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior.
USFWS has proposed new permit regulations to authorize the take of bald and golden eagles
under the Eagle Act, generally when the take to be authorized is associated with otherwise lawful
activities (72 FR 31141–31155, June 5, 2007). With the delisting of the bald eagle in 2007, the
Eagle Act is the primary federal law protecting bald eagles, as well as golden eagles.
Future proposed projects in the expansion area may require the preparation of an eagle management plan
by USFWS as specified under the Eagle Act, if it is determined during project-specific analysis that
project-related activities could potentially result in take of golden eagles. A comprehensive eagle
management plan and associated take permit would be one of the items that State Parks would discuss
with USFWS, as mentioned in NRM Guideline 1.4, during project-specific impact discussions once a
specific project is proposed for the expansion area. As stated in Section 4.3.2 of the General Plan, State
Parks will manage natural and cultural resources in the visitor experience areas to protect the resources’
integrity and to comply with relevant state and federal laws and regulations regarding their management
and protection.

2.4.3

INDIRECT EFFECTS OF PROPOSED PROJECTS

The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause no environmental
impacts. However, implementing actions included in the Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically
alter the environment. Potential indirect effects on biological resources result from soil erosion,
increased noise and vibration, and habitat fragmentation, especially associated with the initiation of offhighway vehicle (OHV) activity in the expansion area where OHV activity currently does not occur
beyond the traffic associated with adjacent landowners, State Parks’ management activity, and
maintenance of power lines and other lease activities in the expansion area. These issue areas are
analyzed in the DEIR in their respective sections. Any sensitive biological resources that may be
affected by implementation of any aspect of the General Plan would be protected, restored, or enhanced,
and General Plan–related activities would comply with all applicable permit conditions. The appropriate
regulatory agencies (USACE, USFWS, CDFW, and Central Valley RWQCB) would be consulted
before construction of any project element that may result in impacts on natural resources under their
jurisdiction. Therefore, with incorporation of the General Plan goals and guidelines and any applicable
permit conditions, implementing the Carnegie SVRA General Plan would not have a significant indirect
effect on biological resources in the region. The location and extent of potential indirect effects on
biological resources would be analyzed in subsequent environmental review once specific projects are
proposed. Any indirect effects such as those listed above would be included in the consultation process
with USFWS and CDFW as described in Water Guideline 1.2; NRM Guideline 1.3; Plant Guideline 1.1;
and Wildlife Guidelines 1.3, 1.4, and 1.7.
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2.4.4

ADEQUACY OF PLANT AND WILDLIFE GUIDELINES TO AVOID AND
MINIMIZE EFFECTS ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The General Plan’s wildlife and plant guidelines are designed to provide general guidance on how to
avoid and minimize effects on sensitive biological resources from potential projects implemented after
adoption of the General Plan. Several of the guidelines—including NRM Guideline 1.3; Plant Guideline
1.1; and Wildlife Guidelines 1.3, 1.4, and 1.7—direct State Parks to consult with the permitting agencies
on the potential effects of specific projects on special-status plant and wildlife species. The dialogue
with the permitting agencies may include formal or informal consultation with USFWS, or preparation
of an incidental take permit application for submittal to CDFW for projects that may result in take of
state-listed species. If needed, those application documents will include specific proposed mitigation
measures to avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts on special-status plant and wildlife species
associated with project construction and operation. Until specific projects are proposed after adoption of
the General Plan, more specific avoidance, minimization, and compensatory mitigation measures are
unnecessary, and are not feasible to develop at this time, as they would be speculative. State Parks
considers compliance with the General Plan guidelines to be sufficient to avoid, minimize, and
appropriately mitigate impacts of any project to be proposed under the General Plan.

2.4.5

EAST ALAMEDA COUNTY CONSERVATION STRATEGY GUIDANCE AND
MITIGATION

The East Alameda County Conservation Strategy (EACCS) was reviewed during preparation of the
DEIR and is listed as a reference document in the DEIR. The EACCS will continue to be consulted as a
reference document during preparation of any proposed avoidance, minimization, and compensatory
mitigation that may be required for specific projects covered under the General Plan.
Some commenters have stated that the EACCS should be mentioned in the DEIR as an adopted habitat
conservation plan (HCP) or natural community conservation plan (NCCP). The EACCS is not an
adopted HCP/NCCP; rather, it serves as a guidance document for municipalities, agencies, and other
regional governments and organizations that were involved in preparing the plan. For example, the
EACCS does not permit effects on federally listed species as an HCP would. Proponents of individual
projects in the area analyzed by the EACCS must still coordinate with USFWS under Section 7 or
Section 10 of the federal Endangered Species Act if their projects may result in take of federally listed or
candidate species. In the case of Carnegie SVRA, State Parks would be required to consult under the
Endangered Species Act for projects that may result in take of federally listed or candidate species even
if State Parks follows EACCS guidelines and recommendations.
State Parks was not involved in preparation of the EACCS. Nonetheless, State Parks realizes that
permitting agencies will likely use the EACCS as a guide to impacts and mitigation during their review
and approval of any environmental permits required for specific projects under the Carnegie SVRA
General Plan. Given State Parks’ previous and future review of the EACCS and the permitting agencies’
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
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involvement in preparing this guidance document, State Parks will consider the EACCS guidelines and
review applicable guidelines and mitigation measures when conducting future project-specific impact
analysis under the General Plan.

2.4.6

ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS ON DESIGNATED MOVEMENT CORRIDORS AND
HABITAT FRAGMENTATION

The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause no environmental
impacts; however, implementing actions included in the Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically
alter the environment. State Parks acknowledges that the planning area is designated as a critical habitat
linkage in Critical Linkages: Bay Area and Beyond (Penrod et al. 2013).
As discussed above under “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects,” proposed projects covered under the
General Plan may affect wildlife movement corridors and likely would result in habitat fragmentation in
the expansion area. However, the General Plan identified a guideline to address this potential impact so
that the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on special-status species, or interfere substantially with the movement of wildlife species
with established migratory corridors. Consultation with the wildlife agencies as required by NRM
Guideline 1.3 would include project-specific analysis of potential impacts related to wildlife movement
corridors and habitat fragmentation. Potential impacts on wildlife movement corridors and potential for
habitat fragmentation would be analyzed further during subsequent environmental review once specific
projects are proposed.
Wildlife would still be expected to be able to move through the planning area with the implementation
of the General Plan. Limits or other effects on wildlife movement would likely occur during times when
OHV activity is occurring because wildlife are likely to avoid areas with active OHV trails or facilities
with a high human presence. However, areas with OHV trails or other facilities such as campgrounds
would continue to facilitate wildlife movement outside of OHV operational hours. In addition, Water
Guideline 2.1 in the General Plan requires State Parks to avoid siting facilities in and immediately
adjacent to stream corridors, which also serve as movement corridors for wildlife species in the region,
thus allowing wildlife to continue moving through the planning area.

2.4.7

ANALYSIS OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause no environmental
impacts; however, implementing actions included in the Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically
alter the environment. Page 4-8 of the DEIR states that the potential actions outlined in the General Plan
could result in potentially significant impacts on biological resources in the region. Any sensitive
biological resources that may be affected by implementation of any aspect of the General Plan would be
protected, restored, or enhanced, and General Plan–related activities would comply with all applicable
permit conditions. The appropriate regulatory agencies (USACE, USFWS, CDFW, and Central Valley
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RWQCB) would be consulted before construction of any project element that may result in impacts on
natural resources under their jurisdiction. Therefore, with incorporation of the General Plan goals and
guidelines and any applicable permit conditions, implementing the Carnegie SVRA General Plan would
not make a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative impact on
biological resources in the region. Once specific projects are proposed, regulatory agencies will review
any project-specific cumulative impact analysis that is prepared because the entire expansion area is
within designated critical habitat for CRLF. Water Guideline 1.2, NRM Guideline 1.3, Plant Guideline
1.1, and Wildlife Guidelines 1.3, 1.4, and 1.7 all require direct consultation with the applicable agencies
for specific projects that may result in impacts on sensitive habitats such as wetlands or on special-status
plant and wildlife species.

2.4.8

ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS ON ALAMEDA WHIPSNAKE AND PROPOSED
BUFFERS IN THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Page 3.3-29 of the DEIR stated that the planning area is within designated critical habitat for Alameda
whipsnake. With implementation of NRM Guidelines 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 and Wildlife Guideline 1.4,
preferred habitat for Alameda whipsnake would be identified during the planning and design phase for
specific projects and impacts on these habitats would be avoided or minimized through design.
Furthermore, State Parks would implement avoidance and mitigation measures, developed in
consultation with USFWS, into the construction plans for areas within Alameda whipsnake habitat and
would compensate for direct and indirect impacts. Once a specific project is proposed, a detailed
analysis of potential project impacts on Alameda whipsnake will be prepared, and, if needed, speciesspecific avoidance and minimization measures will be developed. State Parks acknowledges that
USFWS will likely prescribe additional terms and conditions for any biological opinion prepared in
response to any project-specific biological assessment for projects occurring in the planning area.
Therefore, any project-specific biological assessment prepared would require analysis of the impacts on
such designated critical habitat for Alameda whipsnake in addition to impacts on suitable Alameda
whipsnake habitat or whipsnake individuals. UFSWS would review and approve any avoidance and
minimization measures or compensatory mitigation proposed in the project-specific impact analysis.

2.5 MASTER RESPONSE 5: CULTURAL RESOURCES
REGULATORY COMPLIANCE AND STUDIES
Several comments expressed concern that the DEIR did not comply with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, and with state regulations enacted through Senate Bill (SB) 18 and Assembly
Bill (AB) 52. In addition, several comments challenged the General Plan and DEIR statements that
cultural resources studies have been completed in Carnegie SVRA and, in some instances, provided
information about the presence of historic-era and Native American resources that have not yet been
documented.
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2.5.1

COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 106 OF THE NATIONAL HISTORIC
PRESERVATION ACT, SENATE BILL 18, AND ASSEMBLY BILL 52

As stated on DEIR pages S-1 and S-6, the DEIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA (Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Title
14, Section 15000 et seq.). Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (now found at 54 U.S.
Code 306108) and its implementing regulations (36 Code of Federal Regulations 800, as amended) are
regulations of the federal government that require federal agencies to take into account the effect of a
proposed project on historic properties. (Historic properties are those cultural resources that are eligible
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.) These regulations are not applicable to the
adoption of a general plan because adoption of a general plan itself would not cause an environmental
impact; however, implementing actions included in the Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically
alter the environment. Should there be a federal nexus to a future proposed project, such as the
requirement for a permit from a federal agency, or direct involvement by a federal agency in a project,
then the requirements of Section 106 would be addressed.
SB 18, as enacted in Government Code Section 65352.3, requires cities and counties to consult with
Native American tribes when these local governments adopt or amend their general plans or specific
plans. SB 18 is not applicable to state agencies such as State Parks; therefore, SB 18 was not discussed
in the DEIR, nor is it applicable to the CEQA process for this project.
AB 52, which requires state agencies to consult with Native American tribes when preparing project
environmental documents such as an EIR, went into effect on July 1, 2015. This new law is applicable
only to a project that has a notice of preparation or a notice of negative declaration or mitigated negative
declaration filed on or after July 1, 2015. The notice of preparation for the Carnegie SVRA General Plan
was issued May 10, 2012; therefore, AB 52 is not applicable to the DEIR.

2.5.2

STATUS AND ADEQUACY OF CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDIES

The DEIR (page 3.4-3) acknowledges that the archaeological survey did not cover 100 percent of the
facility acreage by stating: “The ASC’s [Anthropological Studies Center’s] cultural resource inventory,
conducted from 2008 through 2010, covered 2,349 acres of Carnegie SVRA and incorporated the results
of previous studies conducted by State Parks associate state archaeologists. Locations with impenetrable
brush that prevented access and unsafe steep slopes were not inventoried.” Furthermore, General Plan
CR Goals 1 and 2 both include guidelines that require additional study, including Native American
ethnographic study, as individual projects within the SVRA are proposed. Thus, the cultural resources
studies are continuing and are not complete for all future development at Carnegie SVRA. The
following text in the DEIR and General Plan will be modified to better express the status of the cultural
resources studies.
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The first full paragraph of DEIR page 3.4-6 (part of Impact 3.4-1, “Degradation of Prehistoric and
Historic-Era Cultural Resources”) is hereby revised as follows:
As discussed above, complete Archaeological cultural resource studies/inventories of
approximately half of Carnegie SVRA have been completed, largely with the exclusion of areas
that contained impenetrable brush or unsafe steep slopes. Research on historic-era resources has
been extensive, though not exhaustive, and information on Native American sites has been
obtained by State Parks through consultation with local tribes. The data gathered through these
efforts were and used in the development of the General Plan, and an ongoing program has been
implemented to maintain and update the existing cultural resource inventory, site recordation,
evaluations, and ethnographic research for the SVRA. Additional information will continue to be
researched and gathered as individual projects are developed within Carnegie SVRA.
In addition, CR Guideline 1.1 on page 4-20 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
Although a To augment the complete cultural resource study/inventory of Carnegie SVRA was
completed for this General Plan, develop an ongoing program to maintain and update the
existing cultural resource inventory; site recordation and evaluation; global positioning system
(GPS) recordation; historical, archaeological, and ethnographic research; and preparation of new
and updated site records and archaeological survey reports for the cultural resources within
Carnegie SVRA.

2.6 MASTER RESPONSE 6: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS
Several comments expressed concern about the adequacy of the cumulative impact analysis in the DEIR.
State Parks believes that the cumulative impact analysis contained in DEIR Chapter 4, “Cumulative
Analysis,” appropriately determines whether the proposed project would cause a “cumulatively
considerable” and significant, incremental contribution to any cumulative impacts from nearby projects
(identified on pages 4-4 and 4-5 and shown in DEIR Figure 4-1) (see pages 4-5 through 4-18 of the
DEIR). As defined in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, a cumulative impact consists of an impact
that is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other
projects that, when considered together, are considerable or compound or increase other environmental
impacts.
State Parks’ approach to the cumulative impact analysis is described on page 4-3 of the DEIR. The
CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130[b][1]) allow for the use of either the list method or the regionalgrowth-projections method to determine the scope of related projects for the cumulative impacts
analysis. Both approaches were used in the DEIR because although the Carnegie SVRA General Plan
identifies specific land uses for a specific locality, the General Plan would be implemented in an area
that has experienced and will continue to experience regional growth. This method allows for a
thorough, project-based cumulative analysis within the defined planning area. However, certain issues
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that extend far beyond the project vicinity (e.g., air quality, global climate change) also rely on
projections.
The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130[b]) state that:
The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their
likelihood of occurrence, be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness, and
focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather
than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact.
An EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact may be less than
cumulatively considerable and thus is not significant. In some instances, a project’s contribution is less
that cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement measures designed to alleviate the
cumulative impact. Impact minimization measures were incorporated into the General Plan wherever
possible during its development to help ensure that planned actions described in the General Plan,
including future actions, would not cause significant environmental impacts. Consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15130(a)(3), the DEIR identified facts and analysis supporting the conclusion that
the project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact would be less than cumulatively
considerable.

2.7 MASTER RESPONSE 7: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
Several comments expressed concern that the DEIR did not consider a reasonable range of alternatives
and that the DEIR did not consider a nonmotorized recreational use alternative for the expansion area.
Under CEQA, the range of alternatives is governed by the rule of reason. Section 15126.6 of the CEQA
Guidelines states:
An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public
participation.
The DEIR described a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project presented in DEIR Section 2.3, “Project Objectives,” and evaluated
the comparative merits of the alternatives.
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State Parks has statutory jurisdiction over the planning area property and classifies it as SVRA lands.
Planning efforts associated with the property must be consistent with the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle
Recreation (OHMVR) Act (PRC 5090.01 et seq), OHMVR Division’s mission statement and with
statutory guidance for SVRA lands. The expansion area was acquired with California’s OHV Trust Fund
monies to expand Carnegie SVRA and provide additional OHV recreation opportunities. Therefore, the
alternatives to the proposed project considered developing the project site to provide recreational use of
Carnegie SVRA while staying consistent with the OHMVR Act and the OHMVR Division’s mission
statement.
The DEIR evaluates two project alternatives, the No-Project Alternative and the Reduced Developed
Use Area Alternative. Each alternative would entail changing the types and locations of visitor
experience areas, uses in those areas, and possible entrances and connecting trails and roads, and
considers avoiding sensitive cultural resources, biological resources, slopes and soils constraints, and
mine safety (see DEIR pages 6-4 through 6-8). Other alternatives that were considered but rejected from
further evaluation are described in DEIR Section 6.1.
The No-Project Alternative evaluated the continuation of the current operation and management patterns
in the original SVRA and expansion area; the portion of Carnegie SVRA currently open to the public
would remain at 1,575 acres, and the 3,100-acre expansion area would not be available for recreation or
other uses if State Parks continued to have statutory jurisdiction over the property and it would remain
closed to the public (see DEIR pages 6-4 through 6-6).
The Reduced Developed Use Area Alternative considered that developed and OHV uses in the planning
area would be restricted to a smaller area while still implementing all goals and guidelines as described
in the General Plan. The Limited Recreation visitor experience area would be limited to nonmotorized
recreational opportunities, except at permitted crossings needed to provide site access (see DEIR pages
6-6 through 6-7).
The alternatives analysis presented in DEIR Chapter 6 determined that these alternatives do not meet the
project objectives. Specifically, these alternatives would not:
►

manage Carnegie SVRA for the protection of sensitive natural and cultural resources and highquality OHV recreational experiences;

►

manage the entire SVRA in accordance with the purpose of acquisition;

►

anticipate future demand for OHV recreation opportunities and identify strategies to accommodate
them at Carnegie SVRA;

►

provide management options for operating all portions of Carnegie SVRA in keeping with
California’s OHMVR Act of 2003, as amended; or

►

increase the diversity of OHV opportunities at Carnegie SVRA.
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CHAPTER 3 – FEDERAL AGENCY COMMENTS AND
RESPONSES
This chapter provides responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comment letters
received from federal agencies on the Preliminary General Plan and draft environmental impact
report (DEIR) for Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area (SVRA), as required by California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15132.

3.1 COMMENT LETTERS
This section provides a list of all comments received from federal agencies on the Carnegie
SVRA Preliminary General Plan and DEIR during the public review period. Table 3-1 indicates
the commenter and agency that submitted written comments, and the date of the comments.
Table 3-1: List of Written Comments Received from Federal Agencies
Letter
Number

F1

Commenter

Agency Represented

Eric Tattersall, Acting
Assistant Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Date Received

June 24, 2015

3.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
This section provides responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comment letters
received on the Preliminary General Plan and DEIR for Carnegie SVRA. The comment letter
received is reproduced in its entirety in Appendix A.
Revisions to the Preliminary General Plan or the DEIR in response to comments are shown in
underline and strikeout format in the responses below. These revisions are also shown in Chapter
9, “Revisions to the General Plan,” and Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR.”
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Letter
F1
Response

Eric Tattersall, Acting Assistant Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
June 24, 2015

F1-1

State Parks appreciates the time the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
has taken to review and comment on the DEIR. The status of listed species in
the region and project summary provided in USFWS’s comment letter is noted.
State Parks also appreciates USFWS’s involvement in the planning process
during stakeholder meetings, site tours, and the development of alternatives.
Feedback received during all phases of development of the General Plan was
taken into consideration when developing the concept alternatives and the
preferred concept.

F1-2

State Parks acknowledges the federally listed species noted in the USFWS
comment letter that are known to occur or may occur periodically in the
planning area, as well as designated critical habitat in the planning area. These
have been documented in the DEIR.

F1-3

See “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects
on Biological Resources” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan
on Biological Resources,” regarding the impact analysis and the use of wildlife
guidelines to address impacts on biological resources at the General Plan stage.
See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail contained in the DEIR project
description.

F1-4

See “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects
on Biological Resources” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan
on Biological Resources,” regarding formation of general wildlife guidelines.
See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander
and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4 regarding buffers
proposed in the General Plan’s wildlife guidelines for special-status
herpetofauna. Similar to breeding ponds, a water quality buffer is proposed for
stream courses as specified in Water Guideline 2.1. Additional buffers to protect
special-status species would be discussed with USFWS on a project-specific
basis, based on project-specific analysis.

F1-5

See “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of
the General Plan on Biological Resources,” for a discussion of indirect effects
that may result from proposed project activities. Indirect effects of projects
would also be considered when specific projects in the areas covered by the
General Plan amendment are proposed. As mentioned in the USFWS comment
letter, potential indirect effects may include effects from noise, soil erosion, and
vibration, and effects on wildlife movement and habitat fragmentation. These
issue areas are analyzed in the DEIR in their respective sections. Sedimentation
and water quality are addressed in DEIR Section 3.8, “Hydrology,” and noise
and vibration are addressed in DEIR Section 3.10, “Noise.”
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F1-6

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” and “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and
Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of
the General Plan on Biological Resources.” Take authorization for projects to be
covered under the General Plan would require preparation of a Section 7
biological assessment for projects with a federal nexus, assessing the potential
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the projects on federally listed species.
For projects without a federal nexus, State Parks would pursue an incidental
take permit under Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered Species Act.
The General Plan and DEIR are not regulatory enforcement actions; rather, they
are program-level planning documents. Units of the California State Park
system are operated under authority provided in Public Resources Code (PRC)
Section 5001 et seq. Pursuant to PRC Section 5090.35(c), Carnegie SVRA
maintains a Wildlife Habitat Management Program, including vegetation
mapping and wildlife monitoring. Permits from the appropriate regulatory
agencies for specific projects are obtained as necessary. Likewise, future
projects envisioned in the General Plan may require permitting and consultation
with appropriate regulatory agencies (e.g., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
USFWS, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife) regarding impacts on
sensitive biological resources including the potential for take of listed species or
their critical habitat. That process would occur before implementation of future
projects. The General Plan provides a detailed list of goals and guidelines on
how to plan and design future projects to avoid and minimize impacts on
sensitive biological resources, and detailed guidance on consultation and
permitting requirements for future projects.

F1-7

The General Plan contains detailed guidance on avoidance and minimization
measures, management of biological resources, and permitting and mitigation
requirements for future projects. The General Plan also acknowledges that the
East Alameda County Conservation Strategy (EACCS) is a regional planning
document whose area overlaps with Carnegie SVRA (General Plan page 2-64).
State Parks will consider and review the applicable mitigation guidelines in the
EACCS when reviewing impacts of new future projects and proposing
avoidance measures and any necessary compensatory mitigation. Please also
refer to “East Alameda County Conservation Strategy Guidance and
Mitigation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological
Resources,” regarding the use of the EACCS in planning impact analysis and
mitigation proposals for specific projects to be covered by the General Plan.

F1-8

In addition, since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the
expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, is now designated for Limited
Recreation and the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla
Road (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to
the DEIR,” of this FEIR) has been removed from the preferred concept.
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In addition, since publication of the DEIR, State Parks has revised the preferred
concept map to designate an additional portion of the expansion area for
Limited Recreation. Specifically, the northwestern portion of the expansion
area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, is now designated for Limited Recreation
and the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla Road (see
Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,”
of this FEIR) has been removed from the preferred concept. Therefore, the
intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service area, and practice area that were
proposed in this portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road would no
longer be included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited
Recreation designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads
or trails may cross these areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and
connectivity between other visitor experience areas; however, their footprint
would be limited to the minimum necessary to serve their intended purpose, and
they would be designed and managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the
surrounding resources.
It should be noted that the expansion area is currently crossed by a number of
service roads already. State Parks would conduct a formal discussion of any
appropriate compensatory mitigation with USFWS when considering specific
projects under the General Plan for any use area, including the Limited
Recreation Area.
F1-9

3-4

State Parks acknowledges USFWS’s comment. As outlined in the General Plan,
State Parks would work with USFWS to address any future project-specific
effects on federally listed and candidate species, as well as other species under
USFWS jurisdiction (migratory birds, golden eagle) that may be affected by
General Plan projects.
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CHAPTER 4 – STATE AGENCY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
This chapter provides responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comment letters
received from state agencies on the Preliminary General Plan and draft environmental impact report
(DEIR) for Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area (SVRA), as required by California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15132.

4.1 COMMENT LETTERS
This section provides a list of all comments received from state agencies on the Carnegie SVRA
Preliminary General Plan and DEIR during the public review period. Table 4-1 indicates the
commenters and agencies that submitted written comments, and the dates of the comments.
Table 4-1: List of Written Comments Received from State Agencies
Letter
Number

Commenter

Agency Represented

Date

S1

Sherie George, Transportation
Planner

California Department of Transportation, District 4

June 8, 2015

S2

Scott Wilson, Regional Manager

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Bay
Delta Region

June 22, 2015

S3

Scott Morgan, Director

Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

June 9, 2015

4.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
This section provides responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comment letters
received on the Preliminary General Plan and DEIR for Carnegie SVRA. The comment letters received
are reproduced in their entirety in Appendix A.
Revisions to the Preliminary General Plan or the DEIR in response to comments are shown in underline
and strikeout format in the responses below. These revisions are also shown in Chapter 9, “Revisions to
the General Plan,” and Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR.”
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Letter
S1
Response

Sherie George, Transportation Planner
California Department of Transportation, District 4
June 8, 2015

S1-1

State Parks appreciates the comments submitted by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) on June 8, 2015.

S1-2

State Parks appreciates the comments provided by the Caltrans Department of Local
Development, Intergovernmental Review Program. Specific comments presented by
Caltrans are addressed in the following responses.

S1-3

As stated in Section 4.3.2 of the General Plan, State Parks will manage the planning
area to comply with relevant state and federal laws and regulations. Any planned
improvements associated with future site-specific projects at Carnegie SVRA that
could affect Caltrans right-of-way would be discussed with Caltrans during the
appropriate planning and environmental review phase. See also Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

S1-4

The DEIR analyzes Cumulative with Project traffic conditions for a year 2030
planning horizon. The 2030 planning horizon was used based on the availability of
future traffic projections for this planning period for the majority of study area
intersections.
An Existing plus Project scenario was not analyzed. As discussed on page 3.14-12 of
the DEIR, it is assumed that attendance at Carnegie SVRA would likely rise with
population growth and general economic conditions in the surrounding region.
Although the Carnegie SVRA General Plan would expand the off-highway vehicle
(OHV) options at the SVRA and attendance would likely grow naturally, there would
likely not be a “bump” in attendance solely as a result of the new opportunities.
Furthermore, the additional offerings in the expansion area would be brought online
over time, and the Carnegie SVRA General Plan does not include schedule estimates
that could be used to establish a “buildout” date.

S1-5

Pages 2-176 and 2-177 of the General Plan provide detailed information on attendance
at Carnegie SVRA over the past 10 years, including during events. As stated in Impact
3.14-4 in the DEIR, vehicular volumes at special events would be similar to or slightly
greater in magnitude than those on a typical peak Saturday, based on attendance
observations at Carnegie SVRA and other similar SVRAs with existing developed
facilities. Therefore, as indicated in DEIR Table 3.14-7, projected peak-hour roadway
operations on Corral Hollow Road/Tesla Road adjacent to Carnegie SVRA during the
Saturday study period would result in Level of Service B operations on the roadway.
Safety issues during special events are addressed in Impact 3.14-4, “Potential for
Special Events to Adversely Affect Peak-Hour and Daily Traffic Volumes, On-Site
Parking, Circulation, or Pedestrian Safety or to Obstruct Emergency Access.”

S1-6

State Parks appreciates that Caltrans has provided contact information in case
additional information related to Caltrans’ comments is required.
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Letter
S2
Response

Scott Wilson, Regional Manager
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Bay Delta Region
June 22, 2015

S2-1

State Parks appreciates the time the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) has taken to review the Preliminary General Plan and DEIR. State Parks
acknowledges CDFW jurisdiction over natural resources present in the planning area.

S2-2

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail contained in the project description of the
DEIR, including trail density.

S2-3

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail contained in the project description of the
DEIR.

S2-4

The DEIR does not contain mitigation measures because the goals and guidelines
contained in the Preliminary General Plan are designed to avoid or minimize impacts
on special-status plants and wildlife. Specific projects subject to review by CDFW and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) may require incorporation of mitigation
measures in the project-specific impact analysis to minimize or mitigate impacts on
species to an acceptable level. See “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to
Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in Master Response 4,
“Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” for a discussion of when
specific mitigation measures and preparation of a monitoring or reporting program
may be appropriate.

S2-5

See “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the
General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the inclusion of an analysis of
indirect impacts for potential issues such as habitat fragmentation and noise impacts
on wildlife. See “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize
Effects on Biological Resources” in Master Response 4 regarding the adequacy of the
use of avoidance and minimization measures in the DEIR.
The General Plan and DEIR are not regulatory enforcement actions; rather, they are
program-level planning documents. Units of the California State Park system are
operated under authority provided in Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5001 et
seq. Pursuant to PRC Section 5090.35(c), Carnegie SVRA maintains a Wildlife
Habitat Management Program, including vegetation mapping and wildlife monitoring.
Future projects envisioned in the General Plan may require permitting and consultation
with appropriate regulatory agencies (e.g., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
USFWS, CDFW) regarding the potential for take of special-status species. That
process would occur at project implementation, as described in the General Plan.

S2-6

In response to the comment, the state listing status for California tiger salamander has
been added to the DEIR. The other species mentioned in CDFW’s comment also have
been added. Section 3.3.1, “Existing Setting,” in Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources,” on
page 3.3-1 of the DEIR is hereby revised as follows:
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3.3.1 EXISTING SETTING
Section 2.3.2, “Biotic Resources,” of the General Plan provides a detailed
description of the biotic resources (e.g., habitats, common and special-status plant
and wildlife species, sensitive natural communities) that occur in Carnegie SVRA.
Figure 3.3-1 shows the habitat types found in the planning area. The following
biotic resources in the planning area are particularly important:
►

delineated wetland resources (ponds, streams, and creeks) (Figure 3.3-1);

►

special-status plants observed in multiple locations (Figures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3);

►

federally listed amphibians known to occur at Carnegie SVRA (California
red-legged frog [Rana draytonii] [CRLF] and the federally listed and statelisted California tiger salamander [Ambystoma californiense] [CTS]);

►

the federally listed Alameda whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis euryxanthus);

►

the California species of special concern coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma
blainvillii) and legless lizard (Anniella pulchra);

►

other special-status species (e.g., western spadefoot [Spea hammondii],
western pond turtle [Actinemys marmorata], and foothill yellow-legged frog
[Rana boylii]) that use these on-site aquatic habitats for part of their life cycles
(Figures 3.3-4 and 3.3-5); and

►

special-status birds that are known to nest in the planning area, including
golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), or that have been observed and may nest in
the planning area (e.g., northern harrier [Circus cyaneus], loggerhead shrike
[Lanius ludovicianus], yellow warbler [Setophaga petechia], olive-sided
flycatcher [Contopus cooperi], white-tailed kite [Elanus leucurus], and
grasshopper sparrow [Ammodramus savannarum]) (Figures 3.3-4 and 3.3-5).
Ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis) is also known to winter in the planning
area.

Information about the status of these species and their occurrence in the planning area
is included in Tables 2-9 and 2-10 of the General Plan.
See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander and
Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General
Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the adequacy of proposed buffers for
special-status amphibians and reptiles in the DEIR. State Parks will coordinate with
CDFW on the efficacy of preparing and implementing a pitfall trap program as part of
its ongoing monitoring program.
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S2-7

Specific buffers to protect nesting birds would depend on the species potentially
affected and the location, timing, and nature of the project being proposed. State Parks
acknowledges that more specific mitigation measures may be required once specific
projects are proposed and that any mitigation measures proposed would be subject to
review and approval by CDFW. See “Golden Eagle Effects” in Master Response 4,
“Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding potential effects on
golden eagle. Wildlife Guideline 1.1 and 1.9 discuss conducting burrowing owl
monitoring and preconstruction surveys, and consultation with CDFW on buffers.

S2-8

Page 3.3-10 of the DEIR states:
In addition, Wildlife Guideline 1.1 in the General Plan (shown above under
Impact 3.3-11) calls for monitoring as part of the HMS monitoring protocol to
look for active kit fox dens in the planning area. If active dens were to be found,
strategies that include not siting facilities within 100 feet of active dens would be
initiated based on USFWS guidelines (USFWS 2011). USFWS would be
contacted regarding appropriate setbacks for a natal/pupping den if found, both
occupied and unoccupied.
Page 3.3-32 of the DEIR states:
In addition, Wildlife Guideline 1.1 in the General Plan (also shown above under
Impact 3.3-11) would require monitoring as part of the HMS monitoring protocol
to look for active American badger dens in the planning area. If active dens were
found, strategies that include not siting facilities within 100 feet of active dens
would be initiated.
This kit fox and badger text was inadvertently left out of Wildlife Guideline 1.1 in
the General Plan. The following corrections to Wildlife Guideline 1.1 have been
made (also noted in Chapter 10 of the FEIR). In addition, den protection buffers
for kit fox and badger dens described in the guideline have been updated to
include a 500-foot buffer for any active kit fox or badger dens found within the
area covered by the General Plan.
►

Wildlife Guideline 1.1: Conduct annual (or more frequent) monitoring as part
of the HMS, to look for signs of active use by burrowing owls and for active
kit fox and badger dens in the planning area. If signs of burrowing owl use or
active dens are detected during monitoring, consider active management
strategies to encourage and preserve use of the site by the this species. Such
strategies include placing new facilities away from any active burrowing owl;
appropriate buffers shall be sized depending on the use of the burrow (nesting
or wintering) and the disturbance impact, as described in Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation (DFG 2012) or subsequent version and/or
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consultation with CDFW. If active dens were found, strategies that include not
siting facilities within 500 feet of active dens would be initiated based on
USFWS guidelines (USFWS 2011). USFWS would be contacted regarding
appropriate setbacks for a natal/pupping den if found, both occupied and
unoccupied.
The bat species with potential to occur in the planning area were made consistent with
the DEIR description. It should be noted that since the publication of the DEIR, the
land use classification to the west and north of the Tesla Coal Mine site has been
reclassified to Limited Recreation (see Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR”). This is
expected to further reduce potential impacts on Townsend’s big-eared bat that may be
using the mine as a roost site.
S2-9

Projects that occur in or near ponds and/or streams in the planning area may require
additional or expanded water quality protection buffers depending on such factors as
the nature of the project, the timing of construction, and the specific proposed future
use of the area. Any specific project that has the potential to affect water quality of
jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the United States and/or the state would require
permit applications that would likely require additional project-specific mitigation
measures. Water Guideline 1.2 in the General Plan specifies that all conditions of
necessary permits (including a lake and streambed alteration agreement from CDFW)
will be implemented to address direct and indirect impacts on water features
associated with specific projects. In addition, Water Guideline 2.1 requires that
facilities not be sited in or immediately adjacent to riparian or stream corridors or in
waters of the United States or state.

S2-10

State Parks acknowledges that OHV use can result in soil erosion and other impacts on
watersheds. Water Guidelines 2.1 through 2.8 in the General Plan address watershed
hydrology and erosion.

S2-11

See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural Use,” for a
discussion of the potential effects of the loss of grazing in the expansion area.

S2-12

See “East Alameda County Conservation Strategy Guidance and Mitigation” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the use
of the East Alameda County Conservation Strategy for project mitigation as covered
under the General Plan.

S2-13

See the master responses provided in Chapter 2. State Parks appreciates CDFW’s
comments and that CDFW has provided contact information for future consultation.
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Letter
S3
Response
S3-1

Morgan Scott, Director
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and
Planning Unit
June 9, 2015
State Parks appreciates that the State Clearinghouse submitted the DEIR to state
agencies for review, and acknowledged that State Parks has complied with State
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to
CEQA.
State Parks extended the public comment period for the DEIR beyond the date noted
in the State Clearinghouse letter. The DEIR was circulated for public review and
comment beginning April 23, 2015, and the close of the public review period was
originally scheduled to end June 8, 2015. The comment period was extended by
3 weeks, to June 29, 2015.
State Parks received the comments provided by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, and
Caltrans District 4. Responses to these comments are provided in the responses to R5
(Chapter 5 of this FEIR), R6 (Chapter 5), and S1 (above), respectively.

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
State Agency Comments and Responses

4-7

This page intentionally left blank.

4-8

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
State Agency Comments and Responses

CHAPTER 5 – REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCY COMMENTS
AND RESPONSES
This chapter provides responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comment letters
received from regional and local agencies on the Preliminary General Plan and draft environmental
impact report (DEIR) for Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area (SVRA), as required by California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15132.

5.1 COMMENT LETTERS
This section provides a list of all comments received from regional and local agencies on the Carnegie
SVRA Preliminary General Plan and DEIR during the public review period. Table 5-1 indicates the
commenters and agencies that submitted written comments, and the dates of the comments.
Table 5-1: List of Written Comments Received from Regional and Local Agencies
Letter
Number

Commenter

Agency/Organization Represented

Date

R1

Angela Robinson Piñon

Alameda County Parks, Recreation and
Historical Commission

April 30, 2015

R2

Angela Robinson Piñon

Alameda County Community Development
Agency

April 30, 2015

R3

Capital Trail Vehicle Association
Action Committee

Capital Trail Vehicle Association

May 11, 2015

R4

Angela Robinson Piñon

Alameda County Community Development
Agency

May 22, 2015

R5

Brian Wines, Water Resource
Control Engineer

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Watershed Management
Division

June 2, 2015

R6

Guy F. Chetelat, P.G., Engineering
Geologist

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board

June 4, 2015

R7

Amelia Wilson, President

Regional Parks Association

June 5, 2015

R8

Brian W. Holt, Principal Planner

East Bay Regional Park District

June 24, 2015

R9

Katherine Boxer, Executive Director Alameda County Resource Conservation
District

June 18, 2015

R10

Steve Stewart, Principal Planner

June 26, 2015

R11

Arnaud Marjollet, Director of Permit San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
Services
District

City of Livermore
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Table 5-1: List of Written Comments Received from Regional and Local Agencies
Letter
Number

Commenter

Agency/Organization Represented

Date

R12

Sandra Kaya, Administrative
Assistant, and Robert J. Coomber,
Jr., Chair, Board of Directors

Livermore Area Recreation and Park District

June 29, 2015

R13

Scott Haggerty, President, Board of
Supervisors

Alameda County Community Development
Agency, Planning Department

June 12, 2015

R14

Jean Roggenkamp, Deputy Air
Pollution Control Officer

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

June 29, 2015

R15

Jeffrey Levers, Associate
Engineer/Transportation Planner

San Joaquin County Department of Public
Works, Transportation Engineering Division

July 8, 2015

5.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
This section provides responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comment letters
received on the Preliminary General Plan and DEIR for Carnegie SVRA. The comment letters received
are reproduced in their entirety in Appendix A.
Revisions to the Preliminary General Plan or the DEIR in response to comments are shown in underline
and strikeout format in the responses below. These revisions are also shown in Chapter 9, “Revisions to
the General Plan,” and Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR.”
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Letter
R1
Response
R1-1

Angela Robinson Piñon, Alameda County Planning Department
Alameda County Parks, Recreation and Historical Commission
April 30, 2015
Thank you for requesting a tour of Carnegie SVRA’s expansion area. No further
response is provided because no issues related to the adequacy of the environmental
impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Letter
R2
Response

R2-1

5-4

Angela Robinson Piñon
Alameda County Community Development Agency
April 30, 2015

Thank you for notifying State Parks of the Alameda County Parks, Recreation and
Historical Commission meeting that was held on May 7, 2015, in which the
Preliminary General Plan and DEIR were discussed. No further response is provided
because no issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the
DEIR were raised.
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Letter
R3
Response
R3-1

Capital Trail Vehicle Association Action Committee
Capital Trail Vehicle Association
May 11, 2015
State Parks appreciates your interest in the project. No further response is provided
because the issues raised by the commenter address the merits of the project and no
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were
raised.
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Letter
R4
Response
R4-1

5-6

Angela Robinson Piñon
Alameda County Community Development Agency
May 22, 2015
Thank you for notifying State Parks of the Alameda County Parks, Recreation and
Historical Commission meeting that was held on June 1, 2015, in which the
Preliminary General Plan and DEIR were discussed. Thank you for also providing the
details of the tour of Carnegie SVRA’s expansion area. No further response is
provided because no issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact
analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Letter
R5
Response

Brian Wines, Water Resource Control Engineer
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Watershed
Management Division
June 2, 2015

R5-1

The comment provides a brief summary of the proposed project and indicates general
topics of concern to the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Board (RWQCB)
that are presented in further detail in comments R5-2 through R5-9. See responses to
comments R5-2 through R5-9.

R5-2

As requested by the commenter, the text on DEIR page 1-2 (Chapter 1, “Introduction”)
is hereby revised as follows:
This DEIR will be used by lead, responsible, and trustee agencies that may have
review authority over the project. The following agencies are among those expected
to use the DEIR as a reference for future actions:
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

State Parks
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Regional Quality Control Board (for Arroyo Seco watershed)
Alameda County
San Joaquin County
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

The commenter also states that additional information about the proposed trail
crossings in the Arroyo Seco watershed would be needed to assess the potential
impacts on waters of the state. This information is not available at this point in the
planning process. Should specific trails or other project elements be proposed in the
Arroyo Seco watershed during future specific projects, State Parks will analyze the
potential impacts from these projects and coordinate with the San Francisco Bay
RWQCB, as appropriate. In addition, since publication of the DEIR, the northwest
corner of the expansion area has been redesignated for “Limited Recreation” use only
(see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of
this FEIR). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service area, and
practice area that were proposed in this portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road
would no longer be included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited
Recreation designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or
trails may cross these areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between
other visitor experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the
minimum necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources.
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R5-3

See “East Alameda County Conservation Strategy Guidance and Mitigation” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the use
of the East Alameda County Conservation Strategy (EACCS) for project avoidance
and minimization, as well as mitigation measures for biological resources as covered
under the General Plan.

R5-4

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines”; Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report”; and “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines
to Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in Master Response 4,
“Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the adequacy of the
guidelines in the General Plan to avoid impacts on biological resources.
Trail crossing designs have not been formulated to date because the specific locations
of trails have not been determined. Any specific project that falls under the jurisdiction
of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB would be subject to RWQCB review and approval
of the permit application as specified in Water Guideline 1.2. A reference to the San
Francisco Bay RWQCB has been added to the guideline. In response to the comment,
Water Guideline 1.2 on page 4-11 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

Water Guideline 1.2: Work to attain no net loss of wetlands functions and
values at the SVRA. If impacts on jurisdictional features cannot be fully
avoided:
•

Determine the acreage of direct impacts (i.e., fill of wetlands) and indirect
impacts (i.e., alterations to wetland hydrology) that would result from
project implementation, and obtain necessary permits.

•

Provide compensatory mitigation such that the functions and values of all
affected wetlands and other waters of the United States, waters of the
state, and stream and riparian habitats protected under the California Fish
and Game Code are replaced, restored, or enhanced on a “no net loss”
basis. Restore, enhance, and/or replace wetland, water, and riparian habitat
acreage at a location and by methods agreeable to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), the Central Valley and San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs), CDFW, and/or the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as appropriate and depending on agency
jurisdiction.

Any permit application would include design drawings for any trail crossings,
hardscape, or other design elements. The permit application also would include any
appropriate project-specific mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
impacts on regulated waterways.
Any impacts on designated critical habitat in the planning area would be addressed
during consultation with USFWS as specified in NRM Guideline 1.3.
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Specific avoidance measures for sensitive biological resources would be prepared on a
project-by-project basis. Specific examples are not provided in NRM Guideline 1.3
because specific projects are not currently proposed and the resultant impact analysis
has not been prepared.
See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander and
Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General
Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the buffers for CRLF as specified in the
General Plan.
As stated in the Section 4.3.2 of the General Plan, State Parks will manage natural
resources in the visitor experience areas to protect the resources’ integrity and to
comply with relevant state and federal laws and regulations regarding their
management and protection. Details regarding the avoidance, impact, and proposed
mitigation for riparian communities would be established if needed once specific
projects are proposed and analyzed for potential impacts on riparian habitat and other
biological resources. Compliance with the guidelines referenced by the commenter are
designed to avoid or mitigate impacts on riparian habitat.
R5-5

State Parks acknowledges that any proposed hardscape in regulated waterways for
water crossings is subject to permit review and approval, and that the appropriate
permitting agencies have the final approval on which hardscape structures would be
permittable. Until specific hardscape within jurisdictional features is proposed, design
measures cannot be provided.

R5-6

See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander and
Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General
Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding buffers associated with CRLF. See “East
Alameda County Conservation Strategy Guidance and Mitigation” in Master Response
4 regarding the inclusion of the EACCS guidelines in the EIR.

R5-7

See Master Responses 1 and 2 and “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to
Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in Master Response 4,
“Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the impact
conclusions for biological resources in the DEIR.

R5-8

As indicated in DEIR Impact 3.8-1 (pages 3.8-4 and 3.8-5), the referenced studies
were intended to show the understanding of State Parks staff that hard-surfacing the
stream crossings would decrease downstream turbidity and sedimentation from offhighway vehicle (OHV) use as compared to unprotected stream crossings. This issue is
also addressed in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a), in
which the hydrologic engineering firms Geosyntec Consultants, Inc., and Salix
Applied Earthcare recommended that the stream crossings be hard-surfaced to
improve water quality in Corral Hollow Creek.
State Parks understands that water quality in the creek must be consistent with water
quality objectives in the Water Quality Control Plan for the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region (Basin Plan). As described
further on DEIR page 3.8-5, under the Storm Water Management Plan for Carnegie
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SVRA (SWMP), structures, roads, and trails in the planning area would be properly
sited with vegetated buffers. In addition, stream crossings would be sited for
circulation and design measures that would reduce erosion, minimize the downstream
sedimentation effects of crossings, and limit other water quality effects. Three of the
five existing stream crossings in the planning area have already been hard-surfaced,
and hard-surfacing of the remaining crossings is planned as part of the SWMP. In
addition, culverts or bridge crossings would be considered in highly erosive areas.
Design measures for roads and trails may include providing sediment traps or filter
areas, armoring stream channel approaches, hardening the stream crossing surface,
protecting streambanks from vehicle backwash and overflow during flooding, and
modifying super elevation (direction of tilt) so that roads and trails drain away from
stream corridors to the extent possible.
General Plan Water Guidelines 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 require implementation of the
stormwater management program and site-specific BMPs in accordance with the
SWMP (or applicable subsequent document) and the OHV BMP Manual for Erosion
and Sediment Control (OHV BMP Manual) (State Parks 2007b). Water Guideline 2.5
calls for incorporation of permanent water quality control features, as appropriate,
when detailed designs for future facilities are prepared. Criteria from the SWMP and
the OHV BMP Manual would be incorporated into site-specific facility designs.
See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”
R5-9

5-10

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail included in the DEIR. State Parks believes
that the General Plan and DEIR provide sufficient detail on potential impacts and the
methodology for addressing those potential impacts to inform the general public and
reviewing agencies and stakeholders. Project-specific impact analysis will be subject
to additional review by the permitting agencies for resources under their jurisdiction.
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Letter
R6
Response

R6-1

Guy F. Chetelat, P.G., Engineering Geologist
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
June 4, 2015

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report,” in Chapter 2. Additional specific avoidance and
minimization measures would be required for any project-specific impacts on stream
crossings. Any proposed stream crossing would require Section 404 and Section 401
permits under the Clean Water Act and a streambed alteration agreement with CDFW
(Water Guideline 1.2 of the General Plan). Section 404 permits with USACE require a
“no net loss” finding such that any permanent fill of streams associated with crossings
would require compensatory mitigation measures such as stream restoration or
acquisition of in-kind habitat.
Proposed facilities where 1 acre of more of soil would be disturbed would comply
with the General Construction Storm Water Permit as described in DEIR Impact 3.5-3
in Section 3.5, “Geology, Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources”
(pages 3.5-7 through 3.5-10), and in Impact 3.8-2 in Section 3.8, “Hydrology and
Water Quality” (pages 3.8-11 and 3.8-12). Preparation of a storm water pollution
prevention plan (SWPPP) is required by law and is included in General Plan Water
Guideline 2.4 (page 4-12). Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources,” discusses project
compliance with Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 water quality certification. The
Storm Water Management Plan for Carnegie SVRA (State Parks 2011) was prepared
to reduce or eliminate pollutant discharges from the planning area according to the
“maximum extent practicable” performance standard specified in CWA Section
402(p). The SWMP describes the specific best management practices (BMPs) to be
used for stormwater management in the planning area as required by the Central
Valley RWQCB Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) General Permit.
These measures include specific trail management and construction techniques, along
with a monitoring plan. These measures would be applied throughout the planning
area. The SWMP measures that would reduce erosion and subsequent downstream
sedimentation are summarized in DEIR Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,”
on pages 3.8-5 through 3.8-17. A copy of the SWMP is available on the Carnegie
SVRA General Plan website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. See
also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines.”

R6-2

Since publication of the DEIR, the northwest corner of the expansion area that is
referenced by the commenter has been redesignated for “Limited Recreation” use only
(see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of
this FEIR). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service area, and
practice area that were proposed in this portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road
would no longer be included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited
Recreation designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or
trails may cross these areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between
other visitor experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the
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minimum necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other
facilities would be allowed (see also Table 4-1, Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter
10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR).
R6-3
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The comment provides contact information for the Central Valley RWQCB; the
comment is noted.
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Letter
R7
Response
R7-1

Amelia Wilson, President
Regional Parks Association
June 5, 2015
State Parks appreciates the Regional Parks Association’s interest in the project. The
commenter does not offer any evidence of how the project would result in additional
significant impacts. Therefore, the comment does not change the conclusions in the
DEIR regarding the significance of impacts. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of
Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” and Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report,” in Chapter 2.
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Letter
R8
Response

Brian W. Holt, Principal Planner
East Bay Regional Park District
June 24, 2015

R8-1

The comment provides a brief summary of the East Bay Regional Park District
(EBRPD). The comment presents general topics of EBRPD concern regarding the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan and DEIR that are presented in further detail in
comments R8-2 through R8-8. See responses to comments R8-2 through R8-8.

R8-2

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines.”

R8-3

As noted in the DEIR, State Parks intends to develop Carnegie SVRA in a manner
compatible with the surrounding community. Therefore, local policies and ordinances
were considered as part of the environmental evaluation. Section 1.8, “The Planning
Process,” in the General Plan and Section 2.2, “Project Background,” in the DEIR
summarize the input that was received during the planning process.
See also responses to comments R12-3 and R12-4 regarding the Livermore Area Park
and Recreation District and EBRBD Master Plan.

R8-4

Portions of the expansion area are designated for Limited Recreation. Since
publication of the DEIR the northwest portion of the expansion area, west of Corral
Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation and the proposed entrance
located at the western corner along Tesla Road has been removed. (See Figure 2-3,
“Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR.)
Therefore, the intermediate/beginner trails, the gathering/service area, and the practice
area that were proposed in this portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road would
no longer be included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation
designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross
these areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor
experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum necessary
to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and managed to avoid or
minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other facilities would be allowed
(see also Table 4-1, Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the
DEIR,” of this FEIR).
State Parks has prepared the General Plan to provide a broad-based policy document
that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the expansion area) and
provides goals and guidelines to direct future improvements, services, and programs.
By providing a clear purpose, a vision, and long- and short-term goals and guidelines,
the General Plan defines the broadest possible management framework for program
development, ongoing management, and public use of Carnegie SVRA.
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause no
environmental impacts; however, implementing actions included in the Carnegie
SVRA General Plan could physically alter the environment. The general plan is
intended to guide future use and development over a period of many years. Impact
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minimization measures were incorporated into the General Plan wherever possible
during its development to help ensure that planned actions described in the General
Plan, including future actions, would not cause significant environmental impacts.
Please also see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan
Goals and Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
R8-5

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives Analysis.”

R8-6

See Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” and
Master Response 6, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Cumulative Impact
Analysis.”

R8-7

As stated in Section 4.3.2 of the General Plan, State Parks will manage natural
resources in the visitor experience areas to protect the resources’ integrity and to
comply with relevant state and federal laws and regulations regarding their
management and protection. See Master Responses 1 and 2 in Chapter 2 and
“Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on
Biological Resources” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources.”

R8-8

State Parks appreciates that EBRPD has taken time to express its concerns about the
project. Specific comments provided in the district’s letter dated June 24, 2015, are
addressed above.
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Letter
R9
Response

Katherine Boxer, Executive Director
Alameda County Resource Conservation District
June 18, 2015

R9-1

State Parks appreciates the background information provided on the Alameda County
Resources Conservation District (ACRCD).

R9-2

CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21082) provides agencies with general
authority to adopt criteria for determining whether a given impact is significant. State
Parks, as the CEQA lead agency, has determined that the thresholds presented in the
CEQA Appendix G Checklist are appropriate for use in determining the significance
of impacts of the proposed project. State Parks does not consider the conversion of
grazing land to a nonagricultural use to be a significant impact under CEQA. Rather,
as stated in Section 5.1.1, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources,” in Chapter 5, “Other
CEQA-Required Analysis,” of the DEIR, State Parks considers that conversion of
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance would
constitute a significant impact (Public Resources Code Sections 21060.1 and 21095;
State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). Please also see Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report,” and Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use.”

R9-3

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives Analysis.”

R9-4

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives Analysis,”
regarding the potential impacts of the removal of grazing from the proposed expansion
area. State Parks agrees that the western end of the expansion area is within the Arroyo
Seco watershed (discussed in the hydrology sections of the General Plan and DEIR).
See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander and
Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4 regarding the adequacy of
the proposed buffers for CRLF and CTS. See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated
Movement Corridors and Habitat Fragmentation” in Master Response 4 regarding the
analysis of habitat connectivity and movement corridors in the DEIR.

R9-5

Please see Master Responses 1–4, 6, and 7 in Chapter 2.
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Letter
R10
Response

Steve Stewart, Principal Planner
City of Livermore
June 26, 2015

R10-1

State Parks appreciates that the City of Livermore has taken time to express its
concerns about the project. The commenter provides general recommendations
regarding additions to the DEIR. Specific comments presented in the City of
Livermore’s June 26, 2015, letter are addressed in response to comments R10-2
through R10-5. See responses R10-2 through R10-5. See also Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” and Master
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report.”

R10-2

See “East Alameda County Conservation Strategy Guidance and Mitigation” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the
incorporation of the EACCS guidelines in the EIR.

R10-3

State Parks agrees that the western end of the expansion area is within the Arroyo Seco
watershed; however, this relates to surface water. As stated on DEIR page 3.8-18 in
Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” the planning area is not located in a
groundwater basin as defined by the California Department of Water Resources in
Bulletin 118, California’s Groundwater (DWR 2014).
Trail crossings over streams and the impacts of such crossings are discussed and
evaluated in Impact 3.8-1 (pages 3.8-4 and 3.8-5). As discussed in detail on pages
3.8-5 through 3.8-13, implementation of the SWMP (State Parks 2011), the OHV
BMP Manual (State Parks 2007b), and General Plan Water Guidelines 2.1 through 2.9
would result in less-than-significant impacts.
Hazardous materials from the tailings piles were thoroughly evaluated in the Corral
Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a) and are summarized on pages 2-55
through 2-60 of the General Plan. A copy of the watershed assessment is available on
the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/documentlibrary. An additional discussion of the Tesla Coal Mine Site is presented on DEIR
pages 3.7-3 and 3.7-4 and in Impact 3.7-2 (page 3.7-15) in Section 3.7, “Hazards and
Hazardous Materials.” As discussed therein and on page 3.8-3, soil samples were
collected near the Tesla Coal Mine Site, from tailing piles along Corral Hollow Creek
and landlocked tailing piles below the main adit of the Tesla Coal Mine, to determine
whether soils contained metal concentrations in excess of hazardous-waste criteria.
Analysis of the soil samples determined that the total metals concentrations in all soil
samples were consistently lower than hazardous-waste criteria (State Parks 2007a:83,
85, and 126). As discussed in Impact 3.8-1 (pages 3.8-3, 3.8-8, and 3.8-9), heavy
metals are included as a constituent of concern in the SWMP (State Parks 2011), and
therefore would be monitored in the future as part of SWMP implementation. The
SWMP was developed to comply with MS4 General Permit requirements. For these
reasons, water quality and human health impacts from the tailings piles were
determined to be less than significant.
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State Parks understands that, as noted by the commenter, project implementation may
result in the potential for pollutants and sediments to enter creeks. See DEIR Impacts
3.5-3 (pages 3.5-7 through 3.5-10) and Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 (pages 3.8-2
through 3.8-17) for a detailed discussion of these impacts, the contents of the SWMP,
and discussions related to General Plan water and soils guidelines.
For the reasons discussed above and in detail throughout Section 3.8, “Hydrology and
Water Quality,” State Parks does not believe that any further water quality studies or
mitigation measures are required or warranted at this time.
R10-4

The noise monitoring locations discussed in DEIR Section 3.10, “Noise,” represent the
nearest sensitive uses within and outside of the SVRA (private and state residential
properties along Tesla Road northwest of the original SVRA), which are closer than
the nearest winery and Del Valle Regional Park. Because implementing the General
Plan guidelines discussed in DEIR Section 3.10 would reduce potential noise impacts
on these nearest sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels, no significant
impacts are anticipated on sensitive receptors located farther away.
In addition, since publication of the DEIR, the northwest corner of the expansion area
that is referenced by the commenter has been redesignated for “Limited Recreation”
use only (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the
DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service
area, and practice area that were proposed in this portion of the expansion area along
Tesla Road are no longer included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited
Recreation designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or
trails may cross these areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between
other visitor experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the
minimum necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other
facilities would be allowed (see also Table 4-1, Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter
10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR).

R10-5
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State Parks appreciates that the City of Livermore has taken time to express its
concerns about the project and provided contact information.
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Letter
R11
Response

Arnaud Marjollet, Director of Permit Services
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
June 29, 2015

R11-1

State Parks appreciates the comments submitted by the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District on June 29, 2015.

R11-2

Compliance with SJVAPCD’s “Check Before You Burn” program has been
incorporated into the General Plan’s Park Operations and Maintenance goals and
guidelines (see response to comment R14-2). Carnegie SVRA will inform park visitors
of SJVAPCD-announced days for “no burning for all” or “no burning unless
registered.”

R11-3

The annual emissions associated with operations and maintenance (O&M) activities
would vary depending on the condition of trails in a given year and weather conditions
that affect trail maintenance. It is highly unlikely that annual O&M activities
associated with the General Plan would exceed SJVAPCD thresholds of significance.
The General Plan and DEIR are program-level planning documents and the level of
detail provided in the CEQA document is appropriate for a program EIR; see also
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines.”

R11-4

State Parks will consider entering into SJVAPCD’s VERA program. The General
Plan’s Park Operations and Maintenance goals and guidelines include various actions
that Carnegie SVRA would implement to reduce air quality emissions. It should be
noted that a majority of the air pollutant emissions associated with General Plan
implementation would be in the form of fugitive PM dust (i.e., PM10), which is
anticipated to settle out of the atmosphere over time and distance. Because Carnegie
SVRA is not located near a large population of sensitive receptors, it is not anticipated
that implementing the General Plan would expose a large population to substantial
fugitive PM dust emissions. In other words, the buffer distance between residential
communities and the SVRA is anticipated to be sufficient for most fugitive PM dust to
settle before reaching residential neighborhoods.

R11-5

SJVAPCD’s contact information is noted.
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Letter
R12
Response

Sandra Kaya, Administrative Assistant, and Robert J. Coomber, Jr.,
Chair, Board of Directors
Livermore Area Recreation and Park District
June 29, 2015

R12-1

State Parks appreciates the comments provided by the Livermore Area Recreation and
Park District on June 29, 2015.

R12-2

State Parks appreciates that the Livermore Area Recreation and Park District has taken
time to express its concerns about the project. Specific comments presented in the
Livermore Area Recreation and Park District’s June 29, 2015, letters are addressed in
the following responses.

R12-3

State Parks appreciates the information related to the Livermore Area Recreation and
Park District’s jurisdictional boundaries. The following text is hereby added to
General Plan page 2-6:
PARK DISTRICTS
The Livermore Area Recreation and Park District (LARPD) is an
independent recreation and park service provider for the City of Livermore
and surrounding unincorporated areas. The LARPD service area
encompasses 245 square miles and is bounded by Contra Costa County to
the north, San Joaquin County to the east, Santa Clara County to the south,
and the cities of Pleasanton and Dublin to the west. LARPD provides 29
neighborhood parks, three community parks, four open-space parks
totaling 1,360 acres, and 10 special-use parks (LARPD 2015). There are
no OHV parks in Livermore.
Approximately 6,000 acres of regional parkland is available to LARPD.
This acreage includes the regional preserve portion of Brushy Peak owned
by EBRPD, as well as Del Valle State Recreation Area, which is owned
by the State and operated by EBRPD (see “Regional Parks” above for
further discussion) (City of Livermore 2008).
CITY PARKS
The City of Tracy has 72 parks covering just over 263 acres. Recreation
opportunities include playgrounds, ball courts, walking paths, picnic and
BBQ areas, and more. The City of Livermore has more than 30 parks at
the community, neighborhood, and regional scales that offer a wide array
of activities. There are no OHV parks in Tracy and Livermore.
A summary of Native American consultation is provided in Section 3.4.4 of the DEIR.
Responses to comments provided by Native American groups on the DEIR are
provided in Chapter 6, “Tribal Comments and Responses,” of this FEIR.
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With regard to the East Alameda County Conservation Strategy, see “East Alameda
County Conservation Strategy Guidance and Mitigation” in Master Response 4,
“Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”
R12-4

Pages 3.9-4 and 3.9-5 of the DEIR address EBRPD mapping portions of the expansion
area as potential EBRPD parkland.

R12-5

The DEIR acknowledges occurrences of special-status species in the planning area and
clearly documents occurrences of special-status plants, CRLF, and CTS in areas
covered by the General Plan. See “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” and
“Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on
Biological Resources” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources,” regarding habitat fragmentation and the adequacy of the impact
analysis on biological resources in the DEIR. The DEIR’s designation of the planning
area as a park under the San Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan is the
correct land use designation; this designation in the San Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan includes regional parks and golf courses.

R12-6

The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, and the Plan is described in
General Plan Chapter 4, “The Plan,” and DEIR Section 2.4, “General Plan
Components.” State Parks has prepared the General Plan to provide a broad-based
policy document that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the
expansion area) and provides goals and guidelines to direct future improvements,
services, and programs. By providing a clear purpose, a vision, and long- and shortterm goals and guidelines, the General Plan defines the broadest possible management
framework for program development, ongoing management, and public use of
Carnegie SVRA.
The adoption of a general plan itself would cause no environmental impacts; however,
implementing actions included in the Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically
alter the environment. The general plan is intended to guide future use and
development over a period of many years. Impact minimization measures were
incorporated into the General Plan wherever possible during its development to help
ensure that planned actions described in the General Plan, including future actions,
would not cause significant environmental impacts.
Therefore, the CEQA analysis detailed in the EIR accompanying this General Plan is
intended to be adequate for certain future projects, as long as they are implemented in
a manner consistent with the General Plan’s goals and guidelines. Some actions
described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA analysis before
implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted once the project details
are known, before project implementation. According to Section 15168 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, projects that may be implemented in the future as a result of
General Plan adoption must first be subjected to CEQA review, in light of the
information in the General Plan EIR, to determine whether additional CEQA
documentation is necessary. The type of additional CEQA documentation completed
would be determined based on a review of State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162–
15164. According to Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines, State Parks may
refer to the EIR prepared for the General Plan as a starting point for a “tiered” CEQA
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analysis when implementing future projects that require additional environmental
review.
Please also see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan
Goals and Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
R12-7

Please see response to comment R12-6 and Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact
Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

R12-8

The Public Resources Code (Sections 5090.02[c][1] through 5090.02[c][3]) requires
the OHMVR Division to expand existing OHV recreation areas and sustain them for
long-term use.

R12-9

State Parks appreciates that the Livermore Area Recreation and Park District has taken
time to express its concerns about the project. Specific comments provided in the
district’s letter dated June 25, 2015, are addressed above.
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Letter
R13
Response

Scott Haggerty, President, Board of Supervisors
Alameda County Community Development Agency, Planning Department
June 12, 2015

R13-1

State Parks appreciates the comments provided by the Alameda County Community
Development Agency on June 29, 2015, as well as previous comments submitted by
the County. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan
Goals and Guidelines.”

R13-2

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives Analysis.”

R13-3

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

R13-4

CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21082) provides agencies with general
authority to adopt criteria for determining whether a given impact is significant. State
Parks, as the CEQA lead agency, has determined that the thresholds presented in the
CEQA Appendix G Checklist are appropriate for use in determining the significance
of impacts of the proposed project. State Parks does not consider the conversion of
grazing land to a nonagricultural use to be a significant impact under CEQA. Rather,
as stated in Section 5.1.1, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources,” in Chapter 5, “Other
CEQA-Required Analysis,” of the DEIR, State Parks considers that conversion of
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance would
constitute a significant impact (Public Resources Code Sections 21060.1 and 21095;
State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). Please also see Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report,” and Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use.”

R13-5

Section 2.7.2, “Regional Planning,” on page 2-128 of the General Plan discusses the
Alameda County Scenic Route Element and this is mentioned in Section 3.1.2,
“Regulatory Setting,” of the DEIR. State Parks believes that the proposed project
would not conflict with the Scenic Route Element of Alameda County’s East County
Area Plan. There are no designated overlooks or viewpoints in or near the planning
area along the portion of Tesla Road that is designated as an Alameda County scenic
rural recreation route or the portion of Corral Hollow Road that is designated a
San Joaquin County scenic route. Areas with trails, riding areas, gathering services,
and practice areas and the special-event area (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept
Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR) would be concentrated
away from higher peaks. Only the higher peak areas of the planning area are visible
from areas outside of the local viewshed (see Figure 3.1-1 in Section 3.1, “Aesthetics,”
of the DEIR); therefore, OHV activities would not be visually apparent from the
surrounding viewshed, thus keeping existing scenic views largely unobstructed.
Since publication of the DEIR the northwestern portion of the expansion area, west of
Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation and the proposed
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entrance located at the northwestern corner along Tesla Road has been removed (see
Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
FEIR). Therefore, intermediate/beginner trails, the gathering/service area, and practice
area that were proposed in this portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road would
no longer be included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation
designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross
these areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor
experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum necessary
to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and managed to avoid or
minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other facilities would be allowed
(see also Table 4-1, “Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the
DEIR,” of this FEIR).
Views along the northern boundary of the SVRA from Tesla Road/Corral Hollow
Road would be of areas designated for limited recreation, as well as gathering services
and practice areas, some of which are currently visible from the road.
There is no requirement in the CEQA statute or the CEQA Guidelines that an EIR
include a certain number or type of photographs or include photo-simulations.
Chapter 4, “The Plan,” in the General Plan and Section 2.4, “General Plan
Components,” in the DEIR state that a training site may be developed at the current
location of the Carnegie Sector office, a ranger station would be accommodated at or
near the entrance near the sector office, and an interpretive facility could be combined
with the training site and would be accommodated in an area deemed most appropriate
by future study.
As noted in Impact 3.1-1 of the DEIR, new structures envisioned in the General Plan,
such as a ranger station, a training site, and an interpretive facility/visitor center,
would be designed to be similar in appearance to existing SVRA facilities (see General
Plan Section 2.2, “Existing Carnegie SVRA Land Use and Facilities”). These new
structures would be small relative to the viewshed, would be similar in height and
scale to existing structures, and would have an architectural style similar to the
existing structures as recommended in General Plan OM Guideline 8.1. In addition,
NRM Guideline 1.1 of the General Plan calls for placing visitor-serving facilities in
prior disturbed areas or areas of relatively low resource value.
Please also see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan
Goals and Guidelines.”
R13-6
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All buildings constructed as part of General Plan implementation would be built to
current building energy standards (i.e., Title 24) applicable at the time of development.
Therefore, it is anticipated that energy consumption associated with the General Plan
would be consistent with the most current energy efficiency standards. Energy
consumption (i.e., fuel use) associated with OHVs would be for the purpose of
recreational activities for citizens. The net change in greenhouse gas emissions from
energy consumption associated with General Plan implementation (i.e., fuel use for
recreational vehicles) was estimated and evaluated in DEIR Section 3.6, “Greenhouse
Gas Emissions.”
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R13-7

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines.”

R13-8

State Parks appreciates the review and comments of the General Plan and DEIR
provided by responsible agencies and has provided detailed responses to those
comments. The comment letter from the San Francisco Bay RWQCB dated June 2,
2015, that is referenced in the comment is bracketed as letter R5 and a response is
provided above in this section.
The General Plan guidelines are consistent with policies and programs in the East
County Area Plan (ECAP) as referenced by the commenter. NRM Guideline 1.2
specifies that State Parks is to “avoid affecting sensitive biological resources during
planning, design, and construction,” which is consistent with ECAP Policy 124. Plant
Guidelines 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3and Wildlife Guidelines 1.1 through 1.9 (some of which
have been revised in this FEIR; see Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR”) require State
Parks to consider and avoid the known locations of special-status species during
project implementation, which is consistent with ECAP Policy 125. Water Guideline
1.1 requires State Parks to avoid locating facilities in jurisdictional waters, and Water
Guideline 1.2 would require the acquisition of appropriate Section 404, Section 401,
and lake and streambed alteration agreement permits for any impacts on waters of the
United States or state that cannot be feasibly avoided. Any permits under Section 404
of the Clean Water Act require a “no net loss” of jurisdictional features, which is
consistent with ECAP Policy 126. See also Response R6-1.
See “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” and “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife
Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the
adequacy of the impact analysis for biological resources. Before any potential new
noise impacts on wildlife could occur, ground disturbance from construction would
occur with proposed future projects, therefore noise impacts (not specific to wildlife)
are addressed in Section 3.10, “Noise,” of the DEIR.

R13-9

The City of Tracy General Plan Draft Supplemental EIR (City of Tracy 2009)
indicates the need to widen Corral Hollow Road to four lanes over I-580 and adjacent
to the Tracy Hills Specific Plan area southwest of I-580, and to reclassify the roadway
from a County Road to a Major/Minor Arterial to support the city’s general plan. The
EIR does not specifically analyze the interchange ramp intersections and indicates that
a new interchange configuration has not been identified. However, it states that a new
interchange configuration would likely require an upgrade from the existing rural
configuration to an urban design as the area develops.
The Caltrans District 10 transportation concept report for I-580 (Caltrans 2014) also
states that improving the interchange at Corral Hollow Road is a planned project, but
not programmed at this time.
The San Joaquin Council of Governments’ 2014 Regional Transportation Plan
Project List (SJCOG 2014) includes funding for environmental work related to
modifications to the existing Corral Hollow Road interchange, but funding for
interchange reconstruction has not been identified.
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As discussed on page 3.14-19 of the DEIR, the Corral Hollow Road/southbound I-580
ramp intersection would operate at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour under
2030 Cumulative conditions without project traffic. During these peak-hour
conditions, LOS F operation would occur because 640 vehicles would be turning left
from the southbound I-580 exit ramp onto Corral Hollow Road toward Tracy. LOS for
other directions of travel at the intersection would be LOS A–B.
Implementation of the General Plan would add approximately 40 vehicles to this
intersection during the p.m. peak hour, which would compose 2 percent of total
intersection volumes projected for the intersection. The approximately 40 vehicles
would consist of about 22 vehicles traveling eastbound on Corral Hollow Road at the
intersection, about 16 vehicles traveling westbound, and about two vehicles exiting
southbound I-580 and turning right onto Corral Hollow Road to reach Carnegie
SVRA. These project trips would not have a significant effect on projected intersection
delays and would not change projected LOS.
R13-10
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State Parks appreciates that Alameda County Community Development Agency has
taken time to express its concerns about the project.
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Letter
R14
Response

Jean Roggenkamp, Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
June 29, 2015

R14-1

The comment summarizes the existing conditions General Plan.

R14-2

The applicable Bay Area Air Quality Management District–recommended mitigation
measures have been included into the General Plan’s Park Operations and
Maintenance goals and guidelines. The following new guideline is hereby added to
General Plan OM Goal 7 to further reduce regional air pollutant emissions
►

OM Guideline 7.4: Implement the following operational emission reduction
measures to help BAAQMD and SJVAPCD reduce regional air quality
emissions:
•

Prohibit campfires on all summer and winter Spare the Air days identified
by either BAAQMD or SJVAPCD. In addition, campfires throughout the
park from November 1 to the end of February should be limited to
SJVAPCD’s “Check Before You Burn” program where campfires are
restricted on days designated as “no burning for all” or “no burning unless
registered.”

•

Replace diesel-fueled maintenance equipment with alternative-fuel
equipment (e.g., propane, electricity) when feasible.

•

Inform and suggest to all park visitors to limit the use of diesel generators
for reactional vehicle cooling or heating during winter and summer Spare
the Air days identified by either BAAQMD or SJVAPCD.

•

Limit maintenance equipment engine idling to 2 minutes.

In addition, OM Goal 7 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

OM Goal 7: Manage the SVRA to reduce to reduce regional air quality
impacts from OHV recreation and related activities.
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Letter
R15
Response

Jeffrey Levers, Associate Engineer/Transportation Planner
San Joaquin County Department of Public Works, Transportation
Engineering Division
July 8, 2015

R15-1

State Parks appreciates the comments provided by the San Joaquin County Department
of Public Works.

R15-2

The existing and historical peak attendance (including special events and large
crowds) and recreational vehicle use data were used to project the SVRA’s future
attendance and use associated with the proposed expansion, as described in DEIR
Section 2.1, “Environmental Setting and Carnegie SVRA Use Characteristics.”
Therefore, the data on annual attendance and recreational vehicle use that were used in
the DEIR to evaluate impacts take into consideration projected special events and
large crowds. In addition, DEIR Impact 3.14-4 (pages 3.14-20 and 3.14-21) evaluates
the potential effects of special events.
OM Guidelines 4.1 through 4.5 on page 4-31 of the General Plan address the
management of special events, including parking. All special-event applicants must
comply with State Parks policies for special events.

R15-3

Background traffic information is provided in General Plan Section 2.2.2, “Circulation
and Access,” and DEIR Section 3.14, “Transportation and Traffic.” Specific responses
to comments provided on the referenced traffic reports are provided in responses
R15-4 through R15-14.

R15-4

An Existing plus Project scenario was not analyzed. As discussed on page 3.14-12 of
the DEIR, it is assumed that attendance at Carnegie SVRA would likely rise with
population growth and general economic conditions in the surrounding region.
Although the Carnegie SVRA General Plan would expand the OHV options at the
SVRA and attendance would likely grow naturally, there would likely not be a
“bump” in attendance solely as a result of the new opportunities. Furthermore, the
additional offerings in the expansion area would be brought online over time, and the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan does not make schedule estimates that could be used to
establish a “buildout” date.

R15-5

State Parks appreciates the comment about the LOS standard for Corral Hollow Road
in San Joaquin County. The following correction is hereby made to DEIR page 3.14-4,
Table 3.14-2:
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Table 3.14-2. Existing Roadway Levels of Service
Weekday
Number
LOS
Location
V/C
of Lanes Standard Peak-Hour
Volume
Ratio

Corral
Hollow
Road
west of
SVRA
Access

2

DC

281

0.15

Saturday
LOS

Peak-Hour
Volume

V/C
Ratio

LOS

C

67

0.04

A

Notes: LOS = level of service; V/C = volume-to-capacity
Source: Data compiled by KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. in 2012

The following correction is hereby made to page 3.14-9 of the DEIR:
Based on the above information, this analysis uses the following LOS thresholds to
identify potentially significant impacts on roadways and intersections:
►

an LOS D operating threshold for roadways and intersections under the
jurisdiction of Caltrans, or San Joaquin County, and

►

an LOS D operating threshold for intersections and LOS C operating threshold
for roadways under jurisdiction of San Joaquin County, and

►

the City of Livermore mid-level LOS D threshold for intersections within the
Livermore sphere of influence.

The following correction is hereby made to DEIR page 3.14-14, Table 3.14-7:
Table 3.14-7. Year-2030 Roadway Levels of Service
Weekday

Saturday

Number
LOS
Peak-Hour
Location of Lanes Standard Volume

V/C
Ratio

LOS

Peak-Hour
Volume

V/C
Ratio

LOS

Corral
Hollow
Road
west of
SVRA
existing
access
driveway

0.27

D

165

0.08

B

2

CD

710

Notes: LOS = level of service; SVRA = State Vehicular Recreation Area; V/C = volume-to-capacity
Source: Data compiled by KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. in 2014
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The following correction is hereby made to DEIR page 3.14-20:
Table 3.14-7 above summarizes projected peak-hour roadway operations
on Corral Hollow Road/Tesla Road adjacent to Carnegie SVRA. As
shown, future increases in traffic volumes are projected to result in LOS D
and LOS B operations on the roadway during the weekday and Saturday
study periods, respectively. Continued increases in weekday p.m. peakhour commuter traffic in the eastbound direction are projected to result in
acceptable (LOS D) roadway operations. The roadway would operate at
LOS D during the weekday p.m. peak hour under 2030 Cumulative
conditions without project traffic. Implementation of the General Plan
would add approximately 24 vehicles to this segment of the roadway
during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or approximately 3.4% of total traffic
volume projected for the roadway. This project traffic volume would not
change the projected volume to capacity ratio of 0.27 and corresponding
LOS D operation. As General Plan implementation would not result in a
considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact, Therefore,
this impact would be less than significant.
R15-6

LOS A to LOS B delays are projected at the main access intersection with Corral
Hollow Road. The need for left-turn channelization on Corral Hollow Road was
evaluated using guidelines presented in the AASHTO publication “A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets.” Exhibit 9-75 presents guidelines for leftturn channelization based on opposing and advancing traffic volumes and the
percentage of left turns in the advancing traffic stream. Projected volumes at the main
entrance are well below these thresholds.

R15-7

DEIR Section 3.14.4, “Environmental Evaluation,” analyzes year 2030 with project
traffic conditions. Figure 3.14-2 and Table 3.14-5 present traffic volumes projected to
be generated by the SVRA under year 2030 conditions.

R15-8

State Parks appreciates the comment. Interchange intersections are located within the
city of Tracy and are under Caltrans jurisdiction.

R15-9

City of Tracy LOS standards are included in the DEIR as presented on page 3.14-9.

R15-10

See response to comment R15-5.

R15-11

See response to comment R15-4.

R15-12

See response to comment R15-5.

R15-13

See response to comment R15-6.

R15-14

See response to comment R15-7.
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CHAPTER 6 – TRIBAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
This chapter provides responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comment letters
received from Tribes on the Preliminary General Plan and draft environmental impact report
(DEIR) for Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area (SVRA), as required by California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15132.

6.1 COMMENT LETTERS
This section provides a list of all comments received from Tribes on the Carnegie SVRA
Preliminary General Plan and DEIR during the public review period. Table 6-1 indicates the
commenters and Tribes that submitted written comments and the dates of the comments.
Table 6-1: List of Written Comments Received from Tribes
Letter
Number

Commenter

Agency/Organization Represented

Date

T1

Alan Leventhal, Tribal
Ethnohistorian and Archaeologist

Muwekma Ohlone Tribe

April 27, 2015

T2

Alan Leventhal, Tribal
Ethnohistorian and Archaeologist

Muwekma Ohlone Tribe

May 1, 2015

T3

Alan Leventhal, Tribal
Ethnohistorian and Archaeologist

Muwekma Ohlone Tribe

May 5, 2015

T4

Katherine Perez, MLD

Nototomne Cultural Preservation, Northern
Valley Yokut/Ohlone/Bay Miwuk

June 24, 2015

T5

Mary Puthoff, Secretary, and Dr.
Elizabeth Stahmer, President

Society of American Indians

June 11, 2015

T6

Trina Marie Ruano Family

Ohlone, Bay Miwok, and Plains Miwok
Family

June 27, 2015

T7

Ramona Garibay

Trina Marie Ruano Family

June 28, 2015

6.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
This section provides responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comment letters
received on the Preliminary General Plan and DEIR for Carnegie SVRA. Comments pertaining
to the Preliminary General Plan are also addressed. The comment letters received are reproduced
in their entirety in Appendix A.
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Revisions to the Preliminary General Plan or the DEIR in response to comments are shown in
underline and strikeout format in the responses. These revisions are also shown in Chapter 9,
“Revisions to the General Plan,” and Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR.”
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Letter
T1
Response
T1-1

Alan Leventhal, Tribal Ethnohistorian and Archaeologist
Muwekma Ohlone Tribe
April 27, 2015
The following response was provided by Elise McFarland, State Park
Interpreter, on May 5, 2015:
Appendix A of the Draft EIR contains the public comments received
during the scoping period which ended in August 2012. Your comment
letter was received by the General Plan team and did assist in development
of the preliminary General Plan/Draft EIR, but as it was received after the
formal scoping period it was not included in the document.
Your organization’s comments and feedback are very important to the
preliminary General Plan/Draft EIR process and I encourage you to resubmit your comments from November 2012 along with any additional
comments on the preliminary General Plan and Draft EIR. Public
comments submitted during this public review period (ends June 8!) will
be included in the Final General Plan/Final EIR along with point by point
responses.
Thank you again for you interest in Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation
Area.
State Parks is continuing to consult with Native American Tribes and
individuals with a history in the Carnegie SVRA region regarding the
protection, preservation, and/or mitigation of culturally significant resources
within Carnegie SVRA.
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Letter
T2
Response
T2-1

6-4

Alan Leventhal, Tribal Ethnohistorian and Archaeologist
Muwekma Ohlone Tribe
May 1, 2015
See response to comment T1-1.
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Letter
T3
Response
T3-1

Alan Leventhal, Tribal Ethnohistorian and Archaeologist
Muwekma Ohlone Tribe
May 5, 2015
See response to comment T1-1.
Recommendations in the Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe’s letter dated
November 2, 2012, are summarized below, followed by responses:
(1)

The commenter would like State Parks to formulate strategies that prevent
further adverse impacts on these known and any future ancestral heritage
sites.

See response to comment T4-2.
(2)

The commenter would like State Parks to review all previous
archaeological work conducted within the specific region on these specific
ancestral heritage sites and develop a comprehensive interpretive
educational program information about each site and the region.

See response to comment T7-6.
(3)

The Muwekma Tribe formally requests copies of any and all reports on the
previous fieldwork conducted on the Tribe’s ancestral heritage sites and
where these materials are presently curated.

See responses to comments T4-2 and T4-5 and “Status and Adequacy of
Cultural Resources Studies” in Master Response 5, “Cultural Resources
Regulatory Compliance and Studies.”
(4)

The commenter recommends that pre–contact period sites be referred to as
“Muwekma ancestral heritage sites” in any forthcoming general
management plans, reports, and interpretive programs, unless any of the
other people with whom State Parks has consulted can prove greater
affiliation from this area.

See responses to comments T4-2, T4-5, and T6-1, and “Status and Adequacy of
Cultural Resources Studies” in Master Response 5, “Cultural Resources
Regulatory Compliance and Studies.”
(5)

The Muwekma Tribe would like to explore the development of an
educational interpretive program with State Parks relative to these
ancestral heritage sites specifically that also includes information about
the larger geographic region.

See response to comment T5-1.
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(6)

The commenter formally recommends that a comprehensive study be
conducted on the Tribe’s geographical distribution and possible
interpretation of the Tribe’s ancestral rock art sites.

See response to comment T5-1.
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Letter
T4
Response

Katherine Perez, MLD
Nototomne Cultural Preservation, Northern Valley Yokut/Ohlone/Bay
Miwuk
June 24, 2015

T4-1

State Parks acknowledges receipt of the comments provided by Ms. Perez on
June 24, 2015.

T4-2

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” for a response to the comment regarding the level of detail
included in the DEIR. State Parks believes that the General Plan and DEIR
provide sufficient detail on potential impacts and the methodology for
addressing those potential impacts to inform the general public. The General
Plan’s cultural resources guidelines are designed to guide project-specific
planning to avoid and minimize project-related impacts in compliance with
applicable federal and state laws. Additional avoidance and minimization
measures would be considered on a project-by-project basis as appropriate and
would be subject to review and approval by the applicable environmental
permitting agencies.

T4-3

See response to comment T4-2.

T4-4

The locations of culturally significant resources are considered confidential in
accordance with California Government Code Section 6254.10; therefore,
detailed information about the locations of such resources is not included in the
General Plan or DEIR. The presence of burial sites is acknowledged in the
DEIR in the discussion of Impact 3.4-6, “Unanticipated Discovery of Human
Remains.” Mapping the locations of medicinal plants is beyond the scope of the
program EIR.

T4-5

See response to comment T4-2 and Master Response 5, “Cultural Resources
Regulatory Compliance and Studies.” At present, the adoption of the Carnegie
SVRA General Plan has no nexus with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. Mapping the locations of medicinal plants is beyond the scope
of the program EIR.

T4-6

State Parks appreciates that the Northern Valley/Ohlone/Bay Miwuk Tribe has
taken time to express its concerns about the project. See responses to comments
T4-2 through T4-5 and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” State Parks looks
forward to continued consultation with Native American Tribes and individuals
with a history in the Carnegie SVRA region about the project.
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Letter
T5
Response

T5-1

Mary Puthoff, Secretary, and Dr. Elizabeth Stahmer
Society of American Indians
June 11, 2015

State Parks appreciates Society of American Indians’ interest in the project.
The portion of CR Guideline 2.1 that is referenced in the letter is taken out of
context. CR Guideline 2.1 specifically says:
Incorporate all known cultural resources either listed or eligible for listing
in the NRHP or the CRHR, and all Native American cultural resources
identified by local tribes and individuals as sacred or culturally significant,
into an ongoing archaeological condition monitoring/assessment program
that examines and documents the effects of visitor use and natural erosion.
Examinations shall be conducted by a qualified state archaeologist and
shall document current site conditions using Archaeological Site
Condition Assessment Records, photographs, and GPS equipment.
Mitigation measures shall be developed where considerable damage to
sites is identified. Such mitigation measures can include site-specific
closures, revegetation, sign placement, fencing, site burial, education, and
other applicable methods.
The guideline states that mitigation will be developed if examinations of
current site conditions documents damage to sites.
CR Guideline 2.6, which is partially referenced, discusses cultural resources
training for park staff members to help with the protection and preservation of
cultural resources.
The Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation (OHMVR) Division of State
Parks supports the full protection and preservation of all significant prehistoric
and historic-era cultural resources within Carnegie SVRA, including the
expansion area.
Many culturally significant sites were identified during a cultural resources
study of the SVRA conducted by Sonoma State University’s Anthropological
Studies Center between 2008 and 2010. As a result, the historic-era and
prehistoric resources that are adjacent to recreation trails in the existing riding
area have been either fenced or capped, or both, in an effort to avoid or
mitigate potential adverse impacts.
The results of pending ethnographic studies and further Native American
consultation (see CR Goal 3) will guide all future management and planning
efforts for particular areas within the SVRA. It is the policy of the OHMVR
Division that future development, including public access, will occur in
compliance with applicable federal and state laws as well as Governor’s
Executive Order B-10-11, the Natural Resources Agency’s Tribal Consultation
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Policy, and the State Parks Native American Consultation Policy and
Implementation Procedures.
State Parks has prepared the General Plan to provide a broad-based policy
document that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the
expansion area) and provides goals and guidelines to direct future
improvements, services, and programs. By providing a clear purpose, a vision,
and long- and short-term goals and guidelines, the General Plan defines the
broadest possible management framework for program development, ongoing
management, and public use of Carnegie SVRA.
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would
cause no environmental impacts; however, implementing actions included in
the Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically alter the environment. The
General Plan is intended to guide future use and development over a period of
many years. Impact minimization measures were incorporated into the General
Plan wherever possible during its development to help ensure that planned
actions described in the General Plan, including future actions, would not cause
significant environmental impacts.
Therefore, as described in Section 1.1, “Type, Purpose, and Intended Use of
This Environmental Impact Report,” of the DEIR, the CEQA analysis detailed
in the EIR accompanying the General Plan is intended to be adequate for
certain future projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner consistent
with the General Plan’s goals and guidelines. Some actions described in the
General Plan may require additional CEQA analysis before implementation.
This additional analysis would be conducted once the project details are
known, before project implementation. According to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168, projects that may be implemented in the future as a result of
adopting this General Plan must first be subjected to CEQA review, in light of
the information in the General Plan EIR, to determine whether additional
CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional CEQA
documentation completed would be determined based on a review of CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15162–15164. According to Section 15168 of the CEQA
Guidelines, State Parks may refer to the EIR prepared for the General Plan as a
starting point for a “tiered” CEQA analysis when implementing future projects
that require additional environmental review.
See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Measures.”
T5-2

Access to areas within Carnegie SVRA for spiritual use occurs in accordance
with California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.9, which states
that:
[N]o public agency...shall in any manner whatsoever interfere with the
free expression or exercise of Native American religion...nor shall any
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such agency or party cause severe or irreparable damage to any Native
American sanctified cemetery, place of worship, religious or ceremonial
site, or sacred shrine located on public property, except on a clear and
convincing showing that the public interest and necessity so require.
In compliance with PRC Section 5097.9, the OHMVR Division of State Parks
has been in consultation with Native American Tribes that have requested
access to areas within Carnegie SVRA for sacred use. The OHMVR Division
Headquarters State Archaeologist will continue to act as the point person for
inquiries about access for sacred use.
T5-3

See response to comment T5-1 and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental
Impact Report Alternatives Analysis.” In addition, Table 4-1 in the General
Plan states that roads or trails needed to cross Limited Recreation Areas to
facilitate public egress and ingress would be designed and managed to avoid or
minimize impacts on the surrounding resources.

T5-4

State Parks appreciates that the Society of American Indians has taken time to
express its concerns about the project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of
Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” for a response to the
comment regarding the level of detail included in the DEIR. See Master
Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives Analysis,”
regarding the alternatives that were analyzed in the DEIR. As stated in DEIR
Section 2.2, “Project Background,” the planning team took into account several
considerations when it created the potential alternatives for evaluation, and the
preferred concept avoids sensitive cultural resources. State Parks believes that
the General Plan and DEIR provide sufficient detail on potential impacts and
the methodology for addressing those potential impacts to inform the general
public. Project-specific impact analysis will be subject to additional review by
the permitting agencies for resources under their jurisdiction.

T5-5

See responses to comments T5-1 and T5-3.

T5-6

Section 3.9.2, “Regulatory Setting,” on DEIR page 3.9-1 specifically states:
After January 1, 1988, no new cultural or natural preserves or state
wildernesses shall be established within state vehicular recreation areas. To
protect natural and cultural values, sensitive areas within state vehicular
recreation areas may be designated by the division if the Off-Highway Motor
Vehicle Recreation Commission holds a public hearing and makes a
recommendation therefore. These sensitive areas shall be managed by the
division in accordance with Sections 5019.71 and 5019.74, which define the
purpose and management of natural and cultural preserves.

T5-7

See response to comment T5-1.

T5-8

See response to comment T5-2 and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental
Impact Report Alternatives Analysis,” regarding the alternatives that were
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analyzed in the DEIR. Prior letters that the commenter stated were attached
with the comment letter were not included with the hard copy or e-mail
submittal of DEIR comments to State Parks.
State Parks acknowledges in the DEIR that the planning area contains
numerous cultural resources and sacred landscapes, and that expanding offhighway vehicle use has the potential to affect these resources. The General
Plan’s cultural resources guidelines are designed to guide project-specific
planning to avoid and minimize project-related impacts in compliance with
applicable federal and state laws. Additional avoidance and minimization
measures would be considered on a project-by-project basis as appropriate and
would be subject to review and approval by the applicable environmental
permitting agencies. Consultations with Native American Tribes and
individuals with a history in the Carnegie SVRA region will continue to be
conducted for future projects.
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Letter
T6
Response

T6-1

Trina Marie Ruano Family
Ohlone, Bay Miwok, and Plains Miwok Family
June 27, 2015

State Parks appreciates that the commenters have taken time to express their
concerns about the project.
California Native American Tribes and individuals, including the commenters,
have stressed the ancestral and spiritual (religious) importance of the cultural
landscape at Carnegie SVRA, as well as the individual cultural resources
located within the landscape. In response to these concerns, the OHMVR
Division is completing ethnographic studies within Carnegie SVRA (see CR
Goal 3) to contribute information relative to the evaluation of the known
prehistoric archaeological resources, and a context regarding the cultural
practices and perspectives of the local California Native Americans and their
relationship to the known resources within Carnegie SVRA. The results of this
study will allow the OHMVR Division to properly manage, preserve, and
protect all known prehistoric cultural resources and avoid or minimize adverse
indirect impacts such as those that compromise a cultural resource’s viewshed
and audioshed, in compliance with applicable federal and state laws during all
future management and planning efforts within Carnegie SVRA. The study
results also will enable the OHMVR Division to properly manage the property
according to its mission, which includes access for public recreation. Access to
areas within Carnegie SVRA for spiritual use will occur in accordance with
PRC Section 5097.9.
In addition, State Parks revised the preferred concept map after the DEIR was
circulated. The current concept map designates the northwestern portion of the
expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, as Limited Recreation and
removes the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla Road
(see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the
DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner trails,
gathering/service area, and practice area that were proposed in this portion of
the expansion area along Tesla Road would no longer be included as part of the
project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation designation include
nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these areas
to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor
experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum
necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other
facilities would be allowed (see Table 4-1, “Visitor Experience Areas,” in
Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR).
State Parks looks forward to continued consultation with Native American
Tribes and individuals with a history in the Carnegie SVRA region.
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Letter
T7
Response

T7-1

Ramona Garibay
Trina Marie Ruano Family
June 28, 2015

State Parks appreciates that the members of the Ohlone, Bay Miwok, and
Plains Miwok family have taken time to express their concerns about the
project.
State Parks has prepared the General Plan to provide a broad-based policy
document that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the
expansion area) and provides goals and guidelines to direct future
improvements, services, and programs. By providing a clear purpose, a vision,
and long- and short-term goals and guidelines, the General Plan defines the
broadest possible management framework for program development, ongoing
management, and public use of Carnegie SVRA.
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would
cause no environmental impacts; however, implementing actions included in
the Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically alter the environment. The
General Plan is intended to guide future use and development over a period of
many years. Impact minimization measures were incorporated into the General
Plan wherever possible during its development to help ensure that planned
actions described in the General Plan, including future actions, would not cause
significant environmental impacts.
Therefore, as described in DEIR Section 1.1, “Type, Purpose, and Intended
Use of This Environmental Impact Report,” the CEQA analysis detailed in the
EIR accompanying the General Plan is intended to be adequate for certain
future projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner consistent with
the General Plan’s goals and guidelines. Some actions described in the General
Plan may require additional CEQA analysis before implementation. This
additional analysis would be conducted once the project details are known,
before project implementation. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168,
projects that may be implemented in the future as a result of adopting the
General Plan must first be subjected to CEQA review, in light of the
information in the General Plan EIR, to determine whether additional CEQA
documentation is necessary. The type of additional CEQA documentation
completed would be determined based on a review of CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15162–15164. According to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines,
State Parks may refer to the EIR prepared for the General Plan as a starting
point for a “tiered” CEQA analysis when implementing future projects that
require additional environmental review.
See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Measures.”
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State Parks acknowledges that many of the existing trails are culturally
significant historic-era roads; therefore, they cannot be modified in a way that
would compromise their historic integrity.
All future measures developed through consultation with local Tribes and
individuals to avoid or minimize adverse indirect impacts such as those that
compromise a cultural resource’s viewshed and audioshed will be developed in
accordance with applicable federal and state laws. Access to areas within
Carnegie SVRA for spiritual use will occur in accordance with PRC Section
5097.9, which states that:
[N]o public agency...shall in any manner whatsoever interfere with the
free expression or exercise of Native American religion...nor shall any
such agency or party cause severe or irreparable damage to any Native
American sanctified cemetery, place of worship, religious or ceremonial
site, or sacred shrine located on public property, except on a clear and
convincing showing that the public interest and necessity so require.
T7-2

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Measures.”
Implementation of the Cultural Resources goals and guidelines in the General
Plan would ensure that Native American consultation and protection and
preservation of cultural resources would continue throughout the future
planning and development phases of the Carnegie SVRA, including the
expansion area

T7-3

Implementation of CR Guideline 1.3 would ensure that Native American
consultation would continue. CR Guideline 1.3 states:
Incorporate information from ongoing local California Native American
consultation, ethnographic research, and involvement in the program of
identifying, documenting, and evaluating cultural resources at Carnegie
SVRA into cultural resource management. The information gained from
ongoing local California Native American consultation and involvement
will contribute to the existing ethnographic and archaeological data and
could help in locating, identifying, and evaluating additional California
Native American cultural resources within Carnegie SVRA.

T7-4

State Parks looks forward to continued consultation with Native American
Tribes and individuals with a history in the Carnegie SVRA region.

T7-5

See Master Response 5, “Cultural Resources Regulatory Compliance and
Studies,” which explains that Assembly Bill 52 is not applicable to the project.
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T7-6

The General Plan guidelines require that local Native American Tribes be
involved in the development of interpretive and educational programs at
Carnegie SVRA. For example, CR Guideline 3.3 states:
Develop interpretation and education programs in conjunction with the
California Native American groups (Muwekma Ohlone, Mutsun Ohlone,
Northern Valley Yokuts, and Miwok) to highlight their culture (both past
and present), and their long-time use and association of areas within
Carnegie SVRA.

T7-7

See response to comment T7-6.

T7-8

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Measures,” regarding the level of detail included in the DEIR. In addition,
State Parks revised the preferred concept map after the DEIR was circulated.
The current concept map removes the proposed entrance located at the western
corner along Tesla Road (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter
10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR).
State Parks believes that the General Plan and DEIR provide sufficient detail
on potential impacts and the methodology for addressing those potential
impacts to inform the general public. Project-specific impact analysis will be
subject to additional review by the permitting agencies for resources under
their jurisdiction.

T7-9

See response to comment T7-6. Application of the General Plan guidelines and
continued consultation with Tribes through the planning process would provide
Tribes with additional opportunities to provide recommendations for trail and
other place names in the SVRA.

T7-10

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Measures,” regarding the level of detail included in the DEIR. State Parks
believes that the General Plan and DEIR provide sufficient detail on potential
impacts and the methodology for addressing those potential impacts to inform
the general public. Project-specific impact analysis will be subject to additional
review by the permitting agencies for resources under their jurisdiction.
See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report.” State Parks believes that the findings of
the EIR are made on substantial evidence that supports the outcomes of the
EIR.
State Parks looks forward to continued consultation with Native American
Tribes and individuals with a history in the Carnegie SVRA region.
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CHAPTER 7 – ORGANIZATIONAL COMMENTS AND
RESPONSES
This chapter provides responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comment letters received
from organizations on the Preliminary General Plan and draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area (SVRA), as required by California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15132.

7.1 COMMENT LETTERS
This section provides a list of all comments received from organizations on the Carnegie SVRA
Preliminary General Plan and DEIR during the public review period. Table 7-1 indicates the commenter
and agency that submitted written comments, and the date of the comments.

Table 7-1: List of Written Comments Received from Organizations
Letter
Number

Commenter

Organization Represented

Date

O1

Celeste Garamendi and Laurens
Silver

Friends of Tesla Park

April 30, 2015

O2

NA

Friends of Tesla Park

May 5, 2015

O3

Dave Duffin, Board Chairman

Carnegie Forever, Inc.

May 13, 2015

O4

Jeff Miller, Director

Alameda Creek Alliance

June 10, 2015

O5

Leland Younker, Chair

Friends of Livermore

June 14, 2015

O6

Janet Cobb, Executive Officer

California Wildlife Foundation

June 16, 2015

O7

David J. Duffin, Board Chairman

Carnegie Forever, Inc.

June 13, 2015

O8

Nancy H. Wenninger, Chair,
Conservation Committee

Mount Diablo Audubon Society

June 15, 2015

O9

Mary Ann Hannon

Friends of Springtown Preserve

June 22, 2015

O10

Werner Schlapfer

Livermore Hill Hikers

June 23, 2015

O11

Richard Grassetti, Principal

Grassetti Environmental Consulting

June 23, 2015

O12

Don Amador, Western
Representative

BlueRibbon Coalition, Inc.

June 24, 2015

O13

Karen Schambach, California
Field Director

California Public Employees for
Environmental Responsibility

June 24, 2015

O14

Diane Miles Wishart, President,
and Cleo Home, Vice President

Tri-Valley Trailblazers

June 24, 2015

O15

Carin Hugh and Bill Hoppes,
Conservation Chairs

Ohlone Audubon Society

June 26, 2015

O16

Tom Gallo

Corral Hollow Ranch

June 25, 2015
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Table 7-1: List of Written Comments Received from Organizations
Letter
Number

Commenter

Organization Represented

Date

O17

Laura Mercier, Executive
Director

Tri-Valley Conservancy

June 25, 2015

O18

Glen Leverich, PG, Senior
Geomorphologist/Geologist

Stillwater Sciences

June 25, 2015

O19

Juan Pablo Galvan, Land Use
Planner

Save Mount Diablo

June 25, 2015

O20

Marilyn Russell

Tesla Road Residents Alliance

June 26, 2015

O21

Will Bolton, Chair, Tesla
Preservation Project

Livermore Heritage Guild

June 28, 2015

O22

Nicholas Haris, Western States
Representative

American Motorcyclist Association

June 29, 2015

O23

Kevin D. Wiseman,
Herpetologist/Wildlife Ecologist
and Field Associate

Garcia and Associates and Department of
June 29, 2015
Herpetology, California Academy of
Sciences (on behalf of Friends of Tesla Park)

O24

Mark V. Connolly, Attorney at
Law

Connolly Ranch, Inc.

June 29, 2015

O25

Joel Devalcourt, Regional
Representative

East Bay Greenbelt Alliance

June 29, 2015

O26

Michael Graf

Friends of Tesla Park

June 29, 2015

O27

Jenny Loda, Amphibian and
Reptile Staff Attorney

Center for Biological Diversity

June 29, 2015

O28

Amy Granat, Managing Director

California Off-Road Vehicle Association

June 29, 2015

O29

Nancy Rodrigue and Celeste
Friends of Tesla Park
Garamendi, Friends of Tesla Park
Steering Committee

June 29, 2015

O30

Geoffrey H. Hornek, Glen
Friends of Tesla Park Steering Committee
Leverich, Scott Cashen, Sarah
Kupferberg, Paula Fuery, Kevin
Wiseman, Michael Graf, Nancy
Rodrigue, and Celeste Garamendi

June 29, 2015

O31

Multiple signatures

Eastern Alameda County Ranchers

June 20, 2015

O32

Dick Schneider

Sierra Club San Francisco Bay Chapter, TriValley Regional Group

June 29, 2015

O33

Mack Casterman, Conservation
Analyst

California Native Plant Society, East Bay
Chapter

June 29, 2015

O34

Heath A. Bartosh, Rare Plant
Botanist

California Native Plant Society, East Bay
Chapter

June 29, 2015

O35

Dave Pickett, Legislative Action
Office, Director

District 36 Motorcycle Sports Committee

June 30, 2015

O36

Louann Tung, President

Friends of the Arroyos

June 29, 2015

7-2

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Organizational Comments and Responses

Table 7-1: List of Written Comments Received from Organizations
Letter
Number

Commenter

Organization Represented

Date

O37

Louann Tung, President

Friends of the Arroyos

June 29, 2015

O38

Jenny Loda, Amphibian and
Reptile Staff Attorney

Center for Biological Diversity

June 30, 2015

7.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
This section provides responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comment letters from
organizations received on the Preliminary General Plan and DEIR for Carnegie SVRA. The comment
letters received are reproduced in their entirety in Appendix A.
Comments are addressed in the order in which they were received. When a comment letter was submitted
both by an organization and within a comment letter from another organization, the letter is bracketed the
first time it was received and the subsequent submittal references the bracketed letter. Similarly, for
comment letters submitted both by an individual and within a comment letter from an organization, the
letter is bracketed in the organization letter in this chapter and the subsequent individual submittal in
Chapter 8 references the bracketed letter.
Revisions to the Preliminary General Plan or the DEIR in response to comments are shown in underline
and strikeout format in the responses below. These revisions are also shown in Chapter 9, “Revisions to
the General Plan,” and Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR.”
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Letter
O1
Response
O1-1

Celeste Garamendi and Laurens Silver
Friends of Tesla Park
April 30, 2015
State Parks appreciates Friends of Tesla Park’s interest in the project. State
Parks responded to the letter on May 8, 2015, regarding documents that were
requested under the Public Records Act, and a DVD was provided with the
references and citations that comprise the administrative record for the
Preliminary General Plan and DEIR.
The 45-day public review and comment period for the Preliminary General Plan
and DEIR began on April 23, 2015. On May 11, 2015, the public review and
comment period was extended through June 29, 2015, for a total of 68 days.
The 2011–2014 Habitat Monitoring System (HMS) report for Carnegie SVRA
was posted to the General Plan website
(http://www.CarnegieGeneralPlan.com/document-library) on May 11, 2015.
State Parks also provided Friends of Tesla Park with a copy of the Ecosystems
West 2004 report.
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Letter
O2
Response
O2-1

Friends of Tesla Park
May 5, 2015
The Friends of Tesla Park comment letter dated April 30, 2015, and associated
attachments were received. See response to comment O1-1.
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Letter
O3
Response
O3-1

7-6

Dave Duffin, Board Chairman
Carnegie Forever, Inc.
May 13, 2015
State Parks appreciates Carnegie Forever’s interest in the project. No further
response is provided because the issues raised by the commenter address the
merits of the project and no issues related to the adequacy of the environmental
impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Letter
O4
Response

Jeff Miller, Director
Alameda Creek Alliance
June 10, 2015

O4-1

The comment provides a brief summary of the relationship between the
planning area and the Alameda Creek watershed. The comment expresses
general concern that the General Plan fails to adequately protect sensitive
resources in the expansion area. Such concerns are presented in further detail in
comments O4-2 through O4-8. See responses to comments O4-2 through O4-8.

O4-2

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail to which project elements are
described and analyzed in the General Plan and DEIR, respectively.

O4-3

See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources.”

O4-4

See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to Nonagricultural Use.”

O4-5

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O4-6

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.”
It should be noted that since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion
of the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as
Limited Recreation and the proposed entrance located at the western corner
along Tesla Road has been removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,”
in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this final environmental impact
report [FEIR]). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service
area, and practice area that were proposed in this portion of the expansion area
along Tesla Road are no longer included as part of the project. Allowable uses
in the Limited Recreation designation include nonmotorized recreational
opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these areas to facilitate public
egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor experience areas;
however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum necessary to serve
their intended purpose, and they would be designed and managed to avoid or
minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other facilities would be
allowed (see Table 4-1, Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to
the DEIR,” of this FEIR.)

O4-7

Corral Hollow Creek and the surrounding region were considered in the DEIR
cumulative analyses, in DEIR Chapter 4, “Cumulative Analysis,” in Section
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4.4.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality”; Section 4.4.10, “Noise”; and Section
4.4.14, “Transportation and Traffic.”
The revision to the project’s preferred concept noted in Response O4-6 would
limit use in the area north of Corral Hollow Creek in the northwest portion of
the expansion area to nonmotorized recreational opportunities.
As described in DEIR Section 4.4.3, “Biotic Resources,” any sensitive
biological resources that may be affected by implementation of any aspect of
the General Plan would be protected, restored, or enhanced. Activities related to
the General Plan would comply with all applicable permit conditions. The
appropriate regulatory agencies (the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USACE],
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS], California Department of Fish and
Wildlife [CDFW], and Central Valley and San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Boards [RWQCBs]) would be consulted before construction of
any project element that may result in impacts on natural resources under their
jurisdiction. The natural resource goals and guidelines also include provisions
for maintaining strict enforcement of riding destination requirements throughout
the SVRA according to the allowable uses in the respective visitor experience
areas. The visitor experience areas would be monitored to ensure that riders
comply with the rules and regulations and do not ride outside of designated
areas.
With incorporation of the General Plan goals and guidelines and any applicable
permit conditions, implementing the Carnegie SVRA General Plan would not
make a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant
cumulative impact on biological resources in the region.
See also “Analysis of Cumulative Impacts on Biological Resources” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” and Master
Response 6, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Cumulative Impact Analysis.”
O4-8
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Letter
O5
Response

Leland Younker, Chair
Friends of Livermore
June 14, 2015

O5-1

State Parks appreciates the summary information about the Livermore Valley
region and the mission of the Friends of Livermore provided in the comment
letter. The commenter objects to the use of the expansion area for off-highway
vehicle (OHV) activities. Concerns are presented in further detail in comments
O5-2 through O5-3. See responses to comments O5-2 and O5-3.

O5-2

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines”; Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report”; and Master Response 3,
“Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural Use.” See also “Analysis of
Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat Fragmentation,”
“Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on
Biological Resources,” and “Analysis of Cumulative Impacts on Biological
Resources” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological
Resources.”

O5-3

See Master Response 6, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Cumulative
Impact Analysis,” and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Alternatives Analysis.”
It should be noted that since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion
of the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as
Limited Recreation and the proposed entrance located at the western corner
along Tesla Road has been removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,”
in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore,
intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service area, and practice area that were
proposed in this portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer
included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation
designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails
may cross these areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity
between other visitor experience areas; however, their footprint would be
limited to the minimum necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they
would be designed and managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the
surrounding resources. No other facilities would be allowed (see Table 4-1,
“Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
FEIR).

O5-4

State Parks appreciates that the Friends of Livermore has taken time to express
its concerns about the project.
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Letter
O6
Response

Janet Cobb, Executive Officer
California Wildlife Foundation
June 16, 2015

O6-1

State Parks appreciates that the California Wildlife Foundation has taken time to
express its concerns about the project. Such concerns are presented in further
detail in comments O6-2 through O6-8. See responses to comments O6-2 and
O6-8. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

O6-2

The DEIR evaluates the net change in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
associated with General Plan implementation (i.e., opening use of the land to
recreational vehicle activities) and compares the resulting GHG impact with
applicable thresholds of significance. Please refer to Table 3.6-1 in DEIR
Section 3.6, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions.” As stated in Section 3.6, it is highly
unlikely that any single project would significantly contribute to climate
change. Rather, the proposed project’s net change in GHG emissions is
evaluated against an applicable threshold of significance that considers a
project’s incremental contribution of GHG emissions.

O6-3

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”
The environmental impact report (EIR) evaluates the goals, guidelines,
proposed use areas, uses, and facilities described in the General Plan for their
potential effects on the environment. Impact minimization measures (in the
form of goals and guidelines) have been incorporated into the General Plan
wherever possible to help ensure that planned actions, including future actions,
in the General Plan would not cause significant environmental impacts.
Therefore, the CEQA analysis in the DEIR is intended to be adequate for certain
future projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner consistent with the
General Plan’s goals and guidelines.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
once the project details are known, before project implementation. According to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, projects that may be implemented in the
future as a result of adopting the General Plan must first be subjected to CEQA
review, in light of the information in the General Plan EIR, to determine
whether additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional
CEQA documentation completed would be determined based on a review of
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162–15164.

O6-4
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Setting information is provided in the General Plan in Chapter 2, “Existing
Conditions,” and representative photographs are shown in Figures 2-16 through
2-19. See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
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Biological Resources,” regarding impacts on wildlife movement and wildlife
corridors.
O6-5

See Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report,” and Master Response 3, “Conversion of
Grazing Land to Nonagricultural Uses.”

O6-6

State Parks has prepared the General Plan as a broad-based policy document
that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the expansion
area) and provides goals and guidelines directing future improvements, services,
and programs. By providing a clear purpose, a vision, and long- and short-term
goals and guidelines, the General Plan defines the broadest possible
management framework for program development, ongoing management, and
public use of Carnegie SVRA.
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause
no environmental impacts; however, implementing actions included in the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically alter the environment. The
General Plan is intended to guide future use and development over a period of
many years. Impact minimization measures (in the form of goals and
guidelines) were incorporated into the General Plan wherever possible during
development of the DEIR to help ensure that planned actions described in the
General Plan, including future actions, would not cause significant
environmental impacts. Therefore, as described in DEIR Section 1.1, “Type,
Purpose, and Intended Use of This Environmental Impact Report,” the CEQA
analysis in the DEIR is intended to be adequate for certain future projects, as
long as they are implemented in a manner consistent with the General Plan’s
goals and guidelines.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
once the project details are known, before project implementation. According to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, projects that may be implemented in the
future as a result of adopting the General Plan must first be subjected to CEQA
review, in light of the information in the General Plan EIR, to determine
whether additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional
CEQA documentation completed would be determined based on a review of
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162–15164. State Parks may refer to the EIR
prepared for the General Plan as a starting point for a “tiered” CEQA analysis
when implementing future projects that require additional environmental review
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15168).
See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Measures”; Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of
the Draft Environmental Impact Report”; and “Adequacy of Plan and Wildlife
Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”
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O6-7

See also “Analysis of Cumulative Impacts on Biological Resources” in Master
Response 4, as well as Master Response 6, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Cumulative Impact Analysis,” and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental
Impact Report Alternatives Analysis.”

O6-8

State Parks acknowledges in the DEIR that the planning area contains numerous
special-status plant and wildlife species and that expanding OHV use has the
potential to affect these species. The General Plan’s plant and wildlife
guidelines are designed to guide project-specific planning to avoid and
minimize project-related impacts to the extent feasible. Additional avoidance
and minimization measures and associated compensatory mitigation would be
considered on a project-by-project basis as appropriate and would be subject to
review and approval by the applicable environmental permitting agencies:
USFWS, CDFW, USACE, and the Central Valley and San Francisco Bay
RWQCBs.
The Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation (OHMVR) Division of State Parks
supports the full protection and preservation of all significant prehistoric and
historic-era cultural resources within Carnegie SVRA, including the expansion
area. Implementation of the Cultural Resources goals and guidelines in the
General Plan would ensure that Native American consultation and protection
and preservation of cultural resources would continue throughout the future
planning and development phases of the Carnegie SVRA expansion, and
beyond.
In addition, since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the
expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited
Recreation and the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla
Road has been removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter
10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the
intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service area, and practice area that were
proposed in this portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer
included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation
designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails
may cross these areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity
between other visitor experience areas; however, their footprint would be
limited to the minimum necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they
would be designed and managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the
surrounding resources. No other facilities would be allowed (see Table 4-1,
“Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
FEIR).
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Letter
O7
Response

O7-1

David J. Duffin, Board Chairman
Carnegie Forever, Inc.
June 13, 2015

State Parks appreciates the interest of Carnegie Forever in the project. No
further response is provided because the issues raised by the commenter address
the merits of the project and no issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Letter
O8
Response
O8-1

Nancy H. Wenninger, Chair, Conservation Committee
Mount Diablo Audubon Society
June 15, 2015
State Parks appreciates that Mount Diablo Audubon Society has taken time to
express its concerns about the project. As noted in Section 6.1, “Alternatives
Considered but Rejected from Further Evaluation,” of DEIR Chapter 6,
“Alternatives to the Proposed Project,” a project alternative with no OHV use in
the expansion area would not meet the goals and objectives of the proposed
project as outlined in Section 2.3 of the DEIR.
State Parks acknowledges in the DEIR that the planning area contains numerous
special-status plant and wildlife species and that expanding OHV use has the
potential to affect these species. The plant and wildlife guidelines contained in
the General Plan are designed to guide project-specific planning to avoid and
minimize project-related impacts to the extent feasible. Additional avoidance
and minimization measures and associated compensatory mitigation would be
considered on a project-by-project basis as appropriate and would be subject to
review and approval by the applicable environmental permitting agencies:
USFWS, CDFW, USACE, and the Central Valley and San Francisco Bay
RWQCBs.

O8-2

A project alternative that would have no OHV use and would allow strictly
passive recreational opportunities in the expansion area would not meet the
goals and objectives of the proposed project as outlined in DEIR Section 2.3.
The visitor experience areas shown in the General Plan Preferred Concept Map
(Figure 4-1) would allow for a mix of uses, including passive recreation, in the
expansion area based on a consideration of site constraints.
In addition, since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the
expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited
Recreation and the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla
Road has been removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter
10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the
intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service area, and practice area that were
proposed in this portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer
included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation
designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails
may cross these areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity
between other visitor experience areas; however, their footprint would be
limited to the minimum necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they
would be designed and managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the
surrounding resources. No other facilities would be allowed (see Table 4-1,
“Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
FEIR).
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O8-3

As stated in the Section 4.3.2 of the General Plan, State Parks will manage
natural and cultural resources in the visitor experience areas to protect the
resources’ integrity and to comply with relevant state and federal laws and
regulations regarding their management and protection. See also Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”

O8-4

See “Golden Eagle Effects” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan
on Biological Resources,” regarding the presence of golden eagle in the
planning area and the DEIR impact analysis for this species.

O8-5

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” regarding the level of specificity included in the DEIR project
description. See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger
Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4,
“Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” for a discussion of
buffers used for special-status amphibians.
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Letter
O9
Response
O9-1

7-16

Mary Ann Hannon
Friends of Springtown Preserve
June 22, 2015
State Parks appreciates that Friends of Springtown Preserve has taken time to
express its concerns about the project. The expansion area was purchased with
OHV funds. The goals and objectives of the General Plan do not exempt State
Parks from obtaining the required environmental permits for the project or from
complying with CEQA for specific projects implemented after adoption of the
General Plan. Any proposed project would likely require implementation of
additional specific avoidance and minimization measures and/or compensatory
mitigation for potential impacts on wetlands, other sensitive and regulated
habitats such as riparian habitat, and special-status or listed plants and/or
wildlife species. The permitting agencies have review and approval authority
for any mitigation associated with necessary permits for proposed projects.
Therefore, State Parks is not exempted from providing all feasible and
appropriate mitigation for potential impacts on sensitive biological resources.
See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan
Goals and Guidelines,” and Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources.”
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Letter
O10
Response
O10-1

Werner Schlapfer
Livermore Hill Hikers
June 23, 2015
State Parks appreciates that the commenter has taken time to express the
Livermore Hill Hikers’ concerns about the project. The comment provides a
brief summary of the Livermore Hill Hikers’ values and mission. As described
in DEIR Section 1.2, “General Plan Process and Public Participation,” and
Section 1.5, “Environmental Review Process,” State Parks has provided
numerous opportunities for public involvement and review throughout the
development of the General Plan and DEIR. An extensive public participation
program was implemented as the Carnegie SVRA General Plan was developed.
The public participation program involved conducting an online survey;
conducting introductory meetings with stakeholders and holding public
meetings; providing tours of Carnegie SVRA; distributing fact sheets, posting
information and activities on a project website, and mailing notices to interested
parties; attending events to alert visitors and OHV recreationists from other
SVRAs about the Carnegie SVRA General Plan; conducting four public
workshops; and hosting two online workshops. In addition, in accordance with
the CEQA Guidelines, State Parks has issued a notice of preparation and
solicited input on the scope of issues to be addressed by the DEIR; filed a notice
of availability and invited comment from agencies and individuals on the DEIR
during the 67-day public comment period; and reviewed and responded to all
comments in the FEIR. As needed and as discussed in this FEIR, the DEIR
analysis was revised and expanded to address comments received during the
public comment period. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact
Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
Additional concerns raised by the Livermore Hill Hikers are presented in
comments O10-2 through O10-8. See responses to comments O10-2 through
O10-8.

O10-2

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.”
It should be noted that since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion
of the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as
Limited Recreation and the proposed entrance located at the western corner
along Tesla Road has been removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,”
in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the
intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service area, and practice area that were
proposed in this portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer
included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation
designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails
may cross these areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity
between other visitor experience areas; however, their footprint would be
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limited to the minimum necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they
would be designed and managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the
surrounding resources. No other facilities would be allowed (see Table 4-1,
“Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
FEIR).
O10-3

See Master Response 6, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Cumulative
Impact Analysis.”

O10-4

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail to which project elements are
described and analyzed in the General Plan and DEIR, respectively. The
commenter offers a personal opinion that the existing-conditions description in
the existing setting of the General Plan is not adequately defined, but does not
specify what data he believes should be added. State Parks believes that the
description of existing conditions in General Plan Chapter 2 is thorough and
adequate and meets CEQA requirements for providing a description of existing
conditions in the planning area.

O10-5

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Measures,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O10-6

The commenter offers a personal opinion that the project description in the
General Plan and DEIR is inadequate, but does not specify what information
should be added or revised. State Parks believes that the project description in
the General Plan and DEIR is thorough and adequate and meets CEQA
requirements for describing the project.
See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Measures,” regarding the level of detail to which project elements are described
and analyzed in the General Plan and DEIR, respectively.

O10-7

See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources.”

O10-8

State Parks appreciates the commenter taking time to express the Livermore Hill
Hikers’ concerns about the project. Specific responses related to cumulative
impacts, analysis of a nonrecreational-use alternative, use of the expansion area
as a wildlife movement corridor, and adequacies of the project description and
mitigation are addressed above.
See also Master Responses 1–6 in Chapter 2 of this FEIR.
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Letter
O11
Response

Richard Grassetti, Principal
Grassetti Environmental Consulting
June 23, 2015

O11-1

State Parks received the comment letter submitted by Grassetti Environmental
Consulting on June 23, 2015.

O11-2

Grassetti Environmental Consulting comments were prepared on behalf of the
Citizens’ Committee to Complete the Refuge and the Ohlone Chapter of the
Audubon Society. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and
General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
The Carnegie SVRA General Plan provides much of the physical and regulatory
setting description and the complete project description used for the CEQA
analysis in the DEIR. Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” in the General Plan
describes the geographical, physical, and management setting, including
resource conditions and planning influences. In addition, existing OHV trails
and facilities are shown in Figure 2-1 of the General Plan (and in DEIR Figure
2-2), and previous grazing in the expansion area is discussed in the General
Plan; recreation does not currently occur in the expansion area.
Table 2-1, “Visitor Experience Areas,” in the DEIR describes allowable uses in
the Visitor Experience Areas. For example, the table explicitly says that roads
or trails may cross Limited Recreation Areas to facilitate public egress/ingress
and connectivity between visitor experience areas. See Table 2-1 in the General
Plan for additional details.
The second sentence of DEIR Section 2.4.6 (page 2-12) is hereby revised as
follows:
The goals establish the purpose and desired future conditions of the SVRA,
and the guidelines provide the direction that the OHMVR Division will
consider implement to achieve these goals.

O11-3

As stated on page 2-3 of DEIR Section 2.1:
The planning area, also referred to as “Carnegie SVRA” for the purposes of
this environmental evaluation, consists of 4,675 acres: the original 1,575acre SVRA and the 3,100-acre expansion area. State Parks also owns an
additional 340 acres of immediately adjacent property, but because of deed
restrictions, that SVRA acreage is not part of the planning area.
Page 1-3 of the General Plan states, “The lands outside of the planning area
that are owned by State Parks will not be governed by this General Plan.”
No further response is provided because the issues raised by the commenter
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address the planning area boundary and no issues related to the adequacy of
the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
O11-4

As stated in Section 1.7 (page 1-4) of the General Plan, “The EIR is an
accompanying document to this General Plan, prepared as a separate volume.”
DEIR page 2-1 states: “The Carnegie SVRA General Plan provides a
description of much of the physical and regulatory setting and the project
description used for the CEQA analysis in this draft EIR (DEIR).” DEIR page
3-1 states: “Similarly, General Plan Chapter 2, ‘Existing Conditions,’ provides
much of the physical and regulatory setting information used for this DEIR’s
environmental analyses,” and the relevant General Plan setting sections are
referenced in the DEIR existing setting sections. Chapter 2 of the General Plan
describes the geographical, physical, and management setting, including
resource conditions and planning influences.
The commenter does not offer any evidence of how the project would result in
additional significant impacts. Therefore, the comment does not change the
conclusions in the DEIR regarding the significance of impacts.

O11-5

As stated in DEIR Section 4.3.1, page 4-3:
Carnegie SVRA is located in unincorporated Alameda and San Joaquin
Counties. As determined through visitor surveys, visitors to Carnegie
SVRA are primarily from the local area (the median distance traveled to
Carnegie SVRA by survey respondents was 31 miles) (State Parks 2013).
DEIR Section 2.1, pages 2-3 and 2-4, states:
For the analysis in this DEIR, it is assumed that attendance at Carnegie
SVRA would likely rise with population growth and general economic
conditions in the surrounding region. Based on the California Department
of Finance’s demographic projections for 2010 through 2060, San Joaquin
County is expected to experience an average annual growth rate of 1.66
percent. Alameda County is expected to experience a smaller average
annual growth rate of 0.21 percent.
Although the Carnegie SVRA General Plan would expand the OHV
options at the SVRA and attendance would likely grow naturally, there
would likely not be a “bump” in attendance solely as a result of the new
opportunities.1 Therefore, it is estimated that general economic conditions
in the region have a larger effect on short-term attendance than new facility
offerings. Furthermore, the expanded offerings in the expansion area would
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be brought online over time, and the Carnegie SVRA General Plan does not
make schedule estimates that could be used to establish a “buildout” date.
As a conservative approach, the FY 2001–2002 peak vehicle count at the
SVRA of 72,815 vehicles (with 145,630 visitors and 109,223 OHVs),
together with the higher average annual population growth rate of 1.66
percent as identified for San Joaquin County, has generally been used to
analyze potential effects associated with implementation of the General
Plan. See the analyses presented in Chapter 3 of this DEIR for additional
detail, and Section 3.2, “Air Quality,” which describes why the year with
the lowest attendance was compared with future year 2030 projections to
most conservatively represent the greatest net change.
1

This lack of a bump in attendance solely as a result of new opportunities would be
consistent with attendance data at Hollister Hills SVRA, where overall attendance did not
increase after the Renz Property was opened in 2008. Although the Renz Property may
have drawn additional riders, any effect was negated by the overall effect of the economic
downturn, and attendance at Hollister Hills SVRA was actually lower in 2009 than in
2008.

Page 3.14-12 of the DEIR states:
The FY 2001–2002 peak vehicle count at the SVRA of 72,815 vehicles,
together with the higher average annual population growth rate of 1.66
percent as identified for San Joaquin County, has been used to estimate
year-2030 traffic volumes at the SVRA. These factors have been applied to
the observed April 2012 traffic counts conducted at the SVRA to identify
daily and peak-hour volumes for weekday and Saturday conditions. The
resulting traffic volume projections are estimated to represent a
conservatively high estimate of future traffic volumes generated by
Carnegie SVRA. Resulting year-2030 forecasts represent an increase in
traffic volumes at the SVRA of slightly less than 2.5 times the levels
observed in conjunction with the 2012 traffic counts conducted at Carnegie
SVRA.
A conservative approach has been used to determine future attendance at
Carnegie SVRA and analyze potential effects associated with
implementation of the General Plan. The commenter states that “…users
come equally from all of the Bay Area counties, with an additional major
component of visitors from southern California.” The analysis uses San
Joaquin County’s average annual population growth rate of 1.66 percent.
As a comparison, based on the California Department of Finance’s
demographic projections for 2010 through 2060 the average annual
population growth rate for the state of California is 0.67 percent. The
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commenter does not offer any evidence of how the project would result in
additional significant impacts. Therefore, the comment does not change the
conclusions in the DEIR regarding the significance of impacts.
O11-6

See response to comment O11-4 and Master Response 2, “Disagreement
Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” For
responses to Attachment 1 (Attachment A), see responses to comments O11-14
through O11-81.

O11-7

See response to comment O11-2 and Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact
Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.” The DEIR properly identifies
thresholds of significance for each environmental issue area evaluated,
evaluates the significance of the project’s impacts and potential impacts, and
states whether the goals and guidelines referenced in the impact analyses would
effectively mitigate or avoid impacts.

O11-8

For responses to Attachment 1 (Attachment A), see responses to comments
O11-14 through O11-81. See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land
to a Nonagricultural Use.”

O11-9

The discussion of Impact 3.12-1, “Increased Demand for Potable and
Nonpotable Water Supplies and Infrastructure,” on DEIR page 3.12-4,
concludes that implementing the General Plan would not require new or
expanded water supply entitlements or result in the construction of new or
expansion of existing water treatment facilities, and that the impact would be
less than significant. See also response to comment O11-66.

O11-10

See responses to comments O11-68 and O11-69; Impact 3.7-4, “Potential
Exposure of People or Structures to Wildland Fire”; Impact 3.12-5, “Increased
Demand for Fire Protection Services”; and Impact 3.12-6, “Increased Demand
for Security and Emergency Services.”

O11-11

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” and General Plan Section 1.7, “Subsequent Planning.”

O11-12

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis,” and response to comment O11-3. DEIR Chapter 6 provides a
sufficient discussion of the alternatives (including a map depicting the areas
described in the Reduced Development Use Alternative) to evaluate, analyze,
and compare the alternatives to the proposed project. For responses to
Attachment A, see responses to comments O11-14 through O11-81.

O11-13

State Parks appreciates Grassetti Environmental Consulting’s interest in the
project. Specific comments presented by the commenter are addressed in
responses to comments O11-2 through O11-81.

O11-14

See response to comment O11-2.
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O11-15

See responses to comments O11-3 and O11-12.

O11-16

See responses to comments O11-2 and O11-7.

O11-17

See response to comment O11-4.

O11-18

State Parks believes that the description of aesthetic resources presented on
pages 2-104 through 2-109 of the General Plan is thorough and adequate and
meets CEQA requirements for describing the existing conditions in the planning
area. Section 2.3.4, “Aesthetic Resources,” in Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,”
of the General Plan provides representative photographs showing views
experienced by drivers on public roadways and by residents and users of nearby
properties.
As stated in Section 3.1, “Aesthetics,” Figure 3.1-1 determined the visibility of
the planning area from surrounding areas at an elevation of 6 feet (page 3.1-2 of
the DEIR). Locations of higher visibility as depicted in the figure have views
across the entire planning area, whereas locations of moderate visibility have
only partial views and locations of lower visibility have very limited views of
the planning area. The color gradient shown on Figure 3.1-1 is based on the
number of points visible in the planning area (see page 3.2-3 of the DEIR for
detailed definitions of the color gradient). This viewshed is based on a 200-foot
grid of points overlaid onto the planning area boundary, resulting in
approximately 5,000 viewpoints. There is no requirement in the CEQA statutes
or guidelines that an EIR include a certain number of types of photographs or
photosimulations showing existing views or proposed project facilities.

O11-19

Since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation and
the proposed entrance located at the northwestern corner along Tesla Road has
been removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10,
“Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner
trails, gathering/service area, and practice area that were proposed in this
portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road would no longer be included as
part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation designation
include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these
areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor
experience areas; however, their footprint should be limited to the minimum
necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they should be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other
facilities would be allowed (see also Table 4-1, Visitor Experience Areas,” in
Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Views along the northern
boundary of the SVRA from Tesla Road/Corral Hollow Road would be of areas
designated for limited recreation, as well as gathering services and practice
areas, some of which are currently visible from the road.

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Organizational Comments and Responses

7-23

O11-20

State Parks believes that DEIR Impact 3.1-1 (pages 3.1-4 through 3.1-6)
appropriately discusses and evaluates the potential of General Plan
implementation to affect the visual character of the site or its surroundings.
NRM Guideline 1.1 in the General Plan states that visitor-serving facilities
would be located in prior disturbed areas or areas of relatively low resource
value. NRM Guideline 1.5 states that new trail development would be focused
in areas of relatively low habitat value. In addition, Plant Guideline 1.6 calls for
the placement of visitor-serving facilities in prior disturbed areas or areas of
relatively low resource value; replacement of any trees removed; and the
preservation, enhancement, and restoration of native woodland. With
implementation of these General Plan guidelines, State Parks believes that
aesthetic impacts would be less than significant.
Please also see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding
the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O11-21

Implementing the General Plan would expand the use of the existing Carnegie
SVRA; therefore, the DEIR (Section 3.2, “Air Quality”) analyzes the net change
in air pollutant emissions associated with the proposed expansion. Existing
estimated emissions by county are summarized in Tables 3.2-6 and 3.2-7 in
DEIR Section 3.2.1, “Existing Setting.” Tables 3.2-8 and 3.2-9 present a
comparison between estimated baseline and estimated operational emissions.
At the time the program-level EIR and air quality impact analysis were
prepared, information regarding acres to be graded and continually disrupted for
trails was not available; therefore, a quantitative analysis of construction
emissions could not be performed. Impact 3.2-1 concludes that operational
activities associated with the General Plan would not conflict with the regional
air quality plan. Regional air quality plans for the Bay Area (Bay Area Air
Quality Management District [BAAQMD]) and San Joaquin Valley (San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District [SJVAPCD]) would include the
General Plan (i.e., SVRA expansion), and the SVRA would comply with the
statewide Red Sticker and Green Sticker Programs. Therefore, on a conceptual
basis, implementation of the General Plan would be consistent with the
assumptions and emissions estimates included in the regional air quality plans.
However, the analysis of anticipated project-level air pollutant emissions
presented in Impact 3.2-2 determined that operational emissions of fugitive
particulate matter (PM) dust would exceed applicable thresholds of significance,
and thus would potentially contribute to an existing or projected air quality
violation.

O11-22
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Emissions shown in DEIR Tables 3.2-8 and 3.2-9 include on-road vehicle
emissions associated with travel to and from the SVRA. These emissions
estimates assume an average round-trip distance of 62 miles.
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O11-23

Page 3.2-29 of the DEIR states that OM Guidelines 7.1 through 7.3 would help
reduce emissions, but the discussion goes on to state that operations would
exceed SJVAPCD and BAAQMD thresholds of significance. The effectiveness
of OM Guidelines 7.1 through 7.3 would depend on the behavior and response
of SVRA users to the provided information. In response to comments from
BAAQMD and SJVAPCD that were submitted in response to circulation of the
DEIR, the following new guideline is hereby added to the General Plan on page
4-37 to further reduce regional air pollutant emissions:
►

OM Guideline 7.4: Implement the following operational emission
reduction measures to help BAAQMD and SJVAPCD reduce regional air
quality emissions:


Prohibit campfires on all summer and winter Spare the Air days
identified by either BAAQMD or SJVAPCD. In addition, campfires
throughout the park from November 1 to the end of February should
be limited to SJVAPCD’s “Check Before You Burn” program
where campfires are restricted on days designated as “no burning
for all” or “no burning unless registered.”



Replace diesel-fueled maintenance equipment with alternative-fuel
equipment (e.g., propane, electricity) when feasible.



Inform and suggest to all park visitors to limit the use of diesel
generators for reactional vehicle cooling or heating during winter
and summer Spare the Air days identified by either BAAQMD or
SJVAPCD.



Limit maintenance equipment engine idling to 2 minutes.

However, because all of these measures would depend on SVRA users’
responses to the information provided (e.g., deciding to come to the SVRA or
not if certain uses are prohibited), the precise emissions reductions associated
with these measures cannot be accurately quantified. For these reasons, the
DEIR conservatively concludes that emissions associated with General Plan
implementation would be significant and unavoidable.
O11-24

As discussed in DEIR Section 3.7, “Hazards,” soil samples collected in the
planning area near the Tesla Coal Mine Site were determined to be consistently
lower than hazardous-waste criteria for arsenic, barium, copper, iron, lead,
mercury, selenium, vanadium, and zinc, and therefore would not pose a health
risk to the public (see Impact 3.7-2). Furthermore, implementation of General
Plan OM Guideline 6.6 would limit OHV activities within 250 feet of the
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nearest residential receptor, which would minimize exposure to fugitive PM
dust and any trace levels of metal constituents in the soil.
O11-25

The DEIR accompanies the Preliminary General Plan, and DEIR Section 3.3.1
references the appropriate General Plan section for a detailed description of the
existing setting.

O11-26

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.” The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which
itself would cause no environmental impacts; however, implementing actions
included in the Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically alter the
environment. The General Plan is intended to guide future use and development
over a period of many years. Impact minimization measures (in the form of
goals and guidelines) were incorporated into the General Plan wherever possible
during development of the DEIR to help ensure that planned actions described
in the General Plan, including future actions, would not cause significant
environmental impacts.
The goals and objectives of the General Plan include OHV activity because the
expansion area was purchased using OHV fees. Therefore, some impacts on
wildlife resources may be considered unavoidable if avoiding those impacts
would not meet the project’s goals and objectives. The expansion area would
still be subject to all applicable federal and state laws regarding impacts on
sensitive or special-status biological resources, stream courses, and riparian
habitat: CEQA, the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA), the Clean Water Act (CWA), and the
California Fish and Game Code. Any required permits would likely require
additional avoidance and minimization measures as conditions of permit
issuance.

O11-27

As documented in the DEIR, the planning area has been surveyed for specialstatus plants several times. In addition, Plant Guideline 1.1 in the General Plan
specifically calls for focused plant surveys to be conducted as part of project
planning if plant surveys of an area are more than 5 years old.

O11-28

The plant guidelines are designed to provide guidance during implementation of
the General Plan. Project-specific impact analysis would be required as part of
the General Plan and, where applicable, would involve formulating more
specific avoidance and minimization measures for plant species. In addition, the
permitting agencies would be involved for projects that may result in impacts on
federally listed or state-listed plant species. Plant Guideline 1.2 prohibits
impacts on existing occurrences of special-status plants during project
implementation. The buffers referred to in Plant Guideline 1.3 would be
changed only if project design requires it. The guideline specifically states that
if a 100-foot buffer cannot be maintained, additional project design features
would be incorporated to avoid indirect impacts. See also Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
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O11-29

Water Guideline 2.1 in the General Plan specifically directs State Parks to avoid
siting facilities in and immediately adjacent to riparian or stream corridors or
within waters of the United States or the state, with the possible exception of
culverts or bridge crossings. Crossings would require permits from USACE and
from the Central Valley or San Francisco Bay RWQCB depending on the
location. In addition, crossings likely would require a lake and streambed
alteration agreement from CDFW to fully mitigate impacts.
The extent of any specific future project-related impacts on riparian habitat
would be included in a project-specific impact analysis. However, a detailed
impact analysis for riparian habitat cannot be prepared until a specific project is
proposed. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and
General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

O11-30

Water Guideline 1.1 specifically says, “Where avoidance is not feasible, such as
for trail crossings, design facilities to minimize impacts.” Additional specific
avoidance and minimization measures would be required for any impacts on
stream crossings. Any proposed stream crossing would require a CWA Section
404 and Section 401 permit and a streambed alteration agreement with CDFW.
Regarding Water Guideline 1.2, Section 404 permits with USACE require a “no
net loss” finding; any permanent fill of streams associated with crossings would
require compensatory mitigation such as stream restoration or acquisition of inkind habitat.
NRM Goals 1 and 2 and the guidelines associated with these goals would allow
for the protection of sensitive species and habitats and adaptive management
and enhancement of natural habitats. Any adaptive management plan must
consider the potential effects of proposed projects and appropriate long-term
monitoring and management of mitigation associated with project impacts. An
adaptive management plan is not proposed at this point; such a plan would not
include the required level of specificity because no specific projects have been
proposed.
See response to comment O11-29 regarding Water Guideline 2.1. See also
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines.”

O11-31

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.” Wildlife Guideline 1.3 on pages 4-18 and 4-19 of the General
Plan and on DEIR page 3.3-22 is hereby revised as follows:
►

Wildlife Guideline 1.3: Avoid siting facilities within 100 feet of
elderberry shrub locations for complete avoidance. If work or placement
of facilities closer to existing shrubs is required, implement appropriate
measures, developed in consultation with USFWS, to avoid or
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compensate for direct and indirect impacts on valley elderberry longhorn
beetle.
Any impacts on elderberry shrubs on-site would be mitigated in consultation
with USFWS, as required by Wildlife Guideline 1.3. This may involve
transplanting affected shrubs and required associated plantings to designated
preserve areas on-site and/or purchasing necessary mitigation bank credits from
a USFWS-approved mitigation bank. Plant Guideline 1.1 requires that protocollevel plant surveys be conducted during the planning and design process of any
potential project covered by the General Plan.
O11-32

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.” Wildlife Guideline 1.7 requires consultation with USFWS and
CDFW for any project that may result in impacts on special-status amphibians.
California red-legged frog (CRLF) is listed under the ESA; therefore,
State Parks would be required to consult with USFWS for any project that may
result in impacts on CRLF, its habitat, or designated critical habitat, which
encompasses the entire expansion area. California tiger salamander (CTS) is
listed under both the federal ESA and the CESA; therefore, consultation with
USFWS and CDFW would be required for any project that may result in take of
this species as defined under the ESA and CESA. See “Buffers for California
Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander and Other Special-Status
Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources,” regarding buffer distances for CTS in the DEIR.

O11-33

Suitable habitat for foothill yellow-legged frog (FYLF) in the planning area
(essentially stream courses) is protected by Water Guidelines 1.1, 1.2, and 2.1 in
the General Plan. Streams are excluded from proposed projects, with the
exception of potential stream crossings and culverts. Any stream crossings
would require permits from USACE, the Central Valley and/or San Francisco
Bay RWQCBs, and CDFW. The CWA Section 404 permit required from
USACE would require “no net loss” of jurisdictional waters. Additional
avoidance and minimization measures and any compensatory mitigation would
be required as conditions of permit issuance to avoid or minimize effects on
habitat for sensitive species, such as that for FYLF. See also Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

O11-34

Water Guideline 2.6 in the General Plan calls for improving and rehabilitating,
as described in the Storm Water Management Plan for Carnegie SVRA (SWMP)
(State Parks 2011), any degraded areas where substantial erosion from surface
water runoff has occurred. Water Guidelines 2.7 and 2.8 call for closing
portions of the planning area to visitor use if standards in the SWMP, the OHV
BMP Manual for Erosion and Sediment Control (OHV BMP Manual) (State
Parks 2007a), and the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation (OHMVR)
Division Soil Conservation Standard and Guidelines (Soil Standard) cannot be
met. Closure also may occur during rainfall events, to reduce erosion and
landslide hazards.
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Therefore, as discussed in detail in Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 (DEIR pages
3.8-2 through 3.8-17), with implementation of the SWMP, the OHV BMP
Manual, and the General Plan guidelines, water quality impacts would be less
than significant.
O11-35

See response to comment O11-34. State Parks believes that the General Plan
guidelines would avoid and minimize impacts on biological resources. The
guidelines expressly state that if all impacts cannot be avoided, State Parks
should consult with appropriate agencies, obtain necessary permits, and adopt
and implement all feasible and implementable mitigation measures developed
as part of a project-specific impact analysis. A map of areas to be avoided
would be prepared during design of specific projects. This would allow marking
of specific sensitive habitats that can be avoided during project planning. See
also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”

O11-36

See “Analysis of Impacts on Alameda Whipsnake and Proposed Buffers in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report” and “Buffers for California Red-Legged
Frog and California Tiger Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna”
in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the impact analysis and applicable wildlife guidelines for Alameda
whipsnake. Additional mitigation for this species would be addressed when
specific projects are proposed that could affect whipsnake habitat or whipsnake
individuals. USFWS would review and approve any additional mitigation
measures for impacts on Alameda whipsnake.
The potential for noise impacts on bird species is noted in Impact 3.3-11 on
page 3.3-28 of the DEIR. See also “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”
Analyses of specific effects would occur when specific projects are proposed.
See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan
Goals and Guidelines.”

O11-37

Wildlife Guideline 1.1 requires State Parks to implement appropriate buffers to
avoid and minimize impacts on active owl burrows. Wildlife Guideline 1.9
requires State Parks to consult with CDFW if a project is proposed that may
result in impacts on burrowing owls. This guideline specifically mentions the
establishment of no-disturbance buffers as an example of mitigation that may be
implemented as a result of the guideline.
Regulatory agencies would be engaged for projects that may affect biological
resources under their jurisdiction. State Parks would prepare project-specific
analyses such as biological assessments or incidental take permit applications
for projects that may affect federally listed or state-listed species. The
permitting agencies would have review and approval authority for any projectspecific avoidance and minimization or compensatory mitigation proposed in
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the analysis of project-specific impacts. See also Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
O11-38

100 feet is the recommended avoidance buffer provided by USFWS in its kit
fox avoidance guidelines (USFWS 2011). However, the guideline has been
updated since publication of the DEIR to include a 500-foot buffer.
Page 3.3-10 of the DEIR states:
In addition, Wildlife Guideline 1.1 in the General Plan (shown above under
Impact 3.3-11) calls for monitoring as part of the HMS monitoring protocol
to look for active kit fox dens in the planning area. If active dens were to be
found, strategies that include not siting facilities within 100 feet of active
dens would be initiated based on USFWS guidelines (USFWS 2011).
USFWS would be contacted regarding appropriate setbacks for a
natal/pupping den if found, both occupied and unoccupied.
Page 3.3-32 of the DEIR states:
In addition, Wildlife Guideline 1.1 in the General Plan (also shown above
under Impact 3.3-11) would require monitoring as part of the HMS
monitoring protocol to look for active American badger dens in the
planning area. If active dens were found, strategies that include not siting
facilities within 100 feet of active dens would be initiated.
This kit fox and badger text was inadvertently left out of Wildlife Guideline 1.1
in the General Plan. The following corrections to Wildlife Guideline 1.1 have
been made (also noted in Chapters 9 and 10 of the FEIR). In addition, den
protection buffers for kit fox and badger dens described in Wildlife Guideline
1.1 have been updated to include a 500-foot buffer for any active kit fox or
badger dens found within the area covered by the General Plan.
►
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Wildlife Guideline 1.1: Conduct annual (or more frequent) monitoring
as part of the HMS, to look for signs of active use by burrowing owls and
for active kit fox and badger dens in the planning area. If signs of
burrowing owl use or active dens are detected during monitoring,
consider active management strategies to encourage and preserve use of
the site by the this species. Such strategies include placing new facilities
away from any active burrowing owl; appropriate buffers shall be sized
depending on the use of the burrow (nesting or wintering) and the
disturbance impact, as described in Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation (DFG 2012) or subsequent version and/or consultation with
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CDFW. If active dens were found, strategies that include not siting
facilities within 500 feet of active dens would be initiated based on
USFWS guidelines (USFWS 2011). USFWS would be contacted
regarding appropriate setbacks for a natal/pupping den if found, both
occupied and unoccupied.
O11-39

State Parks believes that the General Plan guidelines would avoid and minimize
impacts on biological resources. The guidelines expressly state that if all
impacts cannot be avoided, State Parks should consult appropriate agencies,
obtain necessary permits, and adopt and implement all feasible and
implementable mitigation measures developed as part of a project-specific
impact analysis. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis
and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

O11-40

Examples of potential avoidance and minimization measures include
establishment of no-disturbance buffers or monitoring of roost locations during
construction. These examples would not preclude State Parks from proposing
additional or different measures when a project-specific analysis is prepared.
The permitting agencies would review and approve any mitigation plan
involving species under their jurisdiction.
Wildlife Guideline 1.8 on page 4-19 of the General Plan is hereby revised as
follows:
►

Wildlife Guideline 1.8: Perform a preconstruction survey for potential
bat roosting habitat (large trees with cavities, rock outcrops, caves,
mines) in proposed construction areas and a 100-foot buffer around the
construction area (Western Bat Working Group 2007). Implement
avoidance and minimization measures determined appropriate by a
qualified biologist based on guidance from the wildlife agencies and the
best available science before conducting any activity within 100 feet of
known bat roost locations. Avoidance and minimization measures may
include establishment of roost avoidance buffers, seasonal activity
restrictions, or monitoring of roost locations.

See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan
Goals and Guidelines.”
O11-41

See “Status and Adequacy of Cultural Resources Studies” in Master Response
5, “Cultural Resources Regulatory Compliance and Studies,” and response to
comment T5-1. State Parks recognizes that additional research and
documentation of cultural resources is necessary as specific projects are
developed.
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Furthermore, see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and
General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail included in
the DEIR. State Parks believes that the General Plan and DEIR provide
sufficient detail on potential impacts and the methodology for addressing those
potential impacts to inform the general public.
O11-42

The DEIR does not contain mitigation measures because the guidelines
contained in the General Plan are designed to avoid or minimize impacts on
cultural resources. Specific projects subject to review may require incorporation
of mitigation measures in the project-specific impact analysis to minimize or
mitigate impacts to an acceptable level. Until specific projects are proposed,
preparation of mitigation measures is not feasible. See Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

O11-43

State Parks believes that the General Plan and DEIR provide sufficient detail on
potential impacts and the methodology for addressing those potential impacts to
inform the general public on a programmatic level. See Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
Implementation of the General Plan’s cultural resources guidelines would
ensure that Native American consultation would continue throughout the
development phase of the Carnegie SVRA expansion and beyond.

O11-44

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail included in the DEIR. State Parks
believes that the General Plan and DEIR provide sufficient detail on potential
impacts and the methodology for addressing those potential impacts to inform
the general public.

O11-45

The commenter’s stated concern relates to erosion. However, the discussion of
General Plan guidelines referred to by the commenter, which appears on DEIR
pages 3.5-6 and 3.5-7, relates to Impact 3.5-2 (in Section 3.5, “Geology, Soils,
Minerals, and Paleontological Resources”), which addresses the impact of
landslides and unstable soils. The potential for short-term construction-related
erosion is evaluated in Impact 3.5-3 (pages 3.5-7 through 3-5.10), and the
potential for operational erosion is evaluated in Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 in
Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality” (pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-17). As
discussed in detail therein, the combination of specific management practices
contained in the SWMP (State Parks 2011) and the OHV BMP Manual (State
Parks 2007a), along with implementation of General Plan Water Guidelines 2.1,
2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.7, 2.8, and 2.9 and Soils Guidelines 1.4 and 1.5, would
result in less-than-significant impacts related to erosion. See also responses to
comments O13-4 and O16-4 and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding
the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O11-46

DEIR Impact 3.5-3 (pages 3.5-7 through 3.5-10) evaluates the potential for
short-term construction-related erosion. The potential for operational erosion is
evaluated in Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 in Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water
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Quality” (pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-17). A thorough study of erosion,
sedimentation, and hydrologic conditions in the planning area was performed by
Geosyntec Consultants, Inc., and Salix Applied Earthcare and was described in
the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b). The types and
projected effectiveness of management techniques related to erosion control
(i.e., best management practices [BMPs]) for the General Plan are discussed in
detail in the SWMP, which incorporated the findings from the watershed
assessment (State Parks 2011). Copies of both documents are available on the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. See also response to comment
O11-45 and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of
the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
O11-47

See response to comment O11-5.

O11-48

DEIR Section 3.7.3 lists the thresholds of significance used in the Hazards and
Hazardous Materials impact evaluation, based on Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines. SVRA safety as it relates to traffic and site circulation is addressed
in DEIR Section 3.14. Toxic air contaminants are addressed in DEIR Impact
3.2-4, “Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant
Concentrations.”

O11-49

The fire hazard severity zones for the planning area are described on pages 3.76 and 3.7-7 of the DEIR. The “Hydrology and Water Resources” section of
General Plan Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions” (pages 2-36 through 2-39), refers
to fires that have occurred within each drainage area of the planning area. The
most recent fire in the planning area before circulation of the Preliminary
General Plan and DEIR is discussed further in the “Fire Safety” section of
General Plan Chapter 3, “Issues and Analysis” (page 3-4).
Contrary to the commenter’s statement, Impact 3.7-4 in the DEIR states that
“[i]mplementation of the General Plan is expected to generate an increase in the
number of visitors to the SVRA over time, thus in turn increasing the risk of an
accidental wildland fire” and “[m]ultiple entrances proposed under the General
Plan would provide additional emergency access to Carnegie SVRA.” See also
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”
Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” and Chapter 3, “Issues and Analysis,” of the
General Plan have been revised to include a description of the August 2015 fire
that occurred in the planning area.

O11-50

As stated on DEIR page 3.8-1, the environmental setting for hydrology and
water quality is presented in Section 2.3.1 of the General Plan (pages 2-36
through 2-60), which summarizes the detailed findings from the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b). A copy of the watershed assessment
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is available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.
O11-51

See responses to comments O11-45, O13-4, and O16-4; Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines”; and
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”

O11-52

The reasoning and supporting evidence detailing how and to what level the
General Plan guidelines would mitigate the impacts are presented in the Corral
Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), the SWMP (State Parks
2011), and DEIR Impact 3.5-3 (pages 3.5-7 through 3.5-10) and Impacts 3.8-1
through 3.8-4 (pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-17). Copies of the watershed assessment
and the SWMP are available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. See also Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”

O11-53

See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use.”

O11-54

Impact 3.9-1 identifies the zoning designation of the expansion area and lists
uses consistent with that designation, including parks and recreation facilities
and private and public hiking trails.

O11-55

The noise monitoring locations discussed in DEIR Section 3.10, “Noise,”
represent the nearest sensitive uses within and outside of the SVRA (private and
state residential properties along Tesla Road northwest of the original SVRA).
Measurement locations 2 and 3 captured noise from Corral Hollow Road and
Tesla Road, and location 2 also represents noise from SVRA uses.

O11-56

Federal Interagency Committee on Noise criteria were conservatively used for
project-related traffic noise impacts only with respect to ambient conditions; the
local criteria (San Joaquin and Alameda Counties) were used for the OHV noise
impact evaluation (DEIR page 3.10-6).
Before any potential new noise impacts on wildlife could occur, ground
disturbance from construction would occur with proposed future projects;
therefore, noise impacts are not specific to wildlife. The potential for noise
impacts on bird species is noted in Impact 3.3-11 on page 3.3-28 of the DEIR.
See also “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” and “Adequacy of Plant and
Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”

O11-57
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Noise levels from all types of OHVs were evaluated at sensitive uses. Actual
OHV noise was recorded at the nearest noise-sensitive uses and is discussed in
DEIR Section 3.10, “Noise.”
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O11-58

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O11-59

OM Guideline 5.4 is hereby revised as follows:
►

OM Guideline 5.4: Maintain the fencing and required existing buffer
areas between Carnegie SVRA and adjacent properties to minimize
conflicts and prevent OHV use where it is not allowed.

See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan
Goals and Guidelines.”
O11-60

The assessment does not evaluate noise impacts at any sensitive receptors
beyond 100 feet because the overall noise level would remain at or below
60 A-weighted decibels (dBA) day-night average noise level (Ldn) for roads in
Alameda County and 65 dBA Ldn for roads in San Joaquin County with
implementation of the General Plan. The impacts would be even less at
distances greater than 100 feet.

O11-61

Equivalent sound level (Leq) is the correct metric and the levels show the peakhour noise in Leq. See General Plan page 2-110 for a definition of Leq. The noise
from the SVRA and nearby roadways is continuous (at least over more than
1 second). There is no peak-hour noise-level metric. Peak-hour noise means the
noise from the hour with the highest noise level, and is shown with the hourly
Leq metric. Peak-hour noise levels are for instantaneous and discreet noise
sources. Contrary to the commenter’s statement, page 3.10-16 does not say that
the minimum 250-foot buffer reduces the 74-dBA noise level to less than
county standards. Page 3.10-17 says:
Implementing the General Plan guidelines would reduce temporary, shortterm construction and maintenance noise impacts within 500 feet of noisesensitive receptors such that ambient noise levels would increase by less
than 5 dBA. The measures included in the guidelines include restrictions on
hours of operation, equipment movements, noise barriers, additional noisemuffling devices on equipment, and idling restrictions that would reduce
noise related to construction activities. Therefore, with implementation of
the General Plan guidelines, the impact related to increases in temporary
short-term off-site noise levels during construction and maintenance
activities would be less than significant.

O11-62

The DEIR accompanies the General Plan, and DEIR Section 3.12.1 references
the appropriate General Plan sections (Section 2.2.3, “Facilities,” and Section
2.4.2, “Public Safety”) for a detailed description of the existing setting.

O11-63

See response to comment O11-5.
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O11-64

The DEIR presents an analysis of a plan intended to guide implementation of a
variety of actions that will take place over many years, rather than a site-specific
project. Because site-specific projects have not yet been proposed, the
associated site-specific increase in demand for nonpotable water supplies has
not been determined. General Plan Water Guideline 3.1 directs planners to
assess available water sources during development of new facilities, so that
sufficient water supplies would be available to meet the water demands for
operation and maintenance of those new facilities. As noted on page 3.12-5 of
the DEIR, limited new facilities would be developed with the General Plan that
would require additional nonpotable water; therefore, since average
(nondrought) nonpotable water use represents only about one-third of the
nonpotable-water well’s capacity (and average water use during the drought
represents only about one-sixth of the well’s capacity), it is not anticipated that
demands for nonpotable water would exceed the nonpotable-water well’s
capacity. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and
Mitigation Measures.”

O11-65

See response to comment O11-64. Information on groundwater yield is tracked
by State Parks staff per California Department of Public Health standards for
public water systems.

O11-66

State Parks has prepared the General Plan to provide a broad-based policy
document that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the
expansion area) and provides goals and guidelines to direct future
improvements, services, and programs. The proposed project is the adoption of
a general plan, which itself would cause no environmental impacts; however,
implementing actions included in the Carnegie SVRA General Plan could
physically alter the environment.
The EIR evaluates the goals, guidelines, proposed use areas, uses, and facilities
described in the General Plan for their potential effects on the environment.
Impact minimization measures have been incorporated into the General Plan
wherever possible to help ensure that planned actions described in the General
Plan, including future actions, will not cause significant environmental impacts.
Therefore, the CEQA analysis detailed in the EIR that accompanies the General
Plan is intended to be adequate for certain future projects, as long as they are
implemented in a manner consistent with the General Plan’s goals and
guidelines.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
once the project details are known, before project implementation. According to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, projects that may be implemented in the
future as a result of adopting the General Plan must first be subjected to CEQA
review, in light of the information in the General Plan EIR, to determine
whether additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional
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CEQA documentation completed would be determined based on a review of
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162–15164.
As discussed in DEIR Impact 3.12-1 (pages 3.12-4 through 3.12-6 in Section
3.12, “Public Services and Utilities”), it is conservatively estimated that water
demands could increase to 7.6 million gallons per year. Because the potablewater well is capable of producing 10.5 million gallons per year, sufficient
potable water supplies are available to serve new development envisioned in the
General Plan. Average nonpotable water use was approximately 3.8 million
gallons in 2014 with the implementation of the state-mandated 20 percent
reduction in water use, which represents only about one-sixth of the nonpotablewater well’s capacity. For that reason and because of the limited number of new
facilities requiring additional nonpotable water that would be developed with
the General Plan, demands for nonpotable water would not exceed the
nonpotable-water well’s capacity of 23.7 million gallons per year.
General Plan Water Guideline 3.1 directs planners to assess available water
sources during development of new facilities, so that sufficient water supplies
would be available to meet the water demands for operation and maintenance of
those new facilities. Water Guideline 3.2 supports the use of recycled water for
dust control and irrigation, as allowed by water quality and health regulations
and as available at the site or nearby. Water Guideline 3.3 requires management
of facilities to accommodate periods of drought or low water supply, by
restricting the use of water for dust control and using alternative dust
suppression methods, as necessary. Water Guideline 3.4 requires
implementation of water conservation measures to reduce water use by
10 percent by 2015 and 20 percent by 2020 as measured against a 2010
baseline. General Plan Plant Guideline 1.4 calls for reduction of water demands
for landscape irrigation by selecting plants that require little or no irrigation. In
addition, the design and construction of all facilities must comply with the water
quality conservation requirements cited in Title 24 of the California Building
Standards Code.
Because implementation of the General Plan would not exceed the capacity of
the existing potable or nonpotable water supply wells, and because adherence to
General Plan guidelines would conserve and reduce water usage, State Parks
believes impacts associated with increased demand for potable and nonpotable
water supplies would be less than significant. Please also see Master Response
1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
O11-67

Potential interference with groundwater recharge was evaluated in DEIR Impact
3.8-5 (page 3.8-18 in Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality”). As
discussed in Impact 3.8-5, the planning area is not located in a groundwater
basin as defined by the California Department of Water Resources in Bulletin
118, California’s Groundwater (DWR 2014). In this undefined groundwater
area where water is drawn from fractured bedrock, groundwater quantity and
quality varies from well site to well site because of the unpredictable yields of

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Organizational Comments and Responses

7-37

the fractured rock system that typifies the regional geology. The primary source
of groundwater recharge in the planning area is located within the alluvial soils
in and around Corral Hollow Creek. However, groundwater recharge also
occurs throughout the planning area as rainfall penetrates the shallower soil
layers and into the cracks of fractured bedrock on the hillsides. As indicated in
the SWMP, less than 5 percent of the existing planning area consists of
impervious surfaces (State Parks 2011:25). The General Plan contemplates
installing only a limited number of new buildings and concrete pads, which
would be small and few compared to the large amount of pervious acreage in
the planning area. General Plan Water Guideline 2.1 requires the management
of vegetated buffers along stream corridors that would allow for continued
infiltration in those areas.
See response to comment O11-66. Implementation of the General Plan would
not result in development of substantial new impervious surfaces and would not
exceed the capacity of the existing potable or nonpotable water supply wells. In
addition, adherence to the General Plan guidelines would conserve and reduce
water usage. Therefore, substantial interference with groundwater recharge
would not occur, and streamflow in Corral Hollow Creek or adjacent feeder
streams/springs would not be adversely affected.
O11-68

State Parks believes that the description of fire protection services contained on
page 2-116 of the General Plan is thorough and adequate and meets CEQA
requirements for describing the existing conditions in the planning area. The
following text is hereby added to Impact 3.12-5 on DEIR page 3.12-9:
Most of the planning area is located in a High Fire Hazard Severity Zone,
with the exception of a portion located along Corral Hollow Road/Tesla
Road that is in a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone (CAL FIRE 2007a,
2007b). Carnegie SVRA’s on-site roads and trail network would serve as a
firebreak system. Designated segments of the multiple-use trail system
would provide emergency access for wildfire suppression. The California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s Santa Clara Ranger District
has primary responsibility for fire protection in the planning area. In
addition, the Alameda County Fire Department operates Alameda County
Fire Station #21, approximately 5 minutes travel time from Carnegie
SVRA. State Parks staff members also would maintain a truck with a water
tank and pumping capability on-site. Fire tools and limited water supplies
would be carried by patrol vehicles. During periods of high fire danger,
temporary closures also may be implemented for 4WD vehicles and other
vehicles equipped with catalytic converters, if warranted to reduce fire risk.
As discussed in detail in Impact 3.12-5 (DEIR pages 3.12-8 through 3.12-10),
with implementation of General Plan OM Guidelines 3.5, 3.9, 3.10, and 3.13,
impacts related to fire protection services would be less than significant. See
also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”
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O11-69

State Parks believes that the description of public safety presented on pages 2115 to 2-117 of the General Plan is thorough and adequate and meets CEQA
requirements for describing the existing conditions in the planning area. Impact
3.12-6 (DEIR page 3.12-10) states that security and first-responder medical aid
in the SVRA is provided by State Parks peace officers; the San Joaquin County
Sheriff’s Department provides backup to ensure adequate response in case of an
emergency that requires outside attention; and the San Joaquin County Sheriff’s
Department’s Off-Road Enforcement Unit assists park staff members with
special events at Carnegie SVRA upon request, and vice versa.
As discussed in detail in Impact 3.12-6 (DEIR page 3.12-11), with
implementation of General Plan OM Guidelines 3.9 and 3.13, impacts related to
fire protection services would be less than significant. See also Master Response
2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”

O11-70

The Carnegie SVRA attendance data presented in the General Plan (Section
2.7.4, “Trends and Projections”) and DEIR (Section 2.1, “Environmental
Setting and Carnegie SVRA Use Characteristics”) included attendance from
fiscal year (FY) 2000–2001 to FY 2011–2012. During this time range, the peak
attendance, 72,815 vehicles, occurred in FY 2001–2002 and the lowest
attendance, 31,784 vehicles, occurred in FY 2010–2011.
As described in DEIR Section 2.1, “Environmental Setting and Carnegie SVRA
Use Characteristics,” attendance at Carnegie SVRA is anticipated to increase
primarily as a result of general economic conditions, as well as with population
growth. The attendance trends seen between FY 2000–2001 and FY 2011–2012
are likely attributable in large part to the concurrent economic conditions
between 2007 and 2009, when the economy was experiencing a recession. As
explained in DEIR Section 3.13, “Recreation,” SVRA visitation rates
throughout California showed a strong parallel with the Employment
Development Department’s findings related to job loss and unemployment.
However, registration data collected by the California Department of Motor
Vehicles indicate that owners of OHVs maintained current registrations on
existing equipment. In addition, as employment began to stabilize in 2009 and
beyond, so did statewide SVRA attendance. There was even an increase in
attendance at Carnegie SVRA between FY 2010–2011 and FY 2011–2012. As a
conservative approach, the San Joaquin County expected average annual growth
rate and the FY 2001-2002 peak vehicle count at the SVRA were generally used
to analyze potential effects associated with implementation of the General Plan.
Therefore, State Parks believes that the conclusions drawn regarding attendance
trends are accurate and changes to the DEIR regarding this topic are not
required.
See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
With regard to traffic, see responses to comments O20-10 and O24-n.
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O11-71

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O11-72

See response to comment O11-5.

O11-73

As discussed in DEIR Section 4.3.2 on page 4-3, “Information about past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects and identified project
impacts was gathered from San Joaquin and Alameda Counties through review
of available environmental documentation and consultation with planning staff
members (conducted in September 2014).” No future San Joaquin County
projects were identified in the vicinity of the planning area.

O11-74

See responses to comments O11-6 and O11-7.

O11-75

See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use,” and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.”

O11-76

The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause
no tree removal; however, future specific projects to expand OHV recreational
opportunities, as envisioned by the General Plan objectives, could physically
alter the environment including through direct ground disturbance and
vegetation removal. Because no specific trails or other facility footprints have
been identified, this FEIR cannot provide a project-level evaluation of the
number of trees that might be affected.
During future specific projects, however, State Parks would be required to
implement the General Plan guidelines, which would avoid and minimize most
impacts on sensitive biological resources, including oak woodlands. In
compliance with Plant Guideline 1.6, future specific projects would be designed
and located to limit removal of or damage to native trees and woodlands, and
any trees removed would be replaced. In addition, Plant Guideline 1.6 calls for
State Parks to preserve or enhance the extent of native woodlands in the
planning area.
The plant guidelines provide general guidance regarding planning to avoid and
minimize impacts of project development. A project-specific impact analysis
and additional project-specific mitigation measures would be required for any
project that could affect native trees or oak woodlands. State Parks believes that
following the General Plan guidelines and the conditions of project-specific
environmental permits as required would reduce impacts on biological
resources, including oak woodlands, to a less-than-significant level.

O11-77
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See response to comment O11-76. The General Plan NRM guidelines direct
new trail development to be focused in areas of low habitat values and routed
around high-quality habitat, and to include buffers to avoid habitat
fragmentation. The specific number of replacement trees to be planted would be
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determined during project-level planning based on the species, number, and size
of trees to be replaced, as well as other project-specific factors.
O11-78

See responses to comments O11-64, O11-66, and O11-67.

O11-79

There is no CEQA requirement to state the project objectives in the discussion
of alternatives to the proposed project. However, the project objectives are
referenced throughout DEIR Chapter 6, “Alternatives to the Proposed Project.”

O11-80

See response to comment O11-12.

O11-81

See response to comment O11-12.
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Letter
O12
Response

O12-1
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Don Amador, Western Representative
BlueRibbon Coalition, Inc.
June 24, 2015

State Parks appreciates the BlueRibbon Coalition’s interest in the project. As
stated on page 1-7 of the General Plan, “Impact minimization measures have
been incorporated into the General Plan wherever possible to help ensure that
planned actions described in the General Plan, including future actions, will not
cause significant environmental impacts.” No further response is provided
because the issues raised by the commenter address the merits of the project and
no issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the
DEIR were raised.
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Letter
O13
Response
O13-1

Karen Schambach, California Field Director
California Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility
June 24, 2015
State Parks has prepared the General Plan as a broad-based policy document
that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the expansion
area) and provides goals and guidelines directing future improvements, services,
and programs. By providing a clear purpose, a vision, and long- and short-term
goals and guidelines, the General Plan defines the broadest possible
management framework for program development, ongoing management, and
public use of Carnegie SVRA. As described in DEIR Section 1.1, “Type,
Purpose, and Intended Use of This Environmental Impact Report,” the CEQA
analysis detailed in the EIR accompanying the General Plan is intended to be
adequate for certain future projects, as long as they are implemented in a
manner consistent with the General Plan’s goals and guidelines. That includes
being consistent with the proposed visitor experience areas depicted in the
figure referenced by the commenter, General Plan Figure 4-1.
The DEIR analysis takes into account the goals, guidelines, and land use
designations included in the General Plan. Some actions described in the
General Plan may require additional CEQA analysis before implementation.
This additional analysis would be conducted once the project details are known,
before project implementation.
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, projects that may be
implemented in the future as a result of General Plan adoption must first be
subjected to CEQA review, in light of the information in the General Plan EIR,
to determine whether additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of
additional CEQA documentation completed would be determined based on a
review of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162–15164. State Parks may refer to
the EIR prepared for the General Plan as a starting point for a “tiered” CEQA
analysis when implementing future projects that require additional
environmental review (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168).
See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”

O13-2

The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause
no environmental impacts; however, implementing actions included in the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically alter the environment. The
General Plan is intended to guide future use and development over a period of
many years. Impact minimization measures were incorporated into the General
Plan wherever possible during development of the DEIR to help ensure that
planned actions described in the General Plan, including future actions, would
not cause significant environmental impacts.
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Because site-specific projects have not yet been proposed, the associated sitespecific increase in demand for potable and nonpotable water supplies has not
been determined. Conservative estimates were made in the DEIR based on the
number of peak-year visitors and the percent average annual growth rate for
San Joaquin County, as described in DEIR Section 2.1, “Environmental Setting
and Carnegie SVRA Use Characteristics.” General Plan Water Guideline 3.1
directs planners to assess available water sources during development of new
facilities, so that sufficient water supplies would be available to meet the water
demands for operation and maintenance of those new facilities. See also Master
Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines.”
The Twin Cities District of State Parks and Carnegie SVRA currently have a
Park Drought Proclamation in effect. To reduce water use by 10 percent by
2015 and 20 percent by 2020, State Parks is required to meet and adhere to the
requirements of Governor’s Executive Order B-18-12; the Proclamation of a
State of Emergency signed on January 17, 2014; and the Proclamation of
Continued State of Emergency signed on April 25, 2014 (General Plan Water
Guideline 3.4). The Carnegie SVRA Water Reduction Plan exceeded this
executive order by 25.6 percent, for a total reduction of 45.6 percent. The Twin
Cities District and Carnegie SVRA included a water use evaluation BMP in
their district reduction plan for all facilities. Total water use was 14.1 million
gallons in 2013 and 6.4 million gallons in 2014.
In addition, the design and construction of all facilities must comply with the
water conservation requirements cited in Title 24 of the California Building
Standards Code (CBC), including the 2013 California Green Building Standards
Code (CALGreen Code) (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 24, Part
11). The CALGreen Code identifies measures to reduce indoor demand for
potable water, such as installation of water conserving toilets, faucets, and
showerheads, and measures to reduce landscape water usage, such as
installation of weather- or moisture-sensing irrigation systems.
Implementing Water Goal 3 and associated guidelines in the General Plan
would ensure that future development and improvements in Carnegie SVRA
would conserve water resources consistent with Executive Order B-18-12, the
Proclamation of a State of Emergency, the Proclamation of Continued State of
Emergency, and the CALGreen Code. General Plan Water Guideline 3.2
supports the use of recycled water for dust control and irrigation, as allowed by
water quality and health regulations and as available at the site or nearby.
General Plan Water Guideline 3.3 requires management of facilities to
accommodate periods of drought or low water supply by restricting the use of
water for dust control and using alternative dust suppression methods, as
necessary. In addition, General Plan Plant Guideline 1.4 calls for reduction of
water demands for landscape irrigation by selecting plants that require little or
no irrigation, and if irrigation is required for plant establishment, using
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temporary irrigation methods that allow a gradual tapering off of watering over
a 3- to 5-year period.
For the reasons described above, State Parks believes that with implementation
of the General Plan guidelines, water supply impacts would be less than
significant.
O13-3

As documented in the DEIR, the planning area has been surveyed for specialstatus plants several times. In addition to these surveys, Plant Guideline 1.1
calls for focused protocol-level plant surveys to be conducted as part of
planning for future proposed projects.

O13-4

The existing erosion problems in the planning area and the efforts by State
Parks to address erosion are discussed in detail in the Corral Hollow Watershed
Assessment (State Parks 2007b), which is summarized on pages 2-36 through
2-60 of the General Plan. A copy of the watershed assessment is available on
the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.
The results of the watershed assessment were used in the creation of the SWMP
(State Parks 2011). The SWMP was prepared to reduce or eliminate pollutant
discharges from the planning area according to the “maximum extent
practicable” performance standard specified in CWA Section 402(p). Therefore,
the SWMP describes the specific BMPs to be used for stormwater management
in the planning area as required by the Central Valley RWQCB’s General
Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small Municipal Separate Storm
Sewer Systems (MS4 General Permit). These measures include specific trail
management and construction techniques, along with a monitoring plan. These
measures would be applied throughout the expansion area and the existing
SVRA, including the Distributed Recreation areas. The measures presented in
the SWMP that would reduce erosion and subsequent downstream
sedimentation are summarized in DEIR Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water
Quality,” on pages 3.8-5 through 3.8-17. A copy of the SWMP is available on
the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.
As also discussed in detail throughout the impact analysis in DEIR Section 3.8
(for example, see Impact 3.8-4), General Plan Water Guidelines 2.1, 2.2, 2.3,
and 2.4 call for implementing the stormwater management program and sitespecific BMPs in accordance with the SWMP or applicable subsequent
document and the OHV BMP Manual (State Parks 2007a). Water Guideline 2.5
calls for incorporating permanent water quality control features, as appropriate,
when detailed designs for future facilities are prepared. Criteria from the
SWMP, the OHV BMP Manual, and the OHMVR Division Soil Standard
would be incorporated into site-specific facility designs. Water Guideline 2.6
calls for improving and rehabilitating, as described in the SWMP, any degraded
areas where substantial erosion from surface water runoff has occurred. Water
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Guidelines 2.7 and 2.8 call for closing portions of the planning area to visitor
use if standards in the SWMP, the OHV BMP Manual, and the OHMVR
Division Soil Standard cannot be met. Closure also may occur during rainfall
events, to reduce erosion and landslide hazards. Water Guideline 2.9 restricts
the use of certain types of tires and other recreational vehicle accessories that
tend to accelerate erosion. In addition, Soils Guidelines 1.4 and 1.5 limit the
future construction of new facilities depending on the amount of slope to help
control erosion, and restrict steeply sloped trails to the areas that are most
resistant to erosion.
Therefore, as discussed in detail in Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 (DEIR pages
3.8-2 through 3.8-17), with implementation of the SWMP, the OHV BMP
Manual, and the General Plan guidelines, erosion impacts would be less than
significant. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
There is no legal requirement that State Parks discuss the previous lawsuit in the
current EIR, and it is unclear what purpose would be served in doing so. State
Parks believes that the existing DEIR and General Plan are fully complete and
adequate in and of themselves.
O13-5

7-46

State Parks appreciates that the commenter has taken time to express her
concerns about the project. Please see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact
Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” for a detailed response
regarding the adequacy of the level of detail of the General Plan and DEIR.
Specific comments provided in California Public Employees for Environmental
Responsibility’s letter dated June 24, 2015, are addressed above. Please see
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
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Letter
O14
Response

Diane Miles Wishart, President, and Cleo Home, Vice President
Tri-Valley Trailblazers
June 24, 2015

O14-1

The Tri-Valley Trailblazers’ comment letter submitted June 24, 2015, was
received.

O14-2

The comment provides a brief summary of the Tri-Valley Trailblazers’ interest
in ensuring that the expansion area is preserved for non-OHV activities, as well
as its opinion that the DEIR is inadequate and does not fulfill the CEQA
process. Details of concerns raised by the Tri-Valley Trailblazers are presented
in further detail in comments O14-3 through O14-7. See responses to comments
O14-3 through O14-7.

O14-3

State Parks believes that the description of existing-conditions in General Plan
Chapter 2 is thorough and adequate and meets CEQA requirements for
providing a description of existing conditions in the planning area. See Master
Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures,” and
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”
See also “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources.”

O14-4
O14-5

See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to Nonagricultural Uses.”
State Parks has prepared the General Plan as a broad-based policy document
that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the expansion
area) and provides goals and guidelines directing future improvements, services,
and programs. By providing a clear purpose, a vision, and long- and short-term
goals and guidelines, the General Plan defines the broadest possible
management framework for program development, ongoing management, and
public use of Carnegie SVRA.
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause
no environmental impacts; however, implementing actions included in the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically alter the environment. The
General Plan is intended to guide future use and development over a period of
many years. Impact minimization measures (in the form of goals and guidelines)
were incorporated into the General Plan wherever possible during the
development of the DEIR to help ensure that planned actions described in the
General Plan, including future actions, would not cause significant
environmental impacts. Therefore, as described in DEIR Section 1.1, “Type,
Purpose, and Intended Use of This Environmental Impact Report,” the CEQA
analysis detailed in the EIR accompanying the General Plan is intended to be
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adequate for certain future projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner
consistent with the General Plan’s goals and guidelines.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
once the project details are known, before project implementation. According to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, projects that may be implemented in the future
as a result of adopting the General Plan must first be subjected to CEQA review,
in light of the information in the General Plan EIR, to determine whether
additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional CEQA
documentation completed would be determined based on a review of CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15162–15164. State Parks may refer to the EIR prepared for
the General Plan as a starting point for a “tiered” CEQA analysis when
implementing future projects that require additional environmental review
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15168).
The General Plan strives to provide as much detail as possible in the goals and
guidelines, but some flexibility must be maintained in presenting approaches to
potential impacts occurring over a large geographic scope and caused by a
variety of land use activities. As authorized by the CEQA Guidelines and case
law, some of the General Plan’s goals and guidelines as referenced in the DEIR
are less detailed than those that would be part of a project EIR, and the selection
of detailed mitigation measures is properly deferred in some cases to future
project-specific CEQA reviews. CEQA case law provides that a first-tier EIR
may contain generalized mitigation criteria. (See, e.g., Koster v. County of San
Joaquin [1996] 47 Cal.App.4th 29.) CEQA case law has also held that deferring
the specifics of mitigation is permissible when the lead agency commits itself to
mitigation and, in the measure, either describes performance standards to be met
in future mitigation or provides a menu of alternative mitigation measures to be
selected from in the future. (See, e.g., California Native Plant Society v. City of
Rancho Cordova [2009] 172 Cal.App.4th 603.)
See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Measures”; Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report”; and Master Response 4, “Impacts of the
General Plan on Biological Resources.”
O14-6

The No-Project Alternative evaluated the continuation of current operation and
management patterns in the original SVRA and expansion area. The portion of
Carnegie SVRA currently open to the public would remain at 1,575 acres, and if
State Parks continued to own the property, the 3,100-acre expansion area would
not be available for recreation or other uses and would remain closed to the
public.
As discussed in DEIR Chapter 6, “Alternatives to the Proposed Project,”
planning efforts for the planning area must be consistent with the OHMVR
Division’s mission statement and with statutory guidance for SVRA lands. The
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expansion area was acquired with California’s OHV Trust Fund monies to
expand Carnegie SVRA and provide additional OHV recreation opportunities.
The No-Project Alternative would not meet the project objectives to manage the
entire SVRA in accordance with the purpose of acquisition and provide
management options for operating all portions of Carnegie SVRA in keeping
with California’s OHMVR Act of 2003, as amended.
See also Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.”
Note that since publication of the DEIR, State Parks revised the preferred
concept map. The current concept map designates the northwestern portion of
the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, as Limited Recreation and
removes the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla Road
(see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the
DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner trails,
gathering/service area, and practice area that were proposed in this portion of
the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer included as part of the
project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation designation include
nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these areas
to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor
experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum
necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other
facilities would be allowed (see Table 4-1, Visitor Experience Areas,” in
Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR).
See “Analysis of Cumulative Impacts on Biological Resources” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” and Master
Response 6, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Cumulative Impact Analysis,”
regarding the cumulative impact analysis included in the DEIR.
O14-7

The General Plan includes natural resources goals and guidelines for natural
resources management, plants, and wildlife, and cultural resource goals and
guidelines for management of cultural resources. The project’s impacts on
biotic and cultural resources were evaluated consistent with CEQA
requirements in DEIR Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources,” and Section 3.4,
“Cultural Resources.” See General Plan Plant Guidelines 1.1 through 1.3; Water
Guidelines 1.1, 1.2, 1.4 through 1.6, 1.8, 1.9, and 2.6 through 2.8; NRM
Guidelines 1.1 through 1.3 and 2.1 through 2.4; and Wildlife Guidelines 1.2 and
1.7 in DEIR Section 3.3.4 for guidelines that would be implemented to limit
potential impacts on biotic resources. See General Plan CR Guidelines 1.1
through 1.3, 2.1 through 2.12, and 3.1 through 3.4 for guidelines that would be
implemented to limit potential impacts on cultural resources. See also Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”
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The commenter does not offer any evidence of how the project would result in
significant impacts on biotic or cultural resources. Implementing the General
Plan would not result in any significant impacts under either project conditions
(see pages 3.3-15 and 3.4-14) or cumulative conditions (see pages 4-9 and 410). Therefore, the comment does not change the conclusions in the DEIR
regarding the significance of the impacts.
See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
State Parks appreciates that Tri-Valley Trailblazers has taken time to express its
concerns about the project.

7-50

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Organizational Comments and Responses

Letter
O15
Response

Carin Hugh and Bill Hoppes, Conservation Chairs
Ohlone Audubon Society
June 26, 2015

O15-1

The Ohlone Audubon Society’s comment letter submitted June 25, 2015, was
received. State Parks appreciates the interest in the project. The commenter
requests notification regarding the review process and comment periods for the
General Plan and DEIR.

O15-2

The comment provides a brief summary of the Ohlone Audubon Society’s
concern regarding the adequacy of the DEIR’s biotic resources analysis and
impact determinations. Details of concerns raised by the Ohlone Audubon
Society are presented in further detail in comments O15-3 through O15-16. See
responses to comments O15-3 through O15-16. See responses O11-1 through
O11-81 for responses to the Grassetti Environmental Consulting comment
letter. The two referenced letters from the Citizens Committee to Complete the
Refuge dated July 15, 2013, and December 13, 2015, are included in the FEIR
copy of the comment letter.

O15-3

As stated in Section 1.7 of the General Plan on page 1-4, “The EIR is an
accompanying document to this General Plan, prepared as a separate volume.”
DEIR page 2-1 states: “The Carnegie SVRA General Plan provides a
description of much of the physical and regulatory setting and the project
description used for the CEQA analysis in this draft EIR (DEIR).”
The Carnegie SVRA attendance data presented in the General Plan (Section
2.7.4, “Trends and Projections”) and DEIR (Section 2.1, “Environmental
Setting and Carnegie SVRA Use Characteristics”) included attendance from
fiscal year (FY) 2000–2001 to FY 2011–2012. During this time range, the peak
attendance of 72,815 vehicles occurred in FY 2001–2002 and the lowest
attendance of 31,784 vehicles occurred in FY 2010–2011. See response to
comment O11-5 regarding growth projections used in the DEIR.
The attendance trends seen between FY 2000–2001 and FY 2011–2012 are
primarily the result of general economic conditions. As explained in DEIR
Section 3.13, “Recreation,” SVRA visitation rates throughout California
showed a strong parallel with the Employment Development Department’s
findings related to job loss and unemployment. However, registration data
collected by the California Department of Motor Vehicles indicate that owners
of OHVs maintained current registrations on existing equipment. In addition, as
employment began to stabilize in 2009 and beyond, so did statewide SVRA
attendance. There was even an increase in attendance at Carnegie SVRA
between FY 2010–2011 and FY 2011–2012. Therefore, State Parks believes
that the conclusions drawn regarding attendance trends are accurate and changes
to the DEIR regarding this topic are not required.
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O15-4

Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the DEIR discusses the environmental
setting, past and current uses of Carnegie SVRA, project objectives, General
Plan components included for analysis, and regional planning context. As
discussed in Chapter 2 of the DEIR, the General Plan provides a description of
much of the physical and regulatory setting and the project description used for
the CEQA analysis in the DEIR. General Plan Chapter 4, “The Plan,” identifies
proposed use areas and management goals and guidelines, which combine to
serve as the project description used for the DEIR’s CEQA analysis. All
documents and resources cited in the DEIR have been compiled and are
available in an administrative record for the project and are available from State
Parks upon request.
State Parks has prepared the General Plan as a broad-based policy document
that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the expansion
area) and provides goals and guidelines directing future improvements, services,
and programs. The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which
itself would cause no environmental impacts; however, implementing actions
included in the Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically alter the
environment. Biological and botanical surveys and inventories completed to
date provide sufficient information to make an informed decision about the
types of resource impacts that could result from activities envisioned in the
General Plan. State Parks believes that the reader is provided with sufficient
information to understand the regional context of biological resources in the
planning area. Therefore, surveys conducted during the planning phase of
specific projects provide the best information about dynamic resources such as
special-status plant populations and plant communities. Implementation of the
General Plan goals and guidelines would ensure that impacts on special-status
plants are avoided.
The General Plan’s wildlife and plant guidelines are designed to provide general
guidance on how to avoid and minimize effects on sensitive biological
resources from potential projects implemented after adoption of the General
Plan. Several of the guidelines—NRM Guideline 1.3, Plant Guideline 1.2, and
Wildlife Guidelines 1.3, 1.4, and 1.7—direct State Parks to consult with the
permitting agencies on the potential effects of specific projects on special-status
plant and wildlife species. The dialogue with the permitting agencies may
include formal or informal consultation with USFWS, or preparation of an
incidental take permit application for submittal to CDFW for projects that may
result in take of state-listed species. Those application documents will likely
include specific proposed mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, and
compensate for impacts on special-status plant and wildlife species associated
with project construction and operation. See Master Response 4, “Impacts of the
General Plan on Biological Resources.”
The DEIR evaluates the goals, guidelines, proposed use areas, uses, and
facilities described in the General Plan for their potential effects on the
environment. Impact minimization measures have been incorporated into the
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General Plan wherever possible to help ensure that planned actions described in
the General Plan, including future actions, will not cause significant
environmental impacts. Therefore, the CEQA analysis detailed in the EIR that
accompanies the General Plan is intended to be adequate for certain future
projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner consistent with the
General Plan’s goals and guidelines.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
once the project details are known, before project implementation. According to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, projects that may be implemented in the
future as a result of adopting the General Plan must first be subjected to CEQA
review, in light of the information in the General Plan EIR, to determine
whether additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional
CEQA documentation completed would be determined based on a review of
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162–15164.
See response to comment O15-5 below; Master Response 1, “Adequacy of
Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines”; and Master Response
2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”
O15-5

The goals and objectives of the General Plan do not exempt State Parks from
obtaining the required environmental permits for the project or from complying
with CEQA for specific projects implemented after adoption of the General
Plan. Any proposed project would likely require additional specific avoidance
and minimization measures and/or compensatory mitigation for potential
impacts on wetlands, other sensitive and regulated habitats such as riparian
habitat, and special-status or listed plants and/or wildlife species. The permitting
agencies have review and approval authority for any mitigation associated with
necessary permits for proposed projects. Therefore, State Parks is not exempted
from providing all feasible and appropriate mitigation for potential impacts on
sensitive biological resources.
In addition, as noted in response to comment O11-40, Wildlife Guideline 1.8 on
page 4-19 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

Wildlife Guideline 1.8: Perform a preconstruction survey for potential
bat roosting habitat (large trees with cavities, rock outcrops, caves,
mines) in proposed construction areas and a 100-foot buffer around the
construction area (Western Bat Working Group 2007). Implement
avoidance and minimization measures determined appropriate by a
qualified biologist based on guidance from the wildlife agencies and the
best available science before conducting any activity within 100 feet of
known bat roost locations. Avoidance and minimization measures may
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include establishment of roost avoidance buffers, seasonal activity
restrictions, or monitoring of roost locations.
O15-6

See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander
and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the
General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding buffers for special-status
herpetofauna as described in the DEIR.

O15-7

See “Analysis of Impacts on Alameda Whipsnake and Proposed Buffers in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report” and “Buffers for California Red-Legged
Frog and California Tiger Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna”
in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the impact analysis and wildlife guidelines for Alameda whipsnake.

O15-8

The General Plan and DEIR are not regulatory enforcement actions. The
General Plan and DEIR are program-level planning documents. Units of the
California State Park system are operated under authority provided in Public
Resources Code (PRC) Section 5001 et seq. In accordance with PRC Section
5090.35(c), Carnegie SVRA maintains a Wildlife Habitat Management
Program, including vegetation mapping and wildlife monitoring. Future projects
envisioned in the General Plan may require permitting and consultation with
appropriate regulatory agencies (e.g., USACE, USFWS, CDFW) regarding the
potential for take of special-status species. That process would occur at project
implementation.

O15-9

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”
General Plan Figure 4-1, “Preferred Concept Map,” and Table 4-1, “Visitor
Experience Areas” (and corresponding DEIR Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept
Map” and Table 4-1, “Visitor Experience Areas”), show the 11 proposed visitor
experience areas in the planning area, each with different characteristics,
activities or allowable uses, and resources and related management mandates.
Please note that since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the
expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited
Recreation and the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla
Road has been removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter
10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the
intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service area, and practice area that were
proposed in this portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer
included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation
designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails
may cross these areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity
between other visitor experience areas; however, their footprint would be
limited to the minimum necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they
would be designed and managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the
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surrounding resources. No other facilities would be allowed (see Table 4-1,
“Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
FEIR).
O15-10

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” and response to comment O15-8.

O15-11

See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use,” regarding the conversion of existing grazing lands. Also see Master
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”

O15-12

State Parks has been conducting long-term monitoring of wildlife and habitat at
Carnegie SVRA for several years. In addition to this past monitoring, State
Parks has recently contracted with biologists from the University of California,
Davis (UC Davis) to inform long-term monitoring of habitats and special-status
species in the active OHV recreation area.
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause
no environmental impacts; however, implementing actions included in the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically alter the environment. If a
proposed project under the General Plan would potentially result in impacts on
avian species even when following the applicable avian guidelines in the DEIR,
then project-specific CEQA analysis would be warranted. It is likely that some
projects would require additional impact analysis, including analysis of
potential impacts on avian species. See also “Golden Eagle Effects” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding
modification to Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources,” of the DEIR to supplement
discussions of potential impacts on golden eagle.

O15-13

See “Analysis of Cumulative Impacts on Biological Resources” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” and Master
Response 6, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Cumulative Impact Analysis,”
regarding the cumulative impact analysis included in the DEIR. See also
“Golden Eagle Effects” in Master Response 4 regarding modification to DEIR
Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources,” to supplement discussions of potential impacts
on golden eagle.

O15-14

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.”

O15-15

DEIR Section 1.1, “Type, Purpose, and Intended Use of This Environmental
Impact Report,” describes the purpose of and legal requirements for a program
EIR, like the document prepared for the General Plan. A program EIR is
prepared for a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project, are
related geographically, and are logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions
in connection with the issuance of rules, regulations, or plans. An advantage of

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Organizational Comments and Responses

7-55

a program EIR is that it allows the lead agency to consider broad policy
alternatives and programwide mitigation measures at an early time when the
agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative
impacts. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168[b][4].)
The program EIR can serve as a first-tier document for later CEQA review of
individual projects included in the program. These project-specific CEQA
reviews will focus on project-specific impacts and mitigation measures, and
need not repeat the broad analyses contained in the program EIR. As discussed
by the California Supreme Court, “it is proper for a lead agency to use its
discretion to focus a first-tier EIR on only the…program, leaving projectspecific details to subsequent EIRs when specific projects are considered.” (In
re Bay Delta [2008] 43 Cal. 4th 1143, 1174.)
Also see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan
Goals and Guidelines.”
O15-16
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State Parks appreciates the commenter taking time to express concerns about the
project. Specific comments provided in Ohlone Audubon Society’s letter dated
June 25, 2015, are addressed above.

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Organizational Comments and Responses

Letter
O16
Response

Tom Gallo
Corral Hollow Ranch
June 25, 2015

O16-1

The comments submitted by Corral Hollow Ranch on June 25, 2015, were
received. Specific comments presented by Corral Hollow Ranch are addressed
in the following responses.

O16-2

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O16-3

All existing SVRA facilities have been constructed and are operated consistent
with the 1981 Carnegie SVRA General Plan. For example, the 1981 General
Plan Summary Section (page ii) lists land use recommendations including:
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

14. Develop 100 family campsites with campfire center.
15. Develop day-use area with restrooms.
16. Develop 4x4 event area to include informal camping.
18. Develop motocross and hillclimb event facilities.
20. Develop paved entrance and administration area.
23. Provide a concession for food, beverages, and parts.
24. Develop entrance kiosk, maintenance service yard, and trailer sanitation
station.

For specific projects, State Parks obtains all necessary permits and conducts all
necessary impact analysis consistent with its mandates under the California
Public Resources Code and state and federal law. The proposed General Plan
does not include changes to existing facilities and the current use of these
facilities is part of the existing conditions. Because the General Plan does not
propose changes to those conditions, operation of existing facilities is not
addressed in detail in the General Plan or EIR. State Parks encourages the
commenter to discuss ongoing concerns about trash, fence damage, or potential
trespass with SVRA management, so that staff may monitor and manage the
situation.
During the General Plan process, a buffer zone was included in the expansion
area to mitigate impacts of OHV recreation on adjacent lands. However, this
buffer would not retroactively applied to existing facilities that have already
been built.
OM Guideline 6.6, which requires maintenance of a 250-foot buffer, applies to
the residence within the planning area; OM Guidelines 5.2 through 5.5 apply to
noise-sensitive receptors within 500 feet of the planning area.
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O16-4

The SWMP measures that would reduce erosion and subsequent downstream
sedimentation are included in DEIR Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water
Quality,” on pages 3.8-5 through 3.8-17. A copy of the SWMP is available on
the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.
The statement in Table 4-1 of the General Plan that the Waterfall Canyon area
would be managed according to the “…Storm Water Management Plan for
Carnegie SVRA or the most current water quality management prescriptions” is
intended to indicate that future studies may be performed to update the SWMP.
For example, because the SWMP is intended to protect water quality based on
the Water Quality Control Plan for the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Central Valley Region (Central Valley RWQCB 2011), which is
updated every 3–5 years, there may necessarily be updates to the SWMP.
Stormwater detention or retention basins are not the only measures that would
reduce erosion and subsequent downstream sedimentation. See DEIR Section
3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” pages 3.8-5, 3.8-7 through 3.8-10, and
3.8-14 through 3.8-17, for a discussion of the measures that would be
implemented as part of the SWMP to prevent erosion. See also response to
comment O13-4 regarding other erosion measures that would be implemented
as part of the General Plan guidelines, including the OHV BMP Manual (State
Parks 2007a).
The water quality management prescriptions contained in the 70-page SWMP
and summarized in DEIR Section 3.8 are specific, measurable, and enforceable.
The SWMP was prepared to reduce or eliminate pollutant discharges from the
planning area according to the “maximum extent practicable” performance
standard specified in CWA Section 402(p). Therefore, the SWMP describes the
specific BMPs to be used for stormwater management in the planning area as
required by the Central Valley RWQCB’s MS4 General Permit. As described
on DEIR page 3.8-14, these BMPs fall under six program areas (also referred to
as Minimum Control Measures) required by the Central Valley RWQCB, plus a
seventh program area related specifically to OHV management:
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

Public Education
Public Participation
Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination
Construction Site Stormwater Runoff Control
Postconstruction Stormwater Management
Pollution Prevention/Good Housekeeping
OHV Trails and Facilities Management

Examples of some of the types of BMPs that would be implemented under these
elements are provided on pages 3.8-8 through 3.8-10, 3.8-12, 3.8-14, and 3.8-15
of the DEIR.
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To monitor the effectiveness of the BMPs in each program, the SWMP includes
a series of measurable goals, established for each minimum control measure.
Measurable goals are intended to gauge compliance with the MS4 General
Permit and the effectiveness of the SWMP. The goals were selected specifically
for each BMP; they take into account the site conditions, climate, and land use
activities. Examples of measurable goals include constructing a sediment basin,
monitoring for specific turbidity limits, implementing a public-awareness
program, and continuing to use a properly installed and maintained vehicle
wheel-wash facility. Measurable goals also include conducting quantifiable
assessments of the number of educational brochures distributed, the average
score on a training quiz, or the number of illicit discharges recorded during a
permitting cycle. The SWMP also includes an implementation schedule for each
BMP. The implementation schedule generally follows the 5-year permitting
cycle. Therefore, the water quality management prescriptions presented in the
SWMP and summarized in DEIR Section 3.8 are specific, measurable, and
enforceable.
State Parks appreciates the commenter’s concern regarding the Waterfall
Canyon area. As stated in Table 4-1 of the General Plan, this area is currently
excluded from OHV use and is designated for only limited recreation (such as
hiking) in the future to help address ongoing water quality concerns.
O16-5

State Parks has no plans to expand or further develop areas that would affect
neighboring property and boundaries. Section 4.3, “Land Use Management,” of
the General Plan describes proposed land use areas and facilities. The Restricted
Access Area provides a buffer between public uses and a neighboring property.
Allowable land uses relate to land management and include cattle grazing,
maintenance, repair, and patrol. For more information, see Figure 4-1,
“Preferred Concept Map,” and Table 4-1, “Visitor Experience Areas” of the
General Plan. With regard to existing facilities near the eastern boundary, these
facilities have been developed consistently with the 1981 General Plan as
described in response to comment O16-3. State Parks has no plans to move or
remove these facilities to establish buffer areas.

O16-6

Since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation and
the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla Road has been
removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions
to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner trails,
gathering/service area, and practice area that were proposed in this portion of
the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer included as part of the
project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation designation include
nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these areas
to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor
experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum
necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other
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facilities would be allowed (see also Table 4-1, Visitor Experience Areas,” in
Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR).
The commenter offers a personal opinion that the existing-conditions
description in the existing setting of the General Plan is inadequate, but does not
specify what data he believes are missing, nor does the commenter provide any
additional information that he believes should be added. State Parks believes
that the existing-conditions description in General Plan Chapter 2 is thorough
and adequate and meets CEQA requirements for providing a description of
existing conditions in the planning area.
State Parks has prepared the General Plan as a broad-based policy document
that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the expansion
area) and provides goals and guidelines directing future improvements, services,
and programs. By providing a clear purpose, a vision, and long- and short-term
goals and guidelines, the General Plan defines the broadest possible
management framework for program development, ongoing management, and
public use of Carnegie SVRA.
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause
no environmental impacts; however, implementing actions included in the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically alter the environment. The
General Plan is intended to guide future use and development over a period of
many years. Impact minimization measures were incorporated into the General
Plan wherever possible during the development of the DEIR to help ensure that
planned actions described in the General Plan, including future actions, would
not cause significant environmental impacts.
Therefore, as described in DEIR Section 1.1, “Type, Purpose, and Intended Use
of This Environmental Impact Report,” the CEQA analysis detailed in the EIR
accompanying the General Plan is intended to be adequate for certain future
projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner consistent with the
General Plan’s goals and guidelines.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
once the project details are known, before project implementation. According to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, projects that may be implemented in the
future as a result of adopting the General Plan must first be subjected to CEQA
review, in light of the information in the General Plan EIR, to determine
whether additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional
CEQA documentation completed would be determined based on a review of
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162–15164. State Parks may refer to the EIR
prepared for the General Plan as a starting point for a “tiered” CEQA analysis
when implementing future projects that require additional environmental review
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15168).
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Also see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan
Goals and Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
O16-7

State Parks appreciates that the commenter has taken time to express Corral
Hollow Ranch’s concerns about the project. Specific comments provided in
Corral Hollow Ranch’s letter dated June 25, 2015, are addressed above. See
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines”; Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of
the Draft Environmental Impact Report”; and Master Response 3, “Conversion
of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural Use.”
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Letter
O17
Response

Laura Mercier, Executive Director
Tri-Valley Conservancy
June 25, 2015

O17-1

The comments submitted by the Tri-Valley Conservancy on June 25, 2015,
were received.

O17-2

State Parks appreciates that the Tri-Valley Conservancy has taken time to
express its concerns about the project. Specific comments presented in the TriValley Conservancy’s letter are addressed in the following responses O17-3
through O17-27.

O17-3

Section 3.1.1 of the DEIR states that General Plan Section 2.3.4 describes the
existing aesthetic resources in the planning area and vicinity. Section 2.3.4,
“Aesthetic Resources,” in Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” of the General Plan
provides representative photographs showing views experienced by drivers on
public roadways. Neither the CEQA statutes nor the CEQA Guidelines require
that an EIR include a certain number of types of photographs or photosimulations showing proposed project facilities. Also see Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
In addition, since circulation of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the
expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited
Recreation and the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla
Road has been removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter
10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the
intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service area, and practice area that were
proposed in this portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer
included as part of the project.

O17-4

Much of the source documentation used in the DEIR is available on the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/. Maps
of the area are also available on the Carnegie website. For species analyzed in
the DEIR, the existing SVRA and expansion area are within the known range of
all species discussed. The entirety of the range of the species discussed in the
DEIR is not applicable to the analysis. Tule elk is not a special-status species;
therefore, this species was not specifically analyzed for potential effects of
General Plan implementation.

O17-5

Section 2.3.4, “Aesthetic Resources,” in Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” of
the General Plan provides representative photographs. State Parks agrees with
the commenter that the guidelines presented in the DEIR rely on avoiding
habitat for special-status species to the extent possible, because impact
avoidance is the preferable methodology for a less-than-significant impact on a
sensitive biological resource. However, when specific projects are proposed, the
impact analysis for those projects may determine that habitat mitigation is
required to mitigate to the level required for permit issuance by the permitting
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agencies. See “Analysis of Cumulative Impacts on Biological Resources” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the cumulative impact analysis in the DEIR. See “Indirect Effects of
Proposed Projects” and “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement
Corridors and Habitat Fragmentation” in Master Response 4 regarding impacts
on wildlife movement and wildlife corridors, as well as habitat fragmentation.
O17-6

The General Plan and DEIR include guidelines that, when implemented, are
expected to avoid and minimize most impacts on sensitive biological resources
present in the planning area. However, specific projects proposed under the
General Plan would require project-level impact analyses to determine whether
significant impacts on sensitive biological resources would occur. Any projectspecific analysis would include any necessary mitigation measures and
requirements such as the responsible party, timing of implementation, and
monitoring as applicable. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact
Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

O17-7

See “East Alameda County Conservation Strategy Guidance and Mitigation” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the use of the East Alameda County Conservation Strategy (EACCS)
in the DEIR.

O17-8

Many if not all projects to be proposed under the General Plan would involve
and require participation by many permitting agencies. For example, as
mentioned in the DEIR, the entire expansion area is within designated critical
habitat for CRLF. Therefore, State Parks would be required to consult with
USFWS regarding any project that may destroy or negatively affect designated
critical habitat. The permitting agencies—USFWS, CDFW, USACE, and the
San Francisco Bay and Central Valley RWQCBs—have been involved in
review and permitting of activities occurring in the existing SVRA, and
USFWS, CDFW, and the Central Valley and San Francisco Bay RWQCBs have
reviewed and provided comments on the DEIR. State Parks staff members
would continue to involve the regulatory agencies in any projects that could
affect resources under their jurisdiction. Those agencies would have review and
approval authority for any biological assessments or permit applications filed
with them, including review and approval of any associated mitigation measures
or compensatory mitigation.

O17-9

The definition of habitats with low resource value has been incorporated into
the DEIR. The last paragraph of DEIR page 3.3-23 is hereby revised as follows:
NRM Guidelines 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 in the General Plan (shown above under
Impact 3.3-2) are designed to avoid or minimize and offset impacts on
sensitive habitats and natural resources. These guidelines call for placing
new facilities in previously disturbed areas or areas of low resource value,
avoiding known locations of sensitive resources when siting new facilities,
and avoiding or minimizing disturbance to sensitive communities and other
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natural resources, including FYLF habitat. (An area with “low resource
value” is a habitat that has been previously disturbed or developed or is
dominated by weedy and/or nonnative plant species, and that provides
reduced or marginal habitat to sensitive plant and wildlife species.) All of
Corral Hollow Creek is within an area designated as a Limited Recreation
Area. Therefore, placement of facilities are in these areas are either not
allowed or subject to additional restrictions.
O17-10

See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources,” regarding designation of the expansion area as a critical
habitat linkage.

O17-11

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”

O17-12

As described on page 2-23 of the General Plan, the factors that determine
liquefaction potential are the intensity and duration of seismic ground motions,
type and consistency of soils, and depth to groundwater. The proposed project is
a general plan that is intended to guide future use and development over a
period of many years. Because site-specific projects have not yet been
proposed, the associated site-specific geotechnical analyses that would be
necessary to determine specific liquefaction hazards also have not yet been
prepared.
As discussed in Impact 3.5-1 in Section 3.5, “Geology, Soils, Minerals, and
Paleontological Resources,” the Holocene-age alluvium (i.e., recent stream
deposits found along the bed of Corral Hollow Creek in the SVRA shown in
General Plan Figure 2-3 [page 2-19]) has a high liquefaction potential because
of the unconsolidated nature of the soil, shallow depth to groundwater, and short
distance to known active seismic sources. Therefore, to protect public safety,
General Plan Geo Guideline 1.2 would not allow the placement of buildings or
other structures intended for human occupancy within 300 feet of Corral
Hollow Creek unless a site-specific liquefaction analysis prepared by a
geotechnical engineer determines otherwise. The 300-foot distance is intended
to encompass most of the alluvial soils along the creek where the liquefaction
potential is assumed to be highest. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of
Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

O17-13

Water Guideline 2.8 on page 4-12 of the General Plan is hereby revised as
follows:
►
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Water Guideline 2.8: To minimize erosion problems, landslide hazards,
and costly maintenance, consider invoking the temporary closure of
temporarily close portions or all of the SVRA based upon conditions
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established by the rain closure policy. That policy will be reviewed and
updated as necessary.
O17-14

Soils Guideline 1.4 states, “Use slope to help manage soils…On areas with
slopes in excess of 45 percent, trails and park facilities should be limited and
serve only the most advanced riders. Appropriate BMPs should be implemented
in each area to manage erosion potential.” The smallest OHV rider group
consists of advanced riders; therefore, the areas with slopes exceeding 45
percent would be used by fewer people, thereby helping to reduce erosion. See
also responses to comments O13-4 and O16-4.

O17-15

Operation of the SVRA, along with most other types of projects other than
mining operations, does not entail excavation activities. Unique paleontological
resources generally consist of the remains of vertebrates (animals with
backbones, including mammals, birds, fish, reptiles, and amphibians), which
range in age from millions of years Before Present [B.P.] to approximately
11,700 years B.P. Because of their older geologic age, unique paleontological
resources (i.e., vertebrate fossils) are generally buried deep below the ground
surface. Therefore, unique paleontological resources generally are encountered
only where excavations at least 4–6 feet deep would occur (e.g., for building
foundations and underground utility pipelines).
However, in the extremely unlikely event that a fossil specimen should become
exposed during park operations, Geo Guideline 2.3 (General Plan page 4-15)
calls for the specimen to be collected by paleontologists or properly trained unit
staff members, as designated by the State Parks geologist and area manager.
Geo Guideline 2.3 also requires that records be kept of all paleontological finds;
that fossils be properly identified by qualified persons; and that specimens be
stored or displayed in the unit (in adequate facilities), or at a designated
repository, in accordance with the artifact management policies of State Parks.

O17-16

As stated in Soils Guideline 1.5, the hills adjacent to Corral Hollow Creek
consist of soils mapped as Altamont clay (0–65 percent slope) and Saurin loam
and clay loam (0–65 percent slope). Clay soils are preferred for intensive
hillclimbing because they are more resistant to erosion.
The concern expressed by the commenter that further studies are needed to
determine the potential for pollutants and sediment to enter creeks and
groundwater, and the commenter’s statement that water quality impacts were
not disclosed or evaluated, is based on opinion rather than fact. Licensed
engineers with expertise in hydrology and water quality have thoroughly studied
these issues over a period of several years, as presented in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), which is summarized on pages 2-36
through 2-60 of the General Plan. A copy of the watershed assessment is
available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. The results of the watershed
assessment were used in the creation of the SWMP (State Parks 2011).
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The SWMP was prepared to reduce or eliminate pollutant discharges from the
planning area according to the “maximum extent practicable” performance
standard specified in CWA Section 402(p). Therefore, the SWMP describes the
specific BMPs to be used for stormwater management in the planning area as
required by the Central Valley RWQCB’s MS4 General Permit. These measures
include specific trail management and construction techniques, along with a
monitoring plan. The measures would be applied throughout the expansion area
and the existing SVRA, including the hillclimb and open-riding areas. The
measures presented in the SWMP and the OHV BMP Manual (State Parks
2007a) that would reduce erosion and subsequent downstream sedimentation,
and therefore would be protective of water quality, are summarized in DEIR
Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” on pages 3.8-5 through 3.8-17.
Therefore, State Parks does not believe that any further studies are warranted.
Furthermore, for the reasons discussed in detail in Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4
(DEIR pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-17) and summarized above, with
implementation of the SWMP, the OHV BMP Manual, and the General Plan
guidelines, impacts related to erosion and water quality would be less than
significant; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. See also Master
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”
O17-17

See “ East Alameda County Conservation Strategy Guidance and Mitigation” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the use of the EACCS in the DEIR.

O17-18

Section 2.7.3, “Regulatory Influences,” in Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” of
the General Plan identifies regulatory programs pertinent to the SVRA. The
programs are separated by topic and then grouped by level of government
(federal, state, regional, or local).

O17-19

See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use.”

O17-20

The commenter is correct; the DEIR relies of implementation of OM Guidelines
5.2, 5.4, and 5.5 to mitigate increases in off-site noise levels related to OHV
use.

O17-21

Before any potential new noise impacts on wildlife could occur, ground
disturbance from construction would occur with proposed future projects,
therefore noise impacts are not specific to wildlife. The potential for noise
impacts on bird species is noted in Impact 3.3-11 on page 3.3-28 of the DEIR.
See also “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” in Master Response 4, “Impacts
of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the DEIR analysis of
noise impacts on wildlife.
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O17-22

OM Guideline 5.2 is one noise-reduction measure discussed in the DEIR;
however, noise impacts also depend on the distance between sensitive uses and
OHV uses.

O17-23

The California Vehicle Code is discussed on page 3.10-7 of the DEIR. Ambient
noise measurements were conducted over a 4-day period, including a weekend
at the peak use time of the SVRA. Recorded levels at monitoring locations,
which represent the nearest sensitive use within and outside of the SVRA,
account for the terrain/topography effect.

O17-24

See response to comment O17-23.

O17-25

Sound berms are not proposed; the footnote provides an example of how much a
sound berm would reduce noise levels, but the existing hilly topography that
would be used to provide a barrier effect would reduce noise levels further than
10 dB.

O17-26

State Parks has prepared the General Plan as a broad-based policy document
that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the expansion
area) and provides goals and guidelines directing future improvements, services,
and programs. By providing a clear purpose, a vision, and long- and short-term
goals and guidelines, the General Plan defines the broadest possible
management framework for program development, ongoing management, and
public use of Carnegie SVRA.
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause
no environmental impacts; however, implementing actions included in the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically alter the environment. Impact
minimization measures were incorporated into the General Plan wherever
possible during the development of the DEIR to help ensure that planned
actions described in the General Plan, including future actions, would not cause
significant environmental impacts. Therefore, as described in Section 1.1,
“Type, Purpose, and Intended Use of This Environmental Impact Report,” of
the DEIR, the CEQA analysis detailed in the EIR is intended to be adequate for
certain future projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner consistent
with the General Plan’s goals and guidelines.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
once the project details are known, before project implementation. See Master
Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines.”

O17-27

State Parks appreciates that the commenter has taken time to express Tri-Valley
Conservancy’s concerns about the project. Specific comments are addressed
above. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines,” Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
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Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report,” Master Response 4,
“Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” Master Response 6,
“Draft Environmental Impact Report Cumulative Impact Analysis,” and Master
Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives Analysis.”
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Letter
O18
Response

Glen Leverich, PG, Senior Geomorphologist/Geologist
Stillwater Sciences
June 25, 2015

O18-1

The comment provides a brief summary of Stillwater Sciences’ review of the
General Plan and DEIR and notes general concerns regarding the adequacy of
the DEIR analysis and impact determinations. Concerns raised by the
commenter are presented in further detail in comments O18-2 through O18-46.
See responses to comments O18-2 through O18-46.

O18-2

State Parks has prepared the General Plan as a broad-based policy document
that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the expansion
area) and provides goals and guidelines directing future improvements, services,
and programs. By providing a clear purpose, a vision, and long- and short-term
goals and guidelines, the General Plan defines the broadest possible
management framework for program development, ongoing management, and
public use of Carnegie SVRA. As described in DEIR Section 1.1, “Type,
Purpose, and Intended Use of This Environmental Impact Report,” the CEQA
analysis detailed in the EIR accompanying the General Plan is intended to be
adequate for certain future projects, as long as they are implemented in a
manner consistent with the General Plan’s goals and guidelines. That includes
being consistent with the proposed visitor experience areas depicted in the
figure referenced by the commenter, General Plan Figure 4-1. The DEIR
analysis takes into account the goals, guidelines, and land use designations
included in the General Plan.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
once the project details are known, before project implementation. According to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, projects that may be implemented in the
future as a result of General Plan adoption must first be subjected to CEQA
review, in light of the information in the General Plan EIR, to determine
whether additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional
CEQA documentation completed would be determined based on a review of
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162–15164. State Parks may refer to the EIR
prepared for the General Plan as a starting point for a “tiered” CEQA analysis
when implementing future projects that require additional environmental review
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15168).
See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”

O18-3

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.”
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O18-4

The General Plan, while broad in nature, provides the framework to which
future day-to-day decision making would adhere. As future project-level
activities are implemented, day-to-day decision making in the planning and
execution of such activities would be guided by the General Plan framework.
Therefore, the statement in Section 1.5 of the General Plan accurately describes
the purpose of the General Plan.

O18-5

The General Plan is a programmatic planning document that applies broad land
uses across the entire SVRA. Mapping the trails (or eroded areas that relate to
trails) is neither the purpose nor the scope of the General Plan. This is the
appropriate level for detail for a programmatic-level planning document.
Information regarding the trails in the SVRA is contained in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), which is summarized on pages 2-36
through 2-60 of the General Plan. A copy of the watershed assessment is
available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. See also Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” and
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”

O18-6

The expansion area was acquired with California’s OHV Trust Fund monies
with the express purpose to expand Carnegie SVRA and provide additional
OHV recreation opportunities. Preparation and approval of a General Plan for
the area is a required step in making the expansion area available for public use.
Visitor capacity for Carnegie SVRA is addressed in General Plan Section 4.5,
“Managing Visitor Capacity.” As detailed on page 2-4 of the DEIR, the FY
2001–2002 peak vehicle count, together with the higher average annual
population growth for San Joaquin County, was conservatively used in the
DEIR to analyze potential effects of implementing the General Plan. State Parks
believes this is the appropriate and conservative approach for estimating
expected attendance.

O18-7

A general plan directs the long-range development and management of a park
by providing broad policy and program guidance; it is not intended to be a
project-level planning document.
The CEQA analysis detailed in the DEIR is intended to be adequate for certain
future projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner consistent with the
General Plan’s goals and guidelines. Some actions described in the General Plan
may require additional CEQA analysis before implementation. This additional
analysis would be conducted once the project details are known, before project
implementation.
The OHMVR Division of State Parks has a statutory requirement to manage
SVRAs in compliance with California’s OHV Act of 2008. PRC Section
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5090.35 requires the OHMVR Division to follow soil conservation standards,
promptly repair and continuously maintain areas and trails, anticipate and
prevent accelerated and unnatural erosion, and restore lands damaged by
erosion to the extent possible.
Carnegie SVRA trail crews and resource staff members implement the 2008
Soil Standard. Carnegie SVRA has a soil conservation plan that SVRA staff
members use to monitor, assess, and maintain trails using the most up-to-date
technology. The SVRA produces annual soil conservation compliance reports
and trail maintenance plans to maintain conditions that meet the 2008 Soil
Standard. Any trail segment or area that may not meet the Soil Standards or
affects resources is addressed appropriately.
Carnegie SVRA would implement the General Plan goals and guidelines for
soils and water quality. See Chapter 4, pages 4-3 to 4-10 of the General Plan for
these goals and guidelines and Sections 3.5 and 3.8 in the DEIR for analysis.
O18-8

An independent review by an engineering geologist, as suggested by the
commenter, would not further inform the existing setting or impact analysis, nor
would it change the impact conclusions or the contents of the General Plan
guidelines. Furthermore, State Parks has already spent several years studying
the physical conditions related to topography, climate, precipitation, stream
geomorphology, floodplain hydraulics, and water quality, as thoroughly
documented by the hydrologic engineering firms of Geosyntec Consultants,
Inc., and Salix Applied Earthcare in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment
(State Parks 2007b). This information was summarized in the General Plan on
pages 2-36 through 2-60. The General Plan also contains an additional 15 pages
of detailed existing setting information related to topography, soils, seismic
activity, and paleontological resources (pages 2-14 through 2-36).
Therefore, State Parks believes that the General Plan’s information regarding
these topics meets CEQA requirements for an appropriate description of the
existing setting. A copy of the watershed assessment is available on the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.

O18-9

As stated throughout pages 2-36 through 2-60 of the General Plan and DEIR
Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” the quantitative (numerical and
empirical) evidence suggested by the commenter is included in the Corral
Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), a copy of which is available
on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.

O18-10

The hydromodification study suggested by the commenter is included in the
Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), a copy of which is
available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.
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O18-11

See responses to comments O18-12, O18-13, O18-27, and O18-28.

O18-12

The information provided by the commenter is appreciated. State Parks agrees
with the definitions of “active” and “potentially active” faults as presented by
the commenter. As stated on page 2-18 of the General Plan, the information
related to the Carnegie Fault is based on data from the Geology of the Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory Site and Adjacent Areas (Carpenter et al. 1984).
However, the Fault Activity Map of California (Jennings 1994; Jennings and
Bryant 2010) shows that although the northwestern portion of the Carnegie
Fault has not been active since the Pliocene, the portion of the fault that
traverses the planning area shows evidence of activity during the Holocene and
is classified as “active” based on an updated geologic study prepared in 1991
for the adjacent Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory Site 300 (Jennings
1994:31). Therefore, the text at the bottom of General Plan page 2-22 is hereby
revised as follows:
►

Carnegie Fault—The Carnegie Fault trends northwest to southeast in
the project vicinity. A The southeastern portion of the Carnegie Fault is
located within the actively used portion of Carnegie SVRA, north of
Corral Hollow Creek. This is a local fault related to a complex zone of
folding and faulting northwest of the Tesla Fault. No geologic Geologic
evidence exists to suggests that fault activity along the northwestern
portion of the fault (outside of the planning area) has not occurred since
the Pliocene epoch. Therefore, this portion of the Carnegie Fault is not
considered active. However, Jennings (1994) indicates that the
southeastern portion of the Carnegie Fault shows evidence of activity
during the Holocene based on an updated geologic study prepared in
1991 for the adjacent Lawrence Livermore Laboratory Site 300.
Therefore, this portion of the Carnegie Fault (within the planning area)
is considered active.

In addition, the text at the bottom of DEIR page 3.5-3 and the top of page 3.5-4
is hereby revised as follows:
Active faults are more likely to result in surface fault rupture; thus, all the
faults listed above are considered to have a potential to cause surface
rupture. Portions of the Corral Hollow Fault (along the bed of Corral
Hollow Creek) and Carnegie Fault (north of Corral Hollow Creek), both
currently inactive of which are considered active, are located in the
planning area. Strong seismic ground shaking could occur during an
earthquake on any of the faults listed above, or on other faults in the Bay
Area, such as the San Andreas and Concord–Green Valley Faults.
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Therefore, surface fault rupture and strong seismic ground shaking are
potential hazards in the planning area.
As stated on DEIR page 3.5-4, strong seismic ground shaking could occur
during an earthquake on any of the faults trending through the planning
area, on faults in the project vicinity (such as the Las Positas or Greenville),
or on other faults in the Bay Area (such as the San Andreas and Concord–
Green Valley Faults). Therefore, surface fault rupture and strong seismic
ground shaking are potential hazards in the planning area that were
thoroughly evaluated in DEIR Impact 3.5-1 (pages 3.5-3 through 3.5-5).
The impact conclusion is unchanged.
The faults in the planning area are shown in Figures 2-3 and 2-4 (pages 219 and 2-22, respectively) of the General Plan. The southern and eastern
portions of the planning area are shown in Figure 2-3. The commenter does
not provide any specific additional information related to fault locations
that he believes should be shown in these figures.
O18-13

A map showing landslides that may be present in the eastern portion of the
planning area is not available. However, such information would not change the
DEIR analysis or conclusions because Impact 3.5-2 (pages 3.5-5 through 3.5-7)
already considers that much of the planning area is subject to landslides, as
stated by the commenter.
As stated on DEIR page 3.5-6, the planning area would be operated according to
the SWMP (State Parks 2011). The SWMP includes operational road and trail
construction and rehabilitation measures that would be economical and feasible
and are designed to reduce the downslope effects of road and trail drainage
(including landslides). As indicated in Water Guideline 2.8, portions or all of
the SVRA may be closed during periods of winter rainfall to reduce landslide
hazards. By law, all buildings or other structures in the planning area must be
designed according to the requirements of the CBC, which contains criteria for
reducing structural damage and personal injury from geologic hazards (such as
landslides) to the maximum extent practicable.
Soils Guideline 1.4 limits trail and building construction depending on the
amount of slope. Because steeper slopes are more prone to landslides, adhering
to this guideline would help reduce potential damage if a landslide were to
occur. If landslide areas cannot be avoided entirely, a licensed engineer would
investigate site-specific building placement, and all construction methods
recommended by the engineer would be implemented to ensure public safety.
In addition, State Parks personnel would periodically inspect trails that cross
landslide areas, and trails would be maintained and/or closed as necessary to
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keep riders safe from landslide hazards. Soils Guideline 1.1 requires that all
Carnegie SVRA facilities meet the current OHMVR Division Soil Standard
(State Parks 2008:26). The Soil Standard states that trail and road networks
should be designed to avoid known unstable areas such as landslides and
earthflows, and that if an unstable area is unavoidable, an engineer or geologist
is to be consulted to determine the proper layout and design of the trail or road.
O18-14

The commenter’s concern that seismic seiches may occur on small sediment
ponds in the planning area is noted. However, even if such an event were to
occur, it would not adversely affect people or structures in the planning area
because no building construction is planned adjacent to such ponds. Also, given
the small size of the ponds, it is extremely unlikely that a seiche wave large
enough to result in substantial damage would be generated. The commenter
provides no mathematical evidence or calculations from a licensed engineer
indicating that large seismic seiche waves would in fact occur within a pond in
the planning area. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O18-15

Applying the commenter’s logic, any project that spanned a county line would
not be able to rely on U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil
survey data. However, NRCS classifies soils based on a standard, scientific set
of criteria using laboratory testing and mathematical equations (see, for
example, the NRCS National Soil Survey Handbook available for download at
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/ref/?cid=nrcs142p2_0542
42).
The fact that soils are named differently by county has no relationship to the
actual soil properties. As shown in Table 2-3 of the General Plan (page 2-29),
both soil types referenced by the commenter have been classified as hydrologic
group D, meaning they have a high runoff rate. More importantly, both soils
were rated with a severe off-trail erosion hazard. Because there is no difference
in the rated erosion hazard between the soil types referenced by the commenter,
State Parks believes it is appropriate to rely on the scientifically derived NRCS
soil survey data, and there is no need to undertake a separate soils mapping
project in the planning area.
State Parks also believes that the DEIR appropriately evaluates the erosion
impacts in Section 3.5, “Geology, Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological
Resources,” and Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” Furthermore,
State Parks believes that implementing the SWMP (State Parks 2011) and the
Water and Soil guidelines listed in the General Plan would result in less-thansignificant impacts related to erosion, as discussed in detail in DEIR Impact
3.5-3 (pages 3.5-7 through 3.5-1) and Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 (pages 3.8-2
through 3.8-17).
The commenter also expresses disagreement with the scientific methodology
and data used by Geosyntec Consultants, Inc., and Salix Applied Earthcare to
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perform hydrologic modeling and to assess erosion and sedimentation effects
within the Corral Hollow watershed. However, an EIR is not inadequate simply
because experts in a particular environmental subject matter dispute the
conclusions reached by the experts whose studies were used in drafting the EIR,
even where different conclusions can reasonably be drawn from a single pool of
information. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151; Guide to CEQA [Remy et al.
2007:499–500]; Greenebaum v. City of Los Angeles [1984] 153 Cal. App. 3d
391, 413.) See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
The information requested by the commenter regarding the manner and
effectiveness of management techniques within the existing SVRA is included
in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b). The types and
projected effectiveness of management techniques related to erosion control
(i.e., BMPs) for the proposed General Plan are discussed in detail in the SWMP
(State Parks 2011). Copies of both documents are available on the Carnegie
SVRA General Plan website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.
O18-16

As stated on page 2-32 of the General Plan, the planning area is located adjacent
to, but outside of, the mineral land classification boundaries contained in
California Geological Survey studies prepared by Jensen and Silva (1988) and
Stinson et al. (1987). Therefore, a map of mineral land classifications is not
available. A “verification” of mineral resources located in the planning area
would not further inform the impact analysis or change any conclusions in the
DEIR, because the mineral resources are already summarized on General Plan
page 2-32 and discussed in detail in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment
(State Parks 2007b), a copy of which is available on the Carnegie SVRA
General Plan website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.
Management of historical resources is addressed in DEIR Section 3.4, “Cultural
Resources.” See also response to comment O18-39.

O18-17

As with other cultural resources, the exact coordinates of fossil localities are
kept confidential to provide appropriate resource protection. Furthermore, the
assessment of paleontological resources is based on the sensitivity of rock
formations as a whole, not on the location of individual fossil localities. See
pages 2-32 through 2-35 of the General Plan for a detailed discussion of the
paleontological sensitivity assessment. The locations of the geologic formations
within the planning area are depicted in Figure 2-3 (page 2-19 of the General
Plan).

O18-18

State Parks is aware that the western end of the expansion area is within the
Arroyo Seco watershed; this is mentioned in the Hydrology sections of the
General Plan and DEIR. In addition, since publication of the DEIR, the
northwestern portion of the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has
been redesignated as Limited Recreation and the proposed entrance located at
the western corner along Tesla Road has been removed (see Figure 2-3,
“Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
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FEIR). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service area, and
practice area that were proposed in this portion of the expansion area along
Tesla Road are no longer included as part of the project.
O18-19

Vegetation and land cover are described in detail in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), which is summarized on pages 2-36
through 2-60 of the General Plan. A copy of the watershed assessment is
available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. The potential impacts of
project implementation on biological resources (including special-status plants)
are analyzed in DEIR Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources.”

O18-20

The drainage areas and subwatersheds are depicted on a topographic map as
shown in Figure 2-7 of the General Plan (page 2-38). Drainage areas and
subwatersheds necessarily encompass large areas of land. Providing a series of
even more detailed topographic maps—which are publicly available on the
Internet—would not further inform the impact analysis (nor would it change the
impact conclusions) because hydrologic analyses are performed on a
subwatershed scale.

O18-21

Detailed rainfall data and associated hydrologic modeling are included in the
Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), which is
summarized on pages 2-36 through 2-60 of the General Plan. A copy of the
watershed assessment is available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. A more detailed presentation
of this information in the General Plan or DEIR would not affect the impact
analysis or change the impact conclusions.

O18-22

The commenter expresses disagreement with the scientific methodology and
data used by Geosyntec Consultants, Inc., and Salix Applied Earthcare to
perform hydrologic modeling and assess erosion and sedimentation effects
within the Corral Hollow watershed. However, an EIR is not inadequate simply
because experts in a particular environmental subject matter dispute the
conclusions reached by the experts whose studies were used in drafting the EIR,
even where different conclusions can reasonably be drawn from a single pool of
information. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151; Guide to CEQA [Remy et al.
2007:499–500]; Greenebaum v. City of Los Angeles [1984] 153 Cal. App. 3d
391, 413.) See Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O18-23

The comment is based on speculation rather than scientific evidence or fact.
There is no evidence that petroleum-based products have resulted in
contamination in the planning area (see DEIR Section 3.7, “Hazards and
Hazardous Materials”). As the commenter himself points out, the blue sediment
originates from the tailings piles that were created during construction of the
Hetch Hetchy tunnel, and some of the bedrock in the vicinity of the planning
area contains blueschist. Water quality issues, including erosion of the tailings

7-76

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Organizational Comments and Responses

piles, were thoroughly evaluated in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment
(State Parks 2007b), which is summarized on pages 2-36 through 2-60 of the
General Plan. A copy of the watershed assessment is available on the Carnegie
SVRA General Plan website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.
O18-24

State Parks has acknowledged throughout Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” of
the General Plan that erosion from OHV use has occurred. However, as stated
on page 2-13 of the General Plan, the intent of implementing the measures in
the SWMP is to ensure that the lands managed by the OHMVR Division will
meet the water quality criteria set by the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) and CWA; continue to provide recreational
opportunities; preserve natural and cultural resources; and provide additional
opportunities for interpretation. The findings of the Corral Hollow Watershed
Assessment (State Parks 2007b) were used to develop recommendations for
innovative erosion and sediment reduction BMPs that are contained in the
SWMP (State Parks 2011), and to create an active adaptive management
framework to meet water quality objectives. This framework includes continual
assessment of erosion and sediment generators, implementation of appropriate
BMPs, ongoing monitoring and evaluation of these actions, and plans for longterm maintenance to ensure that these actions are successful.

O18-25

The Waterfall Canyon drainage area is shown in Figure 2-7 of the General Plan
(page 2-38). The efficacy of previous erosion control efforts was evaluated by
Geosyntec Consultants, Inc., and Salix Applied Earthcare in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), which is summarized on pages 2-36
through 2-60 of the General Plan. This information was used to develop
recommendations for innovative erosion and sediment reduction BMPs that are
contained in the SWMP (State Parks 2011), and to create an active adaptive
management framework to meet water quality objectives. This framework
includes continual assessment of erosion and sediment generators,
implementation of appropriate BMPs, ongoing monitoring and evaluation of
these actions, and plans for long-term maintenance to ensure that these actions
are successful. A copy of the watershed assessment and the SWMP are
available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.

O18-26

As already noted by the commenter, page 2-176 of the General Plan states,
“Most visits to Carnegie SVRA occur from October through April, which is
also the time period when red-sticker vehicles are allowed to ride at the SVRA
(Figure 2-23).” Rainfall data used in the hydrologic modeling of the planning
area are presented in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks
2007b), a copy of which is available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan
website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. The General Plan
(pages 2-36 through 2-60) and the DEIR (Section 3.8) summarize data
contained in the watershed assessment and the SWMP. Presenting this
information in more detail in the General Plan or DEIR would not affect the
impact analysis or conclusions.
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The potential for erosion caused by OHV use is evaluated in DEIR Impacts
3.8-1 through 3.8-4, and is based on the empirical data and modeling presented
in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b). As described
on pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-17 of the DEIR, prescriptive management activities
(i.e., BMPs) associated with the SWMP (State Parks 2011), the OHV BMP
Manual (State Parks 2007a), and the water and soils guidelines in the General
Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to erosion and water
quality. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
O18-27

DEIR Impact 3.8-4 (pages 3.8-16 and 3.8-17) and Impact 3.8-6 (pages 3.8-19
through 3.8-22) present analyses related to flooding. The Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year floodplain in the planning area is
shown in Figure 3.8-1 (page 3.8-20). Field verification of modeling results is
presented in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), a
copy of which is available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. There is no reason to fieldverify proposed structures or sediment basins at the present time because the
EIR analyzes a General Plan intended to guide implementation of a variety of
actions that would take place over many years, rather than a site-specific
project. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and
General Plan Goals and Guidelines.” With regard to the Arroyo Seco watershed,
see response to comment O18-18.

O18-28

Floodplain mapping is the responsibility of FEMA. Figure 2-9 in the General
Plan (page 2-49) shows the 100-year floodplain relative to the planning area. As
indicated in the legend in Figure 2-9, FEMA has mapped all areas outside of the
100-year floodplain as Zone X, meaning they are above the 500-year floodplain
level. Therefore, State Parks believes that an appropriate analysis has been
presented in DEIR Impact 3.8-6 related to potential construction of structures
and facilities within a designated FEMA 100-year floodplain.

O18-29

The statements referred to by the commenter and the source material for those
statements are included in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State
Parks 2007b), a copy of which is available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan
website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. The General Plan
(pages 2-36 through 2-60) and the DEIR (Section 3.8) summarize data
contained in the watershed assessment and the SWMP. A more detailed
presentation of this information in the General Plan or the DEIR would not
change the impact analysis or conclusions.

O18-30

A detailed discussion of existing erosion control measures in the planning area,
and the success of those measures, is provided in the Corral Hollow Watershed
Assessment (State Parks 2007b), a copy of which is available on the Carnegie
SVRA General Plan website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.
The SWMP (State Parks 2011) discusses future proposed BMPs, including
larger sediment basins, in detail.
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CEQA does not require that an EIR “evaluate the effectiveness” of conditions
forming the existing baseline; rather, the purpose of an EIR is to evaluate the
potential environmental impacts of a proposed project on the environment, and
to recommend feasible mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts. The
potential impacts of the proposed General Plan related to erosion and
sedimentation are evaluated in DEIR Impacts 3.5-3 and 3.8-1 through 3.8-4,
based on the empirical data and modeling presented in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b). As described on pages 3.8-2
through 3.8-17 of the DEIR, prescriptive management activities (i.e., BMPs)
associated with the SWMP (State Parks 2011), OHV BMP Manual (State Parks
2007a), and the water and soils guidelines in the General Plan would result in
less-than-significant impacts related to erosion and water quality. See also
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”
O18-31

The information requested by the commenter is included in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), a copy of which is available on the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. The General Plan (pages 2-36
through 2-60) and the DEIR (Section 3.8) summarize data contained in the
watershed assessment and the SWMP. A more detailed presentation of this
information in the General Plan or DEIR would not affect the impact analysis or
conclusions.

O18-32

The information requested by the commenter is included in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), a copy of which is available on the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. The General Plan (pages 2-36
through 2-60) and the DEIR (Section 3.8) summarize data contained in the
watershed assessment and the SWMP. A more detailed presentation of this
information in the General Plan or DEIR would not affect the impact analysis.
See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O18-33

The information requested by the commenter is included in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), a copy of which is available on the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. The General Plan (pages 2-36
through 2-60) and the DEIR (Section 3.8) summarize data contained in the
watershed assessment and the SWMP. A more detailed presentation of this
information in the General Plan or DEIR would not affect the impact analysis or
conclusions. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O18-34

The information requested by the commenter is included in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), a copy of which is available on the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
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http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. The General Plan (pages 2-36
through 2-60) and the DEIR (Section 3.8) summarize data contained in the
watershed assessment and the SWMP. A more detailed presentation of this
information in the General Plan or DEIR would not affect the impact analysis or
conclusions. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
O18-35

See response to comment O18-14.

O18-36

State Parks is required by law to adhere to the requirements of the CBC for
construction of buildings and other facilities. Chapter 18 of the CBC requires
that analyses of slope instability, liquefaction, and surface rupture attributable to
faulting or lateral spreading be performed for site-specific projects. CBC
Chapter 18 also requires that building designs include measures to reduce
liquefaction hazards, such as construction on deep pier foundations or
excavation of unstable soil and replacement with engineered, compacted fill.
(See page 2-146 of the General Plan.)
A site-specific geotechnical report and associated liquefaction analysis has not
yet been prepared for future structures proposed under the General Plan because
the EIR analyzes a plan intended to guide implementation of a variety of actions
that would take place over many years, rather than a site-specific project. See
also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”
There is no requirement, in either law or public policy, that existing structures
and facilities be rebuilt or reconstructed. In fact, contrary to the commenter’s
suggestion, once a building permit has been issued, an individual property
owner (including a state or federal agency) cannot legally be compelled to
change any components of that building or structure in the future. Furthermore,
following the commenter’s logic, every residence and commercial or industrial
building or other structure throughout California would have to be demolished
and reconstructed every 3 years when the CBC is updated. Such a course of
action is clearly nonsensical. Thus, an additional CEQA mitigation measure
requiring changes to existing structures or facilities in the planning area is not
required.

O18-37

See responses to comments O13-4, O16-4, O18-13, O18-15, and O18-16. See
also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”

O18-38

See responses to comments O13-4, O16-4, O18-15, and O18-16. See also
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”

O18-39

As stated in the thresholds of significance on page 3.5-2 of the DEIR, an impact
on mineral resources is considered significant if it would result in the loss of
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availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region
and the residents of the state or a locally important mineral resource recovery
site delineated in a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan. As
discussed in DEIR Impact 3.5-6 (pages 3.5-11 and 3.5-12), the planning area is
not located within the boundaries of a mineral land classification study under
the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act, and therefore is not part of a presentday, regionally designated “significant” mineral resource recovery zone (as
classified by the California Geological Survey). Also, the planning area is not in
a locally designated mineral-resource recovery area (Alameda County 1994).
As summarized on pages 2-31 and 2-32 of the General Plan and discussed in
detail in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b:28–33),
coal, clay, gravel, lime, manganese, and sand were mined in and adjacent to the
planning area from 1855 to 1960. Mining activities ceased in 1960 for a variety
of reasons, including the fact that most resources had already been extracted, as
well as the higher cost to extract the remaining resources than to obtain more
readily available resources in other locations.
Carnegie SVRA was added to the State Park system as an SVRA in July 1980.
Mining activities are not compatible with recreational SVRA uses. Furthermore,
allowing mining to occur in the planning area would be at variance with all of
the commenter’s expressed concerns related to erosion, sedimentation, water
quality, and protection of natural resources. For all of the above reasons, the
mineral resources study suggested by the commenter is not required.
O18-40

As discussed in DEIR Impact 3.5-7 (pages 3.5-12 and 3.5-13), Geo Guideline
2.1 calls for State Parks to provide paleontological resource training to park
staff members. This training would include information about the areas most
likely to contain unique paleontological resources, education on current
paleontological resource laws, and procedures to be followed if paleontological
resources were discovered inadvertently during construction. Geo Guideline 2.2
states that if paleontological resources are discovered inadvertently during
construction, construction activities would cease at the fossil location and
within the immediate vicinity, and an OHMVR Division archaeologist or other
qualified paleontological resource professional would be consulted to determine
the potential significance of the find. Should a fossil be determined to be a
unique paleontological resource, a recovery plan consistent with Society of
Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP 1996) criteria would be developed and
implemented. The recovery plan may include a field survey, construction
monitoring, sampling and data recovery procedures, curation for any specimen
recovered, and a report of findings.
These measures are consistent with industry-standard mitigation for
paleontological resources throughout California. See, for example, the
following documents:
►

Prairie City SVRA General Plan and EIR (State Parks)
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►
►
►
►

►

►
►

►
►
►
►

►

►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

El Dorado County General Plan and EIR
Sacramento County General Plan and EIR
City of Rancho Cordova General Plan and EIR
Folsom South of U.S. 50 Specific Plan Joint EIR/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) (City of Folsom and USACE)
Rio del Oro Specific Plan Joint EIR/EIS (City of Rancho Cordova and
USACE)
Cordova Hills Master Plan EIR (Rancho Cordova)
Rancho Murieta Recycled Water System Expansion Project Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND)
Cosumnes River Elementary School IS/MND
City of Elk Grove General Plan and EIR
Elk Grove Unified School District Critical School Facility #1 IS/MND
Elk Grove Unified School District Ninth High School–Middle School
(Laguna Ridge) EIR
North Sacramento Streams, Sacramento River East Levee, Lower American
River, and Related Flood Improvements Project EIR (Sacramento Area
Flood Control Agency)
Feather-Bear Rivers Levee Setback EIR (Yuba County)
Yuba Goldfields 200-Year Flood Protection Project DEIR (Marysville)
Sutter Pointe Specific Plan EIR (Sutter County)
San Joaquin Delta Community College EIR (Lodi)
Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan EIR (Stockton)
Central Lathrop Specific Plan EIR (City of Lathrop)
San Benito County Water District Program EIR (City of Hollister)
Central Valley Flood Protection Program EIR (Central Valley)
San Joaquin River Restoration Project Joint EIR/EIS (San Joaquin Valley)
Merced Wal-Mart Distribution Center EIR (City of Merced)
Solano County General Plan and associated EIR
Northeast Fairfield Specific Plan Train Station EIR (City of Fairfield)
Pinole-Hercules Wastewater Treatment Plant EIR (City of Pinole)

Therefore, no further mitigation measures are required. See also Master
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”
O18-41
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See responses to comments O13-4 and O16-4. See also Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”
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O18-42

See response to comment O18-30. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement
Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O18-43

The information requested by the commenter is included in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b) and the SWMP (State Parks 2011),
copies of which are available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. As noted by the commenter,
the General Plan (pages 2-36 through 2-60) and the DEIR (Section 3.8)
summarize data from the watershed assessment and the SWMP. Providing
additional details in the General Plan or the DEIR would not further inform the
impact analysis or change the impact conclusions. See also responses to
comments O13-4 and O16-4 and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding
the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O18-44

See responses to comments O13-4 and O18-27. See also Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”

O18-45

See response to comment O18-28. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement
Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O18-46

The cumulative effects of erosion, sedimentation, water quality, and other
hydrologic effects from Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory Site 300
referenced by the commenter are included in the impact analysis presented
throughout DEIR Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and in Impact
3.5-3 in Section 3.5, “Geology, Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological
Resources.” As shown in Figure 2-7 of the General Plan (page 2-38) and
summarized on page 2-40, the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory Site
300 subwatershed was included in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment
(State Parks 2007b), which was used to inform the SWMP (State Parks 2011).
Copies of both documents are available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan
website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. Therefore, no
additional cumulative impact analysis is required.

O18-47

State Parks appreciates that the commenter has taken time to express Stillwater
Sciences’ concerns about the project. Specific comments are addressed above.
See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan
Goals and Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
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Letter
O19
Response

Juan Pablo Galvan, Land Use Planner
Save Mount Diablo
June 25, 2015

O19-1

State Parks appreciates the comments provided by Save Mount Diablo on June
25, 2015.

O19-2

The comment provides a brief summary of Save Mount Diablo’s review of the
General Plan and DEIR and notes general concerns regarding the adequacy of
the DEIR analysis and impact determinations. Concerns raised by the
commenter are presented in further detail in comments O19-3 through O19-9.
See responses to comments O19-3 through O19-9.

O19-3

See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources,” regarding designation of the expansion area as a wildlife
corridor.

O19-4

The commenter states that existing SVRA recreation and land use will be
extended to the expansion area. OHV recreation and land management practices
have evolved considerably since the SVRA opened in 1981. Resource
protection regulations require the OHMVR Division to monitor water quality,
soils, and habitat; follow BMPs for soil conservation and stormwater; and
restore habitat, sensitive areas, and trails. Restricted-use and limited-use areas,
buffer areas, law enforcement patrol, monitoring, and trail management
minimize the level of erosion and hillside scarring in the expansion area.
The OHMVR Division has a statutory requirement to manage SVRAs in
compliance with California’s OHMVR Act of 2008. PRC Section 5090.35
requires the OHMVR Division to follow soil conservation standards, promptly
repair and continuously maintain areas and trails, anticipate and prevent
accelerated and unnatural erosion, and restore lands damaged by erosion to the
extent possible. Trail crews and resource staff members implement the 2008
Soil Standard at each SVRA. Carnegie SVRA has a soil conservation plan that
trail crews use to monitor, assess, maintain, and trails using the most up-to-date
technology. The SVRA produces annual soil conservation compliance reports
and trail maintenance plans to maintain conditions that meet the 2008 Soil
Standard. Any trail segment or area that may not meet the standards or affects
resources is addressed appropriately.
Some trail impacts occur, however, and some OHV visitors attempt to make
their own trails. Impacts are lessened through adherence to BMPs, monitoring,
restoration, visitor education, and law enforcement patrols.
State Parks believes that DEIR Impact 3.1-1 (pages 3.1-4 through 3.1-6)
appropriately discusses and evaluates the potential of General Plan
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implementation to affect the visual character of the site or its surroundings.
NRM Guideline 1.1 in the Carnegie SVRA General Plan states that visitorserving facilities would be located in prior disturbed areas or areas of relatively
low resource value. NRM Guideline 1.5 states that new trail development would
be focused in areas of relatively low habitat value. In addition, Plant Guideline
1.6 calls for the placement of visitor-serving facilities in prior disturbed areas or
areas of relatively low resource value; replacement of any trees removed; and
preservation, enhancement, and restoration of native woodland. With
implementation of these General Plan guidelines, State Parks believes that
aesthetic impacts would be less than significant.
See “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” and “Adequacy of Plant and
Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the use of wildlife guidelines to avoid or minimize impacts on
sensitive biological resources.
Regarding the evaluation of cultural resources impacts, the DEIR does not
contain mitigation measures because the Preliminary General Plan goals and
guidelines are designed to avoid or minimize impacts on cultural resources.
Specific projects subject to review may require incorporation of mitigation
measures in the project-specific impact analysis to minimize or mitigate impacts
to an acceptable level. Until specific projects are proposed, preparation of
mitigation measures is not feasible.
With regard to the commenter’s assertion that implementing Water Guidelines
2.1, 2.7, and 2.8 and Soils Guidelines 1.4 and 1.5 would not reduce impacts on
soils, erosion, hydrology, or water quality to less-than-significant levels, see
responses to comments O13-4 and O16-4.
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause
no environmental impacts; however, implementing actions included in the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically alter the environment. The EIR
evaluates the goals, guidelines, proposed use areas, uses, and facilities described
in the General Plan for their potential effects on the environment. Impact
minimization measures were incorporated into the General Plan wherever
possible during the development of the DEIR to help ensure that planned
actions described in the General Plan, including future actions, would not cause
significant environmental impacts. Therefore, as described in DEIR Section 1.1,
“Type, Purpose, and Intended Use of this Environmental Impact Report,” the
CEQA analysis detailed in the EIR that accompanies the General Plan is
intended to be adequate for certain future projects, as long as they are
implemented in a manner consistent with the General Plan’s goals and
guidelines.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
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once the project details are known, before project implementation. According to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, projects that may be implemented in the
future as a result of adopting the General Plan must first be subjected to CEQA
review, in light of the information in the General Plan EIR, to determine
whether additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional
CEQA documentation completed would be determined based on a review of
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162–15164. Please also see Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” and
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”
O19-5

State Parks has prepared the General Plan as a broad-based policy document
that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the expansion
area) and provides goals and guidelines directing future improvements, services,
and programs. The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which
itself would cause no environmental impacts; however, implementing actions
included in the Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically alter the
environment.
The EIR evaluates the goals, guidelines, proposed use areas, uses, and facilities
described in the General Plan for their potential effects on the environment.
Impact minimization measures have been incorporated into the General Plan
wherever possible to help ensure that planned actions described in the General
Plan, including future actions, would not cause significant environmental
impacts. Therefore, the CEQA analysis detailed in the EIR that accompanies the
General Plan is intended to be adequate for certain future projects, as long as
they are implemented in a manner consistent with the General Plan’s goals and
guidelines.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
once the project details are known, before project implementation. According to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, projects that may be implemented in the
future as a result of adopting the General Plan must first be subjected to CEQA
review, in light of the information in the General Plan EIR, to determine
whether additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional
CEQA documentation completed would be determined based on a review of
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162–15164. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy
of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” regarding the level
of specificity included in the DEIR project description.
General Plan Table 4-1 (and DEIR Table 2-1), “Visitor Experience Areas,”
provides the approximate total acreage of the visitor experience areas.
The East Alameda County Conservation Strategy was reviewed during
preparation of the DEIR and is listed as a reference document in the DEIR. The
EACCS would continue to be consulted as a reference document during
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preparation of any proposed avoidance, minimization, and compensatory
mitigation that may be required for specific projects covered under the General
Plan.
The EACCS serves as a guidance document for municipalities, agencies, and
other regional governments and organizations that were involved in preparing
the plan. State Parks realizes that permitting agencies would likely use the
EACCS as a guide to impacts and mitigation during their review and approval
of any environmental permits required for specific projects under the Carnegie
SVRA General Plan. Given the previous and future review of the EACCS by
State Parks and the permitting agencies’ involvement in preparing the
document, State Parks would consider the EACCS guidelines and review
applicable guidelines and mitigation measures when conducting future projectspecific impact analysis under the General Plan. See also “East Alameda
County Conservation Strategy Guidance and Mitigation” in Master Response 4,
“Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”
The DEIR described a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that could
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. State Parks owns the
property and classifies it as SVRA lands. Planning efforts for the property must
be consistent with the OHMVR Division’s mission statement and with statutory
guidance for SVRA lands. The expansion area was acquired with California’s
OHV Trust Fund monies to expand Carnegie SVRA and provide additional
OHV recreation opportunities.
As discussed in DEIR Chapter 6, “Alternatives to the Proposed Project,” if the
No-Project Alternative were adopted, current operation and management
patterns in the original SVRA and expansion area would continue. The portion
of Carnegie SVRA currently open to the public would remain at 1,575 acres.
The 3,100-acre expansion area would not be available for recreation or other
uses if State Parks continued to own the property, and this area would remain
closed to the public. The Reduced Developed Use Area Alternative would
restrict developed and OHV uses to a smaller portion of the planning area than
proposed under the General Plan, but the goals and guidelines described in the
General Plan would still be implemented. These alternatives would not meet the
project objectives to manage the entire SVRA in accordance with the purpose of
acquisition and to provide management options for operating all portions of
Carnegie SVRA in keeping with California’s OHMVR Act of 2003, as
amended. See also Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Alternatives Analysis.”
In addition, since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the
expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited
Recreation and the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla
Road has been removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter
10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the
intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service area, and practice area that were
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Organizational Comments and Responses

7-87

proposed in this portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer
included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation
designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails
may cross these areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity
between other visitor experience areas; however, their footprint would be
limited to the minimum necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they
would be designed and managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the
surrounding resources. No other facilities would be allowed. (See Table 4-1,
“Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
FEIR.)
O19-6

See response to comment O19-5 above.

O19-7

State Parks appreciates the comment regarding the need to prepare a habitat
conservation plan/natural community conservation plan for the area covered by
the General Plan. State Parks is consulting with the regulatory agencies on a
project-by-project basis regarding the effects of operation within OHV areas.
The General Plan and DEIR are not regulatory enforcement actions; rather, they
are program-level planning documents. Units of the California State Park
system are operated under authority provided in PRC Section 5001 et seq.
Pursuant to PRC Section 5090.35(c), Carnegie SVRA maintains a Wildlife
Habitat Management Program, including vegetation mapping and wildlife
monitoring. Future projects envisioned in the General Plan may require
permitting and consultation with appropriate regulatory agencies (e.g., USACE,
USFWS, CDFW) regarding the potential for take of special-status species. That
process would occur at project implementation.

O19-8

The expansion area was acquired with California’s OHV Trust Fund monies
with the express purpose of expanding Carnegie SVRA and providing
additional OHV recreation opportunities.

O19-9

State Parks appreciates that the commenter has taken time to express Save
Mount Diablo’s concerns about the project. Specific comments provided in
Save Mount Diablo’s letter dated June 25, 2015, are addressed above.
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Letter
O20
Response

Marilyn Russell
Tesla Road Residents Alliance
June 26, 2015

O20-1

The comment provides a brief summary of the Tesla Road Residents Alliance
and its interest in the General Plan and DEIR, and notes the organization’s
general concerns regarding the adequacy of the DEIR analysis and impact
determinations. Concerns raised by the commenter are presented in further
detail in comments O20-2 through O20-15. See responses to comments O20-2
through O20-15.

O20-2

CEQA (PRC Section 21082) provides agencies with general authority to adopt
criteria for determining whether a given impact is significant. State Parks, as the
CEQA lead agency, has determined that the thresholds presented in the CEQA
Appendix G Checklist are appropriate for use in determining the significance of
impacts of the General Plan. State Parks does not consider the conversion of
grazing land to a nonagricultural use to be a significant impact under CEQA.
Rather, as stated in Section 5.1.1, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources,” in
DEIR Chapter 5, “Other CEQA-Required Analysis,” State Parks considers the
conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to be a significant impact (PRC Sections 21060.1 and 21095; CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G). See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement
Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
State Parks would implement managed grazing activities in the expansion area.
NRM Guideline 2.3 in the General Plan states that managed grazing is a
strategy to preserve, enhance, and maintain natural vegetation and to enhance
native California plant communities and associated habitat functions and values.

O20-3

The project analyzed in the DEIR is the adoption of a general plan, which in
itself would not directly result in impacts on biological resources. The General
Plan contains goals and guidelines for the long-term management of natural
(and other) resources at Carnegie SVRA. These goals and guidelines were
specifically developed to avoid or minimize impacts on natural resources. Any
future projects proposed in the General Plan would undergo project-specific
impact analysis, and project-specific avoidance and minimization measures
and/or compensatory mitigation would be proposed, as necessary. The
permitting agencies would have review and approval authority for any projects
that may result in significant impacts on resources under their jurisdiction.
Tule elk is not a special-status species; therefore, this species was not
specifically addressed in the impact analysis for the DEIR. However, habitat
and wildlife guidelines included in the General Plan also would benefit tule elk
in those instances where special-status species occupy the same upland habitat
types as tule elk. Furthermore, guidelines aimed at managing natural vegetation
at the SVRA would also benefit the natural habitat of tule elk.
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O20-4

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail included in the DEIR; also see
response to comment T5-1. State Parks believes that the General Plan and DEIR
provide sufficient detail on potential impacts and the methodology for
addressing those potential impacts to inform the general public. Project-specific
impact analysis will be subject to additional review by the permitting agencies
for resources under their jurisdiction.
Knowledge of the location and extent of sensitive cultural resources in the
planning area was taken into full consideration during the development of
alternatives and the preferred concept. Furthermore, State Parks is currently
implementing a stewardship program aimed at preserving important cultural
resources at Carnegie SVRA, and the General Plan contains goals and
guidelines aimed at public safety and interpretive opportunities related to the
historic mining facilities at the SVRA.

O20-5

Since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation and
the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla Road has been
removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions
to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner trails,
gathering/service area, and practice area that were proposed in this portion of
the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer included as part of the
project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation designation include
nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these areas
to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor
experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum
necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other
facilities would be allowed (see also Table 4-1, Visitor Experience Areas,” in
Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR).
State Parks believes that the description of aesthetic resources on pages 2-104
through 2-109 of the General Plan is thorough and adequate for providing a
description of existing conditions in the planning area, and that the impact
analysis in Section 3.1 of the DEIR meets all CEQA requirements.
See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O20-6

See responses to comments O20-7 through O20-14.

O20-7

See response to comment O18-18.

O20-8

See response to comment R13-9 regarding Alameda County traffic comments.
Table 3.14-6 of the DEIR presents projected operating levels of service at the
proposed new SVRA access locations. Forecasted traffic volumes at these
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locations are projected to result in satisfactory intersection operating levels of
service. Impact 3.14-3 on page 3.14-20 discusses available sight distance
considerations in the general area of these future access points, stating that the
exact locations of these entrances will be determined based on subsequent
project-level analysis of site-specific resources and existing conditions.
O20-9

The noise monitoring locations discussed in DEIR Section 3.10, “Noise,”
represent the nearest sensitive uses within and outside of the SVRA (private and
state residential properties along Tesla Road northwest of the original SVRA).
The analysis found that impacts related to noise would be less than significant at
the nearest sensitive uses; therefore, they also would be less than significant at
longer distances.

O20-10

The DEIR identifies significant and unavoidable operational impacts related to
OHV recreation and cumulative impacts related to OHV recreation. As
described on pages 3.2-32 and 3.2-33 of the DEIR, feasible mitigation to reduce
these impacts does not currently exist and therefore cannot be proposed.
Implementation of OM Goal 7 and OM Guidelines 7.1 through 7.3 would help
reduce annual and daily air pollutant emissions, but is not expected to reduce all
operational impacts to a less-than-significant level.

O20-11

The existing and historical peak attendance (including special events and large
crowds) and recreational vehicle use data were used to project the SVRA’s
future attendance and use associated with the proposed expansion, as described
in DEIR Section 2.1, “Environmental Setting and Carnegie SVRA Use
Characteristics.” Therefore, annual attendance and recreational vehicle use data
used in the DEIR to evaluate impacts take into consideration projected special
events and large crowds.
In addition, DEIR Impact 3.14-4 (pages 3.14-20 and 3.14-21) evaluates the
potential effects of special events.

O20-12

Since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
which were previously identified as intermediate/beginner trails, practice areas,
and gathering/services areas, are now designated as Limited Recreation visitor
experience areas. See FEIR Chapter 9, “Revisions to the General Plan,” and
Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” for these revisions.
The air quality impacts of the General Plan were evaluated consistent with
CEQA requirements in Section 3.2, “Air Quality,” of the DEIR. OM Guidelines
6.1 through 6.7 (see DEIR Section 3.2.3, pages 3.2-23 through 3.2-27) would be
implemented to limit potential air quality impacts of construction, maintenance,
and OHV recreation activities on residential properties in the planning area. The
use of nonpotable water for dust control were analyzed on pages 3.12-4 and
3.12-5 of the DEIR in the discussion of Impact 3.12-1, “Increased Demand for
Potable and Nonpotable Water Supplies and Infrastructure.” Implementing the
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General Plan would not result in any significant impacts under either project
conditions (see page 3.12-6) or cumulative conditions (see page 4-17).
The commenter does not offer any evidence of how implementing the General
Plan would result in significant impacts on air quality or hydrology and water
quality. Therefore, the comment does not change the conclusions in the DEIR
regarding the significance of these impacts.
O20-13

Since Carnegie SVRA opened in 1981, there has only been one employeedocumented case of San Joaquin Valley Fever. There have been no documented
cases resulting from visitor activity. Pursuant to SJVAPCD and BAAQMD
guidance, the General Plan aims to limit generation of fugitive PM dust from
construction and operational activities with implementation of OM Goal 6 and
OM Goal 7, respectively.

O20-14

See response to comment O20-5, above.

O20-15

See response to comment O20-10. Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” and
Table 4-1, “Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,”
of this FEIR shows the 11 visitor experience areas, each with different
characteristics, activities or allowable uses, and resources and related
management mandates. No additional growth could occur beyond what is
shown on the preferred concept map and analyzed in the General Plan.

O20-16

State Parks appreciates that the commenter has taken time to express Tesla
Road Residents Alliance’s concerns about the project. Specific comments
provided are addressed above. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of
Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines”; Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report”; and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Alternatives Analysis.”
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Letter
O21
Response

Will Bolton, Chair, Tesla Preservation Project
Livermore Heritage Guild
June 28, 2015

O21-1

State Parks appreciates the Livermore Heritage Guild’s interest in the project.
The commenter is correct that all prior comments by all parties are part of the
administrative record for the project.

O21-2

See Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.” The General Plan’s goals and objectives include
OHV activity in the expansion area because it was purchased using OHV fees.
Note, however, that State Parks revised the preferred concept map after
publication of the DEIR. The current concept map designates the northwestern
portion of the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, as Limited
Recreation and removes the proposed entrance located at the western corner
along Tesla Road (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10,
“Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner
trails, gathering/service area, and practice area that were proposed in this
portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer included as part of
the project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation designation include
nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these areas
to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor
experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum
necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other
facilities would be allowed (see Table 4-1, “Visitor Experience Areas,” in
Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). State Parks believes that
the EIR findings are made on substantial evidence that supports the outcomes of
the EIR.

O21-3

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail included in the DEIR. State Parks
believes that the General Plan and DEIR provide sufficient detail on potential
impacts and the methodology for addressing those potential impacts to inform
the general public. Project-specific impact analysis would be subject to
additional review by the permitting agencies for resources under their
jurisdiction.
See also “Status and Adequacy of Cultural Resources Studies” in Master
Response 5, “Cultural Resources Regulatory Compliance and Studies.” State
Parks acknowledges that additional research on cultural resources would be
conducted when specific projects are identified within Carnegie SVRA.

O21-4

See responses to comments O21-2 and O21-3. The Tesla Mining and Industry
Historic District is discussed in Section 2.3.3, “Cultural Resources,” of the
General Plan and in DEIR Section 3.4.1, “Existing Setting”; Section 3.4.4,
“Environmental Evaluation”; and Impact 3.4-1. As noted on page 1-3 of the
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General Plan and page 2-3 of the DEIR, State Parks owns an additional
340 acres of property immediately adjacent to the planning area, but because of
deed restrictions, that acreage is not part of the planning area.
O21-5

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” and “Status and Adequacy of Cultural Resources Studies” in
Master Response 5, “Cultural Resources Regulatory Compliance and Studies.”
Through implementation of CR Guideline 1.1, State Parks would continually
maintain and update the existing cultural resource inventory and prepare new
and updated site records and archaeological survey reports as specific projects
within Carnegie SVRA are proposed.

O21-6

See response to comment T5-3.

O21-7
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State Parks appreciates that the commenter has taken time to express his
concerns about the project. See response to comment T5-3.
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Letter
O22
Response

Nicholas Haris, Western States Representative
American Motorcyclist Association
June 29, 2015

O22-1

The letter submitted by the American Motorcyclist Association was received.

O22-2

State Parks appreciates the American Motorcyclist Association’s interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

O22-3

The preferred concept map (Figure 4-1) on page 4-3 of the General Plan
includes a Distributed Recreation Area. As defined in Table 4-1 on page 4-8 of
the General Plan, the Distributed Recreation Area is “an area in which OHV
recreation is not limited to specific trails.” Additionally, as stated in Table 4-1,
trails and concentrated riding areas within distributed riding areas may be
changed over time to create new experiences. The advanced trails area and
intermediate/beginner trails area allow OHV trails and challenge areas. As
stated in Table 4-1, “these trails could be adaptively modified over time to
improve the visitor experience and provide new experiences.”

O22-4

OM Guidelines 4.1 through 4.5 on page 4-31 of the General Plan address the
management of special events.
All special event applicants must comply with State Parks policies for special
events. Special-events permits and the approval process are defined in 14 CCR
Section 4301(j) as follows:
Special Events are activities which are beyond the normal scope of
activities and operations conducted in units under control of the
Department of Parks and Recreation. Consistent with existing state policies
and laws, District Superintendents may approve by permit a Special Event
when it is found to be in the best interest of the Department of Parks and
Recreation and is conducted by an appropriate sponsor at no net expense to
the state. Special Event permits are required when fees are charged by the
event sponsor beyond the regular State Park Facility Use Fees, when the
Department has determined the event will create a greater potential hazard
or liability to the State than incurred through typical operations, when the
activity includes the exclusive use of an area within the park, when the
activity interferes significantly with the public’s use of an area, when
additional staffing or staff time is required, or where items or services are
sold. Special Event permits are required for any activity within the State
Park System which meet any of these criteria, and which occur wholly or
partially within or on any property owned, operated, or administered by the
Department. Upon a finding by the District Superintendent that a special
event is consistent with the unit’s use, he/she may issue a Special Event
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Permit for such use. The terms and conditions of such permit shall prevail
where inconsistent with the rules herein when approved by the Division
Chief, Chief of Off Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division or the
District Superintendent.
To clarify, OM Guideline 4.1 on page 4-31 of the General Plan is hereby
revised as follows:
►

OM Guideline 4.1: Coordinate with sponsoring organizations regarding
scheduling, operations, and management of special events. Issue a
special-event permit in compliance with applicable regulations and
policies to event coordinators that details sponsor obligations.

The OHMVR Division uses the CEQA evaluation process, the internal Project
Evaluation Form process, and special-event permitting process to identify areas
of use, types of use, and potential impacts. Once completed and approved by the
District Superintendent, mitigation measures are put in place to eliminate
impacts. If the event is not approved, the event is either not allowed or moved to
a different location.
Subsequent specific project plans such as facility development plans would
need to be completed to determine the location and specification of facilities
such as trails. See General Plan Section 1.5, “Purpose of the General Plan,” and
Section 1.7, “Organization of the General Plan,” for additional details.
O22-5
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State Parks appreciates the American Motorcyclist Association’s interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Letter
O23
Response

Kevin D. Wiseman, Herpetologist/Wildlife Ecologist and Field Associate
Garcia and Associates and Department of Herpetology, California
Academy of Sciences (on behalf of Friends of Tesla Park)
June 29, 2015

O23-1

State Parks appreciates the comments submitted by Garcia and Associates on
behalf of the Friends of Tesla Park on June 29, 2015. See “Analysis of Impacts
on Alameda Whipsnake and Proposed Buffers in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report” and “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California
Tiger Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response
4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the impact
analysis and applicable wildlife guidelines for Alameda whipsnake. See also
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”

O23-2

See “Analysis of Impacts on Alameda Whipsnake and Proposed Buffers in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report” and “Buffers for California Red-Legged
Frog and California Tiger Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna”
in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the impact analysis and applicable wildlife guidelines for Alameda
whipsnake. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
As repeatedly stated in the comment letter, the comments present the author’s
“opinion” or “view” with regard to what constitutes a significant impact.
Impacts are generally referred to as any mortality or habitat fragmentation.
However, the DEIR analyzes impacts relative to specific CEQA thresholds, and
it is the professional opinion of State Parks that incorporation of the goals and
guidelines aimed at protecting special-status species, including Alameda
whipsnake, would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.

O23-3

See “Analysis of Impacts on Alameda Whipsnake and Proposed Buffers in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report” and “Buffers for California Red-Legged
Frog and California Tiger Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna”
in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the impact analysis and applicable wildlife guidelines for Alameda
whipsnake. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
The General Plan and DEIR use all available data to support the impact
conclusion and addresses impacts on all special-status species known or with
potential to occur in the planning area. Comprehensive studies of any particular
species known and acknowledged to occur are not needed to support a planning
document like the General Plan, which provides broad guidance for overall site
management. State Parks firmly believes the data used in preparation of the
General Plan and DEIR are adequate to support a thorough analysis at the level
necessary to make impact conclusions.
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O23-4

See “Analysis of Impacts on Alameda Whipsnake and Proposed Buffers in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report” and “Buffers for California Red-Legged
Frog and California Tiger Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna”
in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the impact analysis and applicable wildlife guidelines for Alameda
whipsnake. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
As the commenter mentions, his statement express strong “opinions” and he
finds certain statements of buffers “problematic”; however, no specifics short of
“better science” and “more studies” are offered to address the issue brought up.
Therefore, no further specific edits are warranted.

O23-5

See “Analysis of Impacts on Alameda Whipsnake and Proposed Buffers in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report” and “Buffers for California Red-Legged
Frog and California Tiger Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna”
in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the impact analysis and applicable wildlife guidelines for Alameda
whipsnake. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O23-6

See “Analysis of Impacts on Alameda Whipsnake and Proposed Buffers in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report” and “Buffers for California Red-Legged
Frog and California Tiger Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna”
in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the impact analysis and applicable wildlife guidelines for Alameda
whipsnake. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
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Letter
O24
Response

Mark V. Connolly, Attorney at Law
Connolly Ranch, Inc.
June 29, 2015

O24-1

State Parks appreciates the comments provided by Connolly Ranch on
June 29, 2015. The comment provides a summary of Connolly Ranch’s history
and association of the Connollys with Carnegie SVRA, as well as general
concerns regarding the General Plan and adequacy of the DEIR analysis and
impact determinations. Concerns raised by the commenter are presented in
further detail in comments O24-a through O24-w. See responses to comments
O24-a through O24-w.

O24-a

Some areas identified as open riding in the 1981 General Plan do not reflect
existing recreational uses. For example, several areas originally approved as
open riding areas have since been converted to trails-only areas. These changes
have been made based on advancements in soil science, monitoring, and
updated BMPs that allow the resource team to adhere to changes in the
California Public Resources Code. The updated General Plan and DEIR reflect
current land uses and recreational activities at Carnegie SVRA.
Many of the comments and photos refer to the use of (or lack of) buffers. The
1981 Carnegie SVRA General Plan does not require buffers. The preferred
concept in the currently proposed General Plan includes a buffer along the
southeastern and eastern borders of the expansion area and several limited
recreation overlays near the eastern end of the property. These were
incorporated based on feedback received during the planning process. No other
buffers are proposed.

O24-b

The DEIR includes OM Goals 6 and 7 to limit fugitive PM dust emissions from
construction and operational activities, respectively. OM Goal 6 includes all
dust-control measures prescribed by BAAQMD and SJVAPCD. Both air quality
districts were consulted during the planning process. All construction-related
activities occurring in the Alameda or San Joaquin County portion of the
planning area would be required to comply with the applicable dust-control
measures to minimize fugitive PM dust. With regard to managing operational
dust, Carnegie SVRA staff members use both water and Dust-Off® to manage
dust emissions. DEIR Section 3.2, “Air Quality,” discusses air quality impacts
related to construction and operation of all existing facilities and those
envisioned by the General Plan. State Parks believes that a thorough and
adequate analysis of air quality impacts from implementation of the General
Plan was conducted. The analysis found significant and unavoidable impacts
from operations.

O24-c

Carnegie SVRA facilities are operated consistent with the 1981 Carnegie SVRA
General Plan. The 1981 Carnegie SVRA General Plan summarizes land use
recommendations and proposed facilities on page 35 and 36. Facilities
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constructed under the 1981 General Plan have been found to be consistent with
the plan. State Parks has conducted CEQA analysis and prepared notices of
exemption for several of the projects, as described in the correspondence
between Connolly Ranch and the OHMVR Division included in Sections 24-d
and 24-e of the comment letter.
The proposed General Plan is consistent with the land uses described in the
1981 General Plan. Section 2.2.3, pages 2-8 through 2-9 of the General Plan
describe existing facilities.
O24-d

See response to comment O24-c.

O24-e

See response to comment O24-c.

O24-f

CEQA (PRC Section 21082) provides agencies with general authority to adopt
criteria for determining whether a given impact is significant. State Parks, as the
CEQA lead agency, has determined that the thresholds presented in the CEQA
Appendix G Checklist are appropriate for use in determining the significance of
impacts of the General Plan. State Parks does not consider the conversion of
grazing land to a nonagricultural use to be a significant impact under CEQA.
Rather, as stated in Section 5.1.1, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources,” in
DEIR Chapter 5, “Other CEQA-Required Analysis,” State Parks considers the
conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to be a significant impact (PRC Sections 21060.1 and 21095; CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G). See Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
The DEIR described a range of reasonable alternatives to the project that could
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The No-Project
Alternative evaluated the continuation of the current operation and management
patterns in the original SVRA and expansion area would be expected to
continue, the portion of Carnegie SVRA currently open to the public would
remain at 1,575 acres, and the 3,100-acre expansion area would not be available
for recreation or other uses if State Parks continued to own the property and it
would remain closed to the public. As discussed in Chapter 6, “Alternatives to
the Proposed Project,” of the DEIR, planning efforts for the property must be
consistent with the OHMVR Division’s mission statement and with statutory
guidance for SVRA lands. The expansion area was acquired with California’s
OHV Trust Fund monies to expand Carnegie SVRA and provide additional
OHV recreation opportunities. The No-Project Alternative would not meet the
project objectives to manage the entire SVRA in accordance with the purpose of
acquisition and provide management options for operating all portions of
Carnegie SVRA in keeping with California’s OHMVR Act of 2003, as
amended. See also Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Alternatives Analysis.”
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It should be noted that the northwestern portion of the expansion area, west of
Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation and the
proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla Road has been
removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions
to the Draft EIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, intermediate/beginner trails,
gathering/service area, and practice area that were proposed in this portion of
the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer included as part of the
project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation designation include
nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these areas
to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor
experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum
necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other
facilities will be allowed (see Table 4-1, Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter
10, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this FEIR).
O24-g

Camping is allowed in designated areas for special events. This existing use is
consistent with the 1981 Carnegie SVRA General Plan, page 36: “The special
event areas at the east and west ends of the unit will have designated areas for
informal parking. These areas can also serve as overflow parking or as camping
areas on weekends of heavy use.” Specific conditions of such uses are handled
through special-event permits and event organizers are responsible for
complying with special-event permit conditions before, during, and after events.
See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O24-h

Neither the CEQA statutes nor the CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR
include a certain number or type of photographs. The conditions in the planning
area are described in the General Plan on pages 2-1 through 2-178, and
numerous photographs are presented throughout these pages. State Parks
believes these photographs are representative of the conditions described.

O24-i

As discussed on page 2-13 of the General Plan, to address the erosion and
sediment impacts of SVRA activities, the OHMVR Division has implemented
BMPs throughout the SVRA. These BMPs consist of a variety of methods:
placement of erosion control blankets, seed, mulch, and fiber rolls; gully
rehabilitation; application of dust suppressants; removal of accumulated
sediment from sediment basins and culverts; and construction of low-water
crossings and bridges. The OHMVR Division has also prepared an OHVspecific BMP manual that SVRA staff members can use to select and
implement proper BMPs when designing future trails and roadways and
maintaining existing trails and roads. Plans have been prepared for improved
sediment ponds at the mouths of Tyson’s, Carrol, and Kiln Canyons. The
photographs submitted by the commenter do not provide evidence that
restoration measures themselves result in secondary impacts; rather, the
photographs show soil and riprap placement, as well as slope stabilization. State
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Parks understands the commenter’s concern regarding erosion; however, State
Parks believes that with implementation of the SWMP, the OHV BMP Manual,
and the General Plan guidelines, erosion impacts from OHV use would be less
than significant. See also responses to comments O13-4 and O16-4.
O24-j

The General Plan identifies Restricted Access Areas in the expansion area to
ensure compliance with applicable easements and property buffers. State Parks
does not plan to expand or develop areas that would impact neighboring
property and boundaries. Section 4.3, “The Plan” of the General Plan describes
proposed land use areas and facilities. The Restricted Access Area provides a
buffer between public uses and a neighboring property. Allowable land uses are
related to land management and include cattle grazing, maintenance, repair, and
patrolling. For more information, see Figure 4-1, “Preferred Concept Map,” and
Table 4-1, “Visitor Experience Areas,” of the General Plan.
At this point in the planning process, it has not been determined which roads
would be used for OHV routes and where future trails would be located. Rather,
the General Plan provides broad use areas. Future specific facilities (including
trails) will need to be evaluated for potential impacts on a project-specific basis.
Specific impact conclusions will be based on CEQA thresholds. Where
appropriate, project-specific mitigation will be developed on a case-by-case
basis, if the analysis finds that implementing the General Plan goals and
guidelines would not be sufficient to maintain impacts at a less-than-significant
level.

O24-k

Tule elk is not a special-status species; therefore, this species was not
specifically addressed in the analysis of potential impacts in the DEIR.
However, habitat and wildlife guidelines included in the DEIR would also
benefit tule elk in those instances where special-status species occupy the same
upland habitat types as tule elk. Avoidance of certain areas by elk would not
amount to a significant impact under CEQA, regardless of the activity (such as
farming, utility line repair, patrols or OHV use) that would cause the avoidance.

O24-l

State Parks believes that the General Plan and DEIR contain a thorough and
appropriate analysis of erosion, water quality, and hydrologic impacts that may
occur based on the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b)
(which is summarized on pages 2-36 through 2-60 of the General Plan) and the
SWMP (State Parks 2011) (which is discussed on DEIR pages 3.8-2 through
3.8-17). Copies of the watershed assessment and the SWMP are available on the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. See also responses to
comments O13-4 and O16-4 and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding
the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O24-m

Overall, from 2009–2013 trail green ratings have increased from 27 percent to
46 percent; trail yellow ratings have decreased from 45 percent to 34 percent;
and trail red ratings have decreased from 28 percent to 20 percent. Some trails
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have gone from green to yellow, or yellow to red. The reason for this is that
rather than tackling trail maintenance in a fragmented approach, Carnegie
SVRA is implementing sustainable trails via Resource Management Areas. This
method is taking place from east to west, so those trails in the western areas of
the park that need maintenance, will not receive it (unless there is a safety
concern related to it) until the areas east of it are rehabilitated. This uses staff
time more efficiently, and results in recreational trails that are sustainable.
O24-n

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
Ambient, baseline noise measurements were conducted over a 4-day period,
including a weekend at the peak use time of the SVRA. Recorded levels at three
monitoring locations, which represent the nearest sensitive use within and
outside of the SVRA, account for the terrain/topography effect and account for
all types of OHVs at peak levels. One location was also near the roadway.
Sound level meters were equipment with wind screens and environmental
protection accessories. Continuous hourly data over 72 hours was collected at
each measurement location and the summary with an applicable matrix was
presented in the DEIR Noise section. Detailed hourly levels were provided in
DEIR Appendix C.
All noise-sensitive uses adjacent to the planning area were considered in the
analysis. The noise analyses document the level of noise impacts from OHV use
at Carnegie SVRA and measures to avoid and minimize impacts were
incorporated into the General Plan during preparation of the DEIR.
The DEIR Noise section describes the ambient noise conditions in the planning
area; discusses the federal, State, and local regulatory framework; and analyzes
the potential noise impacts of implementing the General Plan.
Evaluations are provided throughout the DEIR Noise section on future OHV
noise, and applicable thresholds to relevant noise sources resulting from
implementation of the General Plan were used. Applicable jurisdictional noise
standards and thresholds take into consideration factors such as sleep loss and
activity interference as a result of noise.
Guidance from The Federal Interagency Committee on Noise was
conservatively used to analyze project-related traffic noise impacts with respect
to ambient conditions; the local criteria (San Juaquin and Alameda Counties)
were used for the OHV noise impact evaluation (DEIR page 3.10-6).
Because no specific facility and trail maps are currently available, the noise
analysis conservatively assumed the worst-case scenario, with trails potentially
located along the border of the SVRA, and evaluated noise impacts on the
nearest noise-sensitive uses.
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DEIR page 3.10-7 provides the evaluation methodology used in the noise
analysis. Noise from the use of OHVs associated with the implementation of the
General Plan was estimated based on noise level restrictions provided in the
California Vehicle Code.
Before any potential new noise impacts on wildlife could occur, ground
disturbance from construction would occur with proposed future projects,
therefore noise impacts are not specific to wildlife. The potential for noise
impacts on bird species is noted in Impact 3.3-11 on page 3.3-28 of the DEIR.
See also “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” and “Adequacy of Plant and
Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effect on Biological Resources” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”
As noted in Impact 3.10-1 of the DEIR, OM Guidelines 5.2, 5.4, and 5.5 require
implementation of a number of noise-reduction measures at the SVRA to
minimize off-site noise levels related to OHV use.
O24-o

See response to comment O19-4.
The advanced trails and intermediate/beginner trails visitor experience areas
limit OHV recreation to identified areas and to routes and trails. The General
Plan includes guidelines for the establishment of new trails that are aimed at
minimizing impacts on natural resources; it also includes guidance on how to
address enforcement of allowable uses. Natural Resource Management (NRM)
Guideline 1.5 on page 4-16 of the General Plan states: “Focus new trail
development in areas of relatively low habitat value. Route new trails around
the edges of high-quality habitat and include buffers to avoid habitat
fragmentation. Maintain strict enforcement of riding destination requirements
throughout the SVRA, according to the allowable uses in the respective visitor
experience areas, and monitor for compliance. If noncompliance is documented,
enact adaptive management techniques such as temporary closures or other
measures proven effective at the SVRA.” Operations and Maintenance
Guideline 5.4 on page 4-32 of the General Plan states: “Maintain the fencing
and required buffer areas between Carnegie SVRA and adjacent properties to
minimize conflicts and prevent OHV use where it is allowed.”
The General Plan provides extensive guidance on allowable uses and on
operations and maintenance, including enforcement, to provide an enjoyable
visitor experience while protecting sensitive resources. Although it cannot be
guaranteed that no off-trail riding would occur, the General Plan puts a guiding
framework in place based on proven enforcement techniques, and emphasizes
education and interpretation to promote responsible riding. State Parks believes
that by enacting the General Plan goals and guidelines and enforcing user
compliance, OHV use in the SVRA, including the expansion area, can be
managed in a responsible manner.
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O24-p

PRC Section 5090.15 (c) gives the OHMVR Commission the same duties as the
State Park and Recreation Commission to approve general plans (PRC Section
5002.2[a]):
PRC Section 5002.2(a): The general plan constitutes a report on a project
for the purposes of Section 21100. The general plan for a unit shall be
submitted by the department to the State Park and Recreation Commission
for approval.
PRC Section 5090.15(c): Whenever a reference is made to the State Park
and Recreation Commission pertaining to a duty, power, purpose,
responsibility, or jurisdiction of the State Park and Recreation Commission
with respect to the state vehicular recreation areas, as established by this
chapter, it is a reference to, and means, the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle
Recreation Commission.
General plans are considered a project under CEQA. PRC Section 5090.32(e)
provides for the OHMVR Division to prepare, or cause to be prepared by
contract, and certify the completion of EIRs to comply with CEQA:
PRC Section 5090.32(e): Ensure program compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21100)
in state vehicular recreation areas.
PRC Section 21100(a): All lead agencies shall prepare, or cause to be
prepared by contract, and certify the completion of, an environmental
impact report on any project which they propose to carry out or approve
that may have a significant effect on the environment.
The text in Section 1.5, on page 1-5 of the DEIR is hereby revised as follows:
The OHMVR Commission holds authority to approve all OHMVR
Division general plans. This commission will determine whether to accept
the certified EIR as an FEIR under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15166 and
15168 and adopt approve the Carnegie SVRA General Plan as a general
plan under PRC Section 5002.2. The OHMVR Division of State Parks is
the CEQA lead agency and will determine whether to certify the EIR under
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15166 and 15168.
No further response is necessary because no issues related to the adequacy of
the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

O24-q

See responses to comments O19-4, O24-I, and O24-l and Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”

O24-r

See response to comment O24-h.
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O24-s

Information regarding the trails in the SVRA is contained in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), which is summarized on pages 2-36
through 2-60 of the General Plan. A copy of the watershed assessment is
available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. See also responses to
comments O19-4, O24-I, and O24-l and Master Response 2, “Disagreement
Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O24-t

The specific locations of trails in the expansion area are not currently known. A
project-specific impact analysis of the impacts of trail construction and
operation will occur when trail alignments are formulated. Project-specific
mitigation will be developed and implemented for significant impacts resulting
from specific projects. The General Plan designates broad use areas and
provides guidance for the design criteria, but it does not prescribe specific trails
at this time.

O24-u

See responses to comments O19-4, O24-I, and O24-l and Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”

O24-v

The General Plan includes Wildlife Guideline 1.2, which includes protections
for breeding locations of spadefoot toads, and Wildlife Guideline 1.7, which
provides for consultation with the wildlife agencies for projects that may result
in impacts on upland habitat for western spadefoot. Additional measures may be
necessary when specific projects are proposed under the General Plan. Approval
and implementation of the General Plan thus will provide enhanced protection
of spadefoot toad breeding and upland habitat.

O24-w

This comment is a letter from Connolly Ranch to State Parks written on
February 18, 2010. Carnegie SVRA road maintenance practices are not
impairing the use of easements. The road is a paved road and the SVRA does
not grade any portion.
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Letter
O25
Response

Joel Devalcourt, Regional Representative, East Bay
Greenbelt Alliance
June 29, 2015

O25-1

State Parks received the comment letter submitted by Greenbelt Alliance on
June 29, 2015.

O25-2

State Parks appreciates that the Greenbelt Alliance has taken time to express its
concerns about the project. Specific comments presented by Greenbelt Alliance
are addressed in the following responses.

O25-3

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines” regarding the DEIR’s programmatic approach. The baseline
conditions established in the DEIR are provided at an appropriate scale
considering the context of the program EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(c)
states that when a lead agency is using the tiering process for a large-scale
planning project, such as a general plan, detailed site-specific information may
not be feasible and can be deferred to project-specific CEQA documents.
See “Analysis of Impacts of Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources,” regarding the implementation of guidelines which would
minimize potential impacts from the movement of wildlife both within and
passing through the project area.

O25-4

See response to comments O6-6, O6-7, and O6-8. Also see response to O-24k
above regarding tule elk.
Please note that the EIR does not “assume” that there are not significant impacts
(except air quality), but rather bases its conclusions on specific analysis by
resource topic and application of CEQA thresholds.

O25-5

State Parks appreciates the commenter taking time to express Greenbelt
Alliance’s concerns about the project.
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Letter
O26
Response

Michael Graf
Friends of Tesla Park
June 29, 2015

O26-1

The letter submitted by Michael Graf on June 29, 2015, on behalf of Friends of
Tesla Park was received.

O26-2

The DEIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA (PRC Section 21000 et seq.)
and the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR Section 15000 et seq.). See “Purpose of
Program Environmental Impact Report” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy of
Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” regarding the scope of
the DEIR. The program EIR functions as a first-tier document for later projectspecific CEQA review.
The OHMVR Division of State Parks has a statutory requirement to manage
SVRAs in compliance with California’s OHMVR Act of 2008. PRC Section
5090.35 requires the OHMVR Division to follow soil conservation standards,
promptly repair and continuously maintain areas and trails, anticipate and
prevent accelerated and unnatural erosion, and restore lands damaged by
erosion to the extent possible. Trail crews and resource staff implement the Soil
Standard at each SVRA. Carnegie SVRA has a soil conservation plan that trail
crews use to monitor, assess, and maintain trails using the most up-to-date
technology. The SVRA produces annual soil conservation compliance reports
and trail maintenance plans to maintain conditions that meet the Soil Standard.
Any trail segment or area that may not meet the standards or affects resources is
addressed appropriately.

O26-3

See response to comment O6-6 and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental
Impact Report Alternatives Analysis.”

O26-4

The comment summarizes background information on the Carnegie SVRA
Wildlife HMS, wildlife habitat protection plan, stormwater management plan,
and prior CEQA review. The commenter contends that several past
management activities have not undergone comprehensive CEQA review.
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan. A general plan directs
the long-range development and management of a park by providing broad
policy and program guidance; it is not intended to be a project-level planning
document. The CEQA analysis detailed in the DEIR is intended to be adequate
for certain future projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner
consistent with the General Plan’s goals and guidelines.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
once the project details are known, before project implementation.
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The OHMVR Division of State Parks has a statutory requirement to manage
SVRAs in compliance with California’s OHV Act of 2008. PRC Section
5090.35 requires the OHMVR Division to follow soil conservation standards,
promptly repair and continuously maintain areas and trails, anticipate and
prevent accelerated and unnatural erosion, and restore lands damaged by
erosion to the extent possible.
Carnegie SVRA trail crews and resource staff implement the Soil Standard.
Carnegie SVRA has a soil conservation plan that SVRA staff members use to
monitor, assess, and maintain trails using the most up-to-date technology. The
SVRA produces annual soil conservation compliance reports and trail
maintenance plans to maintain conditions that meet the Soil Standard. Any trail
segment or area that may not meet the standards or affects resources is
addressed appropriately.
Carnegie SVRA would implement the General Plan goals and guidelines for
soils and water quality. See General Plan Chapter 4, pages 4-3 to 4-10, for these
goals and guidelines; see DEIR Sections 3.5 and 3.8 for analyses.
See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”
O26-5

The comment provides background on applicable laws regarding SVRA
operations in California and the CEQA process. No further response is provided
because the commenter does not introduce any issues related the adequacy of
the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

O26-6

As discussed in DEIR Section 2.2, “Project Background,” the DEIR was
developed with conceptual alternatives to meet the purpose of the project
objectives, detailed in Section 2.3, “Project Objectives.” An evaluation of
project alternatives is provided in DEIR Chapter 6, “Alternatives to the
Proposed Project.” Furthermore, as discussed in Master Response 7, “Draft
Environmental Impact Report Alternatives Analysis,” the DEIR described the
range of reasonable alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project. State Parks owns the planning area and has
classified it as SVRA lands. Planning efforts associated with the property must
be consistent with the OHMVR Division’s mission statement and with statutory
guidance for SVRA lands. The preferred concept map includes a mixture of
both motorized and nonmotorized recreational uses in the planning area, taking
into consideration cultural resources, biological resources, slopes and soils
constraints, and mine safety. In addition, since publication of the DEIR, the
northwestern portion of the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has
been redesignated as Limited Recreation and the proposed entrance located at
the western corner along Tesla Road has been removed (see Figure 2-3,
“Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
FEIR).
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O26-7

See response to comment O26-06. Furthermore, see Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.” As noted in Master Response 2, CEQA requires that determinations in
EIRs regarding the significance of environmental effects be based on substantial
evidence and recognizes the existence of other evidence that suggests a different
conclusion.

O26-8

Environmental impacts are evaluated in accordance with Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines. The threshold of significance used to evaluate the impacts of
General Plan implementation on natural and biological resources can be found
in DEIR Section 3.3.3, “Thresholds of Significance.” PRC Section 21082
provides agencies with general authority to adopt criteria for determining
whether a given impact would be significant. State Parks, as the CEQA lead
agency, has determined that the thresholds presented in the CEQA Appendix G
Checklist are appropriate for use in determining the significance of impacts of
the General Plan. Furthermore, the commenter does not offer any evidence of
how implementing the General Plan would result in additional significant
impacts. Therefore, the comment does not change the DEIR’s conclusions
regarding the significance of impacts.

O26-9

See “Purpose of the Program Environmental Impact Report” and “Level of
Detail in the Project Description and Quantification of Impacts” in Master
Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines.” The program EIR can serve as a first-tier document for later CEQA
review of individual projects, with subsequent CEQA review focusing on
project-specific impacts and mitigation measures.
A general plan directs the long-range development and management of a park by
providing broad policy and program guidance; it is not intended to be a projectlevel planning document.
The CEQA analysis detailed in the DEIR is intended to be adequate for certain
future projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner consistent with the
General Plan’s goals and guidelines. Some actions described in the General Plan
may require additional CEQA analysis before implementation. This additional
analysis would be conducted once the project details are known, before project
implementation.

O26-10
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See General Plan Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” and DEIR Section 2.1,
“Environmental Setting and Carnegie SVRA Use Characteristics,” for a
discussion of the existing use of the planning area. Furthermore, the existing
setting of each resource analyzed is listed in DEIR Sections 3.1 through 3.14.
The DEIR has been drafted consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15146(b),
which states that the EIR need not be as detailed as one prepared for the specific
construction of projects that follow. See also “Level of Detail in the Project
Description and Quantification of Impacts” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy
of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.” The baseline
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conditions established in the DEIR are provided at an appropriate scale
considering the existing project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(c) states that
when a lead agency is using the tiering process for a large-scale planning project
such as a general plan, detailed site-specific information may not be feasible and
can be deferred to project-specific CEQA documents.
See Master Response 5, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Cumulative
Impact Analysis,” for a discussion of the cumulative analysis context employed
in the DEIR. The methodology used to analyze cumulative effects in the DEIR
is provided in DEIR Section 4.3, “Cumulative Forecasting Methodology.” The
DEIR employs both the list method and the regional-growth-projections method
to determine the scope of related projects for the cumulative impact analysis, in
compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130. The cumulative impacts
analysis conducted in DEIR Chapter 4 was done in the context of Section
15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, which states: “The discussion should be
guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the
cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather than
the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative
impact.”
O26-11

See response to comment O26-10 and “Level of Detail in the Project
Description and Quantification of Impacts” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy
of Impact Analysis and General Plan and Goals and Guidelines,” regarding the
degree of specificity in the EIR. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15146(b), the DEIR for the General Plan focuses on secondary environmental
effects, and the development of detailed site-specific information is not feasible
and can be deferred to subsequent project-specific CEQA documents.
Information regarding the trails in the SVRA is contained in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b), which is summarized on pages 2-36
through 2-60 of the General Plan. A copy of the watershed assessment is
available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.

O26-12

The OHMVR Division of State Parks has a statutory requirement to manage
SVRAs in compliance with California’s OHV Act of 2008. The management
and operation of SVRAs, by necessity, involves areas and linear features on the
surface of the earth that lack vegetation and are open to the recreational
operation of OHVs. The OHMVR Division complies with statutory
requirements to monitor and report on wildlife habitat and soil conservation
efforts at the SVRAs.
PRC Section 5090.35(c)(1) requires the OHMVR Division to prepare a wildlife
habitat protection program. Carnegie SVRA developed a wildlife habitat
protection plan in 2001 and is completing an update to this plan. Environmental
scientists and consultants monitor, record data, and produce HMS reports
annually.
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PRC Section 5090.35 requires the OHMVR Division to follow soil conservation
standards, promptly repair and continuously maintain areas and trails, anticipate
and prevent accelerated and unnatural erosion, and restore lands damaged by
erosion to the extent possible. Carnegie SVRA trail crews and resource staff
members implement the OHMVR Division’s 2008 Soil Standard (State Parks
2008). Carnegie SVRA has a soil conservation plan that SVRA staff members
use to monitor, assess, and maintain trails, using the most up-to-date
technology. The SVRA produces annual soil conservation compliance reports
and trail maintenance plans to maintain conditions that meet the 2008 Soil
Standard. Any trail segment or area that may not meet the standards or that
affects resources is addressed appropriately.
Carnegie SVRA complies with the SWMP (State Parks 2011). Other reports
include the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a) and the
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area and Alameda-Tesla Property Revised
Preliminary Delineation of Waters and Wetlands (TRA Environmental Sciences
2010).
O26-13

The General Plan and DEIR are not regulatory enforcement actions. The
General Plan and DEIR are programmatic-level planning documents. CEQA
does not require that an EIR discuss prior water quality citations from the
RWQCB, and State Parks believes that the water quality citation issued by the
Central Valley RWQCB has been addressed by the SWMP (State Parks 2011).
Sedimentation is inherent in OHV recreation. Carnegie SVRA monitors soil
conditions and implements BMPs to reduce sedimentation and comply with the
Soil Conservation Standard and other resource standards contained within PRC
5090.35. The Draft General Plan (page 4-14) provides Soil Guidelines 1.1
through 1.5 to guide future management of the SVRA in compliance with
resource standard in PRC 5090.35.
PRC 5090.11 defines the term “restoration” as it used within the State code,
OHMVR Act. The General Plan and DEIR use of the term restoration is
consistent with this definition. It applies both to areas completely closed to
OHV recreation and areas where portions are actively being used for OHV
recreation.
As mentioned in PRC 5090.02(c)(4): “When areas or trails or portions thereof
cannot be maintained to appropriate established standards for sustained longterm use, they should be closed to use and repaired, to prevent accelerated
erosion. Those areas should remain closed until they can be managed within the
soil conservation standard or should be closed and restored.” Carnegie currently
uses the method outlined in this code; the SVRA temporarily closes areas for
rehabilitation and opens them again once sustainable trails are put in and
vegetation has grown. So far, there have not been any issues with rehabbed
areas; therefore, permanent restoration closures have not been warranted.
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Overall, from 2009 through 2013, trail green ratings increased from 27 percent
to 46 percent; trail yellow ratings decreased from 45 percent to 34 percent; and
trail red ratings decreased from 28 percent to 20 percent. Some trails went from
green to yellow, or yellow to red. The reason for this is that rather than tackling
trail maintenance in a fragmented approach, Carnegie SVRA is implementing
sustainable trails via Resource Management Areas. This method is being
implemented from east to west, so those trails in the western areas of the park
that need maintenance, will not receive it (unless there is a safety concern
related to it) until the areas east of it are rehabilitated. This uses staff time more
efficiently, and results in recreational trails that are both fun and sustainable.
Regarding the 3,000 cubic yards of sediment loss mentioned in the comment,
sediment from the retention basins (the aforementioned 3,000 cubic yards) is
used in rehabilitation efforts to repair rutted areas throughout the SVRA. This is
shown in Figure 15, “Sediment Reuse,” on page 64 of the 2013 Annual Report,
Storm Water Management Plan (available:
http://ohv.parks.ca.gov/pages/25010/files/carnegiesvra-2013-swmp-annualreport.pdf).
As discussed in detail in DEIR Impact 3.5-3 in Section 3.5, “Geology, Soils,
Minerals, and Paleontological Resources” (pages 3.5-7 through 3.5-10) and in
Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 in Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality”
(pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-17), the combination of specific management practices
contained in the SWMP (State Parks 2011) and the OHV BMP Manual (State
Parks 2007a), along with implementation of General Plan Water Guidelines 2.1,
2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.7, 2.8, and 2.9 and Soils Guidelines 1.4 and 1.5, would
result in less-than-significant impacts related to erosion. See also responses to
comments O13-4 and O16-4 and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding
the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” See also responses
to comments O18-12 through O18-46 regarding the Leverich comments
referred to by the commenter.
O26-14

The OHMVR Division complies with statutory requirements to monitor and
report on wildlife habitat, soils, water quality, air quality, and noise.
The OHMVR Division has a statutory requirement to manage SVRAs in
compliance with California’s OHV Act of 2008. PRC Section 5090.35 requires
the OHMVR Division to follow soil conservation standards, promptly repair
and continuously maintain areas and trails, anticipate and prevent accelerated
and unnatural erosion, and restore lands damaged by erosion to the extent
possible.
Carnegie SVRA trail crews and resource staff members implement the 2008
Soil Standard. Carnegie SVRA has a soil conservation plan that SVRA staff
members use to monitor, assess, and maintain trails using the most up-to-date
technology. The SVRA produces annual soil conservation compliance reports
and trail maintenance plans to maintain conditions that meet the 2008 Soil
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Standard. Any trail segment or area that may not meet the standards or affects
resources is addressed appropriately.
Carnegie SVRA will implement the Preliminary General Plan goals and
guidelines for soils and water quality. See Chapter 4, pages 4-3 to 4-10 of the
Draft General Plan for these goals and guidelines and Sections 3.5 and 3.8 in the
DEIR for the soils and water quality analyses.
PRC Section 5090.35(c)(1) requires the OHMVR Division to prepare a wildlife
habitat protection program:
The division shall make an inventory of wildlife populations and their
habitats in each state vehicular recreation area and shall prepare a wildlife
habitat protection program to sustain a viable species composition specific
to each state vehicular recreation area by July 1, 1989.
Carnegie SVRA developed a Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan (2001) and is
completing an update to this plan. Environmental scientists and consultants
monitor, record data, and produce HMS reports annually.
Carnegie SVRA complies with the Storm Water Management Plan for Carnegie
SVRA (August 2011). Other reports include the Corral Hollow Watershed
Assessment (2007) and the Preliminary Delineation of Waters and Wetlands
(May 2010).
O26-15

The level of detail provided in the DEIR is appropriate for a program EIR. See
“Level of Detail in the Project Description and Quantification of Impacts” in
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines,” regarding the discussion of adaptive management as part of the
DEIR. DEIR Section 2.3.2, “General Plan Objectives,” lists the objectives of the
General Plan, such as “Provide for adaptive management of park operations and
resources (page 2-9).” Furthermore, see “Purpose of Program Environmental
Impact Report” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and
General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” specifying that a program EIR serves the
function of setting broad program and policy. See also response to comment
O26-12.

O26-16

See response to comment O19-4, O26-10, and “Level of Detail in the Project
Description and Quantification of Impacts” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy
of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.” The DEIR
includes the appropriate level of detail for baseline conditions for a program
EIR. Site-specific detail is deferred to future project-specific CEQA review.

O26-17

See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources,” regarding designation of the expansion area as a
migratory corridor. The General Plan and DEIR document the many specialstatus plant and wildlife species that occur in the planning area, and the General
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Plan provides a detailed set of guidelines to avoid or minimize impacts on these
species. The regulatory agencies would be required to engage with State Parks
for projects that potentially affect biological resources under their jurisdiction.
State Parks would prepare project-specific analyses such as biological
assessments or incidental take permit applications for projects that may affect
federally listed or state-listed species. The permitting agencies would have
review and approval authority for any project-specific avoidance and
minimization or compensatory mitigation proposed in the analysis of projectspecific impacts. See also response to comment O26-12.
O26-18

State Parks believes that the description of aesthetic resources contained on
pages 2-104 through 2-109 of the General Plan is thorough and adequate and
meets CEQA requirements for providing a description of existing conditions in
the planning area. Section 2.3.4, “Aesthetic Resources,” in Chapter 2, “Existing
Conditions,” of the General Plan provides representative photographs showing
views experienced by drivers on public roadways and residents and users of
nearby properties. There is no requirement in the CEQA statute or the CEQA
Guidelines that an EIR include a certain number of types of photographs
showing existing views or proposed project facilities.
State Parks thanks the commenter for the information related to external views
of the project site from the Livermore Valley. The information is presented in
visual form in Figure 3.1-1 in Section 3.1, “Aesthetics,” of the DEIR, page
3.1-3. The following text is hereby added to General Plan page 2-107:
The planning area is visible to travelers along Corral Hollow Road/Tesla
Road in Corral Hollow Canyon, and to residents and users of nearby
properties. Because of the surrounding topography, the planning area is not
visible from either the Central Valley or the Livermore Valley. Portions of
the expansion area are visible from the Livermore Valley.
The Tesla Mining and Industry Historic District is discussed in the General Plan
and DEIR Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources.” Impact 3.4-1, “Degradation of
Prehistoric and Historic-Era Cultural Resources,” highlights goals and
guidelines from the General Plan that protect cultural resources within the
SVRA.
State Parks believes that implementing the General Plan would not conflict with
the Scenic Route Element of Alameda County’s East County Area Plan or the
Resources section in Volume III of the San Joaquin County General Plan. As
discussed in Impact 3.1-1 on pages 3.1-4 and 3.1-5 of the DEIR, there are no
designated overlooks or viewpoints in or near the planning area along the
portion of Tesla Road that is designated as an Alameda County scenic rural
recreation route, or along the portion of Corral Hollow Road that is designated a
San Joaquin County scenic route. Areas with trails, riding areas, gathering
services, and practice areas and the special-event area (see Figure 2-3,
“Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
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FEIR) would be concentrated away from higher peaks. Only the higher peak
areas of the planning area are visible from areas outside of the local viewshed
(see Figure 3.1-1 in Section 3.1, “Aesthetics,” of the DEIR). Therefore, OHV
activities would not be visually apparent from the surrounding viewshed, thus
keeping existing scenic views largely unobstructed.
Since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation and
the proposed entrance located at the northwestern corner along Tesla Road has
been removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10,
“Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner
trails, gathering/service area, and practice area that were proposed in this
portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer included as part of
the project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation designation include
nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these areas
to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor
experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum
necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other
facilities would be allowed (see also Table 4-1, Visitor Experience Areas,” in
Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Views along the northern
boundary of the SVRA from Tesla Road/Corral Hollow Road would be of areas
designated for limited recreation, as well as gathering services and practice
areas, some of which are currently visible from the road.
See response to comment R12-4 for a discussion of the Livermore Area
Recreation and Park District and East Bay Regional Park District jurisdictional
boundaries in the expansion area. As discussed in DEIR Section 3.9, “Land Use
and Planning,” OHMVR Division staff members met with representatives of
East Bay Regional Park District on July 10, 2012, to discuss the Carnegie
SVRA General Plan, and specifically, the expansion area. OHMVR Division
staff members provided background on the expansion area and communicated
to the East Bay Regional Park District representatives that the expansion area
was not available for the district to acquire or manage. The OHMVR Division
welcomed East Bay Regional Park District’s participation as a stakeholder in
the Carnegie SVRA General Plan process (page 3.9-5 of the DEIR).
See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan
Goals and Guidelines,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
O26-19
O26-20
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See response to comment O24-n.
Cultural resources are discussed in Section 2.3.3 of the General Plan. See Master
Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines”; Master Response 5, “Cultural Resources Regulatory Compliance
and Studies”; and response to comment O21-4.
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State Parks believes that the General Plan and DEIR provide sufficient detail on
potential impacts and the methodology for addressing those potential impacts to
inform the general public. Project-specific impact analysis will be subject to
additional review by the permitting agencies for resources under their
jurisdiction.
O26-21

See responses to comments O15-4 and O26-10.

O26-22

See response to comment O15-4. See also “Purpose of Program Environmental
Impact Report” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and
General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” regarding the purview of a program EIR.
Under this approach, subsequent project-specific CEQA review will focus on
project-specific impacts and mitigation measures. The programmatic EIR serves
the purpose of providing broad policy and guidelines for subsequent projectspecific CEQA review.

O26-23

See response to comment O11-3.
As noted on General Plan page 1-3 and DEIR page 2-3, State Parks owns an
additional 340 acres of property immediately adjacent to the planning area, but
because of deed restrictions, that acreage is not part of the planning area.
Furthermore, as stated in the discussion of Impact 3.11-1 in DEIR Section 3.11,
“Population and Housing,” the project “does not propose to construct or enable
any residential units in the planning area or surrounding area, directly (e.g., by
proposing new homes or businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of
roads and other infrastructure)” (page 3.11-2).

O26-24

The comments from page 41 through the top of page 48 of the commenter’s
letter all directly refer to and appear to be a second presentation and rephrasing
of the comments submitted by Glen Leverich at Stillwater Sciences. See
responses to comments O18-12 through O18-46, O13-4, and O16-4, and Master
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”

O26-25

Restoration of hillsides in the planning area is addressed by the SWMP (State
Parks 2011), a copy of which is available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan
website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. To the extent that the
commenter refers to comments submitted by Glen Leverich at Stillwater
Sciences, see responses to comments O18-12 through O18-46. See also
responses to comments O13-4 and O16-4, and Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”

O26-26

State Parks believes that the guidelines as proposed in the General Plan would
avoid and minimize impacts on biological resources. The guidelines expressly
state that if all impacts cannot be avoided, State Parks should consult with
appropriate agencies, obtain necessary permits, and adopt and implement all
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feasible and implementable mitigation measures developed as part of a projectspecific impact analysis. See also “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and
California Tiger Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”
O26-27

The commenter presents an opinion that implementing the SWMP (State Parks
2011) and the water and soils guidelines in the General Plan would not
appropriately reduce the General Plan’s erosion and sedimentation impacts.
However, an EIR is not inadequate simply because experts in a particular
environmental subject matter dispute the conclusions reached by the experts
whose studies were used in drafting the EIR, even where different conclusions
can reasonably be drawn from a single pool of information. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15151; Guide to CEQA [Remy et al. 2007:499–500]; Greenebaum v.
City of Los Angeles [1984] 153 Cal. App. 3d 391, 413.) See also Master
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”

O26-28

See responses to comments O11-55, O11-57, O17-21, and O24-n.

O26-29

See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources,” regarding the designated migratory corridor in the
expansion area.

O26-30

See response to comment O6-6 and “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” and
“Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on
Biological Resources” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources,” regarding the level of impact analysis detail contained in
the DEIR.

O26-31

See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander
and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the
General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding proposed CTS buffers in the
DEIR.

O26-32

See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander
and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the
General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding proposed CRLF buffers in
the DEIR.

O26-33

See responses to comments O11-38 and O15-12.

O26-34

See “Analysis of Impacts on Alameda Whipsnake and Proposed Buffers in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report” and “Buffers for California Red-Legged
Frog and California Tiger Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna”
in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the impact analysis for Alameda whipsnake in the DEIR.
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O26-35

Potential impacts on FYLF are addressed in Impact 3.3-6 in the DEIR. See
response to comment O11-33.

O26-36

See “Golden Eagle Effects” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan
on Biological Resources,” regarding the impact analysis for golden eagle in the
DEIR.

O26-37

Potential impacts on nesting birds are addressed in Impact 3.3-11 in the DEIR.
Wildlife Guidelines 1.1, 1.5, 1.6, and 1.9 include measures to avoid or minimize
effects on known breeding locations of special-status species in the planning
area. Other guidelines such as Wildlife Guideline 1.7 require consultation with
the wildlife agencies for impacts on upland areas. Any mitigation associated
with that consultation would be expected to result in preservation of upland
habitats for avian species in the planning area. In addition, see “Golden Eagle
Effects” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological
Resources,” regarding updates to the DEIR impact analysis for golden eagle.

O26-38

Potential impacts on burrowing owls are addressed in Impact 3.3-11 in the
DEIR. Wildlife Guideline 1.1 requires State Parks to conduct annual burrowing
owl surveys to establish the status of burrowing owls in the planning area and to
develop strategies to maintain burrowing owl populations. That guideline in
conjunction with Wildlife Guideline 1.9 requires State Parks to follow CDFW
guidelines for the species regarding establishment of burrow protection buffers
during construction.

O26-39

California ground squirrels are not a special-status species; therefore, impacts
on that species were not specifically analyzed in the DEIR. However, the
commenter is correct that proposed projects may affect ground squirrel
populations and thus could indirectly affect golden eagles by reducing their
available prey in the planning area. An impact analysis would be performed for
any project that could affect the prey base for golden eagles. See “Golden Eagle
Effects” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological
Resources,” regarding the impact analysis for golden eagle in the DEIR.

O26-40

The DEIR analyzes potential effects on bats and acknowledges that specialstatus bats are known to roost in the expansion area at the Tesla Coal Mine Site.
The Tesla Coal Mine Site is included in a limited use area (Limited Recreation
Overlay 2—Tesla Mining Complex in General Plan Table 4-1). In addition,
since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation (see
Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,”
of this FEIR), which offers additional protection to the potential bat roosts. See
also response to comment O30c-6.

O26-41

The DEIR includes an analysis of sensitive wildlife species that may occur in
the planning area. Natural resource and wildlife guidelines in the General Plan
are designed to protect a suite of plant and wildlife species. Specific protections
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for listed and special-status species would also protect other special-status
species that occupy the same habitat, such as those listed by the commenter.
O26-42

State Parks acknowledges that habitat restoration projects have the potential to
affect biological resources. A project-specific impact analysis would be
performed for any habitat restoration activities to be performed under the
General Plan. Any such impact analysis would include applicable avoidance
and minimization measures and necessary compensatory mitigation for
restoration activities.

O26-43

State Parks acknowledges that projects under the General Plan may result in
impacts on special-status plant species. Plant Guidelines 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5,
and 1.6 in the General Plan are designed to avoid or minimize impacts on
special-status plants. Additional project-specific avoidance and minimization
measures may be required for specific projects that may result in impacts on
special-status plants.

O26-44

See response to comments O6-6 and O26-18.
State Parks believes that DEIR Impact 3.1-1 (pages 3.1-4 through 3.1-6)
appropriately discusses and evaluates the potential for the proposed project to
affect the visual character of the site or its surroundings. State Parks believes
that implementing the General Plan’s goals and guidelines related to aesthetic
resources and related to water, soils, natural resource management, plants, and
wildlife also would reduce erosion and protect natural habitats in the planning
area. This would reduce the potential for degradation of scenic resources and
improve existing on-site scenic resources.
State Parks believes that DEIR Impact 3.1-2 (pages 3.1-6 through 3.1-7)
appropriately discusses and evaluates the potential for the proposed project to
increase light and glare. New nighttime security lighting would be installed for
safety and security purposes at new facilities envisioned in the General Plan.
This lighting would be consistent with the security lighting used at existing
facilities. New facilities would not require the substantial use of reflective
surfaces, such as windows or tin roofs. Implementing General Plan OM
Guideline 8.2 would ensure that nighttime security lighting at the facilities
would be designed to avoid light pollution. Specifically, lighting would be
angled downward to provide targeted illumination and prevent light spillover
into adjacent areas. Therefore, for the reasons discussed in detail in Impact 3.12 and summarized above, with implementation of the General Plan guidelines,
impacts related to light and glare would be less than significant.

O26-45

See responses to comments O30a-1 to O30a-13.

O26-46

See responses to comments O21-4 and T5-1; Master Response 1, “Adequacy of
Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines”; and Master Response
5, “Cultural Resources Regulatory Compliance and Studies.”
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The goals and objectives of the General Plan include OHV activity in the
expansion area because it was purchased using OHV fees. Note, however, that
State Parks revised the preferred concept map after the DEIR was circulated.
The current concept map designates the northwestern portion of the expansion
area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, as Limited Recreation and removes the
proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla Road (see Figure
2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
FEIR). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service area, and
practice area that were proposed in this portion of the expansion area along
Tesla Road are no longer included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the
Limited Recreation designation include nonmotorized recreational
opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these areas to facilitate public
egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor experience areas;
however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum necessary to serve
their intended purpose, and they would be designed and managed to avoid or
minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other facilities would be
allowed (see Table 4-1, Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to
the DEIR,” of this FEIR). State Parks believes that the findings of the EIR are
made on substantial evidence that supports the outcomes of the EIR.
State Parks believes that the guidelines as proposed in the General Plan would
avoid and minimize impacts on cultural resources. The guidelines expressly
state that if all impacts cannot be avoided, State Parks should consult with
appropriate agencies, obtain necessary permits, and adopt and implement all
feasible and implementable mitigation measures developed as part of a projectspecific impact analysis.
O26-47

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Measures,” and response to comment O17-6.

O26-48

See “General Plan Goals and Guidelines Detail and Mitigation Deferral” in
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures.”
The General Plan is a guidance document intended for use over many years. It
presents programwide goals and guidelines that will be included in subsequent
project-specific design, CEQA documents, and approvals. Some flexibility must
be maintained in presenting approaches to potential future impacts occurring
over a large geographic scope and caused by a variety of future land use
activities. This flexibility allows for development and implementation of
project- and site-specific mitigation measures at a later date.
State Parks acknowledges that regulatory agencies would be relied upon to
review and approve proposed mitigation for impacts on listed species. Where
applicable, potential mitigation is included in the General Plan guidelines. State
Parks would prepare project-specific impact analyses for projects to be
implemented under the General Plan, along with avoidance and minimization
measures and necessary compensatory mitigation for projects that may affect
special-status plant or wildlife species. These impact analyses and associated
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mitigation measures, if applicable, would be subject to review and approval by
regulatory agencies for any project that may affect resources under their
jurisdiction.
Although USFWS does not grant take authorization for federally listed plants,
the agency consults on impacts on listed plant species and a biological opinion
issued by USFW will typically provide recommendations for avoiding or
minimizing effects on federally listed species. Plant Guideline 1.2 includes
some potential mitigation measures that could be implemented by State Parks if
a project covered under the General Plan may affect federally listed or specialstatus plant species.
O26-49

NRM Guideline 2.1 requires the implementation of an adaptive management
plan. That plan would include potential triggers that may result in the
implementation of specific adaptive management measures. NRM Guideline 2.2
mentions adaptive management measures that could be implemented under the
General Plan. Additional project-specific adaptive management would be
incorporated for long-term monitoring of specific projects to be analyzed
separately under the General Plan.

O26-50

See response to comment O17-21 and “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the DEIR analysis of noise impacts on wildlife.

O26-51

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Measures,” and response to comment O17-6.

O26-52

See “Analysis of Cumulative Impacts on Biological Resources” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” and Master
Response 6, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Cumulative Impact Analysis,”
regarding the cumulative impact analysis in the DEIR. Potential impacts of
General Plan implementation are considered throughout DEIR Chapters 3 and 4
and the analysis takes into consideration existing setting conditions that have
resulted from the “projects” provided by the commenter.
See also response to comment O26-48. As noted in Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures,” the DEIR relies on
the goals and guidelines to mitigate or avoid impacts (except for air quality
impacts, as discussed in DEIR Section 3.2).

O26-53

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.” The DEIR includes a range of alternatives that could feasibly attain
the objectives of the project stipulated in DEIR Section 2.3, “Project
Objectives.”
State Parks recognizes that the commenter disagrees with the significant
determinations in the DEIR. See Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding
the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” As noted in Master
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Response 2, CEQA requires that determinations in EIRs regarding the
significance of environmental effects be based on substantial evidence and
recognizes the existence of other evidence that suggests a different conclusion.
O26-54

State Parks appreciates that Friends of Tesla Park has taken time to express its
concerns about the project. See responses to comments O26-10, O26-09, and
O26-53, respectively, regarding baseline conditions and the scope of the project,
foreseeable significant impacts, and consideration of an action alternative that
could avoid such impacts.
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Letter
O27
Response

Jenny Loda, Amphibian and Reptile Staff Attorney
Center for Biological Diversity
June 29, 2015

O27-1

State Parks received the comment letter submitted by the Center for Biological
Diversity on June 29, 2015.

O27-2

State Parks appreciates the commenter’s interest in the project. See “Purpose of
Program Environmental Impact Report” and “Level of Detail in the Project
Description and Quantification of Impacts” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy
of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.” In accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15146(b), the DEIR for the General Plan should
focus on secondary environmental effects that can be expected to follow from
adoption of the General Plan, and the development of detailed site-specific
information may not be feasible and can be deferred to subsequent projectspecific CEQA documents. See also Section 2.3.2, “Biotic Resources,” in
General Plan Chapter 2 for a detailed description of the biotic resources (e.g.,
habitats, common and special-status plant and wildlife species, sensitive natural
communities) that occur at Carnegie SVRA. See DEIR Section 3.3, “Biotic
Resources,” for a discussion of impacts on biological resources.

O27-3

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis,” regarding the methodology employed to evaluate alternatives, as
discussed in detail in DEIR Chapter 6, “Alternatives to the Proposed Project.”
Under CEQA, the range of alternatives is governed by the rule of reason (see
Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines). The DEIR effectively describes a
range of reasonable alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain the most
basic objectives of the project presented in DEIR Section 2.3, “Project
Objectives.”

O27-4

Impact minimization measures were incorporated into the General Plan
wherever possible during development of the DEIR to help ensure that planned
actions described in the General Plan, including future actions, would not cause
significant environmental impacts. The General Plan is a broad-based policy
document that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA. It provides goals
and guidelines that direct future improvements, services, and programs. In some
case, more specific mitigation is properly deferred to future project-specific
CEQA review. See also response to comment O14-5 and “General Plan Goals
and Guidelines Detail and Mitigation Deferral” in Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

O27-5

Section 3.2.1, “Existing Setting,” in DEIR Section 3.2, “Air Quality” (page
3.2-7), discusses the health effects of exposure to elevated PM concentrations.
The same section also discusses the health effects of ozone exposure (see page
3.2-6). The net change in operational emissions associated with fugitive dust,
OHV vehicles, and visitor vehicles has been disclosed and evaluated in DEIR
Table 3.2-8 and 3.2-9.
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The DEIR includes OM Goal 6, which includes all BAAQMD- and SJVAPCDprescribed fugitive dust control measures for construction activities. For
operational and maintenance activities, the DEIR includes OM Goal 7 to limit
fugitive dust emissions and the contribution of General Plan projects to regional
air quality emissions. The commenter cites California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association (CAPCOA) 2010 as a source for feasible mitigation
measures; however, CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation
Measures was developed primarily to quantify mitigation measures associated
with land use, transportation, and energy use, rather than recreational vehicles
as used at Carnegie SVRA. Therefore, most measures suggested in the
document would not be applicable to implementation of the General Plan,
which is not a typical land use development project.
In response to comments from BAAQMD and SJVAPCD, the following new
guideline is hereby added to the General Plan to further reduce operational air
pollutant emissions:
►

O27-6

OM Guideline 7.4: Implement the following operational emission
reduction measures to help BAAQMD and SJVAPCD reduce regional
air quality emissions:


Prohibit campfires on all summer and winter Spare the Air days
identified by either BAAQMD or SJVAPCD. In addition, camp
fires throughout the park from November 1 to the end of February
should be limited to SJVAPCD’s “Check Before You Burn”
program where camp fires are restricted on days designated as “no
burning for all” or “no burning unless registered.”



Replace diesel-fueled maintenance equipment with alternative-fuel
equipment (e.g., propane, electricity) when feasible.



Inform and suggest to all park visitors to limit the use of diesel
generators for reactional vehicle cooling or heating during winter
and summer Spare the Air days identified by either BAAQMD or
SJVAPCD.



Limit maintenance equipment engine idling to 2 minutes.

As discussed in DEIR Section 3.6, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” it is unlikely
that a single project would cause a substantial impact related to climate change.
Rather, each project’s GHG emissions should be evaluated on an incremental
basis. Such an evaluation can be found in Impact 3.6-1 of the DEIR. As
determined in Impact 3.6-1, the net change in GHG emissions associated with
General Plan implementation would be less than the applicable thresholds.
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As described in response to comment O27-5, most reduction measures
prescribed by CAPCOA are tailored to affect typical land use development
projects (e.g., energy consumption and transportation). Energy consumption and
transportation are the largest source of GHG emissions in cities, counties, and
the state. However, the CAPCOA-suggested measures are not designed to
address recreational vehicle activities such as those that occur at Carnegie
SVRA. The SVRA’s compliance with the Red Sticker and Green Sticker
Program would limit emissions of air pollutants and GHGs.
Like CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures guidance
document, the Alameda County Climate Action Plan is tailored to reduce GHG
emissions associated with typical land use development projects and does not
include measures to reduce recreational vehicle–related GHG emissions.
O27-7

As described in DEIR Section 4.4.3, “Biotic Resources,” any sensitive
biological resources that may be affected by implementation of any aspect of
the General Plan would be protected, restored, or enhanced, and General Plan–
related activities would comply with all applicable permit conditions. The
appropriate regulatory agencies (USACE, USFWS, CDFW, and Central Valley
and San Francisco Bay RWQCBs) would be consulted before construction of
any project element that may result in impacts on natural resources under their
jurisdiction. The natural resource goals and guidelines also include provisions
for maintaining strict enforcement of riding destination requirements throughout
the SVRA according to the allowable uses in the respective visitor experience
areas, which would be monitored to ensure that riders comply with the rules and
regulations and do not ride outside of designated areas.
See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander
and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the
General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the proposed buffers in the
DEIR. See “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” and “Adequacy of Plant and
Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in
Master Response 4 regarding the level of impact assessment detail in the DEIR.
See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail contained in the DEIR project
description.

O27-8
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State Parks appreciates that the Center for Biological Diversity has taken time to
express its concerns about the project.
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Letter
O28
Response

Amy Granat, Managing Director
California Off-Road Vehicle Association
June 29, 2015

O28-1

State Parks received the comments submitted by California Off-Road Vehicle
Association on June 29, 2015.

O28-2

State Parks appreciates the commenter’s interest in the project. No further
response is provided because the issues raised by the commenter address the
merits of the project and no issues related to the adequacy of the environmental
impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

O28-3

See response to comment O28-2.

O28-4

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”

O28-5

As noted in the comment, on page 3.12-4, the DEIR conservatively estimates
that attendance could reach 195,863 visitors by 2030, compared to the average
visitation of 114,000 visitors. As described on pages 2-3 and 2-4 of DEIR
Section 2.1, the analysis assumes that attendance at Carnegie SVRA would
likely rise with population growth and general economic conditions in the
surrounding region. Although the Carnegie SVRA General Plan would expand
the OHV options at the SVRA and attendance would likely grow naturally,
there would likely not be a “bump” in attendance solely as a result of the new
opportunities. As stated on page 4-3 of DEIR Section 4.3.1, Carnegie SVRA is
located in unincorporated Alameda and San Joaquin Counties. As determined
through visitor surveys, visitors to Carnegie SVRA are primarily from the local
area (the median distance traveled to the SVRA by survey respondents was
31 miles). Implementing the General Plan would enhance recreational
opportunities for the surrounding community. No further response is necessary
because no issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis
in the DEIR were raised.

O28-6

State Parks appreciates the commenter’s interest in the project. No further
response is provided because the issues raised by the commenter address
economic benefits and no issues related to the adequacy of the environmental
impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

O28-7

The potential impacts of implementing the Carnegie SVRA General Plan,
including effects on visitor experience areas that allow nonmotorized
recreational opportunities, were analyzed at a programmatic level in accordance
with thresholds of significance based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.
As described on DEIR page 2-18, the General Plan includes natural resources
goals and guidelines for natural resources management, plants, and wildlife. As
stated on page 2-12 of the DEIR, goals and guidelines apply to the entire
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Carnegie SVRA, which includes visitor experience areas that allow
nonmotorized recreational opportunities. The project’s impacts on biotic
resources were evaluated consistent with CEQA requirements in Section 3.3,
“Biotic Resources,” of the DEIR. See DEIR Section 3.3.4, pages 2.3-14 through
3.3-33, for guidelines that would be implemented to limit potential impacts on
biotic resources. .
O28-8

Section 2.1.2 of the General Plan describes the important role that Carnegie
SVRA plays in meeting the recreational needs of the local and regional
community. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address social and health benefits and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

O28-9

CEQA states that the purpose of an environmental impact report (EIR) is “to
identify the significant effects on the environment of a project, to identify
alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant
effects can be mitigated or avoided” (PRC Section 21002.1[a]). The DEIR
evaluates the environmental effects of implementing the Carnegie SVRA
General Plan. The DEIR includes guidelines that allow protection and
stewardship of natural resources while maintaining a quality OHV recreational
experience, and direct the OHMVR Division to implement the HMS, including
NRM Guideline 1.4 (DEIR page 5-3) and NRM Guideline 2.1 (DEIR page
3.3-19). No further response is necessary because no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

O28-10

State Parks appreciates the commenter’s interest in the project.
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Letter
O29
Response

Nancy Rodrigue and Celeste Garamendi, Friends of Tesla Park Steering
Committee
Friends of Tesla Park
June 29, 2015

O29-1

State Parks appreciates Friends of Tesla Park’s interest in the project.

O29-2

General Plan Section 3.3.2, “SVRA-wide Issues,” and DEIR Summary Section
S.4 identify known issues and areas of controversy based on agency and public
feedback and comments received during the planning process. General Plan
Section 1.8, “The Planning Process,” and DEIR Section 2.2, “Existing Carnegie
SVRA Land Use and Facilities,” also provide background on the planning
process and public outreach. Specific comments received during the planning
process for many of the numerous outreach exercises are part of the
administrative record for the project, and they have been incorporated into the
General Plan to the extent feasible. However, these comments are too numerous
to include in the DEIR in their entirety and not all are relevant to the
environmental review process. Comments received in response to the notice of
preparation are included in Appendix A of the DEIR, along with a summary of
all comments received during scoping.
The response to comments found in this FEIR is limited in purview. CEQA
Section 21091(d) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 require that the lead
agency evaluate comments received during the noticed DEIR comment period
and prepare a written response for each comment relating to any significant
environmental issues raised in the DEIR. The written responses presented in this
FEIR describe the nature of any significant environmental issues raised and
provide a good-faith, reasoned analysis in response. The responses also address
comments pertaining to the Preliminary General Plan

O29-3

As stated in Section 1.7 of the General Plan on page 1-4, “The EIR is an
accompanying document to this General Plan, prepared as a separate volume.”
DEIR page 2-1 states: “The Carnegie SVRA General Plan provides a
description of much of the physical and regulatory setting and the project
description used for the CEQA analysis in this draft EIR (DEIR).” DEIR page
3-1 states: “Similarly, General Plan Chapter 2, ‘Existing Conditions,’ provides
much of the physical and regulatory setting information used for this DEIR’s
environmental analyses, and the relevant General Plan setting sections are
referenced in the DEIR existing setting sections. Known agricultural resources
in the vicinity of the planning area are described in DEIR Section 3.9, “Land
Use and Planning” (page 3.9-2), and are shown in Figure 2-21, “CountyDesignated Land Uses in and near the Planning Area,” of the General Plan. The
existing setting of past mining activity, including past mineral resource
extraction in the planning area, is discussed in General Plan Chapter 2,
“Existing Conditions,” under “Minerals and Mineral Resources” (pages 2-31
through 2-32).
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The General Plan and DEIR are not regulatory enforcement actions; rather, they
are program-level planning documents. See “Purpose of Program
Environmental Impact Report” and “Level of Detail in the Project Description
and Quantification of Impacts” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact
Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.” The program EIR functions
as a broad policy and programmatic document for later subsequent projectspecific CEQA documentation. The degree of specificity in an EIR corresponds
to the degree of specificity of the underlying activity being evaluated. Past
lawsuits and associated actions are not part of the “existing conditions.”
O29-4

Existing OHV trails and facilities are shown in Figure 2-1 of the General Plan
(and DEIR Figure 2-2). Further information regarding the trails in the SVRA is
provided in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b),
which is summarized on pages 2-36 through 2-60 of the General Plan. A copy
of the watershed assessment is available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan
website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. See “Purpose of
Program Environmental Impact Report” and “Level of Detail in the Project
Description and Quantification of Impacts” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy
of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.” The program EIR
functions as a broad policy and programmatic document for later subsequent
project-specific CEQA documentation. The degree of specificity in an EIR
corresponds to the degree of specificity of the underlying activity being
evaluated.
Circulation and access is discussed in Section 2.2.2, “Circulation and Access,”
in General Plan Chapter 2. As described in General Plan Section 1.5, “Purpose
of the General Plan,” revising the existing Carnegie SVRA General Plan will
result in a new broad-based policy document that establishes a long-range vision
for the SVRA (including the expansion area) and provides goals and guidelines
directing future improvements, services, and programs. The level of detail in the
General Plan discussing circulation and access is adequate for the broad policy
context of the General Plan. DEIR Section 3.14, “Transportation and Traffic,”
analyzes circulation. This DEIR section evaluates potentially significant
environmental impacts based on thresholds of significance from Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines, including any:
conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures
of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass transit and
nonmotorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit. [Emphasis added] (DEIR
page 3.14-8)
Impacts related to circulation are evaluated further in the discussion of Impact
3.14-4 (DEIR pages 3.14-20 through 3.14-21).
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Specific trails and OHV routes for the expansion area have not been determined.
Trails and routes would be determined as part of future planning efforts.
O29-5

State Parks owns 340 acres immediately adjacent to the SVRA; however,
because of deed restrictions, that acreage is not part of the planning area. Page
1-3 of the General Plan states, “The lands outside of the planning area that are
owned by State Parks will not be governed by this General Plan.” Existing
residences adjacent to the planning area are identified in General Plan Section
2.1.1, “Regional and Surrounding Land Use.” DEIR page 2-2 also mentions that
State Parks owns several single-family residential dwellings located along
Corral Hollow Creek between Mitchell Ravine and the Tesla Coal Mine Site,
some of which serve as residences for State Parks employees.
See also “Level of Detail in the Project Description and Quantification of
Impacts” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

O29-6

Existing sedimentation basins are described in the Corral Hollow Watershed
Assessment (State Parks 2007b), as summarized on page 2-52 of the General
Plan. A copy of the watershed assessment is available on the Carnegie SVRA
General Plan website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.
Aquatic habitats, including all ponds, seeps, and drainages in the SVRA and the
expansion area, are shown in Figure 2-11 of the General Plan (page 2-67).
Impacts on aquatic habitats are evaluated in DEIR Section 3.3, “Biotic
Resources.”

O29-7

The General Plan is a long-term planning document and project-level or
implementation-level details are not discussed in depth. See “Purpose of
Program Environmental Impact Report” and “Level of Detail in the Project
Description and Quantification of Impacts” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy
of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.” Ongoing projects
are being conducted under the 1981 General Plan, SWMP (State Parks 2011),
and Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b).

O29-8

See response to comment O18-18.

O29-9

DEIR Impact 3.14-4 (on pages 3.14-20 and 3.14-21) evaluates the potential
effects of special events. See response to comment O22-4.

O29-10

General Plan Section 2.7, “Planning Influences,” identifies applicable federal
and state regulations and DEIR Section 1.1 identifies agencies that are among
those expected to use the DEIR as a reference for future actions. See also
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines.” There is no that CEQA documents or general plans discuss current
and past permits.

O29-11

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”
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O29-12

See response to comment O11-46.

O29-13

State Parks has prepared the General Plan as a broad-based policy document
that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA (including the expansion
area) and provides goals and guidelines directing future improvements, services,
and programs. By providing a clear purpose, a vision, and long- and short-term
goals and guidelines, the General Plan defines the broadest possible
management framework for program development, ongoing management, and
public use of Carnegie SVRA. During the planning process, the locations and
extent of all known sensitive resources, including cultural resources, were taken
into consideration and allowable uses were specifically developed to avoid
sensitive areas.
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause
no environmental impacts; however, implementing actions included in the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan could physically alter the environment. The
General Plan is intended to guide future use and development over a period of
many years. Impact minimization measures were incorporated into the General
Plan wherever possible during its development to help ensure that planned
actions described in the General Plan, including future actions, would not cause
significant environmental impacts.
Therefore, as described in DEIR Section 1.1, “Type, Purpose, and Intended Use
of This Environmental Impact Report,” the CEQA analysis detailed in the EIR
accompanying the General Plan is intended to be adequate for certain future
projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner consistent with the
General Plan’s goals and guidelines.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
once the project details are known, before project implementation. According to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, projects that may be implemented in the
future as a result of adopting the General Plan must first be subjected to CEQA
review, in light of the information in the General Plan EIR, to determine
whether additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional
CEQA documentation completed would be determined based on a review of
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162–15164. State Parks may refer to the EIR
prepared for the General Plan as a starting point for a “tiered” CEQA analysis
when implementing future projects that require additional environmental review
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15168).
See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Measures.”
All future measures developed through consultation with local tribes and
individuals to avoid or minimize adverse impacts would be developed in
accordance with applicable federal and state laws.
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O29-14

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” and Master Response 5, “Cultural Resources Regulatory
Compliance and Studies.” In addition, CR Guideline 1.1 in the General Plan
specifically calls for maintaining and updated the existing cultural resource
inventory and preparing new and updated site records and archaeological survey
reports.
The Tesla Mining and Industry Historic District is discussed in General Plan
Section 2.3.3, “Cultural Resources,” and DEIR Section 3.4.1, “Existing
Setting”; Section 3.4.4, “Environmental Evaluation”; and Impact 3.4-1. As
noted on General Plan page 1-3 and DEIR page 2-3, State Parks owns an
additional 340 acres of property immediately adjacent to the planning area, but
because of deed restrictions, that acreage is not part of the planning area.
Also, note that State Parks revised the preferred concept map after the DEIR
was circulated. The current concept map designates the northwestern portion of
the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, as Limited Recreation and
removes the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla Road
(see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the
DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the intermediate/beginner trails,
gathering/service area, and practice area that were proposed in this portion of
the expansion area along Tesla Road are no longer included as part of the
project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation designation include
nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these areas
to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor
experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum
necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. No other
facilities would be allowed (see Table 4-1, Visitor Experience Areas,” in
Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR).

O29-15

State Parks believes that the guidelines as proposed in the General Plan would
avoid and minimize impacts on cultural resources. The guidelines expressly
state that if all impacts cannot be avoided, State Parks should consult with
appropriate agencies, obtain necessary permits, and adopt and implement all
feasible and implementable mitigation measures developed as part of a projectspecific impact analysis. Maps of specific areas to be avoided would be
prepared during review of future proposed projects. This would allow the
marking of specific culturally sensitive areas that can be avoided during project
planning. Carnegie SVRA currently contains multiple interpretive elements
highlighting and interpreting past historic uses of the site.

O29-16

See Master Response 5, “Cultural Resources Regulatory Compliance and
Studies.”
At present, there is no federal nexus to link the General Plan with Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act. The cultural resources report does,
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however, comply with the guidelines for preparing an archaeological resource
management report issued by the California Office of Historic Preservation.
O29-17

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” and Master Response 5, “Cultural Resources Regulatory
Compliance and Studies.”
State Parks believes that the General Plan and DEIR provide sufficient detail on
potential impacts and the methodology for addressing those potential impacts to
inform the general public. Project-specific impact analysis will be subject to
additional review by the permitting agencies for resources under their
jurisdiction.
Specific locations of sensitive cultural resources cannot be disclosed to the
public and should never be included in publicly circulated documents such as
the General Plan and DEIR.

O29-18

Section 3.9.2, “Regulatory Setting,” on DEIR page 3.9-1 specifically states:
After January 1, 1988, no new cultural or natural preserves or state
wildernesses shall be established within state vehicular recreation areas. To
protect natural and cultural values, sensitive areas within state vehicular
recreation areas may be designated by the division if the Off-Highway
Motor Vehicle Recreation Commission holds a public hearing and makes a
recommendation therefore. These sensitive areas shall be managed by the
division in accordance with Sections 5019.71 and 5019.74, which define
the purpose and management of natural and cultural preserves.
Further, DEIR page 3.9-2 states:

Because Carnegie SVRA is owned and operated by the state, it is not
subject to local policies or ordinances. Nonetheless, State Parks’ OffHighway Motor Vehicle Recreation (OHMVR) Division intends to develop
Carnegie SVRA in a manner compatible with the surrounding community.
Therefore, these policies and ordinances were considered as part of this
environmental evaluation.
See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”

O29-19
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See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” and Master Response 5, “Cultural Resources Regulatory
Compliance and Studies.”
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O29-20

No further response is provided because the issues raised by the commenter
address the merits of the project and no issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

O29-21

Representational photography of the existing planning area is included in the
General Plan in Section 2.3.4, “Aesthetic Resources” (General Plan pages 2-104
through 2-109). See also “Level of Detail in the Project Description and
Quantification of Impacts” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact
Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

O29-22

See responses to comments O29-2 through O29-21.
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Letter
O30
Response

Geoffrey H. Hornek, Glen Leverich, Scott Cashen, Sarah Kupferberg,
Paula Fuery, Kevin Wiseman, Michael Graf, Nancy Rodrigue, and Celeste
Garamendi
Friends of Tesla Park Steering Committee
June 29, 2015

O30-1

State Parks received the comment letters provided by Friends of Tesla Park.
Commenters from the list whose letters were received separately by State Parks
before the June 29, 2015, Friends of Tesla Park letter are bracketed and
responded to before this letter. Commenters whose letters were received after
the June 29, 2015, Friends of Tesla Park letter are bracketed and responded to
within this letter.

O30a-1

The DEIR’s Air Quality section is structured consistent with the other resource
sections in the DEIR. In addition, the Air Quality section is consistent in format
with other CEQA documents prepared for various agencies throughout the state
(e.g., existing setting, regulatory setting, thresholds of significance, analysis
methodology, and impacts). The impact analysis begins on page 3.2-21 and
applicable OM goals and guidelines are listed for the discussion of each impact.
The air pollutant emissions associated with implementation of the General Plan
have been quantified pursuant to guidance from BAAQMD and SJVAPCD. As
shown in DEIR Tables 3.2-8 and 3.2-9, emissions occurring in BAAQMD’s
area of jurisdiction were quantified in units of pounds per day and emissions
occurring in SJVAPCD’s jurisdictional area were quantified in units of tons per
year. BAAQMD and SJVPACD require projects to quantify their air pollutant
emissions and compare such emissions with the applicable thresholds of
significance to determine whether the project would cause a significant impact.
See Tables 3.2-8 and 3.2-9 for quantification of emissions associated with
General Plan implementation.
Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, the analysis evaluates the net change in
emissions associated with General Plan implementation against the applicable
thresholds of significance. CEQA requires projects to consider the net change in
air pollutant emissions from the baseline year (i.e., the year of the notice of
preparation) associated with the proposed project.
The commenter is correct that the effectiveness of the OM goals and guidelines
could not be quantified because their effectiveness is highly dependent on the
behavior and presence of visitors and park users. At the time of this analysis,
quantifying reductions for the OM goals and guidelines would be speculative.

O30a-2
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The Environmental Checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines includes
a specific significance criterion, addressed in Impact 3.2-1 of the DEIR, to
determine whether the proposed project would conflict with the applicable air
quality plan. This significance criterion is designed to evaluate whether a
project is planned for in the applicable development plan (e.g., general plan) for
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the area. If so, it would then be considered to be incorporated into the regional
air quality plan that accounts for the various planned land uses. This criterion is
a qualitative criterion to evaluate whether the project is conceptually consistent
(e.g., land use type, size, intensity of land use) with the area’s existing
development plan. Impact 3.2-2 evaluates the quantitative emissions associated
with General Plan implementation to compare them with applicable thresholds
of significance. Pursuant to the Environmental Checklist in Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines, both criteria must be evaluated as part of an air quality
analysis.
O30a-3

The requirement for a quantitative evaluation of construction-related emissions
would apply to activities occurring both at the existing SVRA and in the
expansion area. Therefore, the question of whether construction-related
emissions associated with General Plan implementation would “increase the
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations, contribute to new
violations, or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards” would be
fully analyzed for all construction projects occurring in the existing SVRA and
the expansion area.

O30a-4

Pursuant to the commenter’s suggestion, OM Guideline 6.7 requires that a
project-level environmental analysis be performed to determine the air quality
impacts associated with construction activities on existing residence(s). To
specify that potential air quality impacts include health impacts and health risk
thresholds, OM Guideline 6.7 on page 4-36 of the General Plan is hereby
revised as follows:
►

OM Guideline 6.7: Conduct an environmental analysis for all
construction projects located within 1,000 feet of any residents (on-site or
off-site) to assess potential air quality health impacts of constructionrelated emissions on the existing residence(s). If any significant impacts
(e.g., health risk thresholds) are determined pursuant to the applicable air
district thresholds of significance (i.e., BAAQMD or SJVAPCD), the
applicant and contractor shall implement all necessary measures to
minimize emissions.

The residential buffer zone described in OM Guideline 6.6 is designed for a
complete buffer of construction activities. In other words, construction activities
would not be allowed within 250 feet of residential receptors. The 1,000-foot
radius is a distance at which potential impacts could arise if construction
activities would occur within that distance. BAAQMD uses 1,000 feet from
sensitive receptors as a screening distance to determine whether emission
sources should be evaluated further. Therefore, all construction activities would
occur at least 250 feet away from residents and any construction activities
occurring within 1,000 feet of residents would be further evaluated for health
risk impacts. Furthermore, construction of projects after adoption of the General
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Plan are not anticipated to be large infrastructure projects that would generate
substantial emissions of toxic air contaminants. Therefore, compliance with all
BAAQMD and SJVAPCD construction BMPs and OM Guidelines 6.6 and 6.7
would ensure that impacts would be disclosed and that all measures required to
minimize emissions would be implemented.
O30a-5

It is noted that like highway-licensed vehicles, OHVs could operate at emissions
levels inconsistent with state standards; however, it would be speculative to
assume that certain OHVs are out of compliance with vehicle emission
standards. Red Sticker vehicles would only be allowed to operate in the existing
SVRA and the expansion area on days when they are allowed by the Red/Green
Sticker Program, which is consistent with the statewide program. As shown in
DEIR Tables 3.2-8 and 3.2-9, air pollutant emissions associated with the OHVs
operating in the expansion area were quantified and compared with the
applicable thresholds of significance.

O30a-6

The DEIR is intended to evaluate the net change associated with the expansion
area rather than the existing SVRA. Existing land use and facilities at Carnegie
SVRA are discussed in Section 2.2 of the General Plan, starting on page 2-7.
However, the minimal existing facilities serving OHV users (e.g., campgrounds,
picnic areas, entrance kiosk, maintenance yard, and the Carnegie Sector office)
are a primary reason that the analysis concludes that future construction projects
would not generate substantial construction-related emissions. As discussed
above in response to comment O30a-4, it is not anticipated that proposed
construction projects would be large infrastructure projects that would generate
substantial air pollutant emissions. Furthermore, implementing OM Guidelines
6.1 to 6.7 would minimize construction-related emissions.

O30a-7

As stated in the DEIR, future construction activities would be evaluated using
quantitative modeling and health risk evaluations if construction would occur
within 1,000 feet of existing residents. Although some of the potential land uses
that would be developed in the expansion area are known at this time, plans are
not available to determine the level of development, the construction timing,
and the types of equipment that would be used, all of which would largely affect
estimated air pollutant emissions. Future construction projects would be
evaluated at a project level as projects are proposed and design plans are
available. Pursuant to CEQA, if any air pollutant emissions were to exceed
BAAQMD or SJVAPCD thresholds of significance, mitigation measures must
be implemented to reduce the impact of such emissions to less-than-significant.
It should be noted that emissions levels in future construction years would be
expected to continue to decrease because of turnover in vehicle fleets and
increasing emissions technology.

O30a-8

Additional mitigation measures to reduce emissions of fugitive PM dust have
been added through conversation and comments from BAAQMD and
SJVAPCD. See OM Guideline 7.4 in the General Plan for additional mitigation
measures for fugitive PM dust in the planning area.
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O30a-9

See response to comment O30a-7.

O30a-10

The 1,000-foot zone of influence has been included in OM Guideline 6.7 in the
General Plan so that all construction activities occurring within this distance to
existing residents would be evaluated for potential health risk impacts on
sensitive receptors. As discussed in responses to comments O30a-6 and O30a-7,
it is not envisioned that construction activities associated with General Plan
implementation would be large infrastructure projects that would generate
substantial emissions or that would occur for long periods of time. It is not
anticipated that continuous, intensive construction for multiple project
components would occur. Rather, construction activities associated with
General Plan implementation are anticipated to occur gradually as visitor
demand requires. Therefore, based on the buffer distances prescribed in the
OM goals and guidelines, the relatively small nature of potential construction
activities, the short-term nature of construction activities, and the requirement to
evaluate and minimize emissions that would cause a significant impact, the
DEIR determined that the impact would be less than significant.

O30a-11

See response to comment O30a-10 regarding the 1,000-foot buffer.
State Parks appreciates the commenter’s opinion about the structure of the
DEIR Air Quality setting section. The commenter should also consider other
current EIR Air Quality sections for land use development projects, which
include similar levels of detail and organization and industry standards for
environmental analyses.
The BAAQMD and SJVAPCD thresholds of significance in the DEIR have
been presented separately for clarity. The thresholds of significance shown in
the DEIR Air Quality section are also used to evaluate the impacts of General
Plan implementation in Tables 3.2-8 and 3.2-9. As described in the DEIR, the
analysis conservatively assumes that all future proposed emissions would occur
in the BAAQMD and SJVAPCD jurisdictional areas to model worst-case
conditions for either air basin. Therefore, the DEIR did compare project
emissions with the most stringent threshold, as suggested by the commenter.

O30a-12

See responses to comments O30a-1 to O30a-11 above.

O30a-13

See response to comment O30a-1. The Air Quality setting section is required to
be included as an introduction to the technical aspects of air quality, which is
essential to understand the impact analysis. For a quick guide to the referenced
sections, see DEIR page 3.2-17 for the thresholds of significance, page 3.2-21
for the analysis methodology, and page 3.2-22 for the impact analysis.
Mitigation measures, in the form of OM guidelines from the General Plan, are
listed within each impact discussion.

O30b

Letter O30b, submitted as part of the comments from the Friends of Tesla Park
Steering Committee in bracketed Letter O30, is identical to Letter O18,
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submitted separately by Stillwater Sciences on June 25, 2015. For responses to
comments in Letter O30b, see responses to comments O18-1 through O18-47.
O30c-1

State Parks acknowledges the documented experience of the members of
Friends of Tesla Park and notes the opinion of the group regarding the adequacy
of the EIR. The DEIR is associated with the update to the General Plan and does
not authorize any impacts. Project-specific impact analyses would be required
for projects that may result in significant impacts. More detailed responses are
provide in responses to comments O30c-2 through O30c-30.

O30c-2

The General Plan and DEIR rely on several information sources to describe
existing conditions (in General Plan Section 2.3.2) and the potential impacts on
biological resources that may result (in DEIR Section 3.3). These include
consultation with USFWS, use of the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB) and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) database, HMS
monitoring data at the SVRA, and survey reports from adjacent properties and
independent investigators and scientists working in the region. State Parks
believes that the reader has been provided with sufficient information to
understand the regional context of biological resources in the planning area.

O30c-3

See “Golden Eagle Effects” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan
on Biological Resources,” regarding the DEIR impact analysis for golden eagle.

O30c-4

State Parks acknowledges that the California Fish and Game Commission did
temporarily list the tricolored blackbird between the time of the preparation of
the DEIR and the close of the comment period. However, the state-listing
designation for tricolored blackbird lapsed on June 30, 2015, and the species is
no longer considered a state-listed species. Tricolored blackbirds and burrowing
owls are specifically analyzed in the DEIR and the General Plan in Wildlife
Guidelines 1.1, 1.6, and 1.9, which address measures to avoid or minimize
impacts on these species.

O30c-5

The General Plan’s statement regarding the persistence of special-status
herpetofauna, as cited in the comment, is appropriate and accurate. Breeding
ponds for these species throughout California have varying levels of success in
supporting breeding populations, based on various factors: the hydrology of a
given pool, the amount of rainfall in a given year, and the distance of breeding
pools to upland refugia habitat. Herpetofauna populations vary from year to
year in both the original Carnegie SVRA and the expansion area. State Parks
contracted with UC Davis biologists to inform long-term monitoring of habitats
and special-status species in the active OHV recreation area to more accurately
determine the long-term population trends of these special-status herpetofauna
and other special-status species.

O30c-6

The DEIR has been updated to include all five special-status bats that may occur
in the planning area, and the status for Townsend’s big-eared bat has been
updated. The description of Townsend’s big-eared bat in Table 2-10, “Special-
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Status Wildlife Species Observed or Assumed to Be Present in the Planning
Area,” of the General Plan (page 2-90) is hereby revised as follows:
Townsend’s bigeared bat
Corynorhinus
townsendii

CESA
candidate
(Threatened);
CSC

This species occurs in a variety of habitats in California
including desert scrub, riparian areas, grasslands, and
coniferous forests. No focused surveys for Townsend’s bigeared bat have occurred within the planning area. However, it
is assumed that the species can forage in the planning area at
least periodically, given its distribution in California. Suitable
roosting habitat exists in the Tesla Coal Mine and Lime Kiln
Cave in the expansion area and possibly in rock outcroppings
in the planning area. The 2008 HMS report mentions the
species as occurring in the planning area (State Parks n.d.[d]).
This species was identified in the Tesla Coal Mine by State
Parks staff members in September 2014 (de Silva, pers. comm.,
2014).

The first sentence of Impact 3.3-14, “Potential Impacts on Special-status Bat
Species,” on DEIR page 3.3-32 is hereby revised as follows:
IMPACT
3.3-14

Potential Impacts on Special-status Bat Species

Special-status bat species—Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus
townsendii), Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis), fringed myotis (Myotis
thysanodes), western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus), and pallid bat
(Antrozous pallidus)—are present in the planning area (deSilva, pers. comm.,
2014).
O30c-7

Discrepancies with Regard to Soils and Geology
The General Plan’s information source for soil types in the planning area is the
U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soils survey data (NRCS
2013–2014), the most current and comprehensive source available for soils in
the United States and California. However, the mapping scale used by NRCS is
coarse enough that it is possible, even likely, that additional soil inclusions not
captured in the NRCS mapping efforts may be present in the planning area. The
General Plan acknowledges that serpentine soil inclusions may be present in the
planning area, noting that serpentine indicator plant species have been found
there. As disclosed in General Plan Table 2-9, the General Plan treats specialstatus plant species associated with serpentine soils as having the potential to
occur in the planning area. Therefore, the discrepancy between soil types
mapped by NRCS and those reported by Ecosystems West did not cause any
special-status plant species or sensitive natural communities to be eliminated
from consideration in the General Plan or DEIR. The soils information reported
by Ecosystems West cites contradictory sources. One of the sources identifies a
small area of Henneke gravelly clay loam, a soil derived from serpentine and
other ultrabasic rocks, in the western portion of the existing Carnegie SVRA
riding area. Two other sources cited by Ecosystems West describe the substrate
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in this same area as Panoche Formation shale member with no indication of
ultrabasic rocks, or as rock land with some Vallecitos rocky loam and Altamont
Clay.
Rare-Plant Survey Methods
See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” for a response regarding the level of detail contained in the
DEIR project description regarding the rare-plant survey methods.
The Ecosystems West surveys were conducted according to accepted protocols
by qualified botanists and were floristic in nature. A comprehensive species
inventory was compiled and provided to State Parks and CDFW. The Jones and
Stokes survey was less intensive but was conducted before the Ecosystems
West surveys, so the Ecosystems West surveys expanded on the information
provided by Jones and Stokes’ earlier survey. Plant surveys completed in 2014
by botanists from TRA Environmental Sciences, Inc. (TRA) and AECOM were
focused surveys to check the status of previously documented special-status
plant occurrences.
As stated in the DEIR in the discussion of Impact 3.3-1, a comprehensive
survey of the entire planning area has not been conducted since 2003 because
no actions have been proposed that could adversely affect special-status plants
throughout the planning area. The General Plan and DEIR acknowledge that
special-status plant species may exist at additional locations besides those
shown in DEIR Figures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3, and that other special-status plant
species known to occur nearby may be present in the planning area. Plant
Guideline 1.1 requires that plant surveys be conducted, according to the most
current methodology recommended by CDFW and USFWS, on the sites of
proposed facilities during the planning and design process for specific projects
proposed after adoption of the General Plan. Plant Guideline 1.2 prohibits
impacts on existing occurrences of special-status plants during project
implementation.
As noted by the commenter and in the General Plan, species composition and
abundance can vary annually, and the agencies may consider floristic surveys
outdated after only 1 year or valid for up to 5 years. Considering the length of
time required to complete the EIR process, floristic surveys would be
considered dated and would need to be repeated before certification of the EIR.
A complete floristic inventory of the entire planning area was not within the
scope of work for this program-level document.
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause
no environmental impacts. Surveys and inventories completed to date provide
sufficient information to allow an informed decision about the types of resource
impacts that could result from General Plan–related activities. State Parks
believes that the reader has been provided with sufficient information to
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understand the regional context of biological resources in the planning area.
Surveys conducted during the planning phase for specific projects provide the
best information about dynamic resources such as special-status plant
populations and plant communities, and implementing the General Plan
guidelines would ensure that impacts on special-status plants are avoided.
Vegetation Communities
Vegetation types were mapped at a level appropriate to support this programlevel planning process. Because of the timing of the field surveys conducted to
verify vegetation types and the amount of time provided within the scope of the
planning process for field surveys, it is possible for additional vegetation types
to occur in small patches, including sensitive natural communities.
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan, which itself would cause
no environmental impacts. NRM Guideline 1.2 requires that site-specific
surveys/mapping of sensitive biological resources, including sensitive natural
communities, be conducted before new facilities envisioned under the General
Plan are planned, and that these resources be avoided through design and
planning. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail currently included in
the project description of the DEIR.
State Parks appreciates receiving the information from CNPS regarding the
curly blue grass stands it observed in the planning area, and will take that
information into consideration during future planning for specific projects. The
commenter notes that the curly blue grass stands mapped by CNPS contained
32–35 percent cover of curly blue grass while the membership rules provided in
the Manual of California Vegetation state that curly blue grass must comprise
greater than 50 percent of the relative cover in the herbaceous layer to qualify as
curly blue grass grassland.
Vernal pools are not present in the planning area. The plant species noted in the
comment as being characteristic of vernal pools are not restricted to vernal
pools and are commonly found in other seasonally wet habitats. Ecosystems
West field staff members thoroughly searched areas of low-lying
microtopography likely to contain suitable seasonal wetland habitat for these
species but were unable to find any. Therefore, it is possible that Jones and
Stokes’ species list contained errors and that these species were not actually
observed in the planning area. Several other more conspicuous species,
including shrub species, were also reported by Jones and Stokes but not found
during the more intensive Ecosystems West surveys. Even if these seasonal
wetland species were observed, it does not mean that there are vernal pools in
the planning area or that special-status plant species restricted specifically to
vernal pools would be present, because the species listed by Jones and Stokes
are affiliated with a broader range of wetland habitats. NRM Guideline 1.2
requires that site-specific surveys/mapping of sensitive biological resources,
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including sensitive natural communities, be conducted before new facilities are
planned, and that these resources be avoided through design and planning.
Therefore, before any specific projects could be implemented, baseline surveys
would be conducted to look for sensitive habitats such as seasonal wetlands, and
special-status species would be avoided through project design and planning.
Rare Plants
Table 2-9 on pages 2-85 and 2-86 of the General Plan is hereby modified as
follows:
Table 2-9. Special-Status Plant Species Documented in and Near the
Planning Area
Species

California
Rare
Plant
Rank*

Comments

SPECIES WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA
Big tarplant
Blepharizonia
plumosa

1.B.1

This species is also a focal species in the East Alameda County
Conservation Strategy. The grasslands provide potentially suitable
habitat for this species, which was identified at 12 locations, all in the
expansion area, during surveys conducted in 2003 (Ecosystems West
2004).

Round-leaved
filaree
California
macrophyllum

The woodland communities and grasslands provide potentially suitable
habitat for this species. It has been documented in two specific
locations within the planning area (Ecosystems West 2004), and there
is a record with vague location information in the vicinity of the
planning area. The two specific locations where this plant was
previously recorded were revisited during separate surveys by
AECOM and TRA Environmental Sciences in 2014 and this species
was not relocated.

Forked hareleaf
Lagophylla
dichotoma

The woodland communities and grasslands provide potentially suitable
habitat for this species. It was observed in the planning area in 2003,
but specific locations were not recorded because the species was not
listed in the CRPR system at that time.

Hospital Canyon
larkspur
Delphinium
californicum ssp.
interius

1.B.2

Openings in the scrub communities and moist areas in the woodland
communities provide potentially suitable habitat for this species. It has
been documented at six locations in the planning area, including two
locations initially identified by Ecosystems West in 2003. The species
was observed at one of these locations in 2014, but there were fewer
plants occupying a much smaller area than recorded in 2003. This
species was found at four additional locations in 2014.
This species is found in chaparral, cismontane woodland, and annual
grasslands, usually on serpentine soils. This species was found at one
location in the planning area in 2014. This find represents a range
extension for this species, which was previously known only from
Napa, Solano, and Contra Costa Counties.

Brewer’s dwarf
flax
Hesperolinon
breweri

SPECIES DOCUMENTED WITHIN 5 MILES OF THE PLANNING AREA
Large-flowered
fiddleneck
Amsinckia
grandiflora
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1.B.1

This species is federally and state listed as endangered. The woodland
communities and grassland provide potentially suitable habitat.
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Table 2-9. Special-Status Plant Species Documented in and Near the
Planning Area
Species

California
Rare
Plant
Rank*

Comments

Diamond-petaled
California poppy
Eschscholzia
rhombipetala

Alkaline clay soils in the grasslands provide potentially suitable habitat
for this species.

Loma Prieta hoita
Hoita strobilina

The woodland communities in the planning area provide potentially
suitable habitat for this species, which is usually found in serpentinite
soils in mesic areas. Soils of the Franciscan complex in the southern
portion of the planning area may contain minor serpentine inclusions.

Showy golden
madia
Madia radiata

The woodland communities and grasslands provide potentially suitable
habitat for this species.

Caper-fruited
tropidocarpum
Tropidocarpum
capparideum

Two records exist of this species with vague location information
indicating they may be within 5 miles of the planning area, but the
species is believed to have been extirpated from Alameda and
San Joaquin Counties.

Alkali milk-vetch
Astragalus tener
var. tener

1.B.2

Potentially suitable clay soils are present in the grasslands within the
planning area.

San Joaquin
spearscale
Atriplex joaquinana

This species is also a focal species in the East Alameda County
Conservation Strategy. Alkaline soils in the grasslands provide
potentially suitable habitat for this species.

Big-scale
balsamroot
Balsamorhiza
macrolepis

The scrub and woodland communities and grassland provide
potentially suitable habitat for this species.

Chaparral harebell
Campanula exigua

This species grows in rocky places in chaparral, usually in serpentinite
soils. Suitable habitat may be present in rocky outcrops within the
planning area.

Lemmon’s
jewelflower
Caulanthus
lemmonii

The California juniper woodland and grasslands provide potentially
suitable habitat for this species. A record exists of this species with
vague information about a location in the vicinity of the planning area.

Mt. Hamilton
fountain thistle
Cirsium fontinale
var. campylon

This species is found in serpentine seeps in chaparral, cismontane
woodland, and annual grasslands. No serpentine seeps are present in
the planning area.

Talus fritillary
Fritillaria falcata

This species is found in serpentinite soils, usually talus, in chaparral,
cismontane woodland, and lower montane coniferous forest. Suitable
serpentine habitat may be present, as serpentine indicator species have
been found in the planning area and soils of the Franciscan complex in
the southern portion of the planning area may contain minor serpentine
inclusions.

Diablo helianthella
Helianthella
castanea

This species is found in rocky soils in a variety of upland habitat types,
but most often in chaparral–oak woodland interface. Woodland and
grassland communities provide potentially suitable habitat.
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Table 2-9. Special-Status Plant Species Documented in and Near the
Planning Area
Species

California
Rare
Plant
Rank*

Comments

Brewer’s dwarf
flax
Hesperolinon
breweri

This species is found in chaparral, cismontane woodland, and annual
grasslands, usually on serpentine soils. This species was found at one
location in the planning area in 2014. This find represents a range
extension for this species, which was previously known only from
Napa, Solano, and Contra Costa Counties.

Shining navarretia
Navarretia
nigelliformis ssp.
radians

The woodland communities and grasslands provide potentially suitable
habitat for this species.

Regarding the current taxonomy of the hareleaf species found in the planning
area, since the plant has not been examined since the taxonomic change, we
cannot say for certain whether it keys to L. diabloensis or L. dichotoma.
However, the comment is noted that the species found in the planning area may
be L. diabloensis and Table 2-9 of the General Plan is hereby revised as
follows:
Species

California
Rare Plant
Rank*

Comments

SPECIES WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA
Big tarplant
Blepharizonia plumosa

1.B.1

This species is also a focal species in the East Alameda County
Conservation Strategy. The grasslands provide potentially
suitable habitat for this species, which was identified at 12
locations, all in the expansion area, during surveys conducted in
2003 (Ecosystems West 2004).

Round-leaved filaree
California
macrophyllum

The woodland communities and grasslands provide potentially
suitable habitat for this species. It has been documented in two
specific locations within the planning area (Ecosystems West
2004), and there is a record with vague location information in
the vicinity of the planning area. The two specific locations
where this plant was previously recorded were revisited during
separate surveys by AECOM and TRA Environmental Sciences
in 2014 and this species was not relocated.

Forked hareleaf
Lagophylla dichotoma/
Lagophylla diabloensis

The woodland communities and grasslands provide potentially
suitable habitat for this species. It was observed in the planning
area in 2003, but specific locations were not recorded because the
species was not listed in the CRPR system at that time.
Taxonomic changes made since the surveys in 2003 indicate the
species identified in the planning area may actually be L.
diabloensis, a CRPR 1B.2 species.

The General Plan and DEIR acknowledge that special-status plant species may
exist at additional locations besides those shown in Figures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3, and
that other special-status plant species known to occur nearby may be present in
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the planning area. Little mousetail (Myosurus minimus ssp. apus) is a California
Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 3.1 species found specifically in alkaline vernal pools,
which do not occur in the planning area. However, Plant Guideline 1.1 requires
that plant surveys be conducted, according to the most current methodology
recommended by CDFW and USFWS, on the sites of proposed facilities during
the planning and design process for specific projects. Plant Guideline 1.2
prohibits impacts on existing occurrences of special-status plants during project
implementation. Therefore, surveys to identify hareleaf species, little mousetail,
and other plant species would be conducted before the implementation of any
specific projects proposed after adoption of the General Plan. In addition,
special-status species would be avoided through planning and design so that
they would not be affected by future development envisioned in the General
Plan. Specifically, if forked hareleaf or other special-status plants were found,
any proposed facility would be moved 100 feet away from the special-status
plant occurrence, or design features such as protective fencing or other barriers
would be placed between the facility and the plant occurrence.
The fritillary species in question was initially identified as stinkbells (Fritillaria
agrestis) by Jones and Stokes in 1998. Ecosystems West disagreed with this
identification, saying that the fritillary could not be “satisfactorily identified
using keys and descriptions in standard references (Abrams 1923, Munz and
Keck 1973, Ness 1993).” A new flora of California has been published since
that time, and it is possible that this fritillary could be satisfactorily identified
using the key in that flora or by other botanists. Therefore, it is speculative at
this point to conclude that the fritillary in the planning area is definitely a
previously undescribed species.
One of the objectives of the focused surveys conducted by TRA and AECOM in
2014 was to visit the locations where the “undescribed” fritillary species was
previously documented and determine whether the taxonomy could be clarified.
Unfortunately, the fritillary plants at these locations did not produce viable
flowers in 2014 and could not be positively identified. Therefore, the
commenter is incorrect that no attempts have been made to resolve the identity
of these fritillary plants. Nonetheless, the locations where the “undescribed”
fritillary was found are in the Tesla Coal Mine Site area.
Since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation (see
Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,”
of this FEIR). Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation designation include
nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these areas
to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor
experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum
necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. Plant
Guideline 1.2 prohibits impacts on existing occurrences of special-status plants
during project implementation. Therefore, no impacts on the fritillary species
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would occur, whether it indeed turns out to be a new species with a very limited
distribution or whether it is a previously described special-status species. As the
commenter notes, it is unknown at this time what species of fritillary is present;
therefore, it is speculative to assume that a grazing management plan would
benefit the species. Furthermore, the area where the fritillary is growing near the
Tesla Coal Mine has thin soils with sparse vegetation, so a grazing plan to
eliminate competing vegetation is unwarranted.
During protocol-level surveys conducted before implementation of specific
projects proposed after adoption of the General Plan, as required by Plant
Guideline 1.1, plant species ranked by East Bay CNPS would be identified. If
found, these species would be evaluated to determine their local and regional
rarity and the significance of any populations found in the planning area. While
East Bay CNPS may consider the species they have designated in their local
ranking system to be rare, these species have no legal status and may not meet
the definition of endangered, rare, or threatened pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15380. The East Bay CNPS plant ranking will be considered during the
evaluation of potential impacts on plant species if ranked species are found in
areas that could be affected by future specific projects resulting from the
General Plan.
O30c-8

See “Golden Eagle Effects” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan
on Biological Resources,” regarding the DEIR impact analysis for golden eagle.

O30c-9

See response to comment O11-38.
Avoidance measures would follow USFWS guidelines for the species. In
addition, several General Plan guidelines require State Parks to consult with the
wildlife agencies on specific projects that may result in impacts on federally
listed and state-listed species such as the San Joaquin kit fox. See “Analysis of
Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat Fragmentation” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding impacts on movement corridors that have been identified in the DEIR.

O30c-10

See response to comment O26-40.

O30c-11

All special-status species that were present on USFWS lists, in the CNDDB
records, and in HMS data and CNPS lists for the region were included for
analysis in the DEIR. The statuses of some species have changed since the
DEIR was prepared and the status of those species have been updated in the
General Plan; see Chapter 9 of the FEIR.
State Parks has prepared the General Plan as a broad-based policy document
that establishes a long-range vision for the SVRA and provides goals and
guidelines directing future improvements, services, and programs. The habitat
and wildlife guidelines in the General Plan are designed to protect a variety of
special-status species regardless of whether they are specifically mentioned in
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the DEIR. For example, Wildlife Guideline 1.6 provides protections for nesting
common and special-status bird species, which covers prairie falcon, northern
harrier, white-tailed kite, loggerhead shrike, California horned lark, tricolored
blackbird, grasshopper sparrow, olive-sided flycatcher, yellow-warbler,
Swainson’s hawk, Cooper’s hawk, Lewis’ woodpecker, and yellow-billed
magpie from the commenter’s list, even if they are not specifically named in the
measure. All nesting native bird species are protected by the federal Migratory
Bird Treaty Act as described in the DEIR; therefore, a guideline was prepared to
avoid or minimize impacts on all nesting native birds. State Parks acknowledges
that additional avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures would likely
be necessary to address impacts on special-status species once specific projects
are proposed after adoption of the General Plan.
O30c-12

State Parks acknowledges that habitat restoration projects do have the potential
to affect biological resources. A project-specific impact analysis would be
performed for any habitat restoration activities to be performed under the
General Plan. Any such impact analysis would include applicable avoidance
and minimization measures and necessary compensatory mitigation for
restoration activities.

O30c-13

See “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of
the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding indirect effects of
proposed projects associated with the General Plan. The introduction and spread
of invasive plant species caused by activities envisioned in the General Plan
presents a potential indirect effect on special-status plants and sensitive habitats.
Implementation of Plant Guideline 1.2 would prohibit impacts on existing
occurrences of special-status plants and Plant Guideline 1.3 calls for a 100-foot
avoidance buffer around known special-status plant occurrences or use of
design features to avoid indirect impacts.

O30c-14

See response to comment O17-21.

O30c-15

See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources,” regarding impacts on movement corridors in the DEIR.

O30c-16

The OHMVR Division of State Parks has a statutory requirement to manage
SVRAs in compliance with California’s OHV Act of 2008. The management
and operation of SVRAs, by necessity, involves areas and linear features on the
surface of the earth that lack vegetation and are open to the recreational
operation of OHVs.
PRC Section 5090.35(c)(1) requires the OHMVR Division to prepare a wildlife
habitat protection program. Carnegie SVRA developed a wildlife habitat
protection plan in 2001 and is completing an update to this plan. Environmental
scientists and consultants monitor, record data, and produce HMS reports
annually to inform management actions an ensure compliance with PRC
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5090.35(c)(1). Any area of the SVRA that is not meeting wildlife protection
plan is addressed appropriately.
The public OHV recreation experience envisioned for the expansion area in the
Preliminary General Plan does not include the areas of Distributed Recreation
accommodated in the original Carnegie SVRA. In the expansion area the OHV
recreation opportunities would be restricted to linear trail features that involve a
much smaller footprint of denuded earth surface than in the Distributed
Recreation areas accommodated in the original Carnegie SVRA. Placement and
siting of linear trail features in the expansion areas has not been determined and
will be the subject of a subsequent trail planning project. This will allow for
thoughtful placement of trails/trail support facilities and season of use, which
will avoid and minimize potential impacts on biological resources identified by
the commenter. See NRM Guideline 1.5.
O30c-17

See “Analysis of Cumulative Impacts on Biological Resources” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” and Master
Response 6, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Cumulative Impact Analysis,”
regarding the cumulative impact analysis in the DEIR.

O30c-18

California State Parks, OHMVR Division has a statutory requirement to manage
SVRAs in compliance with California’s OHV Act of 2008. As noted in
response to comment O11-2, the second sentence of DEIR Section 2.4.6 (page
2-12) is hereby revised as follows:
The goals establish the purpose and desired future conditions of the SVRA,
and the guidelines provide the direction that the OHMVR Division will
consider implement to achieve these goals.
The expansion area contains some areas that have been previously disturbed
from grazing operations, including ranch roads and feed areas. Where a
proposed project implemented after adoption of the General Plan would affect
nondisturbed areas or areas that provide habitat for sensitive biological
resources, those impacts must be analyzed and project-specific avoidance and
minimization measures, potentially including compensatory mitigation, must be
developed and implemented.

O30c-19

PRC Section 5090.35(c)(1) requires the OHMVR Division to prepare a wildlife
habitat protection program. Carnegie SVRA developed a wildlife habitat
protection plan in 2001 and is completing an update to this plan. Environmental
scientists and consultants monitor, record data, and produce HMS reports
annually to inform management actions and ensure compliance with PRC
Section 5090.35(c)(1). Any area of the SVRA that is not meeting the wildlife
protection plan is addressed appropriately.
While the wildlife habitat protection plan and associated habitat monitoring
efforts are intended to evolve over time (NRM Guideline 1.4 and 2.4) with
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involvement from the academic community, the OHMVR Division disagrees
with the commenter’s assertion that this evolution equates to noncompliance
with PRC requirements.
O30c-20

See response to comment O30c-18 and “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife
Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding
the level of specificity in the wildlife guidelines in the DEIR.

O30c-21

Mitigation measures for specific projects must be deemed necessary and
implemented to be able to accurately prepare a mitigation monitoring plan. No
specific impacts are authorized by the General Plan, so preparing a mitigation
monitoring plan would be premature.

O30c-22

State Parks acknowledges that compensatory mitigation may be required for
future projects proposed after adoption of the General Plan. However,
estimating compensatory mitigation or mitigation ratios would be premature
until those projects are proposed and analyzed. See “East Alameda County
Conservation Strategy Guidance and Mitigation” in Master Response 4,
“Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the use of
mitigation ratios in the EACCS.

O30c-23

When specific projects that could result in take of state-listed species are
proposed and analyzed after adoption of the General Plan, an incidental take
permit application would be prepared and submitted to CDFW for review and
approval. Any required incidental take permit must meet the “fully mitigated
standard” of the CESA before permit issuance.

O30c-24

See “Golden Eagle Effects” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan
on Biological Resources,” regarding the adequacy of the DEIR golden eagle
impact analysis.

O30c-25

Wildlife Guidelines 1.1 and 1.9 specifically address potential effects on
burrowing owl by calling for State Parks to follow CDFW mitigation guidance
and establish avoidance buffers. Wildlife Guideline 1.1 also requires annual
monitoring of burrowing owl populations in the planning area to assist in
avoidance of known burrow locations during project planning.

O30c-26

See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander
and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the
General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding buffer distances for specialstatus herpetofauna in the DEIR.

O30c-27

Wildlife Guideline 1.7 has been updated to include western pond turtle. Wildlife
Guideline 1.7 on page 4-19 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

Wildlife Guideline 1.7: If construction activities are planned within
suitable upland habitat for special-status amphibians herpetofauna
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(California red-legged frog, California tiger salamander, western pond
turtle, or western spadefoot) and within the known maximum upland
dispersal distance of those species from known breeding habitat, develop
and implement appropriate measures to avoid or compensate for potential
direct and indirect impacts of project-specific activities on special-status
amphibians herpetofauna in upland habitats. Before the start of
construction, implement any protection or mitigation measures agreed
upon during consultation with the wildlife agencies.
O30c-28

See response to comment O11-38.
State Parks contracted with UC Davis biologists to inform long-term monitoring
of habitats and special-status species in the active OHV recreation area,
including kit fox and burrowing owl.

O30c-29

See response to comment O26-40.

O30c-30

State Parks would prepare impact analyses for projects proposed after adoption
of the General Plan, as well as avoidance and minimization measures and any
necessary compensatory mitigation for projects that may affect special-status
plant or wildlife species. Plant Guideline 1.3 requires that new facilities be sited
100 feet from special-status plant occurrences or use design features, such as
protective fencing or other barriers, to protect special-status plants. NRM
Guidelines 2.1 and 2.2 require monitoring through the HMS and
implementation of an adaptive management plan, including invasive-species
management, so that corrective management measures would be implemented
should adverse effects on special-status plants or other sensitive resources be
observed despite the use of buffers or other features. There is no established
guideline or standard for determining the specific buffer that is appropriate for
protecting a particular special-status plant species from indirect impacts.
Therefore, monitoring and adaptive management is the best way to ensure that
impacts on special-status plants are not occurring despite the establishment of a
no disturbance buffer.
State Parks contracted with UC Davis biologists to inform long-term monitoring
of habitats and special-status species in the active OHV recreation area. In
addition, Plant Guideline 1.1 requires that special-status plant surveys be
repeated every 5 years. Plant Guideline 1.1 states that special-status plant
surveys must be conducted according to the most current methodology
recommended by CDFW and USFWS; therefore, it is not necessary for NRM
Guideline 1.2 to state that plant surveys should be floristic in nature and
protocol level. It also is not necessary to state that a minimum of 2 years of
surveys and reference site visits is required because the appropriate number and
timing of the surveys, and the required reference site visits, would be covered in
the CDFW and USFWS survey protocols.
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Protection of sensitive natural communities (aka sensitive habitats) is covered in
NRM Guidelines 1.2, 1.3, 1.5, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4. However, Plant Guideline
1.1 is hereby revised as follows to include sensitive natural communities:
►

Plant Guideline 1.1: Conduct protocol-level surveys for special-status
plants and sensitive natural communities on the sites of proposed
facilities during the planning and design process. Conduct the surveys
during the blooming season for all potentially occurring special-status
plant species according to the most current methodology recommended
by CDFW and USFWS, depending on the listing status of the species.
The surveys shall be conducted by a qualified botanist familiar with the
flora of Alameda and San Joaquin Counties. Document the survey results
in a written report submitted to the OHMVR Division. Map the location
and extent of all occurrences of special-status plant species encountered
during the surveys and maintain the data in the SVRA’s GIS database.
Repeat special-status plant surveys every 5 years to ensure that data are
current and account for long-term and seasonal variation.

Plant Guideline 1.5 currently requires monitoring of invasive-weed populations
throughout the planning area. There is no good reason to limit weed monitoring
to within 50 feet of special-status plant populations and sensitive natural
communities.
Table 4-2 in the General Plan is a summary; the goals and guidelines provide
more specific detail. Healthy plant communities would be measured relative to
existing conditions, but restoration and enhancement opportunities are promoted
by applying NRM Guidelines 1.4, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 and Plant Guidelines 1.5
and 1.6, and invasive-species management is a component of these guidelines. It
is unclear whether the commenter means specifically that only those species
defined as noxious weeds by the California Department of Food and Agriculture
should be a measure of plant community health or whether species rated as
invasive by the California Invasive Plant Council should also be included.
Including invasive species would make sense if the concern is habitat function
and ecosystem processes. Completely eliminating noxious and invasive weeds
from the environment is not a realistic goal because these are already an
established component of the vegetation in the planning area, including the
expansion area, which has not been subject to OHV activities. If the lack of
noxious and invasive weeds were the basis for determining healthy plant
communities, many of the existing plant communities in the expansion area
might already be considered unhealthy. A partial list of species officially
designated as noxious weeds by the California Department of Food and
Agriculture that are already present in the expansion area includes Italian thistle,
tocalote, yellow star thistle, bull thistle, perennial pepperweed, Russian thistle,
and hoarycress. Other species present in the expansion area and recognized as
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invasive species by the California Invasive Plant Council include black mustard,
Mediterranean mustard, Australian saltbush, bur clover, rose clover, wild oat,
ripgut, foxtail chess, cheatgrass, Bermuda grass, and wall barley.
O30c-31

State Parks acknowledges the commenter’s opinion that the DEIR needs to be
revised and recirculated. State Parks has responded to all comments on the
DEIR and any required updates based on these comments are included in
Chapters 9 and 10 of this FEIR. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement
Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

O30d

See response to comment O30c-19.

O30e

State Parks acknowledges the receipt of the technical memorandum prepared by
the consultant for the commenter. See response to comment O30c-19.

O30f

Letter O30f, submitted as part of the comments from the Friends of Tesla Park
Steering Committee in bracketed Letter O30, is identical to Letter O23,
submitted separately by Garcia and Associates on June 29, 2015. For responses
to comments in Letter O30f see responses to comments O23-1 through O23-6.

O30g

Letter O30g, submitted as part of the comments from the Friends of Tesla Park
Steering Committee in Letter O30, is identical to Letter O26, submitted
separately by Michael Graf on June 29, 2015. For responses to comments in
Letter O30g see responses to comments O26-1 through O26-54.

O30h

Letter O30h, submitted as part of the comments from the Friends of Tesla Park
Steering Committee in Letters O30, is identical to Letter O29, submitted
separately by Friends of Tesla Park on June 29, 2015. For responses to
comments in Letter O30h see responses to comments O29-1 through O29-22.
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Letter
O31
Response

Eastern Alameda County Ranchers
June 20, 2015

O31-1

State Parks appreciates that the East Alameda County Ranchers have taken time
to express their concerns about the project. Specific comments presented in the
East Alameda County Ranchers’ June 29, 2015, letter are addressed in the
following responses.

O31-2

See “Purpose of Program Environmental Impact Report” in Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines,”
regarding the purview of a program EIR. Under this approach, subsequent
project-specific CEQA review will focus on project-specific impacts and
mitigation measures. The programmatic EIR serves the purpose of providing
broad policy and guidelines for subsequent project-specific CEQA level review.
The thresholds for determining the significance of impacts for each respective
analysis are based on the environmental checklist found in Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines. CEQA (PRC Section 21082) provides agencies with general
authority to adopt criteria for determining whether a given impact is significant.
State Parks, as the CEQA lead agency, has determined that the thresholds
present in the CEQA Appendix G Checklist are appropriate for use in
determining the significance of impacts of the General Plan. See also Master
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.” CEQA (PRC Section 21168.5) requires that a
public agency make its determination or decision of significant environmental
effects using substantial evidence. The CEQA Guidelines similarly recognize
that different conclusions may be reached than those drawn by the lead agency.
The General Plan is a guidance document intended for use over many years. It
presents programwide goals and guidelines that will be included in subsequent
project-specific design, CEQA documents, and approvals. Some flexibility must
be maintained in presenting approaches to potential future impacts occurring
over a large geographic scope and caused by a variety of future land use
activities. This flexibility will allow the development and implementation of
project- and site-specific mitigation measures at a later date.
The DEIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA (PRC Section 21000 et seq.)
and the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR Section 15000 et seq.).

O31-3

CEQA (PRC Section 21082) provides agencies with general authority to adopt
criteria for determining whether a given impact is significant. State Parks, as the
CEQA lead agency, has determined that the thresholds presented in the CEQA
Appendix G Checklist are appropriate for use in determining the significance of
impacts of the General Plan. State Parks does not consider the conversion of
grazing land to a nonagricultural use to be a significant impact under CEQA.
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Rather, as stated in Section 5.1.1, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources,” in
DEIR Chapter 5, State Parks considers the conversion of Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to be a significant
impact (PRC Sections 21060.1 and 21095; CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).
See Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report,” and Master Response 3, “Conversion of
Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural Use.”
O31-4

Section 2.1, “Environmental Setting and Carnegie SVRA Use Characteristics,”
in General Plan Chapter 2 presents existing conditions in the planning area.
Furthermore, the existing setting of each resource analyzed is described in
DEIR Sections 3.1 through 3.14. The DEIR has been drafted consistent with
CEQA Guidelines 15146(b), which states that the EIR need not be as detailed as
one prepared for the specific construction of projects that follow.
Furthermore, see “Level of Detail in the Project Description and Quantification
of Impacts” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines.” The baseline conditions established in the DEIR
are provided at an appropriate scale considering the existing project. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15152(c) states that when a lead agency is using the tiering
process for a large-scale planning project such as a general plan, detailed sitespecific information may not be feasible and can be deferred to project-specific
CEQA documents.
See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources.” State Parks acknowledges that proposed projects
covered under the General Plan in subsequent project-specific CEQA review
may affect wildlife movement corridors and likely would result in habitat
fragmentation in the expansion area. Consultation with appropriate permitting
agencies as required by NRM Guideline 1.3 would include project-specific
analysis of the potential impacts related to wildlife movement corridors and
habitat fragmentation.
Tule elk is not a special-status species; therefore, the DEIR did not specifically
analyze potential effects of the General Plan on this species.
Neither the CEQA statute nor the CEQA Guidelines specifically requires that an
EIR include a certain number or type of photographs. The conditions in the
planning area are described in the General Plan on pages 2-1 through 2-178, and
numerous photographs are presented throughout General Plan Chapter 2.

O31-5
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The commenter disagrees with the conclusions that the DEIR would have no
significant impacts on the environment. See Master Response 2, “Disagreement
Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.” As
noted in Master Response 2, CEQA requires that determinations in EIRs
regarding the significance of environmental effects be based on substantial
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evidence and recognizes the existence of other evidence that suggests a different
conclusion.
See also Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use.” CEQA (PRC Section 21082) provides agencies with general authority to
adopt criteria for determining whether a given impact is significant. State Parks,
as the CEQA lead agency, has determined that the thresholds presented in the
CEQA Appendix G Checklist are appropriate for use in determining the
significance of impacts of the General Plan. State Parks does not consider the
conversion of grazing land to a nonagricultural use to be a significant impact
under CEQA. Rather, as stated in Section 5.1.1, “Agriculture and Forestry
Resources,” in DEIR Chapter 5, “Other CEQA-Required Analysis,” State Parks
considers that the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance would constitute a significant impact (PRC
Sections 21060.1 and 21095; CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).
O31-6

See “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects
on Biological Resources” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan
on Biological Resources,” regarding the level of specificity for the impact
analysis in the DEIR.

O31-7

The General Plan directs the long-range development and management of a park
by providing broad policy and program guidance. It is not intended to be a
project-level document or direct day-to-day operations. The General Plan
accommodates all existing easements and includes goals and guidelines
regarding relationship with neighbors and other stakeholders. State Parks will
implement the goals and guidelines of the General Plan to reduce impacts
associated with operating the SVRA.
The EIR evaluates the goals, guidelines, proposed use areas, uses, and facilities
described in the General Plan for their potential effects on the environment.
Impact minimization measures (in the form of goals and guidelines) have been
incorporated into the General Plan wherever possible to help ensure that
planned actions described in the General Plan, including future actions, will not
cause significant environmental impacts. Therefore, the CEQA analysis detailed
in the EIR that accompanies the General Plan is intended to be adequate for
certain future projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner consistent
with the General Plan’s goals and guidelines.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
once the project details are known, before project implementation. According to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, projects that may be implemented in the
future as a result of adopting the General Plan must first be subjected to CEQA
review, in light of the information in the General Plan EIR, to determine
whether additional CEQA documentation is necessary. The type of additional
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CEQA documentation completed would be determined based on a review of
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162–15164.
O31-8

As discussed in DEIR Section 2.2, “Project Background,” the DEIR was
developed with conceptual alternatives to meet the purpose of the project
objectives, detailed in Section 2.3, “Project Objectives.” An evaluation of project
alternatives is provided in Chapter 6, “Alternatives to the Proposed Project.”
Furthermore, as discussed in Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact
Report Alternatives Analysis,” the DEIR described the range of reasonable
alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project. State Parks owns the planning area property and has classified it
as SVRA lands. Planning efforts for the property must be consistent with the
OHMVR Division’s mission statement and with statutory guidance for SVRA
lands.
State Parks may implement managed grazing activities in the expansion area.
NRM Guideline 2.3 in the Carnegie SVRA General Plan states that managed
grazing is a strategy to preserve, enhance, and maintain natural vegetation and
to enhance native California plant communities and associated habitat functions
and values.

O31-9
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State Parks appreciates the comments and concerns submitted by the Eastern
Alameda County Ranchers.
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Letter
O32
Response

Dick Schneider
Sierra Club San Francisco Bay Chapter, Tri-Valley Regional Group
June 29, 2015

O32-1

State Parks appreciates the Sierra Club’s interest in the project. The DEIR was
prepared in accordance with CEQA (PRC Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.).
See “Purpose of Program Environmental Impact Report” and “Level of Detail
in the Project Description and Quantification of Impacts” in Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

O32-2

CEQA (PRC Section 21082) provides agencies with general authority to adopt
criteria for determining whether a given impact is significant. State Parks, as the
CEQA lead agency, has determined that the thresholds presented in the CEQA
Appendix G Checklist are appropriate for use in determining the significance of
impacts of the General Plan. State Parks does not consider the conversion of
grazing land to a nonagricultural use to be a significant impact under CEQA.
Rather, as stated in Section 5.1.1, “Agricultural and Forestry Resources,” in
DEIR Chapter 5, “Other CEQA-Required Analysis,” State Parks considers the
conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to be a significant impact (PRC Sections 21060.1 and 21095; CEQA
Guidelines, Appendix G). See Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding
the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report” and Master
Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural Use.”

O32-3

See “Indirect Effects of Proposed Projects” and “Adequacy of Plant and
Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the level of detail for the impact analysis on biological resources in
the DEIR. See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and
Habitat Fragmentation” in Master Response 4 regarding the critical linkage
designation in the expansion area. The designation of the Tesla area as a Priority
Conservation Area by the Association of Bay Area Governments does not
obligate State Parks to set aside the area. However, State Parks is taking those
designations into consideration during the planning process and recognizes
regional planning documents, such as the EACCS, that several regional
governments and permitting agencies use for planning in the region.

O32-4

See responses to comments O20-5, O26-18, and O26-45.

O32-5

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis,” regarding the DEIR’s range of alternatives. The range of alternatives
has been selected to meet the basic objectives of the project presented in DEIR
Section 2.3, “Project Objectives,” in compliance with Section 15126.6 of the
CEQA Guidelines.
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O32-6

The DEIR addresses impacts of General Plan implementation on water quality,
traffic, and greenhouse gas emissions, respectively, in Section 3.8, “Hydrology”;
Section 3.14, “Transportation and Traffic”; and Section 3.6, “Greenhouse Gas
Emissions.” The thresholds for determining the significance of impacts for each
respective analysis are based on the environmental checklist found in Appendix
G of the CEQA Guidelines. CEQA (PRC Section 21082) provides agencies with
general authority to adopt criteria for determining whether a given impact is
significant. State Parks, as the CEQA lead agency, has determined that the
thresholds present in the CEQA Appendix G Checklist are appropriate for use in
determining the significance of impacts of the General Plan. See also Master
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”
State Parks appreciates that the Sierra Club has taken time to express its
concerns about the project.
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Letter
O33
Response

Mack Casterman, Conservation Analyst
California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter
June 29, 2015

O33-1

State Parks appreciates that the CNPS East Bay Chapter has taken time to
express its concerns about the project. As noted on page 2-63 of the General
Plan, A Guidebook to Botanical Priority Protection Areas of the East Bay
(Attachment A to the comment letter) was reviewed for relevant botanical
resources information to considered during development of the General Plan.
The special-status plants section (page 2-79) of the General Plan refers to this
guidebook for information about locally rare species in the planning area. See
“Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources,” regarding the critical migratory corridor. State Parks
acknowledges receipt of the CNPS East Bay Chapter’s attached comment
letters.

O33-2

See “Indirect Effects from Proposed Projects” and “Adequacy of Plant and
Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.” It
should be noted that a good portion of the planning area is already within
1,000 meters of Tesla Road or Corral Hollow Road or both. In addition, other
existing roads—easements to adjacent properties, utility easements, ranch roads,
and Tesla Coal Mine roads—traverse the planning area, so that the entire area is
currently less than 1,000 meters from an existing road. All of these roads are
currently used or have been used in the past by State Parks, grazing lessors,
Pacific Gas and Electric Company, easement holders, and others. Many of these
roads are visible as gray lines through the expansion area in DEIR Figure 3.101.

O33-3

The plant guidelines in the DEIR provide general guidance regarding planning
for the avoidance and minimization of impacts from future projects that could
be implemented once the General Plan is approved. An impact analysis pursuant
to CEQA will be required for any project proposed after adoption of the General
Plan that could potentially result in impacts on special-status plants (and other
resources). If (potentially) significant impacts are determined, additional
mitigation will be developed on a project-specific basis, in coordination with the
resource agencies.

O33-4

See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources,” regarding designation of the expansion area as a critical
habitat linkage.

O33-5

See “Analysis of Cumulative Impacts on Biological Resources” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding
the cumulative impact analysis in the DEIR.
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O33-6

As required by Plant Guideline 1.1, protocol-level surveys would be conducted
before specific projects envisioned in the General Plan are implemented. During
those surveys, plant species ranked by the East Bay CNPS chapter would be
identified and evaluated to determine their local and regional rarity and the
significance of any populations found in the planning area. Although the East
Bay CNPS chapter may consider the species designated in its local ranking
system to be rare, these species have no legal status and may not meet the
definition of endangered, rare, or threatened under CEQA Guidelines Section
15380. State Parks will consider the East Bay CNPS chapter’s plant ranking
when evaluating potential impacts on plant species if ranked species are found
in areas that could be affected by future specific projects proposed after
adoption of the General Plan.

O33-7

The fritillary species that is the subject of this comment was initially identified
as stinkbells (Fritillaria agrestis) by Jones and Stokes in 1998. Ecosystems
West disagreed with this identification, saying that the fritillary could not be
“satisfactorily identified using keys and descriptions in standard references
(Abrams 1923, Munz and Keck 1973, Ness 1993)”. A new flora of California
has been published since that time, and it is possible that this fritillary could be
satisfactorily identified using the key in that flora or by other botanists.
Therefore, it is speculative at this point to conclude that the fritillary in the
planning area is definitely a previously undescribed species.
One of the objectives of the focused surveys conducted by TRA and AECOM in
2014 was to visit the locations where the “undescribed” fritillary species was
previously documented and determine whether the taxonomy could be clarified.
Unfortunately, the fritillary plants at these locations did not produce viable
flowers in 2014 and could not be positively identified. Therefore, the
commenter is incorrect that no attempts have been made to resolve the identity
of these fritillary plants. Nonetheless, the locations where the “undescribed”
fritillary was found are in the Tesla Coal Mine Site area.
Since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation (see
Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,”
of this FEIR). Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation designation include
nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these areas
to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor
experience areas; however, their footprint would be limited to the minimum
necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be designed and
managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources. Plant
Guideline 1.2 prohibits impacts on existing occurrences of special-status plants
during project implementation. Therefore, no impacts on the fritillary species
would occur, whether it indeed turns out to be a new species with a very limited
distribution or whether it is a previously described special-status species.
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O33-8

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.”

O33-9

See response to comment 030c-7.

O33-10

See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use.”

O33-11

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines” and “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and
Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of
the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the level of specificity of
the plant and wildlife goals and guidelines in the DEIR. Project-specific
analyses would occur once detailed projects are proposed because many such
projects would likely have the potential to affect listed or special-status species.
For example, Wildlife Guideline 1.7 specifies that any project that would occur
within the maximum dispersal distance of CRLF or CTS requires coordination
and consultation with regulatory agencies. The maximum dispersal distance of
these species encompasses the entire expansion area. In addition, the entire
expansion area is designated critical habitat for CRLF, and thus, new projects
would require consultation with USFWS.
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Letter
O34
Response
O34-1

Heath A. Bartosh, Rare Plant Botanist
California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter
June 29, 2015
State Parks appreciates that the CNPS East Bay Chapter has taken time to
express its concerns about the project. See response to comment O33-1.
Plant Guidelines 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 are designed to avoid or minimize impacts on
special-status plants, including plant populations of regional significance.
Additional project-specific avoidance and mitigation measures would likely be
required for projects proposed after the adoption of the General Plan and have
the potential to affect special-status plants.

O34-2

State Parks appreciates the summary of plant species migrations into the region.
At this point, it is speculative to conclude that the fritillary found in the
planning area is definitely a new species. Jones and Stokes identified it as
Fritillaria agrestis and Ecosystems West could not “satisfactorily” identify it
using the standard references available at the time. This constitutes a
disagreement amongst experts. A new flora of California has been developed
since that time, and it is possible that this fritillary could be satisfactorily
identified using the key in that flora or by other botanists.

O34-3

See response to comment 033-6 regarding species designated as locally rare by
the CNPS East Bay Chapter.

O34-4

See response to comment 033-6 regarding species designated as locally rare by
the CNPS East Bay Chapter.

O34-5

The DEIR includes goals and guidelines for avoiding and minimizing impacts
on botanical resources in areas covered by the General Plan. Additional projectspecific avoidance and minimization measures and compensatory mitigation
measures would likely be required by the regulatory agencies once projects are
planned.
See also Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.”
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Letter
O35
Response

Dave Pickett, Legislative Action Office, Director
District 36 Motorcycle Sports Committee
June 30, 2015

O35-1

The updated comments submitted by District 36 Motorcycle Sports Committee
were received by State Parks on June 30.

O35-2

State Parks appreciates the commenter’s interest in the project. No further
response is provided because the issues raised by the commenter address the
merits of the project and no issues related to the adequacy of the environmental
impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

O35-3

Spark arrester regulations are provided in DEIR Section 3.7.2 on page 3.7-11.
Noise level restrictions stated in Vehicle Code Section 38370(h)(1) of the
California Vehicle Code are found in DEIR Section 3.10.4 on page 3.10-7. State
regulations and laws related to noise are also discussed on page 2-170 of the
General Plan. The second paragraph on page 2-170 of the General Plan is
hereby revised to be consistent with the text on page 3.10-7 of the DEIR:
“The State of California has adopted noise standards in areas of regulation
not preempted by the federal government. State standards regulate noise
levels of motor vehicles, occupational noise levels, and building noise
insulation. For example, the California Vehicle Code specifies limits on
noise produced by OHVs: Section 38370 states that OHVs cannot produce
a maximum noise level exceeding 96 dB at 50 feet for vehicles
manufactured in 1986 or later, while OHVs manufactured before 1986
cannot produce a maximum noise level exceeding 101 dB at 50 feet, when
measured from a distance of 20 inches using test procedures established by
the Society of Automotive Engineers under Standard J-1287, as applicable.
Page 2-8 in Section 2.2.2 of the General Plan is hereby updated as follows to
reflect the completion in May 2015 (after the DEIR was circulated) of the Tesla
Road Safety Study:
Because of the frequency of accidents (95 incidents in a 5-year period),
Alameda County’s Public Works Agency recently began has completed a
safety study of Tesla Road between Livermore and the San Joaquin County
line. This study is intended to identify and recommend The Tesla Road
Safety Study, completed in May 2015, identifies potential future safety
improvements to the roadway, but includes no widening or capacity
improvements are under consideration.
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No further response is necessary because no issues related to the adequacy of
the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
O35-4

No response is provided because the issues raised by the commenter address the
merits of the project and no issues related to the adequacy of the environmental
impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

O35-5

No response is necessary because no issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

O35-6

No response is necessary because no issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

O35-7

As stated on pages 2-135 and 2-138 of the General Plan, in California, the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has delegated the authority to grant
water quality certification to the nine RWQCBs, and the planning area is under
the jurisdiction of the Central Valley RWQCB. The San Francisco Bay
RWQCB is responsible for the regional area that includes the Arroyo Seco
watershed in the northwestern corner of the planning area.
The second-to-last paragraph on page 2-135 of the General Plan is hereby
revised as follows:
Under Section 401 of the federal CWA, an applicant for a Section 404
permit must obtain a certificate from the appropriate state agency stating
that the intended dredging or filling activity is consistent with the state’s
water quality standards and criteria. In California, the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has delegated the authority to grant
water quality certification to the nine RWQCBs. The majority of the
planning area is under the jurisdiction of the Central Valley RWQCB; the
San Francisco Bay RWQCB is responsible for the regional area that
includes the Arroyo Seco watershed in the northwestern corner of the
planning area.
The second paragraph on page 2-138 of the General Plan is hereby revised as
follows:
In California, the SWRCB has broad authority over water quality control
issues for the state. The SWRCB develops statewide policy on water
quality and exercises the powers delegated to the state by the federal
government under the CWA. Regional authority for planning, permitting,
and enforcement is delegated to the nine RWQCBs. The Central Valley
RWQCB is responsible for the regional area in which the majority of the
planning area is located; the San Francisco Bay RWQCB is responsible for
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the regional area that includes the Arroyo Seco watershed in the
northwestern corner of the planning area.
O35-8

State Parks appreciates the comments regarding the citation in the Community
Climate Action Plan General Plan Amendments dated June 1, 2013. No further
response is necessary because no issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

O35-9

With regard to Carnegie SVRA’s closure to Red Sticker vehicles, California’s
Red Sticker and Green Sticker Program is described on page 3.2-27 in DEIR
Section 3.2, “Air Quality.” California Air Resources Board (ARB) regulations
limit the use of OHVs that do not meet emission standards; the California
Department of Motor Vehicles issues red and green stickers to the owners of
noncompliant and compliant/exempt vehicles, respectively. As stated on page
3.2-27, “All OHVs with green stickers may be used at any time of the year at
any state or federal park that allows OHV use. However, ARB has defined a
riding-season schedule for each park that generally limits that use of red-sticker
vehicles to specific months, typically the fall, winter, and spring months when
OHV emissions are less likely to adversely affect ambient air quality conditions.
Some parks allow the use of red-sticker OHVs year round, but those parks are
located in areas that are in attainment of ambient air quality standards. Carnegie
SVRA’s red-sticker riding season is October 1 through April 30; therefore, the
use of noncompliant, red-sticker OHVs is prohibited during the summer, which
is high-ozone season.” No further response is necessary because no issues
related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were
raised.

O35-10

Further information about the objectives of the project are described in Master
Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives Analysis.”

O35-11

State Parks appreciates the commenter’s interest in the project. No further
response is necessary because no issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Letter
O36
Response

O36-1

7-168

Louann Tung, President
Friends of the Arroyos
June 29, 2015

State Parks appreciates Friends of the Arroyos’ interest in the project. No
further response is provided because the issues raised by the commenter address
the merits of the project and no issues related to the adequacy of the DEIR’s
environmental impact analysis were raised.
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Letter
O37
Response

Louann Tung, President
Friends of the Arroyos
June 29, 2015

O37-1

State Parks received the comments submitted by Friends of the Arroyos on
June 30, 2015.

O37-2

See response to comment O18-18 regarding the Arroyo Seco watershed.
See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines”; Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report”; and “Analysis of Impacts on
Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat Fragmentation” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”
See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis,” regarding the DEIR’s range of alternatives.
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Letter
O38
Response

O38-1

7-170

Jenny Loda, Amphibian and Reptile Staff Attorney
Center for Biological Diversity
June 30, 2015

The USFWS findings regarding the status of foothill yellow-legged frog and
western spadefoot toad have been updated in the General Plan. The descriptions
of foothill yellow-legged frog and western spadefoot in Table 2-10, “SpecialStatus Wildlife Species Observed or Assumed to Be Present in the Planning
Area,” of the General Plan (page 2-88) are hereby revised as follows:
Foothill yellowlegged frog
Rana boylii

CSC;
petitioned for listing
under ESA.
USFWS has
determined that
listing may be
warranted

Streams and creeks in the planning area provide potential
habitat for this species. Surveys for foothill yellow-legged
frogs have documented occurrences of frogs in Corral
Hollow Creek in the expansion area in 2000 (State Parks
2000, n.d.[f]).

Western
spadefoot
Spea hammondii

CSC;
petitioned for listing
under ESA.
USFWS has
determined that
listing may be
warranted

Ponds in the planning area provide potential breeding
habitat for this species and annual grassland habitats
provide potential upland refugia in the planning area.
During HMS surveys, this species has been documented to
occur in California Tiger Salamander Pond, Corral Hollow
Creek backwaters, and Tesla Stock Pond.
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CHAPTER 8 – INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
This chapter provides responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comment letters
received on the Preliminary General Plan and draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area (SVRA), as required by California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15132.
The tables below indicate each commenter who submitted written comments and the date of the
comments. As indicated below, in some cases, similarly worded letters were received from
numerous commenters. A single response is provided below for each set of similarly worded
letters; individual responses are provided later in this chapter for individual comment letters.
Each comment letter received is reproduced in its entirety in Appendix A. In cases where a
commenter submitted the same comment letter by multiple methods (e.g., both e-mail and on the
website form), the letter is numbered and bracketed only once. Revisions to the Preliminary
General Plan or the DEIR in response to comments are shown in underline and strikeout format
in the responses below. These revisions are also shown in Chapter 9, “Revisions to the General
Plan,” and Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR.”

8.1 FORM A COMMENTERS
The commenters listed in Table 8-1 submitted similarly worded letters expressing their concerns
about the project. These comment letters are reproduced in Appendix A. State Parks’ responses
to these comments are provided following the list of Form A commenters.
Table 8-1: Form A Commenters
Letter
Number
I649
I658
I660
I662
I664
I667
I669
I671
I673
I675
I677
I679
I681
I683
I685
I687

Commenter
Kerry Kriger
Alisa Adobajor
Susan Agnew
Tracy Alden
Barb Allen-Bolger
Renata Aranibar
Simon Barrett
Diane Beaulaurier
Frances Bell
Eric Bindseil
Sandra Blackburn
Vic Bostock
Pierce and Missy
Bratton
Tina Brenza
Deb Brown
Mary Burmester

Date

Letter
Number

Commenter

Date

June 25, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

I657
I659
I661
I663
I666
I668
I670
I672
I674
I676
I678
I680

Bruce Abbott
Vilya Ageeva
Allison Alberts
Rowan Alexander
Matthew Antonia
Jose Avetikyan
Candace Batten
Elisabeth Bechmann
Linda Bescript
Caroline Bissey
Robert Blackiston
Alan Bradley

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

June 26, 2015

I682

Ilona Braune

June 26, 2015

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

I684
I686
I688

Loretta Brooks
Cynthia Buczkowske
Chantal Buslot

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
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Table 8-1: Form A Commenters
Letter
Number
I689
I691
I693
I695
I697
I699
I701
I703
I705
I707
I709
I711
I713
I715
I719
I721
I723
I726
I728
I730
I733
I736
I738
I740
I742
I745
I747
I749
I751
I753
I755
I757
I759
I761
I763
I765
I767
I769
I772
I775
I777
I779
I781
I783
I785
I787
I789
I791
I793

8-2

Commenter
Dina Capra
Selva Carnevale
Nicola Cerato
Jennifer Chan
Phyllis Chavez
Judy Commons
Amanda Cooper
Margaret Copeland
Connie Crusha
Meghan Dibble
Stephan Dorothea
Martina Elvi
Stephanie Etherton
Kersty Evans
Michael Fear
Diane Ferguson
David Fiske
Eric Fosburgh
Joyce Frohn
Debra Gakeler
Gail Gester
Leah GibsonCorcoran
Carolyn Glorioso
Anna Gomberg
Margaret Goodale
Dennis Gudrun
Suzanne Hamer
Jeremy Hance
Robin Happel
Rebecca Harbert
Geoffrey Harold
Kathy Haverkamp
Michelle Hayward
Nancy Hightower
Michael Hobbs
Saundra Holloway
Joan How
Marian Hussenbux
Marina Jirotka
Kimberly Jones
Kelsey Josund
Kate Kenner
Mable Kinzie
Lisa Koehl
Doug Landau
Amie LaRouche
Cynthia Leeder
Mary Leon
Sueli Aparecida

Date

Letter
Number

Commenter

Date

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

I690
I692
I694
I696
I698
I700
I702
I704
I706
I708
I710
I712
I714
I717
I720
I722
I725
I727
I729
I732
I735

Robert Cardillo
John Carothers
Christine Champe
Sonja Chan
Robert Claude
Lauren Coodley
Sylvia Cooper
Bechko Corinna
Jennifer Cunningham
Debra Dickey
Leonora Ellis
Jasmin Engel
Bronwen Evans
Heather Fadden
Steven Fenster
Sheryl Ferguson
Janet Forman
Andrew Frishman
Mary Furlong
Craig Geiger
Jody Gibson

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

June 26, 2015

I737

Mark Gillono

June 26, 2015

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

I739
I741
I744
I746
I748
I750
I752
I754
I756
I758
I760
I762
I764
I766
I768
I770
I773
I776
I778
I780
I782
I784
I786
I788
I790
I792
I794

Julie Gobbell
Joice Gomes
Dawn Grib
Elisabeth Guss
Lisa Hammermeister
Judith Hansell
Ruth Happel
Kathryn Hargreaves
Bret Harvey
Sienne Hayes
Richard Heinlein
Kenneth Hittel
Carol Hoke
Andrew Horsley
Shannon Huff
DJ Hutchinson
Ann Johnson
Y.D. Jordan
Kristin Kelsoe
Chantelle Khambholja
Peter Klosterman
Doug Krause
Kenneth Lapointe
B Lee
Jeannine LeMay
Erma Lewis
Lorr [no last name

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
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Table 8-1: Form A Commenters
Letter
Number
I795
I797
I799
I801
I805
I807
I809
I811
I813
I815
I817
I819
I821
I823
I825
I827
I829
I831
I833
I835
I838
I841
I843
I845
I847
I849
I851
I853
I855
I857
I859
I861
I863
I866
I868
I870
I873
I875
I877
I879
I881
I883
I885
I887
I889
I891

Commenter
Lorenzetti
Pam Lynn
J. Massetti
Lisa Mazzola
S. McIntyre
Gillian Miller
Joan Millford
Monnie [no last
name provided]
Rocio Moreno
Karl MortimerMurphy
Heather Murphy
Nina Nazimowitz
George Neste
Ellen O'Connor
Maria Papadopoulou
Michelle Parsons
Dave Perry
Thomas Pintagro
Barbara Polhamius
Maryhelen Posey
Janet Pregon
D Ravenwood
Ariana Rickard
Anne Roberts
Isaura Rochin
Lee Rudin
Penny Russell
Julie Schampel
Mary Schiedt
Christine Schneebeli
John Seeburger
Dan Silver
Iris Sinai
Kellie Smith
April Sommer
Capri Starnes
Mitchell Stephen
Ian Taylor
Kaila Temple
Allie Tennant
Kathy Tobey
Judith Treanor
Lin Tynes
Natalie Van
Leekwijck
Satya Vayu
Alejandra Vega
Deborah Voves

Date

Letter
Number

Commenter

Date

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

I796
I798
I800
I803
I806
I808

provided]
Jessica Mason
Jim May
Molly McEnerney
Mindy Meadows
Melissa Miller
Amanda Milster

June 26, 2015

I810

Anthony Montapert

June 26, 2015

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

I812

Lee Morgan

I814

Robb Mottl

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

I816
I818
I820
I822
I824
I826
I828
I830
I832
I834
I837
I840
I842
I844
I846
I848
I850
I852
I854
I856
I858
I860
I862
I865
I867
I869
I872
I874
I876
I878
I880
I882
I884

Pia Mustonen
Steve Neff
Antonella Nielson
Maureen O'neal
Maura Parolini
Roseline Pelletier
Joanne Petersen
Alice Polesky
Louise Porton
Doris Potter
Margaret Quentin
David Richman
Kathi Ridgway
Revelly Robinson
Jelica Roland
Donna Russell
Mariana Sagardua
Cristina Schelin
Jeanne Schlatter
P. Scoville
Caroline Sevilla
Moe Simon
Rachel Sirotinina
Susana Soares
Richard Spotts
Curt Steindler
Magdalena Szaszorowska
Josh Temple
Sydney Temple
Janet Thew
Suzan Toma
Hal Trufan
Sandy Valencour

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

June 26, 2015

I886

Ilona Vaupel

June 26, 2015

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

I888
I890
I892

Patricia Vazquez
Diana Voellinger
Capathia Wales

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
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June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
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Table 8-1: Form A Commenters
Letter
Number
I893
I895
I897
I899
I901
I904
I906
I908
I910
I912
I916
I918
I920
I922
I924
I927
I929
I931
I933
I936
I938
I940
I942
I944
I948
I951
I953
I959
I961
I963
I966
I968
I970
I972
I976
I980
I983
I985
I989
I996
I999
I1001
I1004
I1006
I1008
I1012
I1014

8-4

Commenter
Joan Walker
Russell Weisz
Clara Wheeler
Jonathan Young
Lois Yuen
Gary Bailey
Linda Richardson
Jettie Word
Joy Aclupen
Adam Bender
Alison Bruce
Tristan Clark
Michael D'Agostino
Matt Ellerbeck
James H Fitch
Enid Galloway
Kenneth Gibson
Heather HallenAdams
Mark Hollinrake
Bruce Jones
Pat Kniesner
Rhonda Lawford
Vivian Lombardozzi
No name provided
Sylvia Organ
Heather Reppen
Kenny Ruelland
Ellen Schultz
Andrea Sreiber
Elizabeth Stewart
Glen Venezio
Liz Wijk
Becky Wood
Andrea Adams
Nancy Chismar
Patrick Den Drijver
Robert Hall
Caroline Harper
Suzanne Kelson
Michael [no last
name provided]
Gregory Probyn
Susan Rifai
Cedar Sklar-Luers
Gaelwyn Van de
Mije
Michele Villeneuve
Collette Adkins
Thomas Bonneville

Date

Letter
Number

Commenter

Date

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015

I894
I896
I898
I900
I903
I905
I907
I909
I911
I913
I917
I919
I921
I923
I925
I928
I930

Noreen Weeden
Joseph Wenzel
Ryan Woods
Miles Young
Raymond Zhang
Kay Reinhardt
Kathryn Richardson
Lynn Thornton
Erin Barca
Saskia Birkinshaw
Frances Clark
Jean Conner
Christine Donovan
Sandy Evans
Debra Fox
Philip Georgakakos
Tanja Gistl

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015

June 27, 2015

I932

Allison Hegan

June 27, 2015

June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015

I934
I937
I939
I941
I943
I947
I950
I952
I958
I960
I962
I965
I967
I969
I971
I975
I978
I981
I984
I986
I993

Daniela Holmes
Patrick Kleeman
Michael J. Lannoo
Alma Legacy
Marilyn Martin
Kathleen Noel
Lisa Ray
Harriet Rosenberg
Snezana Savic
Carol Shaw
Marc Staniszewski
Marian Vargas
Friederike Wesendahl
Lila Wolan
Carlo Zucchi
Sara Brigham
Stefano Courtney
Rax Green
Carol Hankermeyer
Valerie Hildebrand
Denise Lytle

June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015

June 28, 2015

I997

Miriam Negron

June 28, 2015

June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015

I1000
I1002
I1005

Sharon Reeve
Boaz Shacham
Tariq Stark

I1007

Marianne Van Ophuijsen

June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015

June 28, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015

I1010
I1013
I1017

Cheryl Zellmer
Megan Bleiler
Karen Clarke

June 28, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
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Table 8-1: Form A Commenters
Letter
Number

Commenter

Date

Letter
Number

Commenter

Date

I1019

Sheilagh Creighton

June 29, 2015

I1024

Misty Henry

June 29, 2015

I1026

Darion Johnston

June 29, 2015

I1027

Thom Kagto

June 29, 2015

I1034
I1040
I1047
I1052
I1058
I1062
I1065
I1067
I1071
I1074
I1077
I1080
I1082
I1084
I1086
I1088
I1090

Frances Mackiewicz
Arlynn Peavey
Jeannette Sander
Courtney Silver
Rachel Thompson
Victoria White
Don Ashton
Dianne Ensign
Veronica Rehne
Sara Viernum
Nancy Chasteen
Robert Saulino
Tara Trapani
Claudia Correia
Liliana Silvano
Herve Berard
Kauaoa Fraiola

June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 30, 2015
June 30, 2015
June 30, 2015
June 30, 2015
July 1, 2015
July 1, 2015
July 1, 2015
July 3, 2015
July 3, 2015
July 5, 2015
July 8, 2015

I1039
I1045
I1050
I1053
I1059
I1064
I1066
I1069
I1073
I1075
I1079
I1081
I1083
I1085
I1087
I1089
I1091

Tami Palacky
Christa Romanowski
Jackson Shedd
J.T. Smith
Trina Rowles
Kevin Wood
Jessica Dewey
Aaron Peavey
Jackie Tarlow
Frances Wicks
Crystal Huang
Monica Souza
Kimberly Wiley
Maria Schneider
Colleen McGlone
R. Safron
IB ID

June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 30, 2015
June 30, 2015
June 30, 2015
June 30, 2015
July 1, 2015
July 1, 2015
July 2, 2015
July 3, 2015
July 4, 2015
July 7, 2015
July 8, 2015

A-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. The comment states opposition to the project. Planning efforts for the
planning area must be consistent with the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle
Recreation (OHMVR) Division’s mission statement and with statutory guidance
for SVRA lands. The expansion area was acquired with California’s OffHighway Vehicle (OHV) Trust Fund monies to expand Carnegie SVRA and
provide additional OHV recreation opportunities. See also Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”

A-2

The DEIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA (California Public Resources
Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code
of Regulations [CCR] Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). See Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan. A general plan directs the
long-range development and management of a park by providing broad policy
and program guidance; it is not intended to be a project-level planning
document.
The CEQA analysis detailed in the DEIR is intended to be adequate for certain
future projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner consistent with the
General Plan’s goals and guidelines. Some actions described in the General Plan
may require additional CEQA analysis before implementation. This additional
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analysis would be conducted once the project details are known, before project
implementation.
The OHMVR Division of State Parks has a statutory requirement to manage
SVRAs in compliance with California’s OHV Act of 2008. The OHMVR
Division complies with statutory requirements to monitor and report on wildlife
habitat, soils, water quality, air quality, and noise.
PRC Section 5090.35 requires the OHMVR Division to follow soil conservation
standards, promptly repair and continuously maintain areas and trails, anticipate
and prevent accelerated and unnatural erosion, and restore lands damaged by
erosion to the extent possible. Carnegie SVRA trail crews and resource staff
members implement the OHMVR Division’s 2008 Soil Standard and Guidelines
(Soil Standard) (State Parks 2008). Carnegie SVRA has a soil conservation plan
that SVRA staff members use to monitor, assess, and maintain trails, using the
most up-to-date technology. The SVRA produces annual soil conservation
compliance reports and trail maintenance plans to maintain conditions that meet
the 2008 Soil Standard. Any trail segment or area that may not meet the
standards or that affects resources is addressed appropriately.
PRC Section 5090.35(c)(1) requires the OHMVR Division to prepare a wildlife
habitat protection program. Carnegie SVRA developed a wildlife habitat
protection plan in 2001 and is completing an update to this plan. Environmental
scientists and consultants monitor, record data, and produce Habitat Monitoring
System reports annually.
Carnegie SVRA complies with the Storm Water Management Plan for Carnegie
SVRA (SWMP) (State Parks 2011). Other reports include the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a) and the Carnegie State Vehicular
Recreation Area and Alameda-Tesla Property Revised Preliminary Delineation
of Waters and Wetlands (TRA Environmental Sciences 2010).
See also Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use,” and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.”
A-3

State Parks believes that the guidelines proposed in the General Plan would
avoid and minimize impacts on biological resources. The guidelines expressly
state that if all impacts cannot be avoided, State Parks should consult with
appropriate agencies, obtain necessary permits, and adopt and implement all
feasible and implementable mitigation measures developed as part of a projectspecific impact analysis. See also Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General
Plan on Biological Resources.”
The DEIR analyzes potential effects on bats and acknowledges that specialstatus bats are known to roost in the expansion area at the Tesla Coal Mine Site.
The Tesla Coal Mine Site is included in a limited use area (Limited Recreation

8-6
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Overlay 2—Tesla Mining Complex in General Plan Table 4-1). In addition,
since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation (see
Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,”
of this FEIR), which offers additional wildlife habitat protection.
Tule elk is not a special-status species; therefore, this species was not
specifically discussed in the impact analysis for the DEIR. However, habitat and
wildlife guidelines included in the DEIR also would benefit tule elk in those
instances where special-status species occupy the same upland habitat types as
tule elk.
A-4

See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander
and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” and “Analysis of Impacts on Alameda
Whipsnake and Proposed Buffers in the Draft Environmental Impact Report” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.” See
also “General Plan Goals and Guidelines Detail and Mitigation Deferral” in
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines.”
The potential impacts of the proposed General Plan related to erosion and
sedimentation are evaluated in DEIR Impacts 3.5-3 and 3.8-1 through 3.8-4,
based on the empirical data and modeling presented in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a). As described on pages 3.8-2 through
3.8-17 of the DEIR, prescriptive management activities (i.e., best management
practices [BMPs]) associated with the SWMP (State Parks 2011), OHV BMP
Manual (State Parks 2007b), and the water and soils guidelines in the General
Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts related to erosion and water
quality.
State Parks acknowledges that compensatory mitigation may be required for
future projects proposed after adoption of the General Plan. However, estimating
compensatory mitigation or mitigation ratios would be premature until those
projects are proposed and analyzed. Once specific projects are proposed, an
impact analysis would be conducted and project-specific avoidance and
minimization measures and/or compensatory mitigation would be proposed. The
permitting agencies would have review and approval authority for any projects
that may result in significant impacts on resources under their jurisdiction.

A-5

State Parks appreciates that the commenters have taken time to express their
concerns about the project. The DEIR described a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project. State Parks owns the property and classifies it as SVRA lands.
Planning efforts for the property must be consistent with the OHMVR
Division’s mission statement and with statutory guidance for SVRA lands. The
expansion area was acquired with California’s OHV Trust Fund monies to
expand Carnegie SVRA and provide additional OHV recreation opportunities.
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However, as noted in response to comment A-3, since publication of the DEIR,
the northwestern portion of the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek,
has been redesignated as Limited Recreation (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred
Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR), which
offers additional wildlife habitat protection.
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8.2 FORM B COMMENTERS
The commenters listed in Table 8-2 submitted similarly worded letters expressing their concerns
about the project. These comment letters are reproduced in Appendix A. State Parks’ responses
to these comments are provided following the list of Form B commenters.
Table 8-2: Form B Commenters
Letter
Number
I19
I24
I425
I427
I429
I431
I435
I442
I445
I449
I454
I456
I458
I460
I462
I464
I468
I470
I472
I476
I480
I489
I627

B-1

Commenter
Stephen Abraham
Renee Gardner
Thomas White
Geoff Beasley
Jim DePiazzy
Scott Linden
Alan Roach
Frank Giraffe
Bob Balunda
Robert Condra
Tony Johansson
Eric Kuppinger
Rick Moore
Neil Netzer
Paul Paniagua
Lars Pave
Bruce Smith
Bruce Swallow
Patrick Waite
Richard Morris
Steve Juliano
David Cantrell
Kevin Beller

Date
April 30, 2015
May 1, 2015
June 15, 2015
June 16, 2015
June 16, 2015
June 16, 2015
June 16, 2015
June 17, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 19, 2015
June 20, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 24, 2015

Letter
Number
I23
I26
I426
I428
I430
I433
I436
I444
I447
I451
I455
I457
I459
I461
I463
I465
I469
I471
I474
I478
I482
I573
I1015

Commenter
Pete Bespaly
Paul Tehaney
Don Amador
Ken Deeg
Tom Freier
Gary Moore
Brad Sanders
Brent Snyder
Christopher Beer
Frank Havlik
Jeff Johnson
Michael McAlister
Paul Muller
Nick Neylan
Robert Parker
Stephen Re
Shawn Storc
Terry Trumbly
Len Young
Michael Ewing
William Redding
Jeri Heiser
Andrea Border

Date
May 1, 2015
May 1, 2015
June 16, 2015
June 16, 2015
June 16, 2015
June 16, 2015
June 16, 2015
June 17, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 20, 2015
June 20, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 29, 2015

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment addresses State
Parks purchase of the land as part of the planning area for OHV use. The
commenter further provides general support of the project. No issues related to
the DEIR are raised.
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8.3 FORM C COMMENTERS
The commenters listed in Table 8-3 submitted similarly worded letters expressing their concerns
about the project. These comment letters are reproduced in Appendix A. State Parks’ responses
to these comments are provided following the list of Form C commenters.
Table 8-3: Form C Commenters
Letter
Number
I125
I129
I135
I138
I144
I149

C-1

8-10

Commenter
Estefania Arteaga
Jason Baskett
Lorena Rodriguez
Susan Stuart
Jill Dresser
Tom Jones

Date
May 19, 2015
May 19, 2015
May 19, 2015
May 19, 2015
May 21, 2015
May 23, 2015

Letter
Number
I126
I133
I136
I139
I145

Commenter
Juan Arteaga
Larry Loomer
Maria Rodriguez
Mike Weiss
Norwel Gordon

Date
May 19, 2015
May 19, 2015
May 19, 2015
May 19, 2015
May 21, 2015

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. The OHMVR Division of State Parks has a statutory requirement to
manage SVRAs in compliance with California’s OHV Act of 2008. Planning
efforts for the planning area must be consistent with the OHMVR Division’s
mission statement and with statutory guidance for SVRA lands. The expansion
area was acquired with California’s OHV Trust Fund monies to expand
Carnegie SVRA and provide additional OHV recreation opportunities. See
“Purpose of Program Environmental Impact Report,” “Level of Detail in the
Project Description and Quantification of Impacts,” and “General Plan Goals
and Guidelines Detail and Mitigation Deferral” in Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.” See
also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report,” and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental
Impact Report Alternatives Analysis” regarding a nonmotorized recreational use
alternative.
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8.4 FORM D COMMENTERS
The commenters listed in Table 8-4 submitted similarly worded letters expressing their concerns
about the project. These comment letters are reproduced in Appendix A. State Parks’ responses
to these comments are provided following the list of Form D commenters.
Table 8-4: Form D Commenters
Letter
Number
I378
I383
I385
I396
I404
I443
I450
I605

D-1

Commenter
Will Lowry
Jesse Rorabaugh
Myer Walden
David Rodriguez
Katharine Barrett
Emily Joiner
Nancy Hargiss
Margie Winn

Date
June 9, 2015
June 10, 2015
June 10, 2015
June 11, 2015
June 13, 2015
June 17, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 22, 2015

Letter
Number
I381
I384
I395
I399
I438
I446
I475

Commenter
Sharon Reeve
Pete Veilleux
Julie Morez
David Tholfsen
Laura Thornton
Reginald Barrett
Katharine Barrett

Date
June 10, 2015
June 10, 2015
June 11, 2015
June 11, 2015
June 16, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 19, 2015

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. The DEIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA (PRC Section 21000
et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR Section 15000 et seq.).
The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan. A general plan directs the
long-range development and management of a park by providing broad policy
and program guidance; it is not intended to be a project-level planning
document.
The CEQA analysis detailed in the DEIR is intended to be adequate for certain
future projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner consistent with the
General Plan’s goals and guidelines. Some actions described in the General Plan
may require additional CEQA analysis before implementation. This additional
analysis would be conducted once the project details are known, before project
implementation. See also “Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis
and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
The existing conditions in the planning area are described in the General Plan on
pages 2-1 through 2-178, and numerous photographs are presented throughout
these pages.
See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use,” Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological
Resources,” Master Response 6, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Cumulative Impact Analysis,” and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental
Impact Report Alternatives Analysis.”
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General Plan Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2 provides a detailed description of the
biotic resources that occur in the Carnegie SVRA. DEIR Section 3.3 analyzes
potential impacts on biotic resources and includes references to the General Plan
Goals and Guidelines that avoid and minimize impacts to these species. See also
“Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander and
Other Special-Status Herpetofauna,” “Golden Eagle Effects,” and “Analysis of
Impacts on Alameda Whipsnake and Proposed Buffers in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General
Plan on Biological Resources.”
Tule elk is not a special-status species; therefore, this species was not
specifically discussed in the impact analysis for the DEIR. However, habitat and
wildlife guidelines included in the DEIR also would benefit tule elk in those
instances where special-status species occupy the same upland habitat types as
tule elk.
The DEIR analyzes potential effects on bats and acknowledges that specialstatus bats are known to roost in the expansion area at the Tesla Coal Mine Site.
The Tesla Coal Mine Site is included in a limited use area (Limited Recreation
Overlay 2—Tesla Mining Complex in General Plan Table 4-1). In addition,
since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation (see
Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,”
of this FEIR), which offers additional protection to the potential bat roosts.
The DEIR includes guidelines that would avoid potential impacts on existing
archaeological and cultural resources, as discussed in CR Goal 1, “Identify,
document, and evaluate cultural resources within Carnegie SVRA” and CR Goal
2, “Protect, stabilize, and preserve cultural resources” (DEIR pages 3.4-6
through 3.4-9).
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8.5 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES
The commenters listed in Table 8-5 sent individual letters commenting on the DEIR. These
comment letters are reproduced in Appendix A. State Parks’ responses to these comments are
provided following the list of individual commenters.
Table 8-5: Individual Commenters
Letter
Number

Commenter

Date

Letter
Number

I1
I3
I5
I7
I9

Justin Mazzon
Dan L. Mosier
Ana Mazzon
D. Rickard
Jeff Swanson

April 23, 2015
April 24, 2015
April 25, 2015
April 26, 2015
April 23, 2015

I2
I4
I6
I8
I10

I11

Debbie Conrad

April 27, 2015

I12

I13
I15
I17
I20
I22
I27
I29
I31
I33
I35
I37
I39
I41
I43
I45
I47
I49
I51
I53
I55
I57
I59
I61

James Lewis
Laurie Umeh
Wayne Flora
Jamie Carey
Mark Vandeman
Kenneth Paxton
Brigitta Hopkins
Kevin Eckels
Karen B. Froming
Phil Barnett
Cleo Home
Robert Jump
Shelda Orlando
Ed Reeves
David Russell
Catherin Young
Eric Buchner
Mee Chen
Stan Cox
Kirk French
Emily Joiner
Chloe Justice
David Justice
Kevin [no last name
provided]

April 28, 2015
April 28, 2015
April 29, 2015
June 30, 2015
April 30, 2015
May 3, 2015
May 7, 2015
May 8, 2015
May 10, 2015
May 11, 2015
May 11, 2015
May 11, 2015
May 11, 2015
May 11, 2015
May 11, 2015
May 11, 2015
May 12, 2015
May 12, 2015
May 12, 2015
May 12, 2015
May 12, 2015
May 12, 2015
May 12, 2015

I65

Commenter

Date

April 23, 2015
April 24, 2015
April 25, 2015
April 26, 2015
April 27, 2015

I14
I16
I18
I21
I25
I28
I30
I32
I34
I36
I38
I40
I42
I44
I46
I48
I50
I52
I54
I56
I58
I60
I62

Steve Roderick
David J. Weed
Derek Wray
Jim Roscoe
Mike Cheney
Erik [no last name
provided]
Ana Mazzon
David Brennan
J. P. Mazzon
Lee Tannehill
J. Philip Mazzon
Hamid Majidy
Steven Robert
Donna Merritt
Joanne Moody
Steve Gosney
Young Indi
Neal McClintock
Sean Reardon
Lonna Richmond
Jurgen Schulz
Bill Bergman
Kevin Cadle
Keith Coben
Jonathan Evans
Todd Gaches
Abbey Justice
Cindy Justice
Mark Justice

May 12, 2015

I64

Mark Naddy

May 12, 2015

Mike Pavlovich

May 12, 2015

I66

I67

Lisa Sawyer

May 12, 2015

I68

I69
I71
I73
I75

Randy Bourne
Jay Clegg
Greg de Haan
Nick Forbes

May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015

I70
I72
I74
I76

I77

Gus Kent

May 13, 2015

I78

I63
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Richard [no last
name provided]
Phil and Renee
Anderson
Kaydon Bowen
Judd Collins
Raquel Dunn
Nicola Hendrickson
Larry [no last name
provided]

April 28, 2015
April 28, 2015
April 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
April 30, 2015
May 1, 2015
May 5, 2015
May 7, 2015
May 9, 2015
May 10, 2015
May 11, 2015
May 11, 2015
May 11, 2015
May 11, 2015
May 11, 2015
May 11, 2015
May 12, 2015
May 12, 2015
May 12, 2015
May 12, 2015
May 12, 2015
May 12, 2015
May 12, 2015
May 12, 2015

May 12, 2015
May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015
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Commenter

Date

Letter
Number

I79
I81
I83
I85
I87
I89
I91
I93
I95
I97
I99
I101
I103
I105
I107
I109
I111

Mark Lupica
Eric Martin
Toby Nemec
John Strickland
Raymond Delgado
Matt Farnsworth
Gavin Garzee
Robert Kehl
Chris Pena
Katie Reardon
Curt Winter
Ray Delgado
Greg Quinones
Paul Atkins
Martha Martin
Mary Power
Jessica Walker

May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015
May 14, 2015
May 14, 2015
May 14, 2015
May 14, 2015
May 14, 2015
May 14, 2015
May 14, 2015
May 15, 2015
May 15, 2015
May 16, 2015
May 16, 2015
May 16, 2015
May 16, 2015

I80
I82
I84
I86
I88
I90
I92
I94
I96
I98
I100
I102
I104
I106
I108
I110
I112

I113

Albert Andrade

May 17, 2015

I114

I115
I117
I119
I121

May 17, 2015
May 17, 2015
May 17, 2015
May 17, 2015

I127
I130
I132
I137
I141
I143
I147
I150

Leslie Dent
Jennifer Hunter
Darel Milam
Jennifer Wilker
Silvey [no last name
provided]
Joe Arton
Bob Hopfner
Matt Jones
Theresa Ruscitti
Nick Lester
Andres Caicedo
Bruce Bodenhofer
Ann Pfaff-Doss

I152
I154
I156
I158
I160
I162
I164
I166
I168
I170
I172
I174
I176
I178

I123

I180
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Commenter

Date

May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015
May 13, 2015
May 14, 2015
May 14, 2015
May 14, 2015
May 14, 2015
May 16, 2015
May 14, 2015
May 14, 2015
May 15, 2015
May 15, 2015
May 16, 2015
May 16, 2015
May 16, 2015
May 16, 2015

I116
I118
I120
I122

Dennis Maloney
Arthur Mejia
Yuri Reiter
Dave Duffin
Pete Demas
Matt Farnsworth
Lupine Hammack
William Moye
Chris Rand
Jennifer White
Cathy Yung
Guy Marcom
Janet Viera
Bruce Baldwin
Tim Murray
Scott Schleicher
Jessica Walker
Craig [no last name
provided]
Chris Gubera
Warren Krause
James Wilker
Erika Ibsen

May 18, 2015

I124

Jason Wise

May 18, 2015

May 19, 2015
May 19, 2015
May 19, 2015
May 19, 2015
May 20, 2015
May 21, 2015
May 22, 2015
May 26, 2015

I128
I131
I134
I140
I142
I146
I148
I151

May 19, 2015
May 19, 2015
May 19, 2015
May 20, 2015
May 20, 2015
May 21, 2015
May 22, 2015
May 26, 2015

Matthew Webb

May 26, 2015

I153

Howard Flowers
Mike Adams
Geoffrey Beasley
John Beite
Joey Botelho
Kevin Ciccarelli
John Daker
Frank Dignon
Gerry Fogel
Tom Guidice
Mark Hartsell
Brian Huskamp
Shelly Lucido
Mark [no last name
provided]

May 27, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015

I155
I157
I159
I161
I163
I165
I167
I169
I171
I173
I175
I177
I179

Les Barclay
Devin Hopping
Brian Petrie
Kurt D. Baker
Marc Sorenson
Erin Herlihy
Matthew Webb
Lauri Slama
Everardo De La
Torre
Julia Orvis
Ken Arrington
Jack Beite
June Beite
Shaun Brush
Keith Coben
Robert Danese
Keat Fleckner
Brian Grigsby
Eric Hara
Bruce Hendrickson
Martin Kucera
Dave Luehrs

May 28, 2015

I181

Steven Martinez

May 28, 2015

May 17, 2015
May 17, 2015
May 17, 2015
May 17, 2015
May 18, 2015

May 27, 2015
May 27, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
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I182
I184
I186
I188
I190

Commenter

Date

Letter
Number

Commenter

Date

May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015

I183
I185
I187
I189
I191

Katie Medeiros
D. Mooser
Christopher Quigley
David Robison
Paul Schauer

May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015

May 28, 2015

I193

Gerald Sequeira

May 28, 2015

I194
I196
I198
I200
I202
I204
I206
I208
I210
I212
I214

Richard Mauri
Zachary Mickels
Brett Alan Powell
Matt Riley
Matt Sanford
Sean [no last name
provided]
Brandon Tahtaras
Perry Willer
Inez Anastasio
Mark Barnett
Mary Bennett
Jonathan Berg
Darin Bishop
Chuck Brown
Tim Carmanck
Bruce Clayton
Tim Coons

May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015

I195
I197
I199
I201
I203
I205
I207
I209
I211
I213
I215

May 28, 2015
May 28, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015

I216

Dean Curry

May 29, 2015

I217

Gary Toland
Mark Zwicker
Jerry Baker
Patrick Beaumont
Brian Beran
Brian Berry
Marc Boggeri
Cheryl Butterton
Mike Cheney
Chad Cooley
Glenn Cox
David [no last name
provided]

May 29, 2015

I219

Stephen Delema

May 29, 2015

May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015

I221
I223
I225
I227
I229
I231
I233
I235
I237
I239
I241

May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015

May 29, 2015

I243

John Diggs
Brian Donathan
Timothy Fehr
David Foster
Ron Frey
Cathy Fuss
Kelby Fuss
Sylvia Gilbert
Craig Guidinget
Bryan Happee
Scott Higgins
Jeff [no last name
provided]

May 29, 2015

I245

Tim Joiner

May 29, 2015

May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015

I247
I249
I251
I253

David Kent
Kevin James King
Bree Klotter
Dean Kramer

May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015

May 29, 2015

I255

Brian Lindt

May 29, 2015

May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015

I257
I259
I261
I263

Wendy Manauasa
Lois Martinez
Dana Mesarchik
Dave Myklebust
Nick [no last name
provided]
Brian Odell

May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015

I192

I220
I222
I224
I226
I228
I230
I232
I234
I236
I238
I240

David [no last name
provided]
Gary Demello
William Diggs
Rob Ericksen
Chris Fine
Kimberly Fowler
Don Fukushima
Greg Fuss
Mark Gibson
Steve Gosney
John Haaker
Kirk Hardiman

I242

Stephan Hoffmann

I218

I256
I258
I260
I262

Joe [no last name
provided]
Bob Jump
Brian King
F. Klein
Joe Koppi
John and Stephanie
Lee
Nathan Machado
Jen Martinez
Cathy McCause
Matthew Mettes

I264

Tim Neil

May 29, 2015

I265

I266

Mark Norman

May 29, 2015

I267

I244
I246
I248
I250
I252
I254
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May 29, 2015

May 29, 2015

May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
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Number

I268
I270
I272
I274
I276
I278
I280

Commenter

Date

Letter
Number

Commenter

Date

May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015

I269
I271
I273
I275
I277
I279
I281

Jenn Owlett
Jason Potts
Donald Presley
Jim Roper
Denise Rupert
Todd Sauls
Dennis Scroggins

May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015

May 29, 2015

I283

Vicki Shipman

May 29, 2015

I284
I286
I288
I290
I292
I294
I296
I298
I300

Steve Osterback
David Peters
Brandie Pratt
Richard Ramsay
Nick Rossi
Danielle Salone
John Schafer
Shaun [no last name
provided]
Jason Simms
Dodd Strange
Marles Talli
Eric Taylor
Randall Thorson
Terry Traub
Joey Vallerga
Duane Watson
Randy Wiggs

May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015

I285
I287
I289
I291
I293
I295
I297
I299
I301

May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015
May 29, 2015

I302

Wade D. Wilson

May 29, 2015

I303

I304
I306
I308
I310
I312
I314
I316
I318
I320
I322
I324
I326
I328
I330
I332
I334
I336
I338
I340

Brian Cappa
Sarah Hall
Alexander Hoffmann
Kirt Huggins
Kristen Hummel
Sam Hummel
Matthew McGuinness
Will Moreno
Carlos Romero
Mike Stanly
William Willis
Paul Crawford
Iver Edwall
Tom Jones
Christian Montiel
Tony Vega
Bill Casey
John Detwiler
Andrea Kean
Robert [no last name
provided]
Ray Tucker
John Casey
Dave Pearce
Justus Wunderle
Jodi Matarazzo
Stephen Smith
Jim Lallas
Bill Romero
John Velcamp

May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 31, 2015
May 31, 2015
May 31, 2015
May 31, 2015
May 31, 2015
June 1, 2015
June 1, 2015
June 1, 2015

I305
I307
I309
I311
I313
I315
I317
I319
I321
I323
I325
I327
I329
I331
I333
I335
I337
I339
I341

Daniel Smith
Richard Sypriano
Gregory Tatarian
Nick Thom
Terry Tinney
Greg Uhlhorn
Ivan Velasquez
Thomas White
John E. Williamson
George and Frances
Alderson
Eric Dunipace
Eric Harvey
Mike Hovey
Karen Hummel
Mark Hummel
Sherman Lewis
Gus Meyner
Alex Rockas
Michael Rores
Jackie Ward
Vern Booth
Meghan Eckels
Andrew Hoffman
Craig Miller
Jeffrey Scott
Michael Brown
Julie Cox
Celeste Garamendi
Bruce Lincoln

June 1, 2015

I343

Joe Schmit

June 1, 2015

June 1, 2015
June 2, 2015
June 2, 2015
June 2, 2015
June 3, 2015
June 3, 2015
June 4, 2015
June 4, 2015
June 4, 2015

I345
I347
I349
I351
I353
I355
I357
I359
I361

Robert Wirt
Sue A Cooper
Henry Simpson
Marvin Christensen
Chris McCarthy
Charles Bott
Lars Pave
Patrick Spark
Bill Bennett

June 1, 2015
June 2, 2015
June 2, 2015
June 3, 2015
June 3, 2015
June 4, 2015
June 4, 2015
June 4, 2015
June 5, 2015

I282

I342
I344
I346
I348
I350
I352
I354
I356
I358
I360
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May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 30, 2015
May 31, 2015
May 31, 2015
May 31, 2015
May 31, 2015
May 31, 2015
June 1, 2015
June 1, 2015
June 1, 2015
June 1, 2015
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Commenter

Date

Letter
Number

I362
I364
I366

John Fiore
Kelly A. Miller
Barry Synoground

June 5, 2015
June 5, 2015
June 5, 2015

I363
I365
I367

I368

Jeremiah Ball

June 8, 2015

I369

I370
I372
I374
I376
I379
I382
I387
I389
I391

Jerry Fouts
Heidi Lypps
Marjorie Xavier
Chuck Heimstadt
Carlos Davidson
Fred Rinne
Timothy Green
David Halligan
Jason Harmon

June 8, 2015
June 8, 2015
June 8, 2015
June 9, 2015
June 9, 2015
June 10, 2015
June 11, 2015
June 11, 2015
June 11, 2015

I371
I373
I375
I377
I380
I386
I388
I390
I392

I393

Ryan Jaques

June 11, 2015

I394

I397

John Ruiz

June 11, 2015

I398

I400

Lorraine Unger

June 11, 2015

I401

I402
I405
I407

June 11, 2015
June 13, 2015
June 13, 2015

I415
I417
I419
I421
I423
I432
I437
I440
I448
I453
I467
I477

Robert Zink
Don Person
Bradley Walker
Chris [no last name
provided]
Tom Jensen
Larry [no last name
provided]
Brandon Matthews
Daniel P. Rogers
Stephanie Byous
Gary Mueller
Vladimir Vakulenko
Steve Mandeville
James Stanley
Wade Barrett
Bill Berman
Arthur Hull
Brenda Rose
Kevin Yarnell

I481
I484
I486
I488
I491
I493

I409
I411
I413

I495
I497
I499

Commenter

Date

June 5, 2015
June 5, 2015
June 6, 2015

I403
I406
I408

Chris Hanlon
Troy Sandal
Butch Meyner
Andrew
Cunningham
Jerry Fouts
Carlos Urenda
Paul Furman
Marjorie Henry
John Foottit
Joe Denton
Alex Guo
Jeff Hamilton
George Ho
Michael [no last
name provided]
Deanne Taylor
Alexander
Yermolovich
Greg Anderson
Judith Person
Ran Bush

June 14, 2015

I410

James Craig

June 14, 2015

June 14, 2015

I412

Bert Lankins

June 14, 2015

June 14, 2015

I414

Stephen Malfatti

June 14, 2015

June 14, 2015
June 14, 2015
June 15, 2015
June 15, 2015
June 15, 2015
June 16, 2015
June 16, 2015
June 17, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 19, 2015

I416
I418
I420
I422
I424
I434
I439
I441
I452
I466
I473
I479

June 14, 2015
June 15, 2015
June 15, 2015
June 15, 2015
June 15, 2015
June 16, 2015
June 17, 2015
June 17, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 18, 2015
June 20, 2015

Dean Kelch

June 20, 2015

I483

Rudy Babich
Ryan Bowman
Jim Burbach
Harold Ceizler
Steve Delema
Denny [no last name
provided]
Fred Egelston
Tim German

June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015

I485
I487
I490
I492
I494

Robert Moeller
Stephanie Byous
Robert Denver
Christopher Ring
Rick VanBelle
David Peterson
Heather Barrett
Alan Carlton
Doug Holcomb
Darrell Rippy
Howard Wilshire
Jesse Hahm
Lawrence
Thompson
Tony Bartholomew
Michelle Brush
Edmund Cardin
Paul Crawford
Michael DeMello

June 21, 2015

I496

Randy Domercq

June 21, 2015

June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015

I498
I500

Julian Farnam
Robert Gonsalves

June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
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June 8, 2015
June 8, 2015
June 8, 2015
June 9, 2015
June 9, 2015
June 10, 2015
June 11, 2015
June 11, 2015
June 11, 2015
June 11, 2015
June 11, 2015
June 11, 2015
June 11, 2015
June 12, 2015
June 13, 2015
June 14, 2015

June 20, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
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Number

I501
I503
I505
I507
I509
I511
I513
I515
I517
I519
I521
I523
I525
I527
I529
I531
I533
I535
I537
I539
I541
I543
I545
I547
I549
I551
I553
I555
I557
I559
I561
I563
I565
I567
I569
I571
I574
I576
I578
I580
I582
I584
I586
I588
I590
I592
I594
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Commenter

Steve Gosney
Jennifer Harmon
Dennis Haskins
Peter Hiveley
Derek Huber
Andy Hull
Jason [no last name
provided]
Rob Kaspar
Matt Kinney
Carmen Laver
John Maguire
Richard Mauri
Jeff (and family)
Mello
James Melnikoff
Renee Moller
Berry L. Newman
Dennis Okerlund
Richard E. Patten
Debbie Richards
Jeff Schreiber
Gerald Sequeira
Greg Sindicich
Aaron Stewart
Jonathan Tolle
Ray Tucker
Brian Velzy
Bob Yohanan
Gary Arnold
Brian Beran
William Brady
Chuck Brown
John Clark
Jeremiah Curtis
Brian Decker
Paul Dyer
Mark Gibson
Justin Hensley
Jennifer Hlebo
Jim Jardine
Todd Kamphaus
Jody Kruse
Charles Kulas
Bruce Lincoln
Ankur Pai
Silvano Preciado
Robert [no last name
provided]
Michael Sands

Date

Letter
Number

Commenter

Date

June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015

I502
I504
I506
I508
I510
I512

Nelson Hallgren
Rick Harris
Larry Heltsley
Christian Holman
Kirt Huggins
Robert Humphrey

June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015

June 21, 2015

I514

John Jennings

June 21, 2015

June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015

I516
I518
I520
I522
I524

Charles Keller
Christopher Kroll
James Lewis
Mike Mann
James Meilandt

June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015

June 21, 2015

I526

Angie Melnikoff

June 21, 2015

June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015

I528
I530
I532
I534
I536
I538
I540
I542
I544
I546
I548
I550
I552
I554
I556
I558
I560
I562
I564
I566
I568
I570
I572
I575
I577
I579
I581
I583
I585
I587
I589
I591

Peter C. Moller
Tim Neil
Tyler Ohara
Ryan O’Mara
Bruce Prater
Merle Rosentstiel
Guy Schullerts
Alex E. Seyedi
Michael C. Smith
Andrew Stewart
Terry Traub
Greg Uhlhorn
Lawrence Wethern
John Zender
Jeffrey Bell
Jim Berg
Leo Bragagnolo
Louis Chavier
Art Crofts
Robert Cye
Joe Dowd
Melissa Engelbert
Ruben Gutierrez
Gary Henthorn
James Jardine
Rick Jones
Dean Kramer
Ted Krzywicki
Frank Lincoln
Dana Mesarchik
Ed Poe
Scott Rheaume

June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 21, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015

June 22, 2015

I593

Dennis Roda

June 22, 2015

June 22, 2015

I595

William Schardt

June 22, 2015
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Commenter

Date

Letter
Number

I596

Michael S. Smith

June 22, 2015

I597

I598

Paul Tehaney

June 22, 2015

I599

I600
I602
I604

Randy Valdez
Ryan Whitalker
Darren Wilhoit

June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015

I601
I603
I606

I607

Bill Bradley

June 23, 2015

I608

I609

Raymond Groshong

June 23, 2015

I610

I611
I613
I615
I617
I619
I621
I623
I625
I628
I630
I632
I634
I636
I638
I640
I642
I644
I646
I648
I651
I653

Margaret Haseelman
Darin Holt
Jason Jester
Jodi Matarazzo
Dirk Paintedman
Scott Schroder
John Taylor
Tommy Backer
Fred Brasch
Ronald Dawson
Steve Floyd
Bob Johnson
Gary Oehrle
Mary Nejedly Piepho
Kristine Rott
Jay Sparks
Brian Sullivan
David and Karen Furst
CJ Johnson
Jenni Piche
David Villa
Alexander
Yermolovich
Mark Anklam
Heather Fadden
David Gates
Eric Grass
Seth Johnson
Donald and Linda
Milanese
Denise Ravenwood
Ole Stortroen
Ron Boston
Robert C. Furtek
Jim Minerly
R. L. [no last name
provided]
Marilyn Russell (for
Katheryn Santos)
Marilyn (Holm)

June 22, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 25, 2015
June 25, 2015
June 25, 2015
June 25, 2015

I655
I665
I718
I731
I743
I774
I804
I839
I871
I914
I926
I945
I949
I955
I957

Commenter

Date

June 22, 2015

I612
I614
I616
I618
I620
I622
I624
I626
I629
I631
I633
I635
I637
I639
I641
I643
I645
I647
I650
I652
I654

Ginger Taylor
Carrol Paul Dr.
Thomas
Patricia Walker
Brian Whitford
Phil Anderson
Dustin [no last name
provided]
David Alan
Hardbarger
Scott Hicks
Randy Holt
Christopher Martin
Nick Morphopoulos
Victoria Ryan
John Strickland
Jay Vani
Gail Bedinger
Terra Conlon
Carly Farell
Christine Garcia
Edward Loosli
Michael Omodt
Eric Roseme
Kirk Smith
Shawn Storc
Neha Deodhar
Leon Hill
Eric Olson
Nancy Rodrigue
James White

June 25, 2015

I656

Cliff Young

June 25, 2015

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

I716
I724
I734
I771
I802

Heather Fadden
Martin Flores
Philip Giacalone
Dave Jensen
Bill McIver

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015

June 26, 2015

I836

Gordon Pull

June 26, 2015

June 26, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015

I864
I902
I915
I935
I946

June 24, 2015
June 26, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015
June 27, 2015

June 27, 2015

I954

George Smyrniotis
Ameet Zaveri
Mike Brickner
Grainger Hunt
Michael Morrison
Marilyn Russell (for
Rusty Rose)

June 27, 2015

I956

Marilyn Russell

June 27, 2015

June 27, 2015

I964

Sherry Stortroen

June 27, 2015
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June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 22, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 23, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 24, 2015
June 25, 2015
June 25, 2015
June 25, 2015
June 25, 2015
June 25, 2015

June 27, 2015
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Table 8-5: Individual Commenters
Letter
Number

Commenter

Date

Letter
Number

I973
I977
I982
I988
I991
I994
I998
I1009
I1016

Russell (for Robert
Holm)
Steve Baum
Fred Coffield
Monica Guida
Matthew Jasinek
Shane Koon
Jennifer Marler
Kathleen Noonan
Jim Williams
Jen Byous

June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 29, 2015

I974
I979
I987
I990
I992
I995
I1003
I1011
I1018

I1020

Pat Crowley

June 29, 2015

I1021

I1022
I1025
I1029
I1031
I1033
I1036
I1038
I1042
I1044
I1048
I1051
I1055
I1057
I1061
I1068
I1072
I1078

J. Garaventa
Robert Holm
Dennis Kobz
Geoff Levand
Melinda Lunn
Sam Neff
Beverly Ortiz
Frank Reardon
Christa Romanowski
Katheryn Santos
David Sibbet
Steve Stewart
Chris Thayer
Janis Turner
Marc Fenigstein
Rachel Sampson
Bob Elliot

June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 30, 2015
June 30, 2015
July 1, 2015

I1023
I1028
I1030
I1032
I1035
I1037
I1041
I1043
I1046
I1049
I1054
I1056
I1060
I1063
I1070
I1076
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Commenter

Bruce Brazil
Alison Crooks
Dave Houghton
Nils Kjell
Lori Lewis
Rick Mead
Leonard Sklar
Diana Mead
Dale Cose
Dean [no last name
provided]
Kristina Gordon
Mary Keitelman
John Loester
David Lunn
Logan Mead
Larry Orlick
Dave Peterson
Ryan Romano
Rusty Rose
David Schneider
Rick Smith
Rex Tener
Gerard Truong
Jared Williams
Brian Reardon
Stan Zeavin

Date

June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 28, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 29, 2015
June 30, 2015
June 30, 2015
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Letter
I1
Response
I1-1

Letter
I2
Response
I2-1

Letter
I3
Response

Justin Mazzon
April 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
Steve Roderick
April 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
Dan L. Mosier
April 24, 2015

I3-1

State Parks appreciates the information submitted by the commenter. The first
portion of the bracketed comment letter was blacked out because it contains
sensitive cultural resources information. The DEIR acknowledges that the
planning area contains numerous cultural resources and sacred landscapes, and
that expanding OHV use has the potential to affect these resources. The General
Plan’s cultural resources guidelines are designed to guide project-specific
planning to avoid and minimize project-related impacts to the extent feasible.
Additional avoidance and minimization measures would be considered on a
project-by-project basis as appropriate and would be subject to review and
approval by the applicable environmental permitting agencies.

I3-2

Since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation and
removes the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla Road.
(See Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the
DEIR,” of this FEIR.) Site ASC-34-08-09 is now within the Limited Recreation
Area.

I3-3

Site ASC-34-08-31 is now within the Limited Recreation Area.

I3-4

Site ASC-34-08-32 is now within the Limited Recreation Area.

I3-5

State Parks appreciates the information provided by the commenter related to
the Corral Hollow Fault. As indicated on page 2-18 of the General Plan, the fault
analysis contained in the DEIR relied on Geology of the Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory Site and Adjacent Areas (Carpenter et al. 1984), which
contained the most relevant publicly available information. The text at the
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bottom of DEIR page 3.5-3 and the top of page 3.5-4 (Section 3.5, “Geology,
Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources”) is hereby modified as follows:
•

A portion of the Corral Hollow Fault is located along the north central
border of the acquisition area and is within the northern portion of the
SVRA. Although this fault has not been classified as “active” by the
California Geological Survey and is not zoned under the AlquistPriolo Act, evidence has been presented to State Parks that trenching
conducted in 1990 in northeast Section 33, Township 3 South, Range 3
East showed that Holocene gravel deposits overlying the Tesla
Formation had been offset downward on the south side of the fault.
This evidence indicates that the Corral Hollow Fault may be active.

Active faults are more likely to result in surface fault rupture; thus, all the
faults listed above are considered to have a potential to cause surface
rupture. Portions of the Corral Hollow Fault (along the bed of Corral Hollow
Creek) and Carnegie Fault (north of Corral Hollow Creek), both currently
inactive of which are considered active, are located in the planning area.
Strong seismic ground shaking could occur during an earthquake on any of
the faults listed above, or on other faults in the Bay Area, such as the
San Andreas and Concord–Green Valley Faults. Therefore, surface fault
rupture and strong seismic ground shaking are potential hazards in the
planning area.
In addition, the text at the bottom of General Plan page 2-18 is hereby modified
as follows:
•

Corral Hollow Fault—A portion of the Corral Hollow Fault is
located within the planning area, along the bed of Corral Hollow
Creek. The Corral Hollow Fault is a northwest-trending strike-slip
fault that is oriented subparallel to segments of the Tesla and
Greenville Fault zones. The Corral Hollow Fault is located northeast
of the Greenville Fault zone and trends southeast toward Corral
Hollow, and then easterly beneath alluvium in Corral Hollow to an
inferred junction with the Carnegie Fault. No geologic evidence exists
to suggest that fault activity has occurred since the Pleistocene epoch.
Therefore, this fault is not considered active. Although this fault has
not been classified as “active” by the California Geological Survey and
is not zoned under the Alquist-Priolo Act, evidence has been presented
to State Parks that trenching conducted in 1990 in northeast Section
33, Township 3 South, Range 3 East showed that Holocene gravel
deposits overlying the Tesla Formation had been offset downward on
the south side of the fault. This evidence indicates that the Corral
Hollow Fault may be active.

As stated on DEIR page 3.5-4, the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act
prohibits the construction of structures intended for human occupancy within

8-22

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Individual Comments and Responses

50 feet of the trace of any fault classified by the California Geological Survey as
“active.” As discussed on DEIR page 3.5-4, scientific evidence indicates that
some of the faults within the SVRA may in fact be active. Therefore, to protect
public safety, structures would not be placed within 50 feet of any known fault
that crosses through the SVRA (including the Corral Hollow Fault). As a result,
Impact 3.5-1 would be less than significant.
I3-6

Ammonites are an extinct group of marine invertebrates (i.e., mollusks). As
described in detail on DEIR page 3.5-2, marine invertebrates are not considered
“unique” paleontological resources under CEQA. However, as discussed in
Table 2-5 of the General Plan and on DEIR page 3.5-12, because of the number
of vertebrate fossils that have been recovered in other locations in California, the
Moreno Formation is considered a paleontologically sensitive rock formation.
As discussed on DEIR page 3.5-13, Geo Guideline 2.1 calls for State Parks to
provide paleontological resource training to park staff members. This training
would include information about the areas most likely to contain unique
paleontological resources, education on current paleontological resource laws,
and procedures to be followed if paleontological resources were discovered
inadvertently during construction. Geo Guideline 2.2 states that if
paleontological resources are discovered inadvertently during construction
activities, construction activities would cease at the fossil location and within the
immediate vicinity, and an OHMVR Division archaeologist or other qualified
paleontological resource professional would be consulted to determine the
potential significance of the find. Should a fossil be determined to be a unique
paleontological resource, a recovery plan consistent with the criteria of the
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP 1996) would be developed and
implemented. The recovery plan may include a field survey, construction
monitoring, sampling and data recovery procedures, curation for any specimen
recovered, and a report of findings. Therefore, with adherence to these General
Plan guidelines, the impact of inadvertent damage to or destruction of unique
paleontological resources during construction would be less than significant.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(4)(B) states that “[t]he mitigation
measure must be ‘roughly proportional’ to the impacts of the project (Dolan v.
City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 [1994]).” Limiting access to the portion of the
acquisition area that is underlain by paleontologically sensitive rock formations
would be a disproportional response to the level of impact because the
probability of encountering a unique paleontological resource (a vertebrate fossil
specimen older than 11,700 years Before Present) is very small. This type of
discovery currently happens at most once or twice per year in Northern
California. Even then, such discoveries occur only during extremely large
construction projects when deep excavations move substantial amounts of earth,
a scenario that would not occur under the proposed General Plan.
Rock formations generally cover hundreds of square miles in California. Thus,
following the commenter’s logic of restricting development in all
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paleontologically sensitive rock formations would have the effect of essentially
halting all development in the state. For example, nearly the entire Central
Valley of California is covered with paleontologically sensitive rock formations.
The Central Valley covers approximately 22,500 square miles, making it
approximately the size of the state of West Virginia. Are we to declare that
every single excavation and earthmoving activity in the Central Valley is off
limits, on the extremely remote chance that a vertebrate fossil will be recovered
(with only one or two such events per year currently occurring in Northern
California)? Clearly such an action is infeasible and is disproportionate to the
potential impact.
Finally, the current industry standard for paleontological resource mitigation
measures in CEQA documents calls for the same requirements that are already
included in Geo Guidelines 2.1 and 2.2. These requirements consist of educating
construction personnel before the start of construction activities regarding the
types of fossils that may be encountered, consulting with a paleontologist, and
providing appropriate curation if specimens are encountered. See also Master
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”
I3-7

Letter
I4
Response
I4-1

Letter
I5
Response
I5-1
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DEIR Impact 3.5-2 (pages 3.5-5 and 3.5-6) addresses potential hazards from
unstable soils associated with former mines and mining shafts. As discussed in
Impact 3.5-2, Geo Guideline 1.1 in the General Plan prohibits visitor access to
mining sites (where unstable soils may be present), and calls for the use of
signage and gates or other physical barriers. As discussed in DEIR Impact 3.7-3
(Section 3.7, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials”), OM Guideline 3.3 requires
that clear signage and/or fencing be provided as appropriate around areas of
known potential hazard, such as deep gullies, drop-offs, or restricted areas such
as the Tesla Coal Mine Site. With adherence to these General Plan guidelines,
hazards from unstable soils around former mining sites would be less than
significant.
David J. Weed
April 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
Ana Mazzon
April 25, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
I6
Response
I6-1

Letter
I7
Response
I7-1

Letter
I8
Response
I8-1

Letter
I9
Response
I9-1

Letter
I10
Response
I10-1

Derek Wray
April 25, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
D. Rickard
April 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
Jim Roscoe
April 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
Jeff Swanson
April 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
Mike Cheney
April 27, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
I11
Response
I11-1

Letter
I12
Response
I12-1

Letter
I13
Response
I13-1

Letter
I14
Response
I14-1

Letter
I15
Response
I15-1
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Debbie Conrad
April 27, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
Erik [no last name provided]
April 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
James Lewis
April 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
Ana Mazzon
April 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
Laurie Umeh
April 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. State Parks owns the planning area and classifies it as SVRA lands.
Planning efforts associated for the property must be consistent with the
OHMVR Division’s mission statement and with statutory guidance for SVRA
lands. The preferred concept map includes a mixture of both motorized and
nonmotorized recreational uses in the planning area, taking into consideration
cultural resources, biological resources, slopes and soils constraints, and mine
safety. In addition, since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of
the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as
Limited Recreation and removes the proposed entrance located at the western
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
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corner along Tesla Road (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter
10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR).
Letter
I16
Response
I16-1

Letter
I17
Response
I17-1

Letter
I18
Response
I18-1

Letter
I20
Response
I20-1

Letter
I21
Response
I21-1

David Brennan
April 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
Wayne Flora
April 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
J. P. Mazzon
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jamie Carey
June 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Lee Tannehill
April 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
I22
Response
I22-1

Letter
I25
Response
I25-1

Letter
I27
Response
I27-1

Letter
I28
Response
I28-1

Letter
I29
Response
I29-1
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Mark Vandeman
April 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological
Resources.”

J. Philip Mazzon
May 1, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Kenneth Paxton
May 3, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

Hamid Majidy
May 5, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brigitta Hopkins
May 7, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
I30
Response
I30-1

Letter
I31
Response
I31-1

Letter
I32
Response
I32-1

Letter
I33
Response
I33-1

Letter
I34
Response
I34-1

Steven Robert
May 7, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Kevin Eckels
May 8, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Donna Merritt
May 9, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Karen B. Froming
May 10, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological
Resources.” The General Plan includes guidelines to avoid impacts on cultural,
ethnographic, and ceremonial and traditional resources, as discussed in Impacts
3.4-1 through 3.4-3 in DEIR Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources” (pages 3.4-4
through 3.4-12).

Joanne Moody
May 10, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
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Letter
I35
Response
I35-1

Letter
I36
Response
I36-1

Letter
I37
Response
I37-1

Phil Barnett
May 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Steve Gosney
May 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Cleo Home
May 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a
Nonagricultural Use.”
State Parks believes that the guidelines proposed in the General Plan would
avoid and minimize impacts on biological resources. The guidelines expressly
state that if all impacts cannot be avoided, State Parks should consult with
appropriate agencies, obtain necessary permits, and adopt and implement all
feasible and implementable mitigation measures developed as part of a projectspecific impact analysis. See also Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General
Plan on Biological Resources.”
Tule elk is not a special-status species; therefore, this species was not
specifically discussed in the impact analysis for the DEIR. However, habitat and
wildlife guidelines included in the DEIR also would benefit tule elk in those
instances where special-status species occupy the same upland habitat types as
tule elk.
All noise-sensitive uses adjacent to the planning area were considered in the
DEIR noise analysis and measures were incorporated into the General Plan
during preparation of the DEIR to avoid and minimize impacts.
Hydrology information is presented on pages 2-36 through 2-60 of the General
Plan and DEIR Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality.”
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The General Plan includes guidelines to avoid impacts on cultural, ethnographic,
and ceremonial and traditional resources, as discussed in Impacts 3.4-1 through
3.4-3 in DEIR Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources” (pages 3.4-4 through 3.4-12).
Letter
I38
Response
I38-1

Letter
I39
Response
I39-1

Letter
I40
Response
I40-1

Letter
I41
Response
I41-1

Letter
I42
Response
I42-1

Young Indi
May 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Robert Jump
May 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Neal McClintock
May 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Shelda Orlando
May 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a
Nonagricultural Use.”

Sean Reardon
May 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Letter
I43
Response
I43-1

Letter
I44
Response
I44-1

Letter
I45
Response
I45-1

Letter
I46
Response
I46-1

Letter
I47
Response
I47-1
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Ed Reeves
May 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Lonna Richmond
May 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

David Russell
May 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jurgen Schulz
May 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Catherin Young
May 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
I48
Response
I48-1

Letter
I49
Response
I49-1

Letter
I50
Response
I50-1

Letter
I51
Response
I51-1

Letter
I52
Response
I52-1

Bill Bergman
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Eric Buchner
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Kevin Cadle
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Mee Chen
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a
Nonagricultural Use.”

Keith Coben
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
I53
Response
I53-1

Letter
I54
Response
I54-1

Letter
I55
Response
I55-1

Letter
I56
Response
I56-1

Letter
I57
Response
I57-1
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Stan Cox
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jonathan Evans
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Kirk French
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Todd Gaches
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Emily Joiner
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. Air quality, wildlife, cultural and historical sites, watersheds, and traffic
are addressed in DEIR Section 3.2, “Air Quality”; Section 3.3, “Biotic
Resources”; Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources”; Section 3.8, “Hydrology and
Water Quality”; and Section 3.14, “Transportation and Traffic,” respectively.
No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
I58
Response
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Abbey Justice
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Chloe Justice
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Cindy Justice
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

David Justice
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Mark Justice
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Kevin [no last name provided]
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Mark Naddy
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Mike Pavlovich
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Richard [no last name provided]
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Lisa Sawyer
May 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Phil and Renee Anderson
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Randy Bourne
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Kaydon Bowen
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jay Clegg
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Judd Collins
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Greg de Haan
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Raquel Dunn
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Nick Forbes
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Nicola Hendrickson
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Gus Kent
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Larry [no last name provided]
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Mark Lupica
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dennis Maloney
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Eric Martin
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Arthur Mejia
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Toby Nemec
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Yuri Reiter
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John Strickland
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dave Duffin
May 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Raymond Delgado
May 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Pete Demas
May 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Matt Farnsworth
May 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Matt Farnsworth
May 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Gavin Garzee
May 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Lupine Hammack
May 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Robert Kehl
May 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

William Moye
May 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Chris Pena
May 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Chris Rand
May 16, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Katie Reardon
May 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Jennifer White
May 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a
Nonagricultural Use” and Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources.” The General Plan includes guidelines to avoid impacts
on cultural, ethnographic, and ceremonial and traditional resources, as discussed
in Impacts 3.4-1 through 3.4-3 in DEIR Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources”
(pages 3.4-4 through 3.4-12).

Curt Winter
May 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Cathy Yung
May 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the project.
See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural Use.”
Since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation and
removes the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla Road.
(See Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the
DEIR,” of this FEIR.)
Ray Delgado
May 15, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Guy Marcom
May 15, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Greg Quinones
May 15, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Janet Viera
May 15, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Paul Atkins
May 16, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bruce Baldwin
May 16, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. Biotic resources are addressed in Section 2.3.2, “Biotic Resources,” of
the General Plan and in DEIR Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources.” No further
response is provided because the biological resource issues raised by the
commenter are not related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis
in the DEIR.
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Martha Martin
May 16, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Tim Murray
May 16, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Mary Power
May 16, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. Air quality, biotic resources, erosion, and noise are addressed in DEIR
Section 3.2, “Air Quality”; Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources”; Section 3.8,
“Hydrology and Water Quality”; and Section 3.10, “Noise,” respectively. See
also Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use.” In addition, since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the
expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited
Recreation and removes the proposed entrance located at the western corner
along Tesla Road. (See Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10,
“Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR.)

Scott Schleicher
May 16, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Jessica Walker
May 16, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jessica Wilker
May 16, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Albert Andrade
May 17, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Craig [no last name provided]
May 17, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Leslie Dent
May 17, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Chris Gubera
May 17, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Jennifer Hunter
May 17, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. Biotic resources are addressed in Section 2.3.2, “Biotic Resources,” of
the General Plan and in DEIR Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources.”

Warren Krause
May 17, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Darel Milam
May 17, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

James Wilker
May 17, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Jennifer Wilker
May 17, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Erika Ibsen
May 18, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. Traffic is addressed in DEIR Section 3.14, “Transportation and Traffic.”

Silvey [no last name provided]
May 18, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. Traffic is addressed in DEIR Section 3.14, “Transportation and Traffic.”
In addition, since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the
expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited
Recreation and removes the proposed entrance located at the western corner
along Tesla Road. (See Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10,
“Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR.)

Jason Wise
May 18, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Joe Arton
May 19, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Les Barclay
May 19, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bob Hopfner
May 19, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Devin Hopping
May 19, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Matt Jones
May 19, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brian Petrie
May 19, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Theresa Ruscitti
May 19, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Kurt D. Baker
May 20, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Nick Lester
May 20, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Marc Sorenson
May 20, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Andres Caicedo
May 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Erin Herlihy
May 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Bruce Bodenhofer
May 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Matthew Webb
May 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Ann Pfaff-Doss
May 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Lauri Slama
May 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines.” Note also that since publication of the DEIR, the
northwestern portion of the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has
been redesignated as Limited Recreation and removes the proposed entrance
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Matthew Webb
May 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Everardo De La Torre
May 27, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Howard Flowers
May 27, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. Biotic resources and cultural resources are addressed in DEIR Section
3.3, “Biotic Resources,” and Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources,” respectively. No
further response is provided because the comment is not related to the adequacy
of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Julia Orvis
May 27, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Mike Adams
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Ken Arrington
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Geoffrey Beasley
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Jack Beite
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John Beite
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

June Beite
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Joey Botelho
May 28, 2015
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Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Shaun Brush
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Kevin Ciccarelli
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Keith Coben
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John Daker
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Robert Danese
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Frank Dignon
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Keat Fleckner
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Gerry Fogel
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brian Grigsby
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Tom Guidice
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Eric Hara
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Mark Hartsell
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bruce Hendrickson
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brian Huskamp
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Martin Kucera
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Shelly Lucido
May 28, 2015
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Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dave Luehrs
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the project.
No further response is provided because the comment is not related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
Mark [no last name provided]
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Steven Martinez
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Richard Mauri
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Katie Medeiros
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Zachary Mickels
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the project.
No further response is provided because the comment is not related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
D. Mooser
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brett Alan Powell
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Christopher Quigley
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Matt Riley
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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David Robison
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Matt Sanford
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Paul Schauer
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Sean [no last name provided]
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Gerald Sequeira
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Brandon Tahtaras
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Gary Toland
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Perry Willer
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Mark Zwicker
May 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Inez Anastasio
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Jerry Baker
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Mark Barnett
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Patrick Beaumont
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Mary Bennett
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brian Beran
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Jonathan Berg
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Brian Berry
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Darin Bishop
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Marc Boggeri
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Chuck Brown
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Cheryl Butterton
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Tim Carmanck
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Mike Cheney
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Bruce Clayton
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Chad Cooley
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Tim Coons
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Glenn Cox
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Dean Curry
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

David [no last name provided]
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

David [no last name provided]
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Stephen Delema
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Gary Demello
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John Diggs
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

William Diggs
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Brian Donathan
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Rob Ericksen
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Timothy Fehr
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Chris Fine
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

David Foster
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Kimberly Fowler
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Ron Frey
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Don Fukushima
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Cathy Fuss
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Greg Fuss
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Kelby Fuss
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Mark Gibson
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Sylvia Gilbert
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Steve Gosney
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Craig Guidinget
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John Haaker
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Bryan Happee
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Kirk Hardiman
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Scott Higgins
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Stephan Hoffmann
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jeff [no last name provided]
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Joe [no last name provided]
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Tim Joiner
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bob Jump
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

David Kent
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Brian King
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Kevin James King
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

F. Klein
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bree Klotter
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger
Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4,
“Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the DEIR
discussion of buffers for special-status amphibians.

Joe Koppi
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dean Kramer
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John and Stephanie Lee
May 29, 2015
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Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the project.
No further response is provided because the comment is not related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
Brian Lindt
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Nathan Machado
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Wendy Manauasa
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Jen Martinez
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Lois Martinez
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Cathy McCause
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dana Mesarchik
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Matthew Mettes
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dave Myklebust
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Tim Neil
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Nick [no last name provided]
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Mark Norman
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Brian Odell
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Steve Osterback
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jenn Owlett
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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David Peters
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jason Potts
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brandie Pratt
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Donald Presley
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Richard Ramsay
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Individual Comments and Responses

8-75

Letter
I275
Response
I275-1

Letter
I276
Response
I276-1

Letter
I277
Response
I277-1

Letter
I278
Response
I278-1

Letter
I279
Response
I279-1

8-76

Jim Roper
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Nick Rossi
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Denise Ruppert
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Danielle Salone
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Todd Sauls
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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John Schafer
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dennis Scroggins
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Shaun [no last name provided]
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Vicki Shipman
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jason Simms
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR
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Daniel Smith
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dodd Stange
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Richard Sypriano
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Marles Talli
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Gregory Tatarian
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. The DEIR analyzes potential effects on bats and acknowledges that
special-status bats are known to roost in the expansion area at the Tesla Coal
Mine Site. The Tesla Coal Mine Site is included in a limited use area (Limited
Recreation Overlay 2—Tesla Mining Complex in General Plan Table 4-1). In
addition, since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the
expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited
Recreation (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions
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to the DEIR,” of this FEIR), which offers additional protection to the potential
bat roosts. See also response to comment O30c-6.
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Eric Taylor
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Nick Thom
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Randall Thorson
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Terry Tinney
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Terry Traub
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Greg Uhlhorn
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Joey Vallerga
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Ivan Velasquez
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Duane Watson
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Thomas White
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Randy Wiggs
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John E. Williamson
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Wade D. Wilson
May 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

George and Frances Alderson
May 30, 2015

I303-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Alternatives Analysis.”

I303-2

Noise impacts are discussed in DEIR Section 3.10, “Noise,” and impacts on
wildlife are analyzed in DEIR Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources.” See also
“Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources.”

I303-3

State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your thoughts
and concerns about the project.
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Brian Cappa
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Eric Dunipace
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Sarah Hall
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Eric Harvey
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Alexander Hoffmann
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Mike Hovey
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Kirt Huggins
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Karen Hummel
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Kristen Hummel
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Mark Hummel
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Letter
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Response
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Sam Hummel
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Sherman Lewis
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines.” The OHMVR Division of State Parks has a
statutory requirement to manage SVRAs in compliance with California’s OHV
Act of 2008. PRC Section 5090.35 requires the OHMVR Division to follow soil
conservation standards, promptly repair and continuously maintain areas and
trails, anticipate and prevent accelerated and unnatural erosion, and restore lands
damaged by erosion to the extent possible.
Carnegie SVRA trail crews and resource staff members implement the 2008 Soil
Standard. Carnegie SVRA has a soil conservation plan that SVRA staff
members use to monitor, assess, and maintain trails using the most up-to-date
technology. The SVRA produces annual soil conservation compliance reports
and trail maintenance plans to maintain conditions that meet the 2008 Soil
Standard. Any trail segment or area that may not meet the Soil Standard or
affects resources is addressed appropriately.
Carnegie SVRA would implement the General Plan goals and guidelines for
soils and water quality. See General Plan Chapter 4, pages 4-3 to 4-10, for these
goals and guidelines and DEIR Sections 3.5 and 3.8 for analysis.

Letter
I316
Response
I316-1
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Matthew McGuinness
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Gus Meyner
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Will Moreno
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Alex Rockas
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Carlos Romero
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Michael Rores
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Mike Stanly
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Jackie Ward
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

William Willis
May 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Vern Booth
May 31, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Paul Crawford
May 31, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Meghan Eckels
May 31, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Iver Edwall
May 31, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Andrew Hoffman
May 31, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Tom Jones
May 31, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Craig Miller
May 31, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Christian Montiel
May 31, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Jeffrey Scott
May 31, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Tony Vega
May 31, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Michael Brown
June 1, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bill Casey
June 1, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Julie Cox
June 1, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John Detwiler
June 1, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Celeste Garamendi
June 1, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks updated the comment submission
deadline date on the project website to June 29, 2015, during the public review
period.

Andrea Kean
June 1, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bruce Lincoln
June 1, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Robert [no last name provided]
June 1, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Joe Schmit
June 1, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Ray Tucker
June 1, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Robert Wirt
June 1, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John Casey
June 2, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Sue A Cooper
June 2, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Dave Pearce
June 2, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Henry Simpson
June 2, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Justus Wunderle
June 2, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Marvin Christensen
June 3, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Jodi Matarazzo
June 3, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Chris McCarthy
June 3, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Stephen Smith
June 3, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Charles Bott
June 4, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jim Lallas
June 4, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Lars Pave
June 4, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Bill Romero
June 4, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Patrick Spark
June 4, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John Velcamp
June 4, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Bill Bennett
June 5, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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John Fiore
June 5, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Chris Hanlon
June 5, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Kelly A. Miller
June 5, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Troy Sandal
June 5, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Barry Synoground
June 5, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Butch Meyner
June 6, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Jeremiah Ball
June 8, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Andrew Cunningham
June 8, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Jerry Fouts
June 8, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Jerry Fouts
June 8, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Heidi Lypps
June 8, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Carlos Urenda
June 8, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Marjorie Xavier
June 8, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. Biotic resources and cultural resources are addressed in DEIR Section
3.3, “Biotic Resources,” and Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources,” respectively. No
further response is provided because the comment is not related to the adequacy
of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Paul Furman
June 9, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines.” General Plan Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2 provides a
detailed description of the biotic resources that occur at Carnegie SVRA. DEIR
Section 3.3 analyzes potential impacts on biotic resources and includes
references to the General Plan goals and guidelines that avoid and minimize
impacts on these species.
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Chuck Heimstadt
June 9, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Marjorie Henry
June 9, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Carlos Davidson
June 9, 2015
State Parks recognizes the background of the commenter and appreciates the
time taken to comment on the DEIR and General Plan. See “Buffers for
California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander and Other
Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General
Plan on Biological Resources,” regarding the discussion in the DEIR regarding
buffers for special-status amphibians. State Parks appreciates the inclusion of
the survey report for the area.

John Foottit
June 10, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Fred Rinne
June 10, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. State Parks believes that the guidelines proposed in the General Plan
would avoid and minimize impacts on biological resources. The guidelines
expressly state that if all impacts cannot be avoided, State Parks should consult
with appropriate agencies, obtain necessary permits, and adopt and implement
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all feasible and implementable mitigation measures developed as part of a
project-specific impact analysis. See also Master Response 4, “Impacts of the
General Plan on Biological Resources.”
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Joe Denton
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Timothy Green
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Alex Guo
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

David Halligan
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. The OHMVR Division of State Parks has a statutory requirement to
manage SVRAs in compliance with California’s OHV Act of 2008. PRC
Section 5090.35 requires the OHMVR Division to follow soil conservation
standards, promptly repair and continuously maintain areas and trails, anticipate
and prevent accelerated and unnatural erosion, and restore lands damaged by
erosion to the extent possible.
State Parks believes that the guidelines proposed in the General Plan would
avoid and minimize impacts on biological resources. The guidelines expressly
state that if all impacts cannot be avoided, State Parks should consult with
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appropriate agencies, obtain necessary permits, and adopt and implement all
feasible and implementable mitigation measures developed as part of a projectspecific impact analysis.
See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis,” regarding a nonmotorized recreational use alternative.
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Jeff Hamilton
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Jason Harmon
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Geoff Ho
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Ryan Jaques
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Michael [no last name provided]
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

John Ruiz
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Deanne Taylor
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Lorraine Unger
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See “Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines,” and “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement
Corridors and Habitat Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the
General Plan on Biological Resources.” Biotic resources and cultural resources
are addressed in DEIR Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources,” and Section 3.4,
“Cultural Resources,” respectively.
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Alexander Yermolovich
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Robert Zink
June 11, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Greg Anderson
June 12, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Don Person
June 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Judith Person
June 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Bradley Walker
June 13, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Ran Bush
June 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Chris [no last name provided]
June 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

James Craig
June 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Tom Jensen
June 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Bert Lankins
June 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Larry [no last name provided]
June 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Stephen Malfatti
June 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brandon Matthews
June 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Robert Moeller
June 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Daniel P. Rogers
June 14, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Stephanie Byous
June 15, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Alternatives Analysis,” regarding a nonmotorized recreational use alternative.

Stephanie Byous
June 15, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Alternatives Analysis,” regarding a nonmotorized recreational use alternative.

Robert Denver
June 15, 2015
The DEIR acknowledges that the planning area provides suitable breeding and
upland habitat for spadefoot toad. Wildlife Guidelines 1.2 and 1.7 are included
in the DEIR to avoid or minimize effects on special-status amphibians, including
western spadefoot toad. Additional project-specific mitigation measures will be
necessary for projects that could potentially affect special-status species like the
western spadefoot. See also “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and
California Tiger Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”

Gary Mueller
June 15, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Alternatives Analysis,” regarding a nonmotorized recreational use alternative.
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State Parks has no plans to expand or develop areas that would affect
neighboring property and boundaries.
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Christopher Ring
June 15, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Vladimir Vakulenko
June 15, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Rick VanBelle
June 15, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Steve Mandeville
June 16, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

David Peterson
June 16, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. As discussed in DEIR Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources” (page 3.4-3), a
cultural resource inventory was conducted from 2008 through 2010, covering
2,349 acres of Carnegie SVRA. See also response to comment T5-1 and Master
Response 5, “Cultural Resources Regulatory Compliance and Studies.”
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I434-2

A discussion of special-status species can be found in General Plan Section
2.3.2, “Biotic Resources,” and DEIR Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources.” See also
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”

I434-3

See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” and “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and
Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of
the General Plan on Biological Resources.”

I434-4

State Parks appreciates your concern regarding potential impacts on rattlesnakes.
Rattlesnake is not a special-status species; therefore, the DEIR did not
specifically analyze the potential effects of General Plan implementation on this
species. However, habitat and wildlife guidelines included in the DEIR also
would benefit rattlesnakes in those instances where special-status species
occupy the same habitat types as rattlesnakes.

I434-5

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines”; Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological
Resources”; and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Alternatives Analysis.”

I434-6

The General Plan includes guidelines to avoid impacts on cultural, ethnographic,
and ceremonial and traditional resources, as discussed in Impacts 3.4-1 through
3.4-3 in DEIR Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources” (pages 3.4-4 through 3.4-12).

I434-7

State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your thoughts
and concerns about the project.
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James Stanley
June 16, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Heather Barrett
June 17, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Alternatives Analysis,” regarding a nonmotorized recreational use alternative.
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State Parks believes that the guidelines proposed in the General Plan would
avoid and minimize impacts on biological resources. The guidelines expressly
state that if all impacts cannot be avoided, State Parks should consult with
appropriate agencies, obtain necessary permits, and adopt and implement all
feasible and implementable mitigation measures developed as part of a projectspecific impact analysis. See also Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General
Plan on Biological Resources.”
The DEIR analyzes potential effects on bats and acknowledges that specialstatus bats are known to roost in the expansion area at the Tesla Coal Mine Site.
The Tesla Coal Mine Site is included in a limited use area (Limited Recreation
Overlay 2—Tesla Mining Complex in General Plan Table 4-1). In addition,
since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation (see
Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,”
of this FEIR), which offers additional wildlife habitat protection.
Tule elk is not a special-status species; therefore, this species was not
specifically discussed in the impact analysis for the DEIR. However, habitat and
wildlife guidelines included in the DEIR also would benefit tule elk in those
instances where special-status species occupy the same upland habitat types as
tule elk.
The DEIR includes guidelines that would avoid potential impacts on existing
archaeological and cultural resources, as discussed in CR Goal 1, “Identify,
document, and evaluate cultural resources within Carnegie SVRA,” and CR
Goal 2, “Protect, stabilize, and preserve cultural resources” (DEIR pages 3.4-6
through 3.4-9).
Letter
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I441-1

Wade Barrett
June 17, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See response to comment I439-1.

Alan Carlton
June 17, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines,” and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental
Impact Report Alternatives Analysis.”
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Bill Bergman
June 18, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Doug Holcomb
June 18, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Arthur Hull
June 18, 2015

I453-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

I453-2

DEIR Impact 3.8-1 (pages 3.8-4 and 3.8-5 in Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water
Quality”) discusses the potential adverse effects of allowing OHV use through
stream crossings. As discussed further on page 3.8-5 of the DEIR, State Parks
would implement the SWMP (State Parks 2011), so that structures, roads, and
trails in the planning area would be properly sited with vegetated buffers. In
addition, stream crossings would be sited for circulation and design measures
that would reduce erosion, minimize the downstream sedimentation effects of
crossings, and limit other water quality effects. Three of the five existing stream
crossings in the planning area already have been hard surfaced, and hard
surfacing of the remaining crossings is planned as part of the SWMP. In
addition, culverts or bridge crossings would be considered in highly erosive
areas. Design measures for roads and trails may include providing sediment
traps or filter areas, armoring stream channel approaches, hardening the stream
crossing surface, protecting streambanks from vehicle backwash and overflow
during flooding, and modifying the super elevation (direction of tilt) so that
roads and trails drain away from stream corridors to the extent possible.

I453-3

Resource protection regulations require the OHMVR Division to monitor water
quality, soils, and habitat; follow BMPs for soil conservation and stormwater;
and restore habitat, sensitive areas, and trails. Restricted-use and limited-use
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areas, buffer areas, law enforcement patrol, monitoring, and trail management
minimize the level of erosion and hillside scarring in the expansion area.
The OHMVR Division has a statutory requirement to manage SVRAs in
compliance with California’s OHMVR Act of 2008. PRC Section 5090.35
requires the OHMVR Division to follow soil conservation standards, promptly
repair and continuously maintain areas and trails, anticipate and prevent
accelerated and unnatural erosion, and restore lands damaged by erosion to the
extent possible. Trail crews and resource staff members implement the 2008 Soil
Standard at each SVRA. Carnegie SVRA has a soil conservation plan that trail
crews use to monitor, assess, maintain, and trails using the most up-to-date
technology. The SVRA produces annual soil conservation compliance reports
and trail maintenance plans to maintain conditions that meet the 2008 Soil
Standard. Any trail segment or area that may not meet the standards or affects
resources is addressed appropriately.
Some trail impacts occur, however, and some OHV visitors attempt to make
their own trails. Impacts are lessened through adherence to BMPs, monitoring,
restoration, visitor education, and law enforcement patrols.
I453-4

Letter
I466
Response
I466-1

Letter
I467
Response
I467-1

Letter
I473
Response
I473-1

State Parks appreciates that the commenter has taken time to express his
concerns about the project.

Darrell Rippy
June 18, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brenda Rose
June 18, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See response to Form D comments.

Howard Wilshire
June 18, 2015
Thank you for your comments. The commenter provides a summary of his
background and experience.
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I473-2

Potential impacts resulting from landslides and mudflows are evaluated in DEIR
Impact 3.5-2 (Section 3.5, “Geology, Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological
Resources”). Landslides in the planning area are shown in Figure 2-5
(page 2-25) of the General Plan. As discussed on page 3.5-6 of the DEIR,
General Plan Water Guideline 2.6 requires that the planning area be operated
according to the SWMP (State Parks 2011). The SWMP includes operational
road and trail construction and rehabilitation measures that would be economical
and feasible, and that are designed to reduce the downslope effects of road and
trail drainage (including landslides). In addition, as indicated in General Plan
Water Guideline 2.8, portions or all of the SVRA may be closed during periods
of winter rainfall to reduce landslide hazards. The SVRA is currently closed
during and immediately after strong winter storms, with closure information
posted on the SVRA website. This practice would continue in the future with
implementation of the General Plan.
By law, all buildings or other structures in the planning area must be designed
according to the requirements of the California Building Standards Code (CBC),
which contains criteria for reducing structural damage and personal injury from
geologic hazards (such as landslides) to the maximum extent practicable.
General Plan Soils Guideline 1.4 limits construction of trails and buildings,
depending on the amount of slope. Because steeper slopes are more prone to
landslides, adhering to this guideline would help reduce the potential damage if
a landslide were to occur. Construction of buildings or other structures intended
for human occupancy generally would be limited to locations outside mapped
landslide areas. If landslide areas could not be avoided entirely, a licensed
engineer would investigate site-specific building placement, and all construction
methods recommended by the engineer would be implemented to ensure public
safety.
In addition, State Parks personnel would periodically inspect trails that cross
through landslide areas, and trails would be maintained and/or closed to keep
riders safe from landslides as necessary. General Plan Soils Guideline 1.1
requires that all Carnegie SVRA facilities meet the current OHMVR Division
Soil Standard (State Parks 2008:26). The Soil Standard states that trail and road
networks should be designed to avoid known unstable areas such as landslides
and earthflows, and that if an unstable area is unavoidable, an engineer or
geologist is to be consulted to determine the proper layout and design of the trail
or road. Finally, General Plan Geo Guideline 1.1 prohibits visitor access to
mining sites (where unstable soils may be present), and calls for the use of
signage and gates or other physical barriers. Therefore, this impact would be less
than significant.
Restoration of soil in disturbed areas is addressed in detail in the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a) and the SWMP (State Parks 2011),
copies of which are available upon request from State Parks. See also responses
to comments O13-4 and O16-4.
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I473-3

Because OHV activities are limited to the boundaries of Carnegie SVRA, is it
unclear how implementing the General Plan would result in off-site erosion
from on-site OHV use, other than potential hydromodification effects on Corral
Hollow Creek. Potential environmental effects from on-site erosion, subsequent
downstream sediment transport, and hydraulic effects on Corral Hollow Creek
are discussed in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a),
the SWMP (State Parks 2011), the General Plan (pages 2-36 through 2-60), and
DEIR Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 (pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-17).

I473-4

Impact 3.5-3 in DEIR Section 3.5, “Geology, Soils, Minerals, and
Paleontological Resources” (pages 3.5-7 through 3.5-10), evaluates the potential
for short-term construction-related erosion. Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 in DEIR
Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality” (pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-17),
evaluate the potential for operational erosion. A thorough study of erosion,
sedimentation, and hydrologic conditions in the planning area was performed by
Geosyntec Consultants, Inc., and Salix Applied Earthcare and was described in
the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b). The types and
projected effectiveness of management techniques related to erosion control
(i.e., BMPs) for the General Plan are discussed in detail in the SWMP, which
incorporated the findings from the watershed assessment (State Parks 2011).
Copies of both documents are available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan
website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.

I473-5

No response is provided because the issue raised is not related to the adequacy
of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

I473-6

See response to comment O11-5.

I473-7

See response to comment I473-3.

I473-8

As noted on page 2-8 of the DEIR, the preferred concept includes elements from
all three concept alternatives and addresses the concerns raised in comments and
the feedback that the public, agencies, and many stakeholder groups provided on
the concept alternatives. The planning team attempted to accommodate as many
ideas as possible while staying consistent with the OHMVR Act and the
OHMVR Division mission, draft vision, and statement of purpose presented in
DEIR Section 2.3, “Project Objectives.”

I473-9

Consistent with Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines, the General Plan
objectives include the underlying purpose of the project, “to provide effectively
managed, responsible OHV and related recreational opportunities while
protecting and interpreting the SVRA’s valued cultural and natural resources.”
The missions of State Parks and the OHMVR Division guide management of the
SVRA.

I473-10

The OHMVR Division of State Parks has a statutory requirement to manage
SVRAs in compliance with California’s OHV Act of 2008. PRC Section
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5090.35 requires the OHMVR Division to follow soil conservation standards,
promptly repair and continuously maintain areas and trails, anticipate and
prevent accelerated and unnatural erosion, and restore lands damaged by erosion
to the extent possible.
Carnegie SVRA trail crews and resource staff members implement the 2008 Soil
Standard. Carnegie SVRA has a soil conservation plan that SVRA staff
members use to monitor, assess, and maintain trails using the most up-to-date
technology. The SVRA produces annual soil conservation compliance reports
and trail maintenance plans to maintain conditions that meet the 2008 Soil
Standard. Any trail segment or area that may not meet the Soil Standards or
affects resources is addressed appropriately.
Carnegie SVRA would implement the General Plan goals and guidelines for
soils and water quality. See Chapter 4, pages 4-3 to 4-10 of the General Plan for
these goals and guidelines; see Sections 3.5 and 3.8 in the DEIR for analysis.
I473-11

See General Plan Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” and DEIR Section 2.1,
“Environmental Setting and Carnegie SVRA Use Characteristics,” for a
discussion of the existing use of the planning area. Furthermore, the existing
setting of each resource analyzed is listed in DEIR Sections 3.1 through 3.14.
The DEIR has been drafted consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15146(b),
which states that the EIR need not be as detailed as one prepared for the specific
construction of projects that follow. See also “Level of Detail in the Project
Description and Quantification of Impacts” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy of
Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.” The baseline
conditions established in the DEIR are provided at an appropriate scale
considering the existing project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(c) states that
when a lead agency is using the tiering process for a large-scale planning project
such as a general plan, detailed site-specific information may not be feasible and
can be deferred to project-specific CEQA documents.

I473-12

PRC Section 5090.11 defines “restoration” as it used within the OHMVR Act.
The use of the term “restoration” in the General Plan and DEIR is consistent
with this definition. It applies both to areas completely closed to OHV recreation
and areas where portions are actively being used for OHV recreation.
As mentioned in PRC Section 5090.02(c)(4): “When areas or trails or portions
thereof cannot be maintained to appropriate established standards for sustained
long-term use, they should be closed to use and repaired, to prevent accelerated
erosion. Those areas should remain closed until they can be managed within the
soil conservation standard or should be closed and restored.” Carnegie SVRA
currently uses the method outlined in this code; the SVRA temporarily closes
areas for rehabilitation and opens them again once sustainable trails are put in
and vegetation has grown. So far, there have not been any issues with
rehabilitated areas; therefore, permanent restoration closures have not been
warranted.
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I473-13

The referenced visitor experience is intended to accommodate intermediate or
beginner trails.

I473-14

Following the commenter’s logic, erosion control measures should not be
implemented for any project because (according to the commenter) doing so
would destroy the soil nutrient properties. However, the commenter’s logic then
would invalidate the scientifically proven practice of agricultural crop fallowing:
abstaining from planting crops on certain fields for one to several seasons to
naturally restore soil nutrients.
As stated on page 2-13 of the General Plan, the intent of implementing the
measures in the SWMP is to ensure that the lands managed by the OHMVR
Division would meet the water quality criteria set by the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and Clean Water Act (CWA); continue
to provide recreational opportunities; preserve natural and cultural resources;
and provide additional opportunities for interpretation. The findings from the
Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a) were used to develop
recommendations for innovative best management practices (BMPs) to reduce
erosion and sediment issues that are contained in the SWMP (State Parks 2011),
and to create an active adaptive management framework to meet water quality
objectives. This framework includes continual assessment of erosion and
sediment generators, implementation of appropriate BMPs, ongoing monitoring
and evaluation of these actions, and plans for long-term maintenance to ensure
that these actions are successful. See also response to comment I473-12 and
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”

I473-15

As noted in DEIR Table 2-1, “Visitor Experience Areas,” allowable uses in the
gathering and services areas include campgrounds, restrooms, picnic areas,
parking areas, concessions, ranger station, entrance kiosk, staging, etc.

I473-16

As noted in DEIR Table 2-1, “Visitor Experience Areas,” allowable uses in the
gathering areas overlay would be the same as for the underlying visitor
experience area, unless it is decided that some or all of this area would be
needed for a gathering and service area. If the area is needed, then the allowable
uses for gathering and services areas would prevail.

I473-17

See response to comment I473-14 and Master Response 2, “Disagreement
Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

I473-18

Since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation (see
Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,”
of this FEIR). Therefore, the practice area that was proposed in the expansion
area is no longer included as part of the project.

I473-19

See responses to comments I473-17 and I473-18.
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I473-20

The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan. A general plan directs the
long-range development and management of a park by providing broad policy
and program guidance; it is not intended to be a project-level planning
document. The CEQA analysis detailed in the DEIR is intended to be adequate
for certain future projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner
consistent with the General Plan’s goals and guidelines.
Some actions described in the General Plan may require additional CEQA
analysis before implementation. This additional analysis would be conducted
once the project details are known, before project implementation.

I473-21

The information requested by the commenter is contained in General Plan
Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions” (pages 2-1 through 2-178). See response to
comment I473-14 and DEIR Impact 3.5-3 (Section 3.5, “Geology, Soils,
Minerals, and Paleontological Resources,” pages 3.5-7 through 3.5-10). See also
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”

I473-22

The commenter states and State Parks acknowledges that the commenter has no
comments on DEIR Section 3.1, “Aesthetics”; Section 3.2, “Air Quality”;
Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources”; and Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources.”

I473-23

The commenter offers a personal opinion that the description of geology and
soils in the General Plan’s existing setting section is inadequate. However, he
does not specify what data he believes are missing, nor does the commenter
provide any additional information that he believes should be added. State Parks
believes that the description of geology and soils on pages 2-14 through 2-31 of
the General Plan is thorough and adequate and meets CEQA requirements for
describing the existing conditions in the planning area.

I473-24

CEQA (PRC Section 21082) provides agencies with general authority to adopt
criteria for determining whether a given impact would be significant. “The
‘threshold of significance’ for a given environmental effect is simply that level
at which the Lead Agency finds the effects of the project to be significant.
‘Thresholds of significance’ can be defined as … [a] quantitative or qualitative
standard, or set of criteria, pursuant to which the significance of a given
environmental effect may be determined” (Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research 1994 cited in Remy et al. 2007:210).
The thresholds of significance referenced by the commenter are taken directly
from the Environmental Checklist in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. The
Environmental Checklist, organized by resource topic, references federal, state,
and local laws and regulations containing precise qualitative and quantitative
standards that commonly serve as thresholds in practice. Lead agencies
throughout the state commonly use this CEQA checklist to determine the
thresholds of significance of projects. State Parks believes that use of the
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Environmental Checklist from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines is
appropriate for the proposed project.
DEIR Impacts 3.5-1 and 3.5-2 (pages 3.5-3 through 3.5-7) evaluate (1) the
potential for seismic activity, as well as associated secondary effects such as
surface fault rupture, strong seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, and
landslides; and (2) the potential adverse effects of such seismic activity on
people and structures. The commenter does not suggest any other thresholds that
he believes should be used in lieu of those listed in the DEIR, nor does he
identify any other impacts related to seismic activity that he believes were
missed or should have been addressed. State Parks believes that the significance
thresholds presented in the DEIR for seismic activity and its associated effects
are appropriate for use in evaluating the impacts of General Plan
implementation.
I473-25

State Parks believes that DEIR Impact 3.5-1 (pages 3.5-3 through 3.5-5)
appropriately evaluates the potential for seismic activity along local and regional
faults to result in surface fault rupture, strong seismic ground shaking, and
liquefaction, and the potentially adverse effects on people and structures of such
seismic activity. The conclusion that no mitigation is required reflects the fact
that compliance with the Alquist-Priolo Act and the CBC are required by law (as
discussed in General Plan Section 2.7.3, “Regulatory Influences”). Both the
Alquist-Priolo Act and the CBC were developed to minimize the loss of life and
property to the maximum extent practicable.
DEIR Impact 3.5-1 also states that as indicated in General Plan Geo Guideline
1.2, liquefaction hazards would be minimized by prohibiting the placement of
buildings or other structures intended for human occupancy within 300 feet of
Corral Hollow Creek unless a site-specific liquefaction analysis prepared by a
geotechnical engineer determines otherwise.
The commenter does not identify any specific impacts related to seismic activity
that he believes were missed or should have been addressed. See also Master
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”

I473-26

See response to comment I473-25.

I473-27

State Parks has determined that the planning area may be subject to mudflows as
discussed in DEIR Impact 3.5-2 (pages 3.5-5 through 3.5-7). The same policies
and General Plan guidelines that would reduce impacts from landslides would
also reduce impacts from mudflows. See response to comment I473-2.

I473-28

Existing landslides are generally categorized as being “more stable” or “less
stable” to indicate their propensity to slide again in the future. The commenter’s
question pertains to the landslide hazard categorization system employed by
Cotton (1972) and Nilsen (1972) as cited on DEIR page 3.5-5. Dr. Cotton and

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Individual Comments and Responses

8-115

Dr. Nilsen are both professional geologists with the California Geological
Survey. See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
I473-29

See response to comment I473-2 and Master Response 2, “Disagreement
Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

I473-30

Use of the word “should” in General Plan Soils Guideline 1.4 indicates that
State Parks would carefully consider the potential for landslides on slopes
between 20 percent and 45 percent and would limit building construction in
these areas. Furthermore, construction of all buildings in the planning area is
regulated by the CBC, which requires that a site-specific hazard analysis be
completed and that site-specific design provisions be employed to reduce
landslide hazards. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis
and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

I473-31

The commenter states that he has a Ph.D. in geology and was employed by the
U.S. Geological Survey for 35 years. Therefore, the commenter is certainly
familiar with slope stability methods that geotechnical and/or civil engineers
may recommend and State Parks may use to reduce landslide hazards. Such
methods include constructing physical barriers and excavating landslide
materials and replacing them with stable materials. The DEIR does not specify
the exact methodologies that may be used in the future because the proposed
project is a general plan that is intended to guide various types of development
over a period of many years; it is not a site-specific development project. See
also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”

I473-32

The standards for specific remedial efforts and the annual requirement for
inspections are included in the SWMP (State Parks 2011) and summarized in
DEIR Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 (pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-17). The SWMP
was prepared to reduce or eliminate pollutant discharges from the planning area
according to the “maximum extent practicable” performance standard specified
in CWA Section 402(p). The plan also was prepared to enable the planning area
to meet the stormwater management requirements established by the Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Manual Separate
Storm Sewer System General Permit. A copy of the SWMP is available on the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.

I473-33

Closing the park immediately before, during, and after heavy rainfall reduces the
risk of hazards to the public from landslides; the risk of additional erosion from
OHV use on soil that would be immediately washed downslope from rainfall
action; and potential maintenance costs from damage caused by allowing OHV
use during rainfall events.
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The commenter does not describe why he believes that General Plan Water
Guideline 2.8 should provide additional standards, nor does he provide any
suggested standards that he believes should be added. State Parks believes that
Water Guideline 2.8 is appropriate as written.
I473-34

With regard to comment 29-a, General Plan Soils Guideline 1.4 is intended to
help reduce erosion by requiring that the majority of park facilities and trails be
constructed on slopes that are less than 20 percent. Soil stability is evaluated in
DEIR Impact 3.5-2; see response to comment I473-2.
With regard to comment 30 in the letter, State Parks appreciates the
commenter’s concern. However, as stated on page 2-13 of the General Plan, the
intent of implementing the SWMP measures is to ensure that the lands managed
by the OHMVR Division will meet the water quality criteria set by the NPDES
and CWA; continue to provide recreational opportunities; preserve natural and
cultural resources; and provide additional opportunities for interpretation. The
findings from the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a)
were used to recommend innovative BMPs for erosion and sediment reduction
that are contained in the SWMP (State Parks 2011), and to create an active
adaptive management framework to meet water quality objectives. This
framework includes continual assessment of erosion and sediment generators,
implementation of appropriate BMPs, ongoing monitoring and evaluation of
these actions, and plans for long-term maintenance to ensure that these actions
are successful.

I473-35

The commenter does not identify any specific language in DEIR Impact 3.5-2
(page 3.5-5) that he believes is contradictory. Therefore, State Parks cannot
respond with specificity other than to state its belief that the language in the
impact discussion is clear, concise, and appropriate to the impact analysis, and
does not contain contradictions.

I473-36

See response to comment I473-30.

I473-37

The evidence supporting the statement on page 3.5-14 of the DEIR that
implementing the General Plan would not result in significant impacts related to
geology and soils is factual. Both quantitative and qualitative evidence support
this statement. The DEIR analysis used scientific journal articles, geologic maps
published by the California Geological Survey, seismic data published by the
U.S. Geological Survey, and soils data published by the U.S. Natural Resources
Conservation Service. The analysis also used the results of several years of sitespecific empirical studies and numerical modeling prepared by the hydrologic
engineering firms Geosyntec Consultants, Inc., and Salix Applied Earthcare (the
Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment [State Parks 2007a] and the SWMP [State
Parks 2011]). These articles, maps, studies, and modeling results and other data
are specifically referenced throughout the environmental setting (General Plan
pages 2-14 through 2-60) and the DEIR impact analyses (pages 3.5-3 through
3.5-13 and 3.8-2 through 3.8-21). See also DEIR Chapter 7, “References.”
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I473-38

With regard to the impact conclusions reached in the DEIR, see response to
comment I473-37. Because the impacts related to geology, soils, and erosion
would be less than significant, no mitigation measures are required.

I473-39

CEQA does not require an analysis of the environment’s impact on a project,
except when the project might exacerbate those hazards or conditions that
already exist.

I473-40

The commenter states and State Parks acknowledges that the commenter has no
comment on DEIR Section 3.7, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.”

I473-41

The DEIR analysis used the results of several years of site-specific empirical
studies and numerical modeling prepared by the hydrologic engineering firms
Geosyntec Consultants, Inc. and Salix Applied Earthcare (the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment [State Parks 2007a] and the SWMP [State Parks 2011]).
The results of these studies and the modeling are specifically referenced in the
environmental setting related to hydrology (General Plan pages 2-36 through 260) and the DEIR impact analyses (pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-19). Copies of the
watershed assessment and the SWMP are available on the Carnegie SVRA
General Plan website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.

I473-42

See response to comment I473-24. The commenter does not suggest any further
qualifications that he believes should be added to the threshold. Furthermore,
DEIR Impacts 3.8-4 and 3.8-6 already state that increased erosion and/or
siltation could result from substantial alteration of drainages, and that thus, the
potential exists for flooding to increase. It is unclear what purpose would be
served by modifying the significance thresholds further.

I473-43

The existing watersheds and existing erosion hazards were thoroughly studied,
evaluated, and modeled in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State
Parks 2007a) and were used to prepare the SWMP (State Parks 2011). Impacts
3.8-1 through 3.8-4 describe the potential impacts of General Plan
implementation related to erosion, hydrology, and water quality. These impact
analyses then explain why adhering to the General Plan policies and the specific
performance measures contained in the SWMP would result in less thansignificant impacts. The commenter does not provide any additional information
that he believes should have been considered in the impact analyses.

I473-44

Several environmental impacts can result from flooding: loss of life, destruction
of property, destruction of animal and plant habitat, and downstream erosion and
sedimentation. The California Legislature, the California courts, and State Parks
believe it is important that every CEQA document carefully evaluate the
potential for project implementation to result in loss of life and property damage
from flooding. DEIR Impact 3.8-4 (pages 3.8-16 and 3.8-17) evaluates the
potential for alteration of drainages to result in flooding, with the resultant
potential for erosion and downstream sedimentation.

8-118

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Individual Comments and Responses

I473-45

State Parks believes that hydrology and water quality are discussed thoroughly
and evaluated appropriately throughout DEIR Section 3.8, in Impacts 3.8-1
through 3.8-7 (pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-22). Additional information pertinent to
the hydrology and water quality evaluation is presented in the existing setting on
pages 2-36 through 2-60 of the General Plan. Copies of the watershed
assessment and the SWMP are available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan
website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. The commenter does
not specify any additional information or analysis that he believes should have
been included in the DEIR.

I473-46

State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your concerns
about the project.

Letter
I477
Response
I477-1

Letter
I479
Response

Kevin Yarnell
June 19, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jesse Hahm
June 20, 2015

I479-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. The quantitative evidence supporting the less-than-significant impact
conclusions in DEIR Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” is presented
in the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a) (summarized
on pages 2-36 through 2-60 of the General Plan) as well as the SWMP (State
Parks 2011) (discussed on DEIR pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-17). Copies of the
watershed assessment and the SWMP are available on the Carnegie SVRA
General Plan website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library. See
also responses to comments O13-4 and O16-4 and Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”

1479-2

Obtaining soil compaction measurements throughout the 4,675-acre planning
area would be infeasible, and furthermore is not required. The erosion potential
throughout the planning area has been thoroughly discussed and evaluated in
several locations:
•

Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a),

•

the SWMP (State Parks 2011),
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•

the General Plan (pages 2-24 through 2-29 and 2-36 through 2-60), and

•

DEIR Impact 3.5-3 (pages 3.5-7 through 3.5-10 in Section 3.5, “Geology,
Soil, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources”) and Impacts 3.8-1 through
3.8-4 (pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-17 in Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water
Quality”).

Both the General Plan and the DEIR discuss the existing erosion issues. DEIR
Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 discuss the measures from the SWMP (State Parks
2011), OHV BMP Manual (State Parks 2007b), and General Plan guidelines that
would result in less-than-significant impacts. See also Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”
I479-3

State Parks believes that the statement on DEIR page 3.8-18 referenced by the
commenter (i.e., “…although OHV use would result in compaction of the roads
and trails over time, the trails would not be hard surfaced, and some infiltration
to groundwater would still occur”) is correct. The trails would not be paved;
therefore, some infiltration to groundwater would still occur. For this reason, the
infiltrometer measurements suggested by the commenter are not necessary.
Infiltration rates throughout the SVRA were simulated during modeling runs
performed for the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a). As
indicated in the SWMP, less than 5 percent of the existing planning area consists
of impervious surfaces (State Parks 2011:25); this equates to approximately 78
acres out of the 4,675-acre total.

I479-4

The information requested by the commenter is not available, nor is it necessary
for the analysis contained in DEIR Impact 3.8-5.
The two statements referenced by the commenter are well-known basic facts
related to hydrology. First, groundwater recharge in any location occurs
primarily through alluvial soils along water courses (because the soil is
generally more permeable and a larger volume of water is consistently present).
Second, Carnegie SVRA is located in a mountainous area, and groundwater
recharge in mountainous areas occurs as rainfall and stormwater runoff percolate
through the soil and through the fractured bedrock beneath the soil. The ability
of the soil types at the SVRA to infiltrate water, and the nature of the bedrock
geology, are described in detail on pages 2-14 through 2-31 of the General Plan.
Infiltration rates throughout the SVRA were simulated during modeling runs
performed for the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a), a
copy of which is available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan website:
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.
Furthermore, the concern suggested here by the commenter is contrary to the
concern expressed previously in comment I479-3. Finally, trails would be
constructed on only a tiny fraction of the 4,675-acre planning area; therefore,
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compaction that would occur on the trails clearly would not interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge. See also response to comment I479-3.
I479-5

Letter
I481
Response
I481-1

Letter
I483
Response

See responses to comments I479-1 through I479-4 and Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”

Dean Kelch
June 20, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See “Indirect Effects from Proposed Projects” and “Adequacy of Plant
and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological
Resources” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological
Resources.” See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and
General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” regarding the level of specificity in the
impact analysis for biological resources.

Lawrence Thompson
June 20, 2015

I483-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

I483-2

General Plan Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2 provides a detailed description of the
biotic resources that occur at Carnegie SVRA. DEIR Section 3.3 analyzes
potential impacts on biotic resources and includes references to the General Plan
goals and guidelines that would avoid and minimize impacts on these species.
See also Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological
Resources.”
Tule elk is not a special-status species; therefore, this species was not
specifically discussed in the impact analysis for the DEIR. However, habitat and
wildlife guidelines included in the DEIR also would benefit tule elk in those
instances where special-status species occupy the same upland habitat types as
tule elk.
The DEIR analyzes potential effects on bats and acknowledges that specialstatus bats are known to roost in the expansion area at the Tesla Coal Mine Site.
The Tesla Coal Mine Site is included in a limited use area (Limited Recreation
Overlay 2—Tesla Mining Complex in General Plan Table 4-1). In addition,
since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation (see
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Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,”
of this FEIR), which offers additional protection to the potential bat roosts.
The General Plan includes guidelines to avoid impacts on cultural, ethnographic,
and ceremonial and traditional resources, as discussed in Impacts 3.4-1 through
3.4-3 in DEIR Section 3.4, “Cultural Resources” (pages 3.4-4 through 3.4-12).
I483-3

Letter
I484
Response
I484-1

Letter
I485
Response
I485-1

Letter
I486
Response
I486-1

Letter
I487
Response
I487-1
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State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your concerns
about the project.

Rudy Babich
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Tony Bartholomew
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Ryan Bowman
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Michelle Brush
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
I488
Response
I488-1

Letter
I490
Response
I490-1

Letter
I491
Response
I491-1

Letter
I492
Response
I492-1

Letter
I493
Response
I493-1

Jim Burbach
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Edmund Cardin
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Harold Ceizler
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Paul Crawford
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Steve Delema
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
I494
Response
I494-1

Letter
I495
Response
I495-1

Letter
I496
Response
I496-1

Letter
I497
Response
I497-1

Letter
I498
Response
I498-1
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Michael DeMello
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Denny [no last name provided]
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Randy Domercq
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Fred Egelston
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Julian Farnam
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Response
I499-1

Letter
I500
Response
I500-1

Letter
I501
Response
I501-1

Letter
I502
Response
I502-1

Letter
I503
Response
I503-1

Tim German
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Robert Gonsalves
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Steve Gosney
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Nelson Hallgren
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jennifer Harmon
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Rick Harris
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dennis Haskins
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Larry Heltsley
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Peter Hiveley
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Christian Holman
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Derek Huber
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Kirt Huggins
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Andy Hull
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Robert Humphrey
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jason [no last name provided]
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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John Jennings
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Rob Kaspar
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Charles Keller
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Matt Kinney
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Christopher Kroll
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Carmen Laver
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

James Lewis
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John Maguire
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Mike Mann
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Richard Mauri
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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James Meilandt
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jeff (and family) Mello
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Angie Melnikoff
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

James Melnikoff
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Peter C. Moller
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Renee Moller
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Tim Neil
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Berry L. Newman
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Tyler Ohara
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dennis Okerlund
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Ryan O’Mara
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Richard E. Patten
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bruce Prater
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Debbie Richards
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Merle Rosentstiel
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Individual Comments and Responses

Letter
I539
Response
I539-1

Letter
I540
Response
I540-1

Letter
I541
Response
I541-1

Letter
I542
Response
I542-1

Letter
I543
Response
I543-1

Jeff Schreiber
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Guy Schullerts
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Gerald Sequeira
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Alex E. Seyedi
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Greg Sindicich
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Michael C. Smith
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Aaron Stewart
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Andrew Stewart
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jonathan Tolle
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Terry Traub
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Ray Tucker
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Greg Uhlhorn
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brian Velzy
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Lawrence Wethern
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bob Yohanan
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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John Zender
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Gary Arnold
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jeffrey Bell
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brian Beran
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jim Berg
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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William Brady
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Leo Bragagnolo
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Chuck Brown
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Louis Chavier
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John Clark
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Art Crofts
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jeremiah Curtis
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Robert Cye
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brian Decker
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Joe Dowd
June 21, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Paul Dyer
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Melissa Engelbert
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Mark Gibson
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Rueben Gutierrez
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Justin Hensley
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Gary Henthorn
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jennifer Hlebo
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

James Jardine
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jim Jardine
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Rick Jones
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Todd Kamphaus
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dean Kramer
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No se is provided because the comment is not related to the adequacy of
the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jody Kruse
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Ted Krzywicki
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Charles Kulas
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Frank Lincoln
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bruce Lincoln
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dana Mesarchik
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Ankur Pai
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Ed Poe
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Silvano Preciado
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Scott Rheaume
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Robert [no last name provided]
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dennis Roda
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Michael Sands
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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William Schardt
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Michael S. Smith
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Ginger Taylor
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Paul Tehaney
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Carrol Paul Jr. Thomas
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Randy Valdez
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Patricia Walker
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Ryan Whitaker
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brian Whitford
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Darren Wilhoit
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.
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Phil Anderson
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bill Bradley
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dustin [no last name provided]
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Raymond Groshong
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

David Alan Hardbarger
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Margaret Hasselman
June 22, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Scott Hicks
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Darin Holt
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Randy Holt
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jason Jester
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Christopher Martin
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jodi Matarazzo
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Nick Morphopoulos
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dirk Paintedman
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Victoria Ryan
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Scott Schroder
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John Strickland
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John Taylor
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. Since Carnegie SVRA opened in 1981, there has only been one
employee-documented case of San Joaquin Valley Fever. There have been no
documented cases resulting from visitor activity. However, the following new
guideline is hereby added to the General Plan to educate staff and visitors about
potential public health concerns at the SVRA, including San Joaquin Valley
Fever:
►

Letter
I624
Response
I624-1

OM Guideline 3.15: Educate SVRA staff and visitors about potential
public health concerns at the SVRA.

Jay Vani
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Tommy Backer
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Gail Bedinger
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Fred Brasch
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Terra Conlon
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Ronald Dawson
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Carly Farell
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Steve Floyd
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Christine Garcia
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bob Johnson
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Edward Loosli
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Gary Oehrle
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Michael Omodt
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Mary Nejedly Piepho, Supervisor, District III, Contra Costa County
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Eric Roseme
June 23, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Kristine Rott
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Kirk Smith
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jay Sparks
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Shawn Storc
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brian Sullivan
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project and the time spent preparing the letter and sharing your experiences of
the Corral Hollow area and some of the biological resources you have observed
there. Please see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and
General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” and Master Response 4, “Impacts of the
General Plan on Biological Resources,” as well as Master Response 7, “Draft
Environmental Impact Report Alternatives Analysis,” regarding a nonmotorized
recreational use alternative.

Neha Deodhar
June 25, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
I646
Response

David and Karen Furst
June 25, 2015

I646-1

State Parks appreciates your time spent reviewing the DEIR and General Plan.
State Parks reviewed biological studies of adjacent properties as part of its
research toward preparation of the biological resources section of the DEIR.

I646-2

State Parks acknowledges that projects under the General Plan may result in
impacts on sensitive biological resources. However, with the requirement to
follow the General Plan guidelines and any required conditions of environmental
permits for specific projects, State Parks believes that impacts on biological
resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

I646-3

See “Indirect Effects from Proposed Projects” and “Adequacy of Plant and
Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,” as
well as Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan
Goals and Guidelines,” regarding the level of specificity in the impact analysis
for biological resources.

I646-4

The DEIR includes a detailed map showing the locations of all vegetation
communities and habitats in the planning area and summarizes the
characteristics of these vegetation communities. State Parks has conducted
numerous studies of the planning area over several years and has consulted
appropriate survey reports for adjacent properties, agency databases, and
regional planning documents to describe existing conditions in the planning
area. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

I646-5

See response to comment O19-4.

I646-6

State Parks appreciates the comment provided regarding the commenter’s
preference for the no-use alternative.

Letter
I647
Response
I647-1
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Leon Hill
June 25, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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CJ Johnson
June 25, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Eric Olson
June 25, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jenni Piche
June 25, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Nancy Rodrigue
June 25, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. A program EIR is prepared for a series of actions that can be
characterized as one project. An advantage of a program EIR is that it allows the
lead agency to consider broad policy alternatives and programwide mitigation
measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with
basic problems or cumulative impacts. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168[b][4].)
The program EIR can serve as a first-tier document for later CEQA review of
individual projects included in the program. These project-specific CEQA
reviews will focus on project-specific impacts and mitigation measures, and
need not repeat the broad analyses contained in the program EIR. As discussed
by the California Supreme Court, “it is proper for a lead agency to use its
discretion to focus a first-tier EIR on only the…program, leaving projectspecific details to subsequent EIRs when specific projects are considered.” (In re
Bay Delta [2008] 43 Cal. 4th 1143, 1174.) Please see Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines” and
response to comment O19-4.
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I652-2

A non-OHV alternative would not meet the goals and objectives of the project
as stated in Section 2.3 of the DEIR. State Parks owns the property and classifies
it as SVRA lands. Planning efforts for the property must be consistent with the
OHMVR Division’s mission statement and with statutory guidance for SVRA
lands. The expansion area was acquired with California’s OHV Trust Fund
monies to expand Carnegie SVRA and provide additional OHV recreation
opportunities. See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Alternatives Analysis.”
However, as noted in response to comment A-3, the northwestern portion of the
expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited
Recreation and the proposed entrance located at the northwestern corner along
Tesla Road has been removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in
Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR). Therefore, the
intermediate/beginner trails, gathering/service area, and practice area that were
proposed in this portion of the expansion area along Tesla Road would no longer
be included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation
designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails
may cross these areas to facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity
between other visitor experience areas; however, their footprint should be
limited to the minimum necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they
should be designed and managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the
surrounding resources. No other facilities would be allowed (see Table 4-1,
Visitor Experience Areas,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
FEIR).

I652-3

State Parks acknowledges the commenter’s opinions regarding regional trail
connectivity and the benefits of low-impact recreation to the public. Please see
response to comment R12-4 for a discussion of the Livermore Area Recreation
and Park District and East Bay Regional Park District. As discussed in DEIR
Section 3.9, “Land Use and Planning,” OHMVR Division staff members met
with representatives of the East Bay Regional Park District on July 10, 2012, to
discuss the Carnegie SVRA General Plan, and specifically, the expansion area.
OHMVR Division staff members provided background on the expansion area
and communicated to East Bay Regional Park District representatives that the
expansion area was not available for the district to acquire or manage. The
OHMVR Division welcomed the East Bay Regional Park District’s participation
as a stakeholder in the Carnegie SVRA General Plan process (page 3.9-5 of the
DEIR).

I652-4

See response to comment I652-2.
State Parks believes that DEIR Impact 3.1-1 (pages 3.1-4 through 3.1-6)
appropriately discusses and evaluates the potential of General Plan
implementation to affect the visual character of the site or its surroundings. New
structures envisioned in the General Plan, such as a ranger station, a training
site, and an interpretive facility/visitor center, would be designed to be similar in
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appearance to existing SVRA facilities (see Section 2.2, “Existing Carnegie
SVRA Land Use and Facilities,” in the General Plan). Such new structures
would be small relative to the viewshed, and as recommended in General Plan
OM Guideline 8.1, they would be similar in height and scale to existing
structures and would have an architectural style similar to the existing structures.
In addition, NRM Guideline 1.1 of the General Plan calls for the placement of
visitor-serving facilities in prior disturbed areas or in areas of relatively low
resource value. With implementation of these General Plan guidelines, State
Parks believes that impacts on aesthetic impacts would be less than significant.
There are no designated overlooks or viewpoints in or near the planning area
along the portion of Tesla Road that is designated as an Alameda County scenic
rural recreation route or the portion of Corral Hollow Road that is designated a
San Joaquin County scenic route. Views along the northern boundary of the
SVRA from Tesla Road/Corral Hollow Road would be of areas designated for
limited recreation, as well as gathering services and practice areas, some of
which are currently visible from the road.
Areas with trails, riding areas, gathering services, and practice areas and the
special-event area (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10,
“Revisions to the DEIR,” of this FEIR) would be concentrated away from higher
peaks. Only the higher peak areas of the planning area are visible from areas
outside of the local viewshed (see Figure 3.1-1 in Section 3.1, “Aesthetics,” of
the DEIR). Therefore, OHV activities would not be visually apparent from the
surrounding viewshed, thus keeping existing scenic views largely unobstructed.
Please also see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
I652-5

Letter
I653
Response
I653-1

State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your thoughts
and concerns about the project.

David Villa
June 25, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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James White
June 25, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Alexander Yermolovich
June 25, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Cliff Young
June 25, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Mark Anklam
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Heather Fadden
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger
Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4,
“Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”
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Response
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Letter
I743
Response
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Heather Fadden
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger
Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4,
“Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”

Martin Flores
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

David Gates
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Philip Giacalone
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Eric Grass
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Dave Jensen
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Seth Johnson
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bill McIver
June 26, 2015
State Parks acknowledges that projects that would be covered under the General
Plan have the potential to result in take of California red-legged frog and/or
California tiger salamander. State Parks is required to consult with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service regarding potential take of California red-legged frog and
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) regarding potential take of California tiger salamander. This
process is likely to result in the need for additional project-specific avoidance
and minimization measures and compensatory mitigation beyond the applicable
wildlife guidelines included in the DEIR. Until specific projects are proposed, a
detailed project analysis cannot be performed to determine the expected level of
take and appropriate mitigation measures. See also Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” and
Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander and
Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the
General Plan on Biological Resources.”

Donald and Linda Milanese
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
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Gordon Pull
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Denise Ravenwood
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

George Smyrniotis
June 24, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Ole Stortroen
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project and review of the General Plan and DEIR.

Ameet Zaveri
June 26, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Ron Boston
June 27, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project and review of the General Plan and DEIR.
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Mike Brickner
June 27, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project and review of the General Plan and DEIR.

Robert C. Furtek
June 27, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See “Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger
Salamander and Other Special-Status Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4,
“Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”

Grainger Hunt
June 27, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates the commenter’s review
of the DEIR and General Plan and acknowledges the experience of the
commenter in conducting baseline studies on golden eagles in the region. See
“Golden Eagle Effects” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources,” regarding the analysis and mitigation of impacts from
General Plan implementation on golden eagles.

Jim Minerly
June 27, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Michael Morrison
June 27, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks acknowledges the experience and
background of the commenter and appreciates the commenter’s time spent
providing comments.
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Letter
I949
Response
I949-1

Letter
I954
Response

State Parks appreciates the in-depth review of existing Habitat Monitoring
System data and collection methodologies. PRC Section 5090.35(c)(1) requires
the OHMVR Division to prepare a wildlife habitat protection program. Carnegie
SVRA developed a wildlife habitat protection plan in 2001 and is completing an
update to this plan. Environmental scientists and consultants monitor, record
data, and produce HMS reports annually to inform management actions and
ensure compliance with PRC Section 5090.35(c)(1). Any area of the SVRA that
is not meeting the wildlife protection plan is addressed appropriately. It should
be noted that State Parks contracted with biologists from the University of
California, Davis, to inform long-term monitoring of habitats and special-status
species in the active OHV recreation area.

R. L. [no last name provided]
June 27, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Marilyn Russell (for Rusty Rose)
June 27, 2015

I954-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project and acknowledges your personal connection to the planning area. See
Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural Use.”

I954-2

General Plan Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2 provides a detailed description of the
biotic resources that occur at Carnegie SVRA. DEIR Section 3.3 analyzes
potential impacts on biotic resources and includes references to the General Plan
goals and guidelines that avoid and minimize impacts on these species. See also
response to comment I954-1 and “Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General
Plan on Biological Resources.”

I954-3

The General Plan and DEIR present basic statements of fact about cattle grazing
as part of the discussion of existing conditions. Neither the General Plan nor the
DEIR equates erosion from cattle grazing with erosion from OHV use. See
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report”; Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing
Land to a Nonagricultural Use”; and “Golden Eagle Effects” in Master
Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources.”

I954-4

The DEIR addresses potential impacts to scenic resources in DEIR Section 3.1,
“Aesthetics” (pages 3.1-1 through 3.1-8). Additionally, since publication of the
DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow
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Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation and the proposed entrance
located at the western corner along Tesla Road has been removed (see Figure 23, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
FEIR).
I954-5

Letter
I955
Response

State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your thoughts
and concerns about the project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact
Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” and Master Response 7,
“Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives Analysis.”

Marilyn Russell (for Katheryn Santos)
June 27, 2015

I955-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project, and acknowledges your personal connection to the planning area.

I955-2

See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use.”

I955-3

The proposed project is the adoption of a general plan. A general plan directs the
long-range development and management of a park by providing broad policy
and program guidance; it is not intended to be a project-level planning
document.
The CEQA analysis detailed in the DEIR is intended to be adequate for certain
future projects, as long as they are implemented in a manner consistent with the
General Plan’s goals and guidelines. Some actions described in the General Plan
may require additional CEQA analysis before implementation. This additional
analysis would be conducted once the project details are known, before project
implementation. See also Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis
and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

I955-4

See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use.”

I955-5

General Plan Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” and DEIR Section 2.1,
“Environmental Setting and Carnegie SVRA Use Characteristics,” provide a
discussion of the existing use of the planning area. Furthermore, the existing
setting of each resource analyzed is listed in DEIR Sections 3.1 through 3.14.
The DEIR has been drafted consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15146(b),
which states that the EIR need not be as detailed as one prepared for the specific
construction of projects that follow. Furthermore, see “Level of Detail in the
Project Description and Quantification of Impacts” in Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.” The
baseline conditions established in the DEIR are provided at an appropriate scale
considering the existing project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(c) states that
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when a lead agency is using the tiering process for a large-scale planning project
such as a general plan, detailed site-specific information may not be feasible and
can be deferred to project-specific CEQA documents.
There is no requirement in the CEQA statute or the CEQA Guidelines that an
EIR include a certain number of types of photographs showing existing views or
proposed project facilities.
I955-6

The General Plan and DEIR present basic statements of fact about cattle grazing
and mining as part of the discussion of existing conditions and note that the
expansion area contains some areas that have been previously disturbed from
these uses. See also response to comment I955-5.

I955-7

See Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.” As noted in Master Response 2, CEQA requires
that determinations in EIRs regarding the significance of environmental effects
be based on substantial evidence and recognizes the existence of other evidence
that suggests a different conclusion.
See also Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use.” CEQA (PRC Section 21082) provides agencies with general authority to
adopt criteria for determining whether a given impact is significant. State Parks,
as the CEQA lead agency, has determined that the thresholds presented in the
CEQA Appendix G Checklist are appropriate for use in determining the
significance of impacts of the General Plan. State Parks does not consider the
conversion of grazing land to a nonagricultural use to be a significant impact
under CEQA. Rather, as stated in Section 5.1.1, “Agriculture and Forestry
Resources,” in DEIR Chapter 5, “Other CEQA-Required Analysis,” State Parks
considers that the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance would constitute a significant impact (PRC Sections
21060.1 and 21095; CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

I955-8

General Plan Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2 of the General Plan provides a detailed
description of the biotic resources that occur in the Carnegie SVRA. DEIR
Section 3.3 analyzes potential impacts on biotic resources and includes
references to the General Plan Goals and Guidelines that avoid and minimize
impacts to these species. See also Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General
Plan on Biological Resources.”

I955-9

All Carnegie SVRA facilities are currently operated consistent with the 1981
Carnegie SVRA General Plan. State Parks has no plans to expand or develop
areas that would affect neighboring property and boundaries. Section 4.3, “Land
Use Management,” of the General Plan describes proposed land use areas and
facilities. The Restricted Access Area provides a buffer between public uses and
a neighboring property.
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I955-10

Impacts on off-site noise levels from OHV use are described in Impact 3.10-1 in
DEIR Section 3.10, “Noise” (pages 3.10-8 through 3.10-10). General Plan
guidelines would be implemented to reduce potential noise impacts from OHV
use. Furthermore, see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and
General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

I955-11

The General Plan aims to limit generation of fugitive PM dust from operational
activities with implementation of OM Goal 7.

I955-12

See response to comment I955-9.

I955-13

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.”

I955-14

State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your thoughts
and concerns about the project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact
Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

Letter
I956
Response

Marilyn Russell
June 27, 2015

I956-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project, and acknowledges your personal connection to the planning area.

I956-2

See Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a Nonagricultural
Use,” and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.”

I956-3

See Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”

I956-4

The General Plan and DEIR present basic statements of fact about cattle grazing
as part of the discussion of existing conditions. Neither the General Plan nor the
DEIR equates erosion from cattle grazing with erosion from OHV use. See
Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report,” and Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing
Land to a Nonagricultural Use.”

I956-5

DEIR Impact 3.1-1 (pages 3.1-4 through 3.1-6) discusses and evaluates the
potential of General Plan implementation to affect the visual character of the site
or its surroundings. Additionally, since publication of the DEIR, the
northwestern portion of the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek, has
been redesignated as Limited Recreation and the proposed entrance located at
the western corner along Tesla Road has been removed (see Figure 2-3,
“Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
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FEIR). See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
I956-6

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.” The DEIR described a range of reasonable alternatives to the project
that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project as described
in DEIR Section 2.3, “Project Objectives.”
State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your thoughts
and concerns about the project.

Letter
I957
Response

Marilyn Russell (for Robert Holm)
June 27, 2015

I957-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project, and acknowledges your personal connection to the planning area.

I957-2

Thank you for expressing your concerns about the project.

I957-3

State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your thoughts
and concerns about the project.

Letter
I964
Response
I964-1

Letter
I973
Response
I973-1

Letter
I974
Response
I974-1

Sherry Stortroen
June 27, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your review of the
General Plan and DEIR.

Steve Baum
June 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Bruce Brazil
June 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. General Plan Section 2.3.5, “Sound,” describes the existing sound
environment, including the nearby firing range and explosives testing facility.
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Noise measurements were conducted over a 4-day period, including a weekend
at the peak use time for the SVRA. The monitoring locations represent the
nearest sensitive uses within and outside of the SVRA, and recorded noise levels
at the monitoring locations include all types of OHVs at the peak levels.
Letter
I977
Response

Fred Coffield
June 28, 2015

I977-1

Thank you for your comments. The DEIR was prepared in accordance with
CEQA (PRC Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR Section
15000 et seq.). See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and
General Plan Goals and Guidelines.” See also “General Plan Goals and
Guidelines Detail and Mitigation Deferral” in Master Response 1.

I977-2

Resource protection regulations require the OHMVR Division to monitor water
quality, soils, and habitat; follow BMPs for soil conservation and stormwater;
and restore habitat, sensitive areas, and trails. Restricted-use and limited-use
areas, buffer areas, law enforcement patrol, monitoring, and trail management
minimize the level of erosion and hillside scarring in the expansion area.
The OHMVR Division has a statutory requirement to manage SVRAs in
compliance with California’s OHMVR Act of 2008. PRC Section 5090.35
requires the OHMVR Division to follow soil conservation standards, promptly
repair and continuously maintain areas and trails, anticipate and prevent
accelerated and unnatural erosion, and restore lands damaged by erosion to the
extent possible. Trail crews and resource staff members implement the 2008 Soil
Standard at each SVRA. Carnegie SVRA has a soil conservation plan that trail
crews use to monitor, assess, maintain, and trails using the most up-to-date
technology. The SVRA produces annual soil conservation compliance reports
and trail maintenance plans to maintain conditions that meet the 2008 Soil
Standard. Any trail segment or area that may not meet the standards or affects
resources is addressed appropriately.
Some trail impacts occur, however, and some OHV visitors attempt to make
their own trails. Impacts are lessened through adherence to BMPs, monitoring,
restoration, visitor education, and law enforcement patrols.

I977-3
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Potential impacts on nesting birds are addressed in Impact 3.3-11 of the DEIR.
Wildlife Guidelines 1.1, 1.5, 1.6, and 1.9 include measures to avoid or minimize
effects on known breeding locations of special-status species in the planning
area. Other guidelines such as Wildlife Guideline 1.7 require consultation with
the wildlife agencies for impacts on upland areas. Any mitigation associated
with that consultation would be expected to result in preservation of upland
habitats for avian species in the planning area. In addition, see “Golden Eagle
Effects” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological
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Resources.” See also Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Alternatives Analysis.
I977-4

Letter
I979
Response
I979-1

Letter
I982
Response
I982-1

Letter
I987
Response
I987-1

Letter
I988
Response
I988-1

Letter
I990
Response
I990-1

State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your concerns
about the project.

Alison Crooks
June 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Monica Guida
June 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dave Houghton
June 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Matthew Jasinek
June 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Nils Kjell
June 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
I991
Response

I991-1

Letter
I992
Response
I992-1

Letter
I994
Response
I994-1

Letter
I995
Response
I995-1

Letter
I998
Response

Shane Koon
June 28, 2015

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Lori Lewis
June 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Jennifer Marler
June 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates that you have taken the
time to express your thoughts and concerns about the project.

Rick Mead
June 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your review of the
General Plan and DEIR. Although three potential SVRA entrances were
originally proposed, since publication of the DEIR the proposed entrance
located at the western corner along Tesla Road has been removed (see Figure 23, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,” of this
FEIR).

Kathleen Noonan
June 28, 2015

I998-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project, and acknowledges your personal connection to the planning area.

I998-2

State Parks acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to implementation of the
General Plan.
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I998-3

State Parks appreciates the commenter taking time to express her concern about
the project. Specific comments presented in the June 28, 2015, letter are
addressed in the following responses.

I998-4

Ambient, baseline noise measurements were conducted over a 4-day period,
including a weekend at the peak use time of the SVRA. Recorded levels at three
monitoring locations, which represent the nearest sensitive use within and
outside of the SVRA, account for the terrain/topography effect and account for
all types of OHVs at peak levels. Measurement locations 2 and 3 captured noise
from Corral Hollow Road and Tesla Road, and location 2 also represents noise
from SVRA uses. Sound level meters were equipment with wind screens and
environmental protection accessories. Continuous hourly data over 72 hours
were collected at each measurement location and the summary with an
applicable matrix was presented in the DEIR Noise section. Detailed hourly
levels were provided in DEIR Appendix C. Traffic noise from Tesla Road was
calculated using a traffic noise model and existing traffic volumes (DEIR Table
3.10-2).
All noise-sensitive uses adjacent to the planning area were considered in the
analysis. The noise analyses document the level of noise impacts from OHV use
at Carnegie SVRA and measures to avoid and minimize impacts were
incorporated into the General Plan during preparation of the DEIR.

I998-5

See response to comment I623-1.

I998-6

The environmental setting related to the Tesla Coal Mine is presented in Section
3.7.1 in DEIR Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials” (pages 3.7-1
through 3.7-7), which summarizes the detailed findings, including the specific
locations of the Tesla Coal Mine shafts, adits, and the associated surface
workings from the Tesla Mine Characterization Report (Resource Design
Technology 2002).
State Parks believes that DEIR Impact 3.7-3 (page 3.7-16) appropriately
discusses and evaluates the potential of General Plan implementation to result in
hazards to the public from recreational uses near the Tesla Coal Mine Site.
The Tesla Coal Mine Site is in the “Limited Recreation Overlay 2—Tesla
Mining Complex” visitor experience area on the Preferred Concept Map (see
Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,”
of this FEIR). Allowable land uses in the Tesla Mining Complex overlay area
include a gathering area, an interpretive facility, and potentially other limited
facilities such as trails or road crossings. The chosen sites for allowable land
uses in the “Limited Recreation Overlay 2—Tesla Mining Complex”—a
gathering area, an interpretive facility, and potentially other limited facilities
such as trails or road crossings—would be evaluated and engineered for safety
based on site-specific conditions. Access to the actual mine site would be
limited to guided tours, and the exact boundary of the gathering area may be
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refined in the future based on site-specific studies. In addition, OM Guideline
3.3 in the General Plan requires that clear signage and/or fencing be provided as
appropriate around potentially hazardous areas, including the Tesla Coal Mine
Site.
State Parks believes that with implementation of the General Plan guidelines,
impacts of potential hazards from recreational use near the Tesla Coal Mine Site
would be less than significant. Please also see Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”
I998-7

State Parks believes that the DEIR appropriately evaluates groundwater in
Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and Section 3.12, “Public Services
and Utilities.” Potential interference with groundwater recharge was evaluated in
DEIR Impact 3.8-5 (page 3.8-18 in Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water
Quality”). As discussed in Impact 3.8-5, the planning area is not located in a
groundwater basin as defined by the California Department of Water Resources
in Bulletin 118, California’s Groundwater (DWR 2014). In this undefined
groundwater area where water is drawn from fractured bedrock, groundwater
quantity and quality varies from well site to well site because of the
unpredictable yields of the fractured rock system that typifies the regional
geology.
The primary source of groundwater recharge in the planning area is located
within the alluvial soils in and around Corral Hollow Creek. However,
groundwater recharge also occurs throughout the planning area as rainfall
penetrates through the shallower soil layers and into the cracks of fractured
bedrock on the hillsides. As indicated in the SWMP, less than 5 percent of the
existing planning area consists of impervious surfaces (State Parks 2011:25).
The General Plan contemplates installing only a limited number of new
buildings and concrete pads, which would be small and few compared to the
large amount of pervious acreage in the planning area. General Plan Water
Guideline 2.1 requires the management of vegetated buffers along stream
corridors that would allow for continued infiltration in those areas.
Impact 3.12-1 in DEIR Section 3.12, “Public Services and Utilities,” provides
the existing on-site well capacity and estimated future demands for groundwater.
It is conservatively estimated that water demands could increase to 7.6 million
gallons per year. General Plan Water Guideline 3.1 directs planners to assess
available water sources during development of new facilities, so that sufficient
water supplies would be available to meet the water demands for operation and
maintenance of those new facilities. Water Guideline 3.3 requires management
of facilities to accommodate periods of drought or low water supply, by
restricting the use of water for dust control and using alternative dust
suppression methods as necessary. Water Guideline 3.4 requires implementation
of water conservation measures to reduce water use by 10 percent by 2015 and
20 percent by 2020 as measured against a 2010 baseline. In addition, Impact
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3.12-1 states that expanded or new on-site water distribution systems would be
installed as necessary. Any substantial future development that would create a
demand for water requiring additional water supplies and treatment would be
subject to project-level CEQA analysis and mitigation, if necessary.
See also Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report.”
I998-8

Since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation and
the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla Road has been
removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions
to the DEIR,” of this FEIR).
The commenter presents a personal opinion related to changes in the Carnegie
SVRA visitation rate. Please see Section 2.7.4, “Trends and Projections,” in
Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” of the General Plan for a detailed discussion
of recreational trends and Carnegie SVRA visitation.

I998-9

Letter
I1003
Response

State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your concerns
about the project. Specific comments provided in the letter dated June 28, 2015,
are addressed above. Please also see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact
Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” and Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”

Leonard Sklar
June 28, 2015

I1003-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. The expansion area would include preservation of riparian habitat zones.
The commenter’s preference that the expansion area not be opened for public
use is noted.

I1003-2

Potential erosion effects throughout the planning area have been thoroughly
discussed and evaluated in several locations:
•

Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a),

•

the SWMP (State Parks 2011),

•

the General Plan (pages 2-24 through 2-29 and 2-36 through 2-60), and

•

DEIR Impact 3.5-3 (pages 3.5-7 through 3.5-10 in Section 3.5, “Geology,
Soil, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources”) and Impacts 3.8-1 through

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Individual Comments and Responses

8-173

3.8-4 (pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-17 in Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water
Quality”).
Both the General Plan and the DEIR discuss the existing erosion issues, and
DEIR Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 discuss the measures from the SWMP (State
Parks 2011), OHV BMP Manual (State Parks 2007b), and General Plan
guidelines that would result in less-than-significant impacts. See also Master
Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.”
I1003-3

As discussed in detail in DEIR Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 (pages 3.8-2 through
3.8-17), with implementation of the SWMP (State Parks 2011), the OHV BMP
Manual (State Parks 2007b), and the water and soils guidelines contained in the
General Plan, impacts related to sedimentation would be less than significant.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. See also “Buffers for California
Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander and Other Special-Status
Herpetofauna” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources.”

I1003-4

The commenter’s preference that the expansion area not be opened for public
use is noted.

Letter
I1009
Response
I1009-1

Letter
I1011
Response
I1011-1

Letter
I1016
Response

Jim Williams
June 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Diana Mead
June 28, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project and your review of the General Plan and DEIR.

Jen Byous
June 29, 2015

I1016-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your continued interest in
the project, and acknowledges your personal connection to the planning area.

I1016-2

See “Purpose of Program Environmental Impact Report” in Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
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I1016-3

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines”; Master Response 3, “Conversion of Grazing Land to a
Nonagricultural Use”; Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources”; Master Response 6, “Draft Environmental Impact Report
Cumulative Impact Analysis”; and Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental
Impact Report Alternatives Analysis.” The conditions in the planning area are
described in the General Plan on pages 2-1 through 2-178, and numerous
photographs are presented throughout General Plan Chapter 2.

I1016-4

General Plan Section 2.3.3, “Cultural Resources,” describes the setting
information for the planning area related to prehistoric land use patterns,
ethnography, and the historic era. Impacts on historical and cultural resources
are analyzed in the DEIR in Impacts 3.4-1 through 3.4-6 in accordance with
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (pages 3.4-4 through 3.4-14).
Furthermore, the DEIR includes guidelines that would avoid potential impacts
on archaeological and cultural resources, as discussed in CR Goal 1, “Identify,
document, and evaluate cultural resources within Carnegie SVRA” and CR Goal
2, “Protect, stabilize, and preserve cultural resources” (DEIR pages 3.4-6
through 3.4-9). See also “Level of Detail in the Project Description and
Quantification of Impacts” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact
Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.”

I1016-5

Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2 of the General Plan provides a detailed description of
the biotic resources that occur at Carnegie SVRA. DEIR Section 3.3 analyzes
potential impacts on biotic resources and includes references to the General Plan
goals and guidelines that avoid and minimize impacts on these species. See also
“Buffers for California Red-Legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander and
Other Special-Status Herpetofauna,” “Golden Eagle Effects,” and “Analysis of
Impacts on Alameda Whipsnake and Proposed Buffers in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General
Plan on Biological Resources.”
Tule elk is not a special-status species; therefore, this species was not
specifically discussed in the impact analysis for the DEIR. However, habitat and
wildlife guidelines included in the DEIR also would benefit tule elk in those
instances where special-status species occupy the same upland habitat types as
tule elk.
The DEIR analyzes potential effects on bats and acknowledges that specialstatus bats are known to roost in the expansion area at the Tesla Coal Mine Site.
The Tesla Coal Mine Site is included in a limited use area (Limited Recreation
Overlay 2—Tesla Mining Complex in General Plan Table 4-1). In addition,
since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation (see
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Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions to the DEIR,”
of this FEIR), which offers additional protection to the potential bat roosts.
I1016-6

Letter
I1018
Response
I1018-1

Letter
I1020
Response
I1020-1

Letter
I1021
Response
I1021-1

Letter
I1022
Response

State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your concerns
about the project.

Dale Cose
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Pat Crowley
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Dean [no last name provided]
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

J. Garaventa
June 29, 2015

I1022-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. The commenter contends that no expansion should occur until the
project demonstrates mitigation (see subsequent comments). See “Purpose of
Program Environmental Impact Report” and “General Plan Goals and
Guidelines Detail and Mitigation Deferral” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy of
Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”

I1022-2

See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources.”
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I1022-3

The General Plan and DEIR are not regulatory enforcement actions; rather, they
are programmatic planning documents. CEQA does not require that an EIR
discuss prior water quality citations from the RWQCB, and State Parks believes
that the water quality citation issued by the Central Valley RWQCB has been
addressed by the SWMP (State Parks 2011).
DEIR Impact 3.5-3 (pages 3.5-7 through 3.5-10) evaluates the potential for
short-term construction-related erosion. The potential for operational erosion is
evaluated in Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 in Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water
Quality” (pages 3.8-2 through 3.8-17). A thorough study of erosion,
sedimentation, and hydrologic conditions in the planning area was performed by
Geosyntec Consultants, Inc., and Salix Applied Earthcare and was described in
the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007b). The types and
projected effectiveness of management techniques related to erosion control
(i.e., BMPs) for the General Plan are discussed in detail in the SWMP, which
incorporated the findings from the watershed assessment (State Parks 2011).
Copies of both documents are available on the Carnegie SVRA General Plan
website: http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/document-library.
Water Guideline 2.6 in the General Plan calls for improving and rehabilitating,
as described in the SWMP (State Parks 2011), any degraded areas where
substantial erosion from surface water runoff has occurred. Water Guidelines 2.7
and 2.8 call for closing portions of the planning area to visitor use if standards in
the SWMP, the OHV BMP Manual (State Parks 2007a), and the OHMVR
Division Soil Standard cannot be met. Closure also may occur during rainfall
events, to reduce erosion and landslide hazards.
Therefore, as discussed in detail in Impacts 3.8-1 through 3.8-4 (DEIR pages
3.8-2 through 3.8-17), with implementation of the SWMP, the OHV BMP
Manual, and the General Plan guidelines, water quality impacts would be less
than significant.

I1022-4

All existing Carnegie SVRA facilities are operated consistent with the 1981
Carnegie SVRA General Plan. The 1981 Carnegie SVRA General Plan
summarizes land use recommendations and proposed facilities on page 35 and
36. The proposed General Plan is consistent with the land uses described in the
1981 General Plan. Section 2.2.3, pages 2-8 through 2-9 of the proposed General
Plan describe existing facilities.

I1022-5

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.”

I1022-6

The OHMVR Division of State Parks has a statutory requirement to manage
SVRAs in compliance with California’s OHV Act of 2008. All projects
proposed after adoption of the General Plan would be developed in accordance
with applicable federal and state laws. State Parks appreciates that you have
taken the time to express your concerns about the project.
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Letter
I1023
Response
I1023-1

Letter
I1025
Response

Kristina Gordon
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Robert Holm
June 29, 2015

I1025-1

This comment is identical to comment I957-1. See response to comment I957-1.

I1025-2

This comment is identical to comment I957-2. See response to comment I957-2.

I1025-3

This comment is identical to comment I957-3. See response to comment I957-3.

Letter
I1028
Response
I1028-1

Letter
I1029
Response
I1029-1

Letter
I1030
Response
I1030-1
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Mary Keitelman
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates the commenter taking
time to express her concern about the project.

Dennis Kobza
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

John Koester
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
I1031
Response
I1031-1

Letter
I1032
Response
I1032-1

Geoff Levand
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

David Lunn
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project.
See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” and “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and
Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of
the General Plan on Biological Resources.” See also Master Response 2,
“Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report.”

I1032-2

The commenter is correct that there was a numeric error in DEIR Impact 3.12.1;
an estimated attendance of 195,863 represents an increase of more than 70
percent, not the 29 percent increase stated in the DEIR. The following correction
is hereby made to DEIR pages 3.12-4 through 3.12-5:
Potable water supplies would continue to be provided by the on-site well
and a 132,000-gallon water treatment (chlorine/disinfectant) plant located
on State Parks–owned land north of Corral Hollow Road. This potable
water well is capable of producing approximately 28,800 gallons per day,
or 10.5 million gallons per year. Carnegie SVRA requires approximately
5.9 million gallons of potable water per year. (Note that State Parks is
currently implementing the state-mandated 20 percent reduction in water
use, and that in 2014, potable water use totaled approximately 3.1 million
gallons for the year.) The General Plan estimates that the average
visitation over the last 10 years (i.e., from fiscal year 2000–2001 to fiscal
year 2011–2012) is approximately 114,000 visitors. As discussed in
Chapter 2, “Project Description,” it is assumed that attendance at Carnegie
SVRA would likely rise with population growth and general economic
conditions in the surrounding region. Based on assumptions used for
calculating future increases in traffic, it It is conservatively estimated that
attendance could reach 195,863 visitors by 2030, an increase of

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Individual Comments and Responses

8-179

approximately 72 29 percent compared to the average visitation of
114,000 visitors. Given a corresponding increase in demand for potable
water from the approximately 3.1 5.9 million gallons used annually in
2014, it is conservatively estimated that water demands could increase to
5.3 7.6 million gallons per year. Given that the potable-water well is
capable of producing 10.5 million gallons per year, sufficient potable
water supplies are available to serve new development envisioned in the
General Plan.
The location of the water treatment plant has been added to Figure 2-1 of the
General Plan; the potable water well is located adjacent to the water treatment
plant.
State Parks believes that the DEIR appropriately evaluates groundwater in
Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and Section 3.12, “Public Services
and Utilities.” Potential interference with groundwater recharge was evaluated in
DEIR Impact 3.8-5 (page 3.8-18 in Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water
Quality”). As discussed therein, the planning area is not located in a
groundwater basin as defined by the California Department of Water Resources
in Bulletin 118, California’s Groundwater (DWR 2014). In this undefined
groundwater area where water is drawn from fractured bedrock, groundwater
quantity and quality varies from well site to well site because of the
unpredictable yields of the fractured rock system that typifies the regional
geology. The primary source of groundwater recharge in the planning area is
located within the alluvial soils in and around Corral Hollow Creek. However,
groundwater recharge also occurs throughout the planning area as rainfall
penetrates through the shallower soil layers and into the cracks of fractured
bedrock on the hillsides. As indicated in the SWMP, less than 5 percent of the
existing planning area consists of impervious surfaces (State Parks 2011:25).
The General Plan contemplates installing only a limited number of new
buildings and concrete pads, which would be small and few compared to the
large amount of pervious acreage in the planning area. General Plan Water
Guideline 2.1 requires the management of vegetated buffers along stream
corridors that would allow for continued infiltration in those areas.
Furthermore, see Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the Conclusions
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report,” and response to comment I1032-1.
The commenter states that the use of water guidelines in the DEIR for water
conservation does not constitute necessary water conservation mitigation.
General Plan Water Guideline 3.1 directs planners to assess available water
sources during development of new facilities, so that sufficient water supplies
would be available to meet the water demands for operation and maintenance of
those new facilities. Water Guideline 3.2 supports the use of recycled water for
dust control and irrigation, as allowed by water quality and health regulations
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and as available at the site or nearby. Water Guideline 3.3 requires that facilities
be managed to accommodate periods of drought or low water supply, by
restricting the use of water for dust control and using alternative dust
suppression methods, as necessary. Because site-specific projects have not yet
been proposed, the associated site-specific increase in demand for nonpotable
water supplies has not been determined. General Plan Water Guideline 3.1
directs planners to assess available water sources during development of new
facilities, so that sufficient water supplies would be available to meet the water
demands for operation and maintenance of those new facilities. As noted on
page 3.12-5 of the DEIR, limited new facilities would be developed with the
General Plan that would require additional nonpotable water. Because average
(nondrought) use of nonpotable water represents only about one-third of the
capacity of the nonpotable-water well (and average water use during the drought
represents only about one-sixth of the well’s capacity), it is not anticipated that
demands for nonpotable water would exceed the nonpotable-water well’s
capacity.
General Plan Water Guideline 3.4 requires the implementation of water
conservation measures to reduce water use by 10 percent by 2015 and
20 percent by 2020 as measured against a 2010 baseline in accordance with
Executive Order B-18-12 and with the Proclamation of a State of Emergency
signed on January 17, 2014, and the Proclamation of Continued State of
Emergency signed on April 25, 2014.
In addition, the design and construction of all facilities must comply with the
water conservation requirements cited in CBC Title 24, including the 2013
California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code) (24 CCR Part 11).
The CALGreen Code identifies measures to reduce indoor demand for potable
water, such as installation of water-conserving toilets, faucets, and showerheads,
and measures to reduce landscape water usage, such as installation of weatheror moisture-sensing irrigation systems.
Because implementation of the General Plan would not exceed the capacity of
the existing potable- or nonpotable-water-supply wells, and because adherence
to the General Plan guidelines would conserve and reduce water usage, State
Parks believes that impacts associated with increased demand for potable and
nonpotable water supplies would be less than significant. See “General Plan
Goals and Guidelines Detail and Mitigation Deferral” in Master Response 1,
“Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
In addition, the commenter contends that the DEIR does not discuss the
specified availability and supply of recycled water. See “Purpose of the Program
Environmental Impact Report” in Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact
Analysis and General Plan Goals and Guidelines.”
Finally, the commenter states that the DEIR does not disclose the water
distribution system that would be needed for the proposed project. The
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commenter correctly identifies the DEIR deferral of a water distribution system
to future development and subsequent project-level CEQA analysis and
mitigation. See “Purpose of the Program Environmental Impact Report” in
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines.”
I1032-3

The commenter contends that the DEIR does not disclose trails associated with
the park, recreation, and trail master plans for the Livermore Area Recreation
and Park District (1991) and East Bay Regional Park District (1997). The
Livermore Area Recreation and Park District adopted a new parks, recreation,
and trails master plan in 2008 (see
http://www.larpd.org/board/LARPD_Master_Plan/LARPD_Master_Plan.pdf).
Please see response to comment R12-3 for a discussion of text added to the
General Plan on page 2-6, and see response to comment R12-4 for a discussion
of text added to DEIR page 3.9-4. These revisions provide additional
information regarding the Livermore Area Recreation and Park District and East
Bay Regional Park District.
The 2008 master plan does not include the planning area as a part of any trail
connectivity and potential trail extension. Furthermore, the East Bay Regional
Park District revised its master plan in 2013 (see
http://www.ebparks.org/Page50.aspx). The district map (as shown on page 163
of the plan) also does not include the plan area as an existing or potential
regional trail.
As discussed in DEIR Section 3.9, “Land Use and Planning,” OHMVR Division
staff members met with representatives of the East Bay Regional Park District
on July 10, 2012, to discuss the Carnegie SVRA General Plan, and specifically,
the expansion area. OHMVR Division staff members provided background on
the expansion area and communicated to the district representatives that the
expansion area was not available for East Bay Regional Park District to acquire
or manage. The OHMVR Division welcomed East Bay Regional Park District’s
participation as a stakeholder in the Carnegie SVRA General Plan process (page
3.9-5 of the DEIR).
Please also see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and
Mitigation Measures,” and Master Response 2, “Disagreement Regarding the
Conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report.”

Letter
I1033
Response
I1033-1
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Melinda Lunn
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General
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Plan Goals and Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail contained in the project
description of the DEIR.
I1033-2

See “Indirect Effects from Proposed Projects” and “Adequacy of Plant and
Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in
Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological Resources,”
regarding the level of specificity in the impact analysis for biological resources.
CDFW is the agency responsible for oversight of the State Wildlife Action Plan.
CDFW is authorized to review and approve any project-specific impacts on
biological resources under its jurisdiction, including projects that may result in
take of state-listed species or in impacts on lake or streambed corridors or
riparian habitats.

I1033-3

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail contained in the project description
of the DEIR.

I1033-4

See “Analysis of Impacts on Designated Movement Corridors and Habitat
Fragmentation” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on
Biological Resources,” regarding impacts on the designated wildlife corridor.

I1033-5

As stated above, CDFW is responsible for implementing the State Wildlife
Action Plan. State Parks is conducting the environmental review for the
proposed General Plan amendment. The General Plan itself does not authorize
any environmental impacts and additional environmental review will be required
once specific projects are proposed under the General Plan. These projects will
be subject to separate environmental review and, if necessary, to avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures.

I1033-6

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail contained in the project description
of the DEIR.

Letter
I1035
Response
I1035-1

Logan Mead
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.
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Letter
I1036
Response
I1036-1

Letter
I1037
Response
I1037-1

Letter
I1038
Response
I1038-1

Sam Neff
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Larry Orlick
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Beverly Ortiz
June 29, 2015
State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your concerns
about the project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and
General Plan Goals and Guidelines,” regarding the level of detail included in the
DEIR. State Parks believes that the General Plan and DEIR provide sufficient
detail on potential impacts and the methodology for addressing those potential
impacts to inform the general public. Project-specific impact analysis will be
subject to additional review by the permitting agencies for resources under their
jurisdiction.
See Master Response 5, “Cultural Resources Regulatory Compliance and
Studies,” regarding Senate Bill 18 and Assembly Bill 52.
The OHMVR Division of State Parks is completing ethnographic studies within
Carnegie SVRA (see CR Goal 3). These studies will contribute to the evaluation
of known prehistoric archaeological resources and provide a context for the
cultural practices and perspectives of local California Native Americans and
their relationship to known resources within Carnegie SVRA. The study results
will allow the OHMVR Division to properly manage, preserve, and protect
known prehistoric cultural resources, and to avoid or minimize adverse indirect
impacts (e.g., compromises to a cultural resource’s viewshed and audioshed), in
compliance with applicable federal and state laws during future management
and planning efforts at the SVRA. The study results also will enable the
OHMVR Division to properly manage the property according to its mission,
which includes access for public recreation.
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I1038-2

CR Guidelines 1.3, 3.1, and 3.2 require State Parks to continue consultation with
Tribes as it develops specific projects, thus eliciting ethnographic information
about the planning area.

I1038-3

Since publication of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the expansion area,
west of Corral Hollow Creek, has been redesignated as Limited Recreation and
the proposed entrance located at the western corner along Tesla Road has been
removed (see Figure 2-3, “Preferred Concept Map,” in Chapter 10, “Revisions
to the DEIR,” of this FEIR).

I1038-4

Roads and trails in the expansion area have not been planned, but the visitor
experience areas adjacent to the referenced area could facilitate access.

I1038-5

See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals
and Guidelines.” Potential impacts on the viewshed and noise are addressed in
DEIR Section 3.1, “Aesthetics,” and Section 3.10, “Noise.”

I1038-6

NRM Guidelines 1.2 and 2.3, CR Guideline 2.1, and OM Guidelines 3.3, 3.14,
and 5.4 in the General Plan call for using fencing and other methods to exclude
the public from access to sensitive areas. Law enforcement patrol and
monitoring efforts would also continue in the SVRA.

I1038-7

The potential new entrances are analyzed in the DEIR. See also response to
comment I1038-3

I1038-8

State Parks appreciates your interest in the project.

Letter
I1041
Response
I1041-1

Letter
I1042
Response
I1042-1

Dave Peterson
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Frank Reardon
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks acknowledges your personal
connection to the planning area and appreciates that you have taken the time to
express your thoughts and concerns about the project.
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Letter
I1043
Response
I1043-1

Letter
I1044
Response
I1044-1

Letter
I1046
Response

Ryan Romano
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project and your review of the General Plan and DEIR.

Christa Romanowski
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. DEIR Section 3.3 analyzes potential impacts on biotic resources,
including California red-legged frog and California tiger salamander, and
includes references to the General Plan goals and guidelines that would avoid
and minimize impacts on these species. See also Master Response 4, “Impacts of
the General Plan on Biological Resources.”

Rusty Rose
June 29, 2015

I1046-1

This comment is identical to comment I954-1. See response to comment I954-1.

I1046-2

This comment is identical to comment I954-2. See response to comment I954-2.

I1046-3

This comment is identical to comment I954-3. See response to comment I954-3.

I1046-4

This comment is identical to comment I954-4. See response to comment I954-4.

I1046-5

This comment is identical to comment I954-5. See response to comment I954-5.

Letter
I1048
Response

Katheryn Santos
June 29, 2015

I1048-1

This comment is identical to comment I955-1. See response to comment I955-1.

I1048-2

This comment is identical to comment I955-2. See response to comment I955-2.

I1048-3

This comment is identical to comment I955-3. See response to comment I955-3.

I1048-4

This comment is identical to comment I955-4. See response to comment I955-4.

I1048-5

This comment is identical to comment I955-5. See response to comment I955-5.
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I1048-6

This comment is identical to comment I955-6. See response to comment I955-6.

I1048-7

This comment is identical to comment I955-7. See response to comment I955-7.

I1048-8

This comment is identical to comment I955-8. See response to comment I955-8.

I1048-9

This comment is identical to comment I955-9. See response to comment I955-9.

I1048-10

This comment is identical to comment I955-10. See response to comment I95510.

I1048-11

This comment is identical to comment I955-11. See response to comment I95511.

I1048-12

This comment is identical to comment I955-12. See response to comment I95512.

I1048-13

This comment is identical to comment I955-13. See response to comment I95513.

I1048-14

This comment is identical to comment I955-14. See response to comment I95514.

Letter
I1049
Response
I1049-1

Letter
I1051
Response
I1051-1

Letter
I1054
Response
I1054-1

David Schneider
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

David Sibbet
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Rick Smith
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project and your review of the General Plan and DEIR.
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Letter
I1055
Response

Steve Stewart
June 29, 2015

I1055-1

This comment is identical to comment R10-1. See response to comment R10-1.

I1055-2

This comment is identical to comment R10-2. See response to comment R10-2.

I1055-3

This comment is identical to comment R10-3. See response to comment R10-3.

I1055-4

This comment is identical to comment R10-4. See response to comment R10-4.

I1055-5

This comment is identical to comment R10-5. See response to comment R10-5.

Letter
I1056
Response
I1056-1

Letter
I1057
Response

Rex Tener
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the comment is not related to
the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Chris Thayer
June 29, 2015

I1057-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. See responses to comments O30c-7, O33-7, and 034-2 regarding the
Fritillaria sp. and rare plants in the planning area.

I1057-2

See response to comment O30c-7 regarding rare plants and the Lagophylla sp. in
the planning area.

I1057-3

NRM Guideline 1.2 requires that site-specific surveys/mapping of sensitive
biological resources, including sensitive natural communities, be conducted
before planning of new facilities envisioned in the General Plan and that these
resources be avoided through design and planning. The Fremont cottonwood
forest at the eastern edge of the planning area is located within the original
Carnegie SVRA. As noted on page 2-54 of the General Plan, State Parks has
implemented BMPs throughout Carnegie SVRA to reduce runoff and control
erosion, using a variety of methods contained in the BMP manual and the
SWMP. State Parks has also implemented a stream revegetation program along
Corral Hollow Creek within the original Carnegie SVRA, and OHV use is no
longer permitted in that area. In addition, implementation of NRM Guidelines
1.4, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 would result in habitat monitoring and adaptive
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management to preserve and enhance natural communities including Fremont
cottonwood forest.
Letter
I1060
Response
I1060-1

Letter
I1061
Response

Gerard Truong
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised by the
commenter address the merits of the project and no issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised.

Janis Turner
June 29, 2015

I1061-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project and acknowledges your opposition to implementation of the General
Plan.

I1061-2

See Master Response 7, “Draft Environmental Impact Report Alternatives
Analysis.”

I1061-3

See “General Plan Goals and Guidelines Detail and Mitigation Deferral” in
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines,” and “Adequacy of Plant and Wildlife Guidelines to Avoid and
Minimize Effects on Biological Resources” in Master Response 4, “Impacts of
the General Plan on Biological Resources.”

I1061-4

See “General Plan Goals and Guidelines Detail and Mitigation Deferral” in
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of Impact Analysis and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines.”

I1061-5

Environmental impacts have been evaluated in the DEIR in accordance with
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The threshold of significance used to
evaluate the impacts of General Plan implementation on environmental
resources can be found in DEIR Chapter 3, “Environmental Analysis.” PRC
Section 21082 provides agencies with general authority to adopt criteria for
determining whether a given impact would be significant. State Parks, as the
CEQA lead agency, has determined that the thresholds presented in the CEQA
Appendix G Checklist are appropriate for use in determining the significance of
impacts of the General Plan.
State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your concerns
about the project.
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Letter
I1063
Response
I1063-1

Letter
I1068
Response
I1068-1

Letter
I1070
Response
I1070-1

Letter
I1072
Response
I1072-1

Letter
I1076
Response

Jared Williams
June 29, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project and your review of the General Plan and DEIR.

Marc Fenigstein
June 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Brian Reardon
June 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks acknowledges your personal
connection to the planning area and appreciates that you have taken the time to
express your concerns about the project.

Rachel Sampson
June 30, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project. No further response is provided because the issues raised are not related
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR.

Stan Zeavin
June 30, 2015

I1076-1

Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your interest in the
project.

I1076-2

General Plan Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2 provides a detailed description of the
biotic resources that occur at Carnegie SVRA. DEIR Section 3.3 analyzes
potential impacts on biotic resources and includes references to the General Plan
goals and guidelines that would avoid and minimize impacts on these species.
See also Master Response 4, “Impacts of the General Plan on Biological
Resources.”
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I1076-3

Letter
I1078
Response
I1078-1

State Parks appreciates that you have taken the time to express your concerns
about the project.

Bob Elliot, Supervisor, Fifth District, San Joaquin County
July 1, 2015
Thank you for your comments. State Parks appreciates your continued interest in
the project.
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CHAPTER 9 – REVISIONS TO THE GENERAL PLAN
This chapter contains revisions to the Preliminary General Plan following the public review process.
Text revisions are organized by section and page numbers in the Preliminary General Plan. Revisions to
text are shown with a strikethrough or underline. Text that has a strikethrough has been deleted from the
Preliminary General Plan. Text that has been added is presented as single underlined.
The Draft General Plan includes the revisions to the Preliminary General Plan indicated below. The
Final General Plan may include additional minor revisions in the future to ensure the accuracy of
information presented in the plan.

9.1

REVISIONS BY STATE PARKS

Since publication of the DEIR, the northwest corner of the expansion area, west of Corral Hollow Creek,
has been redesignated for “Limited Recreation” use only and the proposed entrance located at the
northwestern corner along Tesla Road has been removed. Therefore, the intermediate/beginner trails,
gathering/service area, and practice area that were proposed in this portion of the expansion area along
Tesla Road would no longer be included as part of the project. Allowable uses in the Limited Recreation
designation include nonmotorized recreational opportunities. Roads or trails may cross these areas to
facilitate public egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor experience areas; however, their
footprint would be limited to the minimum necessary to serve their intended purpose, and they would be
designed and managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the surrounding resources.
The revisions shown on pages 9-3 through 9-7 of this FEIR are hereby made to Section 4.3.1, “Proposed
Land Use and Facilities,” on page 4-2 of the Preliminary General Plan.
The SVRA is proposed to have multiple entrances, with up to four three entrances used daily.
The following revision is hereby made to Figure 4-1 and Table 4-1 in Section 4.3.2, “Visitor Experience
Areas,” on pages 4-3 through 4-8 of the Preliminary General Plan:
NRM Guideline 1.3 on page 4-16 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

NRM Guideline 1.3: In the event that disturbing a sensitive biological resource is
unavoidable, minimize the disturbance to the minimum area necessary to achieve the project
purpose, and identify and implement measures to offset those impacts in consultation with a
qualified biologist and the appropriate resource agencies (e.g., CDFW, USFWS, USACE,
and the Central Valley RWQCB), depending on the listing or protection status of the
resource. Consultation with the agencies will include acquisition of any required
environmental permits, take authorizations, management plans, or other documents as
required by the respective agencies.
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9.2

REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The revisions to the General Plan listed below have been made for clarification purposes or, where
needed, to add information or correct minor errors. These revisions also appear in Chapter 2, “Master
Responses,” and in the responses to comments in Chapters 3–8 of this FEIR.
Table 1-2 on page 1-11 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
Table 1-2. Planning Hierarchy for Carnegie SVRA
Planning Concept

Description

OHMVR Division The OHMVR Division mission guides acquisition, planning, and management of the SVRAs as part of
Mission
the division’s responsibility to provide leadership for a statewide OHV program.
Classification

SVRA management, operation, and development are guided by the classification of a park unit. Carnegie
is a State Vehicular Recreation Area.

Declaration of
Purpose

The declaration of purpose is a broad statement of direction unique to each SVRA. Section 5090.43(a) of
the California Public Resources Code requires SVRAs to be developed, managed, and operated to make
the fullest public use of the outdoor recreational opportunities present, while balancing the protection of
natural and cultural resources.

SVRA Vision

The vision statement is a view of the desired future conditions for Carnegie SVRA. It expresses what
Carnegie SVRA should ultimately be and look like and what kinds of visitor experiences should be
available in the future.

Goals and
Guidelines

Goals are developed to address existing issues and provide ongoing guidance for SVRA management.
Guidelines provide the direction that the OHMVR Division will implement consider to achieve these
goals.

Use Areas

Use areas allow for specialized management by area. These use areas are developed by considering a
variety of factors: topographic features, resource values, ecological parameters, management issues and
goals, types and intensities of use, and visitor use and experience. Targeted goals and guidelines are
developed for each use area.

Notes: OHV = off-highway vehicle; OHMVR = Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation; SVRA = State Vehicular Recreation Area
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Table 4-1: Visitor Experience Areas
Color on
Maps

Title

Description

Limited Recreation Area

Definition: An area with a higher-than-average concentration of sensitive natural
and/or cultural resources.
Allowable Uses: Roads or trails may cross these areas to facilitate public
egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor experience areas; however,
their footprint should be limited to the minimum necessary to serve their intended
purpose, and they should be designed and managed to avoid or minimize impacts on
the surrounding resources. No other facilities will be allowed. These areas could be
available for nonmotorized recreational opportunities.
Resource Management: These areas were chosen based on the presence of sensitive
resources and likelihood of remaining undeveloped.
Total Approximate Acres*: 1,446 1,090

Limited Recreation
Overlay 1—Waterfall
Canyon

Definition: An area that, because of water quality management restrictions, needs to
be managed like a limited recreation area.
Allowable Uses: Hiking may be allowed. This area could accommodate OHV
facilities as long as certain guidelines are met. For instance, this area could be
changed to an intermediate or advanced trail area in the future if there is an additional
acquisition that would allow State Parks to provide adequate water quality
management measures for the watershed consistent with the Corral Hollow
Watershed Assessment and the Storm Water Management Plan for Carnegie SVRA.
Resource Management: This area is currently excluded from OHV recreation for
water quality management purposes and will be managed according to the Storm
Water Management Plan for Carnegie SVRA or the most current water quality
management prescriptions.
Total Approximate Acres*: 88 (not included in the Limited Recreation Area total)

Definition: An area that has a higher-than-average concentration of significant
cultural resources and includes the Tesla Coal Mine Site, which poses some safety
concerns.
Allowable Uses: This area could accommodate facilities as long as certain guidelines
Limited Recreation
are met. In the Tesla Mining Complex overlay area, a gathering area could be
Overlay 2—Tesla Mining
allowed and other limited facilities such as trail or road crossings may be allowed.
Complex
The chosen sites would have to be evaluated and engineered for safety and
monitored. If there were a potential impact on a cultural resource, the appropriate
mitigation would have to be implemented to minimize or avoid significant impacts.
Total Approximate Acres*: 240 (not included in the Limited Recreation Area total)

Advanced Trails Area

Definition: An area that provides more challenging OHV trails.
Allowable Uses: This area will allow OHV trails and challenge areas. Trails for
skills development and technical riding will be allowed. These trails could be
adaptively modified over time to improve the visitor experience and provide new
experiences. Examples of trails and experiences that could be found in these areas
include curvilinear trails of varying slopes minor hillclimbs/descents; a terrain park
or trials trail for off-highway motorcycles; rocky trail sections; tight turns; roll and
flow; and skills practice trails for off-highway motorcycles, ATVs, and/or ROVs.
Trails should be designed and constructed to be narrow and to limit soil erosion.
4WD touring could be accommodated in the expansion area.
Resource Management: Challenge areas would be allowed where most appropriate
using site-specific studies and would be closed and rotated as needed to restore soil
and/or vegetation.
Total Approximate Acres*: 1,360
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Table 4-1: Visitor Experience Areas
Color on
Maps
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Title

Description

Intermediate/Beginner
Trails Area

Definition: An area that provides OHV trails of easy to moderate difficulty levels.
Allowable Uses: This area will allow OHV trails and challenge areas. Trails for
skills development and technical riding are allowed. These trails could be adaptively
modified over time to improve visitors’ experiences and provide new experiences.
Examples of trails and experiences that could be found in these areas include
curvilinear trails of varying slopes minor hillclimbs/descents; terrain park or trials
trail for off-highway motorcycles; rocky trail sections; tight turns, roll and flow; and
skills practice trails for off-highway motorcycles, ATVs and/or ROVs. Trails should
be designed and constructed to be wider than those in the advanced trails areas, and
to have gradual turns and moderate trail slopes. 4WD touring could be
accommodated in the expansion area.
Resource Management: Challenge areas would be allowed where most appropriate
using site-specific studies and would be closed and rotated as needed to restore soil
and/or vegetation.
Total Approximate Acres*: 863 1,201

Gathering and Service
Areas

Definition: An area that provides places for visitors to gather and access services.
Allowable Uses: Campgrounds, restrooms, picnic areas, parking areas, concessions,
ranger station, entrance kiosk, staging, etc.
Resource Management: Facilities and associated landscaping should be designed to
assure safety and to provide an attractive natural setting, while limiting maintenance
requirements.
Total Approximate Acres*: 86 90

Gathering Areas Overlay

Definition: An area that could be used for a gathering and services area if needed.
Allowable Uses: Uses for this area would be the same as for the underlying visitor
experience area, unless it is decided that some or all of this area would be needed for
a gathering and service area. If the area is needed, then the allowable uses for
gathering and services areas would prevail.
Resource Management: This area was chosen to avoid known sensitive natural
and/or cultural resources. Before planning and building facilities, site-specific studies
would be conducted.
Total Approximate Acres*: 91

Distributed Recreation
Area

Definition: An area in which OHV recreation is not limited to specific trails.
Allowable Uses: Trails and experiences that could be found in these areas include
hillclimbs/descents; tight turns, roll and flow; and skills practice trails for offhighway motorcycles and ATVs. There may be small concentrated riding areas
within distributed riding areas to provide opportunities such as hillclimbing or high
banking.
Resource Management: Distributed recreation areas will be clearly delineated and
posted to limit visitors from riding off trail in adjacent areas not designated for
distributed riding. Soil and vegetation restoration may be needed to limit soil erosion
and to conserve the area’s natural character. Trails and concentrated riding areas
within distributed riding areas may be changed over time to create new experiences
and to restore vegetation and/or soils. Areas within the distributed recreation area
may be closed to OHV use to conserve specific resources, to provide gathering areas
for visitors, or to allow for management of a particular resource. A vegetative buffer
will be maintained along corridors with properly sited and armored approaches and
crossings to prevent erosion and protect water quality.
Total Approximate Acres*: 430
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Table 4-1: Visitor Experience Areas
Color on
Maps

Title

Description

Practice Area

Definition: An area that provides specialized opportunities for visitors of different
age groups and experience levels to develop riding/driving skills.
Allowable Uses: Uses in these areas may include tracks, trails, challenge courses,
technical challenge areas, or other facilities for all types of OHV vehicles that allow
riders and drivers to practice and/or challenge themselves. Facilities need to be
carefully designed, constructed, and managed to create safe and enjoyable
experiences.
Total Approximate Acres*: 59 73

Special Event Area

Definition: An area that provides a space for competitive hillclimbing events.
Allowable Uses: Hillclimbs, space for spectators, vendors, staging, and other related
activities. The area needs to be secured during hillclimb events for the safety of
competitors and other visitors.
Resource Management: The special-event area will be opened and closed on a
rotating basis for vegetation and/or soil restoration purposes. The area will be clearly
delineated and posted to limit visitors from riding off trail in adjacent areas.
Total Approximate Acres*: 19

Restricted Access Area

Definition: An area that provides a buffer between public uses and a neighboring
property.
Allowable Uses: Management-related activities such as cattle grazing, maintenance,
repair, and patrolling.
Total Approximate Acres*: 67

Notes: 4WD = four-wheel-drive; ATV = all-terrain vehicle; OHV = off-highway vehicle; ROV = recreational off-highway vehicle; SVRA = State Vehicular
Recreation Area
* Totals are approximate due to rounding and the planning area boundary used (which is approximate based on mapping available), and are greater than the
approximately 4,675-acre planning area because the Gathering Areas Overlay overlaps with other visitor experience areas (see Figure 2-3).
Source: Data provided by State Parks and compiled by AECOM in 2014

The following text is hereby added to General Plan page 2-6:

PARK DISTRICTS
The Livermore Area Recreation and Park District (LARPD) is an independent recreation and
park service provider for the City of Livermore and surrounding unincorporated areas. The
LARPD service area encompasses 245 square miles and is bounded by Contra Costa County to
the north, San Joaquin County to the east, Santa Clara County to the south, and the cities of
Pleasanton and Dublin to the west. LARPD provides 29 neighborhood parks, three community
parks, four open-space parks totaling 1,360 acres, and 10 special-use parks (Livermore Area
Recreation and Park District 2015). There are no OHV parks in Livermore.
Approximately 6,000 acres of regional parkland is available to LARPD. This acreage includes
the regional preserve portion of Brushy Peak owned by EBRPD, as well as Del Valle State
Recreation Area, which is owned by the State and operated by EBRPD (see “Regional Parks”
above for further discussion) (City of Livermore 2008).
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
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CITY PARKS
The City of Tracy has 72 parks covering just over 263 acres. Recreation opportunities include
playgrounds, ball courts, walking paths, picnic and BBQ areas, and more. The City of Livermore
has more than 30 parks at the community, neighborhood, and regional scales that offer a wide
array of activities. There are no OHV parks in Tracy and Livermore.
Page 2-8 in Section 2.2.2 of the General Plan is hereby updated as follows to reflect the completion in
May 2015 (after the DEIR was circulated) of the Tesla Road Safety Study:
Because of the frequency of accidents (95 incidents in a 5-year period), Alameda County’s
Public Works Agency recently began has completed a safety study of Tesla Road between
Livermore and the San Joaquin County line. This study is intended to identify and recommend
The Tesla Road Safety Study, completed in May 2015, identifies potential future safety
improvements to the roadway, but includes no widening or capacity improvements are under
consideration.
The text at the bottom of General Plan page 2-18 is hereby modified as follows:
►

Corral Hollow Fault—A portion of the Corral Hollow Fault is located within the planning
area, along the bed of Corral Hollow Creek. The Corral Hollow Fault is a northwest-trending
strike-slip fault that is oriented subparallel to segments of the Tesla and Greenville Fault
zones. The Corral Hollow Fault is located northeast of the Greenville Fault zone and trends
southeast toward Corral Hollow, and then easterly beneath alluvium in Corral Hollow to an
inferred junction with the Carnegie Fault. No geologic evidence exists to suggest that fault
activity has occurred since the Pleistocene epoch. Therefore, this fault is not considered
active. Although this fault has not been classified as “active” by the California Geological
Survey and is not zoned under the Alquist-Priolo Act, evidence has been presented to State
Parks that trenching conducted in 1990 in northeast Section 33, Township 3 South, Range 3
East showed that Holocene gravel deposits overlying the Tesla Formation had been offset
downward on the south side of the fault. This evidence indicates that the Corral Hollow Fault
may be active.

Figure 2-1, “Surrounding Land Uses,” on page 2-3 of the General Plan is hereby revised to add the
locations of the wells and water treatment plant in the planning area:
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Figure 2-1

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Revisions to the General Plan

Surrounding Land Uses

9-9

The text at the bottom of General Plan page 2-22 is hereby revised as follows:
►

Carnegie Fault—The Carnegie Fault trends northwest to southeast in the project vicinity. A
The southeastern portion of the Carnegie Fault is located within the actively used portion of
Carnegie SVRA, north of Corral Hollow Creek. This is a local fault related to a complex
zone of folding and faulting northwest of the Tesla Fault. No gGeologic evidence exists to
suggests that fault activity along the northwestern portion of the fault (outside of the planning
area) has not occurred since the Pliocene epoch. Therefore, this portion of the Carnegie Fault
is not considered active. However, Jennings (1994) indicates that the southeastern portion of
the Carnegie Fault shows evidence of activity during the Holocene based on an updated
geologic study prepared in 1991 for the adjacent Lawrence Livermore Laboratory Site 300.
Therefore, this portion of the Carnegie Fault (within the planning area) is considered active.

The definition of special-status species on page 2-77 of the General Plan is hereby revised to include an
additional set of species, as follows:
Special-status species are plants and animals that fall into any of the following categories:
►

Species officially listed by the State of California or the federal government as endangered,
threatened, or rare

►

Candidate species for state or federal listing as endangered or threatened

►

Species proposed for listing under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and California
Endangered Species Act (CESA)

►

Taxa (i.e., taxonomic categories or groups) that meet the criteria for listing, even if not
currently included on any list, as described in Section 15380 of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines

►

Species identified by CDFW as species of special concern

►

Species listed as Fully Protected under the California Fish and Game Code

►

Species protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

►

Taxa considered by CDFW to be “rare, threatened, or endangered in California” and assigned
a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR). The CDFW system uses the following five rarity and
endangerment ranks to categorize plant species of concern:
•
•

CRPR 1A—Plants presumed to be extinct in California
CRPR 1B—Plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Revisions to the General Plan

9-11

•
•
•
•

CRPR 2A—Plants that are presumed extirpated in California, but are more common
elsewhere
CRPR 2B—Plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common
elsewhere
CRPR 3—Plants about which more information is needed (a review list)
CRPR 4—Plants of limited distribution (a watch list)

Table 2-9 on pages 2-85 through 2-87 of the General Plan is hereby modified as follows:
Table 2-9. Special-Status Plant Species Documented in and Near the Planning Area
Species

California
Rare Plant
Rank*

Comments

SPECIES WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA
Big tarplant
Blepharizonia plumosa

1.B.1

This species is also a focal species in the East Alameda County Conservation
Strategy. The grasslands provide potentially suitable habitat for this species,
which was identified at 12 locations, all in the expansion area, during surveys
conducted in 2003 (Ecosystems West 2004).

Round-leaved filaree
California macrophyllum

The woodland communities and grasslands provide potentially suitable habitat
for this species. It has been documented in two specific locations within the
planning area (Ecosystems West 2004), and there is a record with vague location
information in the vicinity of the planning area. The two specific locations where
this plant was previously recorded were revisited during separate surveys by
AECOM and TRA Environmental Sciences in 2014 and this species was not
relocated.

Forked hareleaf
Lagophylla dichotoma

The woodland communities and grasslands provide potentially suitable habitat
for this species. It was observed in the planning area in 2003, but specific
locations were not recorded because the species was not listed in the CRPR
system at that time. Taxonomic changes made since the surveys in 2003 indicate
the species identified in the planning area may actually be L. diabloensis, a CRPR
1B.2 species.

Hospital Canyon larkspur
Delphinium californicum ssp.
interius

1.B.2

Openings in the scrub communities and moist areas in the woodland communities
provide potentially suitable habitat for this species. It has been documented at six
locations in the planning area, including two locations initially identified by
Ecosystems West in 2003. The species was observed at one of these locations in
2014, but there were fewer plants occupying a much smaller area than recorded
in 2003. This species was found at four additional locations in 2014.
This species is found in chaparral, cismontane woodland, and annual grasslands,
usually on serpentine soils. This species was found at one location in the planning
area in 2014. This find represents a range extension for this species, which was
previously known only from Napa, Solano, and Contra Costa Counties.

Brewer’s dwarf flax
Hesperolinon breweri

SPECIES DOCUMENTED WITHIN 5 MILES OF THE PLANNING AREA
Large-flowered fiddleneck
Amsinckia grandiflora
Diamond-petaled California
poppy
Eschscholzia rhombipetala
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1.B.1

This species is federally and state listed as endangered. The woodland
communities and grassland provide potentially suitable habitat.
Alkaline clay soils in the grasslands provide potentially suitable habitat for this
species.
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Table 2-9. Special-Status Plant Species Documented in and Near the Planning Area
Species

California
Rare Plant
Rank*

Comments

Loma Prieta hoita
Hoita strobilina

The woodland communities in the planning area provide potentially suitable
habitat for this species, which is usually found in serpentinite soils in mesic areas.
Soils of the Franciscan complex in the southern portion of the planning area may
contain minor serpentine inclusions.

Showy golden madia
Madia radiata

The woodland communities and grasslands provide potentially suitable habitat
for this species.

Caper-fruited
tropidocarpum
Tropidocarpum capparideum

Two records exist of this species with vague location information indicating they
may be within 5 miles of the planning area, but the species is believed to have
been extirpated from Alameda and San Joaquin Counties.

Alkali milk-vetch
Astragalus tener var. tener

1.B.2

Potentially suitable clay soils are present in the grasslands within the planning
area.

San Joaquin spearscale
Atriplex joaquinana

This species is also a focal species in the East Alameda County Conservation
Strategy. Alkaline soils in the grasslands provide potentially suitable habitat for
this species.

Big-scale balsamroot
Balsamorhiza macrolepis

The scrub and woodland communities and grassland provide potentially suitable
habitat for this species.

Chaparral harebell
Campanula exigua

This species grows in rocky places in chaparral, usually in serpentinite soils.
Suitable habitat may be present in rocky outcrops within the planning area.

Lemmon’s jewelflower
Caulanthus lemmonii

The California juniper woodland and grasslands provide potentially suitable
habitat for this species. A record exists of this species with vague information
about a location in the vicinity of the planning area.

Mt. Hamilton fountain thistle
Cirsium fontinale var.
campylon

This species is found in serpentine seeps in chaparral, cismontane woodland, and
annual grasslands. No serpentine seeps are present in the planning area.

Talus fritillary
Fritillaria falcata

This species is found in serpentinite soils, usually talus, in chaparral, cismontane
woodland, and lower montane coniferous forest. Suitable serpentine habitat may
be present, as serpentine indicator species have been found in the planning area
and soils of the Franciscan complex in the southern portion of the planning area
may contain minor serpentine inclusions.

Diablo helianthella
Helianthella castanea

This species is found in rocky soils in a variety of upland habitat types, but most
often in chaparral–oak woodland interface. Woodland and grassland communities
provide potentially suitable habitat.

Brewer’s dwarf flax
Hesperolinon breweri

This species is found in chaparral, cismontane woodland, and annual grasslands,
usually on serpentine soils. This species was found at one location in the planning
area in 2014. This find represents a range extension for this species, which was
previously known only from Napa, Solano, and Contra Costa Counties.

Shining navarretia
Navarretia nigelliformis ssp.
radians

The woodland communities and grasslands provide potentially suitable habitat
for this species.

Sharsmith’s onion
Allium sharsmithiae

Tehama County western flax
Hesperolinon tehamense

1.B.3

This species grows in serpentinite soils in chaparral and cismontane woodland.
Suitable serpentine habitat may be present, as serpentine indicator species have
been found in the planning area, and soils of the Franciscan complex in the
southern portion of the planning area may contain minor serpentine inclusions.
This species grows in serpentinite soils in chaparral and cismontane woodland.
Suitable serpentine habitat may be present, as serpentine indicator species have
been found in the planning area and soils of the Franciscan complex in the
southern portion of the planning area may contain minor serpentine inclusions.
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Table 2-9. Special-Status Plant Species Documented in and Near the Planning Area
Species

California
Rare Plant
Rank*

Comments

Carlotta Hall’s lace fern
Aspidotis carlotta-halliae

4.2

This species grows in chaparral and cismontane woodlands, generally in
serpentinite soils. Suitable serpentine habitat may be present, as serpentine
indicator species have been found in the planning area and soils of the Franciscan
complex in the southern portion of the planning area may contain minor
serpentine inclusions.

Santa Clara red ribbons
Clarkia concinna ssp.
automixa

4.3

The scrub and woodland communities provide potentially suitable habitat for this
species.

Notes:
* California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) definitions:
1.B.1: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere, and seriously endangered in California
1.B.2: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere, and fairly endangered in California
1.B.3: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere, but not very endangered in California
4.2: Uncommon and fairly endangered in California
4.3: Uncommon but not very endangered in California
Sources: CNDDB 2011; Consortium of California Herbaria 2012; CNPS 2012a, 2012b; State Parks 2000; Ecosystems West 2004; data compiled
by AECOM and TRA in 2014

The descriptions of foothill yellow-legged frog and western spadefoot in Table 2-10, “Special-Status
Wildlife Species Observed or Assumed to Be Present in the Planning Area,” of the General Plan (page
2-88) are hereby revised as follows:
Foothill yellowlegged frog
Rana boylii

CSC;
petitioned for listing
under ESA. USFWS has
determined that listing
may be warranted

Streams and creeks in the planning area provide potential habitat for this
species. Surveys for foothill yellow-legged frogs have documented
occurrences of frogs in Corral Hollow Creek in the expansion area in 2000
(State Parks 2000, n.d.[f]).

Western spadefoot
Spea hammondii

CSC;
petitioned for listing
under ESA. USFWS has
determined that listing
may be warranted

Ponds in the planning area provide potential breeding habitat for this species
and annual grassland habitats provide potential upland refugia in the
planning area. During HMS surveys, this species has been documented to
occur in California Tiger Salamander Pond, Corral Hollow Creek
backwaters, and Tesla Stock Pond.

The description of Townsend’s big-eared bat in Table 2-10, “Special-Status Wildlife Species Observed
or Assumed to Be Present in the Planning Area,” of the General Plan (page 2-90) is hereby revised as
follows:
Townsend’s bigeared bat
Corynorhinus
townsendii
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CESA candidate
(Threatened); CSC

This species occurs in a variety of habitats in California including desert
scrub, riparian areas, grasslands, and coniferous forests. No focused surveys
for Townsend’s big-eared bat have occurred within the planning area.
However, it is assumed that the species can forage in the planning area at
least periodically, given its distribution in California. Suitable roosting
habitat exists in the Tesla Coal Mine and Lime Kiln Cave in the expansion
area and possibly in rock outcroppings in the planning area. The 2008 HMS
report mentions the species as occurring in the planning area (State Parks
n.d.[d]). This species was identified in the Tesla Coal Mine by State Parks
staff members in September 2014 (de Silva, pers. comm., 2014).
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The following text is hereby added to General Plan page 2-107:
The planning area is visible to travelers along Corral Hollow Road/Tesla Road in Corral Hollow
Canyon, and to residents and users of nearby properties. Because of the surrounding topography,
the planning area is not visible from either the Central Valley or the Livermore Valley. Portions
of the expansion area are visible from the Livermore Valley.
The following text regarding the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act is hereby added to the
discussion of federal regulations and laws in the “Natural Resources” portion of Section 2.7.3,
“Regulatory Influences,” of the General Plan (pages 2-133 and 2-134):
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (Eagle Act) prohibits the taking or possession of and
commerce in bald and golden eagles, including their parts, nests, or eggs, with limited
exceptions. The Eagle Act defines “take” as “pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill,
capture, trap, collect, molest or disturb” (16 U.S. Code 668–668d). USFWS has defined
“disturb” under the Eagle Act as follows (72 Federal Register [FR] 31132–31140, June 5, 2007):
Disturb means to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is
likely to cause, based on the best scientific information available, (1) injury to an eagle;
(2) a decrease in its productivity, by substantially interfering with normal breeding,
feeding, or sheltering behavior; or (3) nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with
normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior.
USFWS has proposed new permit regulations to authorize the take of bald and golden eagles
under the Eagle Act, generally when the take to be authorized is associated with otherwise lawful
activities (72 FR 31141–31155, June 5, 2007). With the delisting of the bald eagle in 2007, the
Eagle Act is the primary federal law protecting bald eagles, as well as golden eagles.
Water Guideline 1.2 on page 4-11 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

Water Guideline 1.2: Work to attain no net loss of wetlands functions and values at the
SVRA. If impacts on jurisdictional features cannot be fully avoided:
•

Determine the acreage of direct impacts (i.e., fill of wetlands) and indirect impacts (i.e.,
alterations to wetland hydrology) that would result from project implementation, and
obtain necessary permits.

•

Provide compensatory mitigation such that the functions and values of all affected
wetlands and other waters of the United States, waters of the state, and stream and
riparian habitats protected under the California Fish and Game Code are replaced,
restored, or enhanced on a “no net loss” basis. Restore, enhance, and/or replace wetland,
water, and riparian habitat acreage at a location and by methods agreeable to the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the Central Valley and San Francisco Bay Regional
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Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs), CDFW, and/or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) as appropriate and depending on agency jurisdiction.
Water Guideline 2.8 on page 4-12 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

Water Guideline 2.8: To minimize erosion problems, landslide hazards, and costly
maintenance, consider invoking the temporary closure of temporarily close portions or all of
the SVRA based upon conditions established by the rain closure policy. That policy will be
reviewed and updated as necessary.

Plant Guideline 1.1 on page 4-17 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

Plant Guideline 1.1: Conduct protocol-level surveys for special-status plants and sensitive
natural communities on the sites of proposed facilities during the planning and design
process. Conduct the surveys during the blooming season for all potentially occurring
special-status plant species according to the most current methodology recommended by
CDFW and USFWS, depending on the listing status of the species. The surveys shall be
conducted by a qualified botanist familiar with the flora of Alameda and San Joaquin
Counties. Document the survey results in a written report submitted to the OHMVR
Division. Map the location and extent of all occurrences of special-status plant species
encountered during the surveys and maintain the data in the SVRA’s GIS database. Repeat
special-status plant surveys every 5 years to ensure that data are current and account for longterm and seasonal variation.

Wildlife Guideline 1.1 on page 4-18 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

Wildlife Guideline 1.1: Conduct annual (or more frequent) monitoring as part of the HMS,
to look for signs of active use by burrowing owls and for active kit fox dens in the planning
area. If signs of burrowing owl use or active dens are detected during monitoring, consider
active management strategies to encourage and preserve use of the site by the this species.
Such strategies include placing new facilities away from any active burrowing owl;
appropriate buffers shall be sized depending on the use of the burrow (nesting or wintering)
and the disturbance impact, as described in Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (DFG
2012) or subsequent version and/or consultation with CDFW. If active dens were found,
strategies that include not siting facilities within 500 feet of active dens would be initiated
based on USFWS guidelines (USFWS 2011). USFWS would be contacted regarding
appropriate setbacks for a natal/pupping den if found, both occupied and unoccupied.

Wildlife Guideline 1.3 on pages 4-18 and 4-19 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►
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Wildlife Guideline 1.3: Avoid siting facilities within 100 feet of elderberry shrub locations,
for complete avoidance. If work or placement of facilities closer to existing shrubs is
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required, implement appropriate measures, developed in consultation with USFWS, to avoid
or compensate for direct and indirect impacts on valley elderberry longhorn beetle.
Wildlife Guideline 1.7 on page 4-19 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

Wildlife Guideline 1.7: If construction activities are planned within suitable upland habitat
for special-status amphibians herpetofauna (California red-legged frog, California tiger
salamander, western pond turtle, or western spadefoot) and within the known maximum
upland dispersal distance of those species from known breeding habitat, develop and
implement appropriate measures to avoid or compensate for potential direct and indirect
impacts of project-specific activities on special-status amphibians herpetofauna in upland
habitats. Before the start of construction, implement any protection or mitigation measures
agreed upon during consultation with the wildlife agencies.

Wildlife Guideline 1.8 on page 4-19 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

Wildlife Guideline 1.8: Perform a preconstruction survey for potential bat roosting habitat
(large trees with cavities, rock outcrops, caves, mines) in proposed construction areas and a
100-foot buffer around the construction area (Western Bat Working Group 2007). Implement
avoidance and minimization measures determined appropriate by a qualified biologist based
on guidance from the wildlife agencies and the best available science before conducting any
activity within 100 feet of known bat roost locations. Avoidance and minimization measures
may include establishment of roost avoidance buffers, seasonal activity restrictions, or
monitoring of roost locations.

OM Guideline 4.1 on page 4-31 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

OM Guideline 4.1: Coordinate with sponsoring organizations regarding scheduling,
operations, and management of special events. Issue a special-event permit in compliance
with applicable regulations and policies to event coordinators that details sponsor obligations.

The following new guideline is hereby added to the General Plan on page 4-32:
►

OM Guideline 3.15: Educate SVRA staff and visitors about potential public health concerns
at the SVRA.

OM Guideline 5.4 on page 4-32 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

OM Guideline 5.4: Maintain the fencing and required existing buffer areas between
Carnegie SVRA and adjacent properties to minimize conflicts and prevent OHV use where it
is not allowed.

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Revisions to the General Plan

9-17

To specify that potential air quality impacts include health impacts and health risk thresholds, OM
Guideline 6.7 on page 4-36 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
►

OM Guideline 6.7: Conduct an environmental analysis for all construction projects located
within 1,000 feet of any residents (on-site or off-site) to assess potential air quality health
impacts of construction-related emissions on the existing residence(s). If any significant
impacts (e.g., health risk thresholds) are determined pursuant to the applicable air district
thresholds of significance (i.e., BAAQMD or SJVAPCD), the applicant and contractor shall
implement all necessary measures to minimize emissions.

OM Goal 7 on page 4-36 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
OM Goal 7: Manage the SVRA to reduce to reduce regional air quality impacts from OHV
recreation and related activities.
The following new guideline is hereby added to the General Plan on page 4-37 to further reduce regional
air pollutant emissions:
►

OM Guideline 7.4: Implement the following operational emission reduction measures to
help BAAQMD and SJVAPCD reduce regional air quality emissions:
•

Prohibit campfires on all summer and winter Spare the Air days identified by either
BAAQMD or SJVAPCD. In addition, campfires throughout the park from November 1 to
the end of February should be limited to SJVAPCD’s “Check Before You Burn” program
where campfires are restricted on days designated as “no burning for all” or “no burning
unless registered.”

•

Replace diesel-fueled maintenance equipment with alternative-fuel equipment (e.g.,
propane, electricity) when feasible.

•

Inform and suggest to all park visitors to limit the use of diesel generators for reactional
vehicle cooling or heating during winter and summer Spare the Air days identified by
either BAAQMD or SJVAPCD.

•

Limit maintenance equipment engine idling to 2 minutes.

The following references are added to the list of references for Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” on
General Plan pages 5-6 and 5-8:
City of Livermore. 2008 (October). Livermore Area Recreation and Park District 2008 Parks,
Recreation and Trails Master Plan. Livermore, CA.

9-18

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Revisions to the General Plan

Livermore Area Recreation and Park District. 2015. Operations and Administration. Available:
http://www.larpd.org/board/operations.html. Accessed August 4, 2015.
The fourth paragraph of page 2-36 in General Plan Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” has been revised as
follows:
Streamflows in this drainage area usually continue into late spring and early summer. Small
spring-fed pools occasionally persist in the channel throughout the year. Past and current land
uses consist of sheep and cattle grazing, homesteading, and hunting. The Tesla Fire, which broke
out in August 2015, denuded a portion of the drainage area of vegetation.
The first paragraph of page 2-39 in General Plan Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” has been revised as
follows:
…areas near the stream channel in the upper reaches of the Tesla/Alameda drainage area. Past
mining activities resulted in considerable disturbance to the soils. Large tailing piles and gullies
are present throughout the area. The Tesla Fire, which broke out in August 2015, denuded a large
portion of the drainage area of vegetation.
The fifth paragraph of page 2-39 in General Plan Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” has been revised as
follows:
Past and current land use activities consist of grazing, homesteading, and some
mining/prospecting. A major fire that broke out in 2005 denuded the drainage area of vegetation.
A portion of the drainage area burned south of Corral Hollow Road in August 2015 from the
Tesla Fire as well.
The seventh paragraph of page 2-39 in General Plan Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” has been revised
as follows:
Past and current land use activities consist of excavation and installation of the Hetch Hetchy
tunnel, extensive sheep and cattle grazing, and homesteading. Mitchell Ravine contains blue
sediment that is transported downstream during large storm events. The blue sediment comes
from erosion of the tailing piles left from the construction of the Hetch Hetchy tunnel. The Tesla
Fire, which broke out in August 2015, denuded a portion of the drainage area of vegetation.
The fourth paragraph of page 2-40 in General Plan Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” has been revised as
follows:
►

The Tesla Gate subwatershed (99 acres) is located between the Tesla Road gate and the
discharge point of Baker’s Ravine. Riverwash terraces flank the existing channel on both
sides. The vegetation consists of primarily annual grasses with a few oaks. Historical
residential uses, grazing, and ranching have occurred here. Tesla Road also runs through this

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
Revisions to the General Plan

9-19

subwatershed. A portion of this subwatershed area burned in August 2015 from the Tesla
Fire.
The fifth paragraph of page 2-40 in General Plan Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” has been revised as
follows:
►

The Sector Office subwatershed (413 acres) extends from the Tesla Gate subwatershed to the
outlet of Mitchell Ravine. Lower terraces of riverwash and gently sloping upper terraces
composed of loam soil flank the existing channel on both sides. The vegetation consists
primarily of annual grasses, with oaks densely populating the northwest-facing slopes and
sparse cottonwoods and mulefat within the channel. Grazing and residential uses have
occurred here. Tesla Road also runs through this subwatershed. A portion of this
subwatershed area burned in August 2015 from the Tesla Fire.

The sixth paragraph of page 2-40 in General Plan Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” page 2-40, of the
General Plan has been revised as follows:
►

The Mitchell Ravine Confluence subwatershed (20 acres) extends from the mouth of Mitchell
Ravine to the Pottery subwatershed. This flat subwatershed is composed mainly of riverwash
and silt loam formed from alluvium. The vegetation comprises some cottonwoods and
sycamores, mulefat, scattered oaks, and annual grasses. Grazing has occurred here. Tesla
Road also runs across a portion of this subwatershed. A portion of this subwatershed area
burned in August 2015 from the Tesla Fire.

Table 2-8 on page 2-70 of General Plan Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” is hereby revised as follows:
Table 2-8. Acreage of Vegetation Types in the Planning Area
Type

Fremont cottonwood forest
Blue oak woodland

91
1,291

Valley oak woodland

33

California juniper woodland

1

Ghost pine woodland

100

California sagebrush/black sage scrub

588

Bush mallow scrub

128

Mule fat thickets

4

Desert olive patches

24

Choke cherry thickets
Annual brome grassland
Seep

9-20

Acres

2
1

2,341
0.29
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Table 2-8. Acreage of Vegetation Types in the Planning Area
Type

Acres

Pond

4

Drainage

74

Disturbed

5

Developed

87

1

A fire denuded a portion of the grassland in August 2015 (Tesla Fire). As a wildfire is considered a natural
phenomenon, natural regeneration of the burned grassland is expected to occur over time.
Sources: State Parks 2000; Ecosystems West 2004; AECOM 2012; TRA 2010b; data compiled by AECOM in 2013

The second paragraph of page 2-74 in General Plan Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” is hereby revised
as follows:
…In some instances, native grasses are fairly abundant; however, no stands of native grasses
large enough to map as a native grassland vegetation type have been discovered, and these
species occur in association with the more dominant nonnative annual grasses.
The Tesla Fire, which broke out in August 2015, burned a portion of the grassland within the
planning area.
The second to last paragraph on page 2-135 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
Under Section 401 of the federal CWA, an applicant for a Section 404 permit must obtain a
certificate from the appropriate state agency stating that the intended dredging or filling activity
is consistent with the state’s water quality standards and criteria. In California, the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has delegated the authority to grant water quality
certification to the nine RWQCBs. The majority of the planning area is under the jurisdiction of
the Central Valley RWQCB; the San Francisco Bay RWQCB is responsible for the regional area
that includes the Arroyo Seco watershed in the northwestern corner of the planning area.
The second paragraph on page 2-138 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
In California, the SWRCB has broad authority over water quality control issues for the state. The
SWRCB develops statewide policy on water quality and exercises the powers delegated to the
state by the federal government under the CWA. Regional authority for planning, permitting, and
enforcement is delegated to the nine RWQCBs. The Central Valley RWQCB is responsible for
the regional area in which the majority of the planning area is located; the San Francisco Bay
RWQCB is responsible for the regional area that includes the Arroyo Seco watershed in the
northwestern corner of the planning area.
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The second paragraph on page 2-170 of the General Plan is hereby revised to be consistent with the text
on page 3.10-7 of the DEIR:
The State of California has adopted noise standards in areas of regulation not preempted by the
federal government. State standards regulate noise levels of motor vehicles, occupational noise
levels, and building noise insulation. For example, the California Vehicle Code specifies limits
on noise produced by OHVs: Section 38370 states that OHVs cannot produce a maximum noise
level exceeding 96 dB at 50 feet for vehicles manufactured in 1986 or later, while OHVs
manufactured before 1986 cannot produce a maximum noise level exceeding 101 dB at 50 feet,
when measured from a distance of 20 inches using test procedures established by the Society of
Automotive Engineers under Standard J-1287, as applicable.
The fifth paragraph of page 3-4 in General Plan Chapter 3, “Issues and Analysis,” is hereby revised as
follows:
Fire safety is a constant concern during dry California summers. The most recent nearby fire, in
August 201509, burned more than 2,700 acres, off of Tesla Road, near in Corral Hollow,
between Livermore and Tracy Canyon and the adjacent hills, and within parts of the expansion
area (CAL FIRE 2015). The fire, named the Tesla Fire, burned one structure and grassland (Hurd
2015). Another fire in 2009 burned more than 12,500 acres in Corral Hollow Canyon and the
adjacent hills. Some parts of Carnegie SVRA had to be closed for restoration because of fire
damage from the 2009 fire. Fire prevention is an important management issue at
Carnegie SVRA. State Parks requires that wildfire management plans be prepared for all state
park units. State Parks should evaluate fire hazards and coordinate with local fire and safety
agencies to address fire hazards with appropriate management techniques, including updating
and finalizing the wildfire management plan. The General Plan includes goals and guidelines
related to fire safety.
CR Guideline 1.1 on page 4-20 of the General Plan is hereby revised as follows:
Although a To augment the complete cultural resource study/inventory of Carnegie SVRA was
completed for this General Plan, develop an ongoing program to maintain and update the
existing cultural resource inventory; site recordation and evaluation; global positioning system
(GPS) recordation; historical, archaeological, and ethnographic research; and preparation of new
and updated site records and archaeological survey reports for the cultural resources within
Carnegie SVRA.
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The following references are added to the list of references for General Plan Chapter 3, “Issues and
Analysis,” on General Plan page 5-14:
CAL FIRE. See California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. 2015. TESLA FIRE. Available:
http://cdfdata.fire.ca.gov/incidents/incidents_details_info?incident_id=1204. Accessed October
8, 2015.
Hurd, R. 2015. Livermore: Tesla Fire 100 percent contained. Contra Costa Times, August 24,
2015. Available: http://www.contracostatimes.com/breaking-news/ci_28689571/livermore-teslafire-100-percent-contained. Accessed October 8, 2015.
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CHAPTER 10 – REVISIONS TO THE DEIR
This chapter contains revisions to the DEIR following the public review process. Text revisions are
organized by section and page numbers in the DEIR. Revisions to text are shown with a strikethrough or
underline. Text that has a strikethrough has been deleted from the DEIR. Text that has been added is
presented as single underlined.

10.1

REVISIONS BY STATE PARKS

The following addition is hereby made to Section 2.1, “Environmental Setting and Carnegie SVRA Use
Characteristics” on page 2-4 of the DEIR:
As a conservative approach, the FY 2001–2002 peak vehicle count at the SVRA of
72,815 vehicles (with 145,630 visitors and 109,223 OHVs), together with the higher average
annual population growth rate of 1.66 percent as identified for San Joaquin County, has generally
been used to analyze potential effects associated with implementation of the General Plan. It is
conservatively estimated that attendance could reach 195,863 visitors by 2030. See the analyses
presented in Chapter 3 of this DEIR for additional detail, and Section 3.2, “Air Quality,” which
describes why the year with the lowest attendance was compared with future year 2030
projections to most conservatively represent the greatest net change.
The revisions shown on pages 10-3 through 10-7 of this FEIR are hereby made to Section 2.4.4,
“Proposed Land Use and Facilities,” on page 2-10 of the DEIR.
The SVRA is proposed to have multiple entrances, with up to four three entrances used daily.
The following revision is hereby made to Figure 2-3 and Table 2-1 in Section 2.4.6, “Goals and
Guidelines,” on pages 2-13 through 2-17 of the DEIR:

10.2

REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Revisions are the result of responses to comments detailed in Chapters 2 through 8 of this document.
The last sentence in the first paragraph of Section S.6, “Summary of Alternatives Considered,” on DEIR
page S-4 is hereby revised as follows:
In addition, several alternatives were considered during the planning process, including an Air
Quality Alternative, the provisions of which were ultimately incorporated into the General Plan
(OM Goal 7 and OM Guidelines 7.1 through 7.3 7.4).
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The text on DEIR page 1-2 (Chapter 1, “Introduction”) is hereby revised as follows:
This DEIR will be used by lead, responsible, and trustee agencies that may have review authority
over the project. The following agencies are among those expected to use the DEIR as a
reference for future actions:
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

State Parks
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Regional Quality Control Board (for Arroyo Seco watershed)
Alameda County
San Joaquin County
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

The text in Section 1.5 on page 1-5 of the DEIR is hereby revised as follows:
The OHMVR Commission holds authority to approve all OHMVR Division general plans. This
commission will determine whether to accept the certified EIR as an FEIR under CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15166 and 15168 and adopt approve the Carnegie SVRA General Plan as a
general plan under PRC Section 5002.2. The OHMVR Division of State Parks is the CEQA lead
agency and will determine whether to certify the EIR under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15166
and 15168.
The second sentence of DEIR Section 2.4.6 on page 2-12 is hereby revised as follows:
The goals establish the purpose and desired future conditions of the SVRA, and the guidelines
provide the direction that the OHMVR Division will consider implement to achieve these goals.
The third sentence in the first full paragraph on DEIR page 3.1-5 is hereby revised as follows:
In addition, OM Guideline 5.4 states that fencing and existing buffer areas between Carnegie
SVRA and adjacent properties would be maintained to minimize conflicts and prevent OHV use
where it is not allowed.
The text of OM Guideline 5.4 on page 3.1-6 is hereby revised as follows:
►

10-2

OM Guideline 5.4: Maintain the fencing and required existing buffer areas between
Carnegie SVRA and adjacent properties to minimize conflicts and prevent OHV use where it
is not allowed.
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Source: Data from Great Outdoors compiled by AECOM in 2014

Figure 2-3
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Table 2-1.
Color on
Maps

Visitor Experience Areas
Title

Description

Definition: An area with a higher-than-average concentration of sensitive natural
and/or cultural resources.
Allowable Uses: Roads or trails may cross these areas to facilitate public
egress/ingress and connectivity between other visitor experience areas; however, their
footprint should be limited to the minimum necessary to serve their intended purpose,
Limited Recreation Area and they should be designed and managed to avoid or minimize impacts on the
surrounding resources. No other facilities will be allowed. These areas could be
available for nonmotorized recreational opportunities.
Resource Management: These areas were chosen based on the presence of sensitive
resources and likelihood of remaining undeveloped.
Total Approximate Acres*: 1,446 1,090

Limited Recreation
Overlay 1—Waterfall
Canyon

Definition: An area that, because of water quality management restrictions, needs to
be managed like a limited recreation area.
Allowable Uses: Hiking may be allowed. This area could accommodate OHV
facilities as long as certain guidelines are met. For instance, this area could be changed
to an intermediate or advanced trail area in the future if there is an additional
acquisition that would allow State Parks to provide adequate water quality
management measures for the watershed consistent with the Corral Hollow Watershed
Assessment and the Storm Water Management Plan for Carnegie SVRA.
Resource Management: This area is currently excluded from OHV recreation for
water quality management purposes and will be managed according to the Storm
Water Management Plan for Carnegie SVRA or the most current water quality
management prescriptions.
Total Approximate Acres*: 88 (not included in the Limited Recreation Area total)

Limited Recreation
Overlay 2—Tesla
Mining Complex

Definition: An area that has a higher-than-average concentration of significant cultural
resources and includes the Tesla Coal Mine Site, which poses some safety concerns.
Allowable Uses: This area could accommodate facilities as long as certain guidelines
are met. In the Tesla Mining Complex overlay area, a gathering area could be allowed
and other limited facilities such as trail or road crossings may be allowed. The chosen
sites would have to be evaluated and engineered for safety and monitored. If there
were a potential impact on a cultural resource, the appropriate mitigation would have
to be implemented to minimize or avoid significant impacts.
Total Approximate Acres*: 240 (not included in the Limited Recreation Area total)

Advanced Trails Area

Definition: An area that provides more challenging OHV trails.
Allowable Uses: This area will allow OHV trails and challenge areas. Trails for skills
development and technical riding will be allowed. These trails could be adaptively
modified over time to improve the visitor experience and provide new experiences.
Examples of trails and experiences that could be found in these areas include
curvilinear trails of varying slopes minor hillclimbs/descents; a terrain park or trials
trail for off-highway motorcycles; rocky trail sections; tight turns; roll and flow; and
skills practice trails for off-highway motorcycles, ATVs, and/or ROVs. Trails should
be designed and constructed to be narrow and to limit soil erosion. 4WD touring could
be accommodated in the expansion area.
Resource Management: Challenge areas would be allowed where most appropriate
using site-specific studies and would be closed and rotated as needed to restore soil
and/or vegetation.
Total Approximate Acres*: 1,360
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Table 2-1.
Color on
Maps

Visitor Experience Areas
Title

Description

Intermediate/Beginner
Trails Area

Definition: An area that provides OHV trails of easy to moderate difficulty levels.
Allowable Uses: This area will allow OHV trails and challenge areas. Trails for skills
development and technical riding are allowed. These trails could be adaptively
modified over time to improve visitors’ experiences and provide new experiences.
Examples of trails and experiences that could be found in these areas include
curvilinear trails of varying slopes minor hillclimbs/descents; terrain park or trials trail
for off-highway motorcycles; rocky trail sections; tight turns, roll and flow; and skills
practice trails for off-highway motorcycles, ATVs and/or ROVs. Trails should be
designed and constructed to be wider than those in the advanced trails areas, and to
have gradual turns and moderate trail slopes. 4WD touring could be accommodated in
the expansion area.
Resource Management: Challenge areas would be allowed where most appropriate
using site-specific studies and would be closed and rotated as needed to restore soil
and/or vegetation.
Total Approximate Acres*: 863 1,201

Gathering and Service
Areas

Definition: An area that provides places for visitors to gather and access services.
Allowable Uses: Campgrounds, restrooms, picnic areas, parking areas, concessions,
ranger station, entrance kiosk, staging, etc.
Resource Management: Facilities and associated landscaping should be designed to
assure safety and to provide an attractive natural setting, while limiting maintenance
requirements.
Total Approximate Acres*: 86 90

Definition: An area that could be used for a gathering and services area if needed.
Allowable Uses: Uses for this area would be the same as for the underlying visitor
experience area, unless it is decided that some or all of this area would be needed for a
gathering and service area. If the area is needed, then the allowable uses for gathering
Gathering Areas Overlay and services areas would prevail.
Resource Management: This area was chosen to avoid known sensitive natural
and/or cultural resources. Before planning and building facilities, site-specific studies
would be conducted.
Total Approximate Acres*: 91

Distributed Recreation
Area

10-6

Definition: An area in which OHV recreation is not limited to specific trails.
Allowable Uses: Trails and experiences that could be found in these areas include
hillclimbs/descents; tight turns, roll and flow; and skills practice trails for off-highway
motorcycles and ATVs. There may be small concentrated riding areas within
distributed riding areas to provide opportunities such as hillclimbing or high banking.
Resource Management: Distributed recreation areas will be clearly delineated and
posted to limit visitors from riding off trail in adjacent areas not designated for
distributed riding. Soil and vegetation restoration may be needed to limit soil erosion
and to conserve the area’s natural character. Trails and concentrated riding areas
within distributed riding areas may be changed over time to create new experiences
and to restore vegetation and/or soils. Areas within the distributed recreation area may
be closed to OHV use to conserve specific resources, to provide gathering areas for
visitors, or to allow for management of a particular resource. A vegetative buffer will
be maintained along corridors with properly sited and armored approaches and
crossings to prevent erosion and protect water quality.
Total Approximate Acres*: 430
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Table 2-1.
Color on
Maps

Visitor Experience Areas
Title

Description

Practice Area

Definition: An area that provides specialized opportunities for visitors of different age
groups and experience levels to develop riding/driving skills.
Allowable Uses: Uses in these areas may include tracks, trails, challenge courses,
technical challenge areas, or other facilities for all types of OHV vehicles that allow
riders and drivers to practice and/or challenge themselves. Facilities need to be
carefully designed, constructed, and managed to create safe and enjoyable experiences.
Total Approximate Acres*: 59 73

Special Event Area

Definition: An area that provides a space for competitive hillclimbing events.
Allowable Uses: Hillclimbs, space for spectators, vendors, staging, and other related
activities. The area needs to be secured during hillclimb events for the safety of
competitors and other visitors.
Resource Management: The special-event area will be opened and closed on a
rotating basis for vegetation and/or soil restoration purposes. The area will be clearly
delineated and posted to limit visitors from riding off trail in adjacent areas.
Total Approximate Acres*: 19

Restricted Access Area

Definition: An area that provides a buffer between public uses and a neighboring
property.
Allowable Uses: Management-related activities such as cattle grazing, maintenance,
repair, and patrolling.
Total Approximate Acres*: 67

Notes: 4WD = four-wheel-drive; ATV = all-terrain vehicle; OHV = off-highway vehicle; ROV = recreational off-highway vehicle; SVRA = State Vehicular
Recreation Area
* Totals are approximate due to rounding and the planning area boundary used (which is approximate based on mapping available), and are greater than the
approximately 4,675-acre planning area because the Gathering Areas Overlay overlaps with other visitor experience areas (see Figure 2-3).
Source: Data provided by State Parks and compiled by AECOM in 2014

The text of OM Guideline 6.7 on DEIR page 3.2-27 is hereby revised as follows:
►

OM Guideline 6.7: Conduct an environmental analysis for all construction projects located
within 1,000 feet of any residents (on-site or off-site) to assess potential air quality health
impacts of construction-related emissions on the existing residence(s). If any significant
impacts (e.g., health risk thresholds) are determined pursuant to the applicable air district
thresholds of significance (i.e., BAAQMD or SJVAPCD), the applicant and contractor shall
implement all necessary measures to minimize emissions.

The last sentence of the first paragraph in the “Operations” subsection on DEIR page 3.2-29 is hereby
revised as follows:
State Parks would implement OM Goal 7 and OM Guidelines 7.1 through 7.3 7.4 from the
General Plan (shown below) to help reduce emissions of criteria pollutants from mobile sources
associated with OHV recreation.
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The text of OM Goal 7 on DEIR page 3.2-29 is hereby revised as follows:
OM Goal 7: Manage the SVRA to reduce to reduce regional air quality impacts from OHV
recreation and related activities.
The following text is hereby added to the bulleted list of OM guidelines on DEIR page 3.2-29:
►

OM Guideline 7.4: Implement the following operational emission reduction measures to
help BAAQMD and SJVAPCD reduce regional air quality emissions:
•

Prohibit campfires on all summer and winter Spare the Air days identified by either
BAAQMD or SJVAPCD. In addition, campfires throughout the park from November 1 to
the end of February should be limited to SJVAPCD’s “Check Before You Burn” program
where campfires are restricted on days designated as “no burning for all” or “no burning
unless registered.”

•

Replace diesel-fueled maintenance equipment with alternative-fuel equipment (e.g.,
propane, electricity) when feasible.

•

Inform and suggest to all park visitors to limit the use of diesel generators for reactional
vehicle cooling or heating during winter and summer Spare the Air days identified by
either BAAQMD or SJVAPCD.

•

Limit maintenance equipment engine idling to 2 minutes.

The second sentence of the “Mitigation Measures” discussion for Impact 3.2-2 on DEIR page 3.2-32 is
hereby revised as follows:
Implementation of OM Goal 7 and OM Guidelines 7.1 through 7.3 7.4 would help reduce annual
and daily air quality emissions by restricting OHV recreation on summer Spare the Air days
designated by BAAQMD or SJVAPCD and high-wind conditions, and by reducing the number
of vehicle miles traveled to the SVRA, but given the number of Spare the Air days and extreme
weather events per year, adherence to these guidelines is are not likely to reduce the overall
impact to a less-than-significant level.
The following revision is hereby made to Figure 6-1 in Section 6.4, “Identification of the
Environmentally Superior Alternative,” on page 6-9 of the DEIR:
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Figure 6-1.
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The third sentence of the “Operation” discussion for Impact 3.2-3 on DEIR page 3.2-33 is hereby
revised as follows:
In addition, State Parks would implement OM Goal 7 and OM Guidelines 7.1 through 7.3 7.4
from the General Plan (shown above in the discussion of operational impacts under
Impact 3.2-2) to help reduce emissions of criteria pollutants from mobile sources associated with
OHV recreation.
The second sentence of the third paragraph on DEIR page 3.2-33 is hereby revised as follows:
Implementation of OM Goal 7 and OM Guidelines 7.1 through 7.3 7.4 would help reduce annual
and daily air quality emissions by restricting OHV recreation on summer Spare the Air days
designated by BAAQMD or SJVAPCD and high-wind conditions, and reducing the number of
vehicle miles traveled to the SVRA, but given the number of Spare the Air days and extreme
weather events per year, adherence to these guidelines is are not likely to reduce the overall
impact to a less-than-cumulatively-significant level.
Section 3.3.2, “Existing Setting,” on page 3.3-1 in Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources,” of the DEIR is
hereby revised as follows:
Biotic resources are subject to various federal, state, and regional plans, policies, regulations, and
laws. Section 2.7, “Planning Influences,” of the General Plan summarizes the plans, policies,
regulations, and laws related to biotic resources at Carnegie SVRA. In particular, Section 2.7.1,
“Systemwide Planning,” describes the systemwide Wildlife Habitat Protection Program and the
Habitat Monitoring System (HMS) used to monitor, evaluate, and manage habitats within each
SVRA. Section 2.7.3, “Regulatory Influences,” describes the federal Endangered Species Act
(ESA); the federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and Migratory Bird Treaty Act;
Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA); the California Endangered Species Act
(CESA); the California Fish and Game Code regarding fully protected species, protection of bird
nests, and streambed alteration agreements; California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) species
designations; and the state’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969.
The text of Water Guideline 1.2 on DEIR page 3.3-18 is hereby revised as follows:
►

Water Guideline 1.2: Work to attain no net loss of wetlands functions and values at the
SVRA. If impacts on jurisdictional features cannot be fully avoided:
•

Determine the acreage of direct impacts (i.e., fill of wetlands) and indirect impacts (i.e.,
alterations to wetland hydrology) that would result from project implementation, and
obtain necessary permits.

•

Provide compensatory mitigation such that the functions and values of all affected
wetlands and other waters of the United States, waters of the state, and stream and
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riparian habitats protected under the California Fish and Game Code are replaced,
restored, or enhanced on a “no net loss” basis. Restore, enhance, and/or replace wetland,
water, and riparian habitat acreage at a location and by methods agreeable to the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the Central Valley and San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs), CDFW, and/or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) as appropriate and depending on agency jurisdiction.
The text of NRM Guideline 1.3 on DEIR page 3.3-19 is hereby revised as follows:
►

NRM Guideline 1.3: In the event that disturbing a sensitive biological resource is
unavoidable, minimize the disturbance to the minimum area necessary to achieve the project
purpose, and identify and implement measures to offset those impacts in consultation with a
qualified biologist and the appropriate resource agencies (e.g., CDFW, USFWS, USACE,
and the Central Valley RWQCB), depending on the listing or protection status of the
resource. Consultation with the agencies will include acquisition of any required
environmental permits, take authorizations, management plans, or other documents as
required by the respective agencies.

The text of Wildlife Guideline 1.7 on DEIR page 3.3-22 is hereby revised as follows:
►

Wildlife Guideline 1.7: If construction activities are planned within suitable upland habitat
for special-status amphibians herpetofauna (California red-legged frog, California tiger
salamander, western pond turtle, or western spadefoot) and within the known maximum
upland dispersal distance of those species from known breeding habitat, develop and
implement appropriate measures to avoid or compensate for potential direct and indirect
impacts of project-specific activities on special-status amphibians herpetofauna in upland
habitats. Before the start of construction, implement any protection or mitigation measures
agreed upon during consultation with the wildlife agencies.

The text of Water Guideline 2.8 on DEIR page 3.3-24 is hereby revised as follows:
►

Water Guideline 2.8: To minimize erosion problems, landslide hazards, and costly
maintenance, consider invoking the temporary closure of temporarily close portions or all of
the SVRA based upon conditions established by the rain closure policy. That policy will be
reviewed and updated as necessary.

The third sentence of Impact 3.3-7, “Potential Impacts on California Tiger Salamander,” on DEIR page
3.3-24 is hereby revised as follows:
CTS also may use suitable burrows in upland refugia habitat within 1.5 1.3 miles of suitable
breeding locations.
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The first paragraph of Impact 3.3-11, “Potential Impacts on Nesting Birds,” on pages 3.3-28 and 3.3-29
in Section 3.3, “Biotic Resources,” of the DEIR is hereby revised and expanded as follows:
Many bird species are known to nest in the planning area, including several special-status species
such as golden eagle, tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), northern harrier, and loggerhead
shrike (Lanius ludovicianus). For example, three golden eagle pairs have been documented
foraging and nesting near Carnegie SVRA for several years (Hunt 2002; Hunt and Hunt 2006,
2013, 2014, 2015). One golden eagle nest has been documented in the expansion area in 2014
and 2015. Other golden eagle nests are known to occur to the west and south of the expansion
area (Hunt 2013, 2014, 2015). Golden eagles are protected by the federal Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act and Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the California Fish and Game Code.
Burrowing owls have been observed in the planning area and they may have active burrows onsite. NIn addition to protections for special-status birds, all native nesting birds are protected by
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code (see Chapter 2 of the General
Plan for a summary of these regulations). Construction of facilities, including trails, may result in
the removal of suitable nesting and foraging habitat for various bird species. Construction noise
and lighting also may result in nest abandonment if construction occurs during the nesting
season. Operational noise of OHVs and increased human activity may also result in nest
abandonment if these activities occur near nest locations.
The text of Plant Guideline 1.1 on DEIR pages 3.3-16 and 3.3-17 is hereby revised as follows:
►

Plant Guideline 1.1: Conduct protocol-level surveys for special-status plants and sensitive
natural communities on the sites of proposed facilities during the planning and design
process. Conduct the surveys during the blooming season for all potentially occurring
special-status plant species according to the most current methodology recommended by
CDFW and USFWS, depending on the listing status of the species. The surveys shall be
conducted by a qualified botanist familiar with the flora of Alameda and San Joaquin
Counties. Document the survey results in a written report submitted to the OHMVR
Division. Map the location and extent of all occurrences of special-status plant species
encountered during the surveys and maintain the data in the SVRA’s GIS database. Repeat
special-status plant surveys every 5 years to ensure that data are current and account for longterm and seasonal variation.

The text of Wildlife Guideline 1.3 on DEIR page 3.3-22 is hereby revised as follows:
►

Wildlife Guideline 1.3: Avoid siting facilities within 100 feet of elderberry shrub locations
for complete avoidance. If work or placement of facilities closer to existing shrubs is
required, implement appropriate measures, developed in consultation with USFWS, to avoid
or compensate for direct and indirect impacts on valley elderberry longhorn beetle.
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The definition of habitats with low resource value has been incorporated into the DEIR. The last
paragraph of DEIR page 3.3-23 is hereby revised as follows:
NRM Guidelines 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 in the General Plan (shown above under Impact 3.3-2) are
designed to avoid or minimize and offset impacts on sensitive habitats and natural resources.
These guidelines call for placing new facilities in previously disturbed areas or areas of low
resource value, avoiding known locations of sensitive resources when siting new facilities, and
avoiding or minimizing disturbance to sensitive communities and other natural resources,
including FYLF habitat. (An area with “low resource value” is a habitat that has been previously
disturbed or developed or is dominated by weedy and/or nonnative plant species, and that
provides reduced or marginal habitat to sensitive plant and wildlife species.) All of Corral
Hollow Creek is within an area designated as a Limited Recreation Area. Therefore, placement
of facilities are in these areas are either not allowed or subject to additional restrictions.
The text of Wildlife Guideline 1.1 on DEIR page 3.3-29 is hereby revised as follows:
Wildlife Guideline 1.1: Conduct annual (or more frequent) monitoring as part of the HMS, to
look for signs of active use by burrowing owls and for active kit fox and badger dens in the
planning area. If signs of burrowing owl use or active dens are detected during monitoring,
consider active management strategies to encourage and preserve use of the site by the this
species. Such strategies include placing new facilities away from any active burrowing owl;
appropriate buffers shall be sized depending on the use of the burrow (nesting or wintering) and
the disturbance impact, as described in Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (DFG 2012)
or subsequent version and/or consultation with CDFW. If active dens were found, strategies that
include not siting facilities within 500 feet of active dens would be initiated based on USFWS
guidelines (USFWS 2011). USFWS would be contacted regarding appropriate setbacks for a
natal/pupping den if found, both occupied and unoccupied.
The third paragraph of Impact 3.3-12, “Potential Impacts on San Joaquin Kit Fox,” on DEIR
pages 3.3-30 and 3.3-31 is hereby revised as follows:
In addition, Wildlife Guideline 1.1 in the General Plan calls for monitoring as part of the HMS
monitoring protocol to look for active kit fox dens in the planning area. If active dens were to be
found, strategies that include not siting facilities within 500 100 feet of active dens would be
initiated based on USFWS guidelines (USFWS 2011).
The third paragraph of Impact 3.3-13, “Potential Impacts on American Badger,” at the top of DEIR
page 3.3-32 is hereby revised as follows:
In addition, Wildlife Guideline 1.1 in the General Plan would require monitoring as part of the
HMS monitoring protocol to look for active American badger dens in the planning area. If active
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dens were found, strategies that include not siting facilities within 500 100 feet of active dens
would be initiated.
The first sentence of Impact 3.3-14, “Potential Impacts on Special-status Bat Species,” on DEIR page
3.3-32 is hereby revised as follows:
Impact 3.3-14 Potential Impacts on Special-status Bat Species
Special-status bat species—Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), Yuma myotis
(Myotis yumanensis), fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes), western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis
californicus), and pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus)—are present in the planning area (deSilva,
pers. comm., 2014).
The text of Wildlife Guideline 1.8 on DEIR page 3.3-33 is hereby revised as follows:
►

Wildlife Guideline 1.8: Perform a preconstruction survey for potential bat roosting habitat
(large trees with cavities, rock outcrops, caves, mines) in proposed construction areas and a
100-foot buffer around the construction area (Western Bat Working Group 2007). Implement
avoidance and minimization measures determined appropriate by a qualified biologist based
on guidance from the wildlife agencies and the best available science before conducting any
activity within 100 feet of known bat roost locations. Avoidance and minimization measures
may include establishment of roost avoidance buffers, seasonal activity restrictions, or
monitoring of roost locations.

The first full paragraph of DEIR page 3.4-6 (part of Impact 3.4-1, “Degradation of Prehistoric and
Historic-Era Cultural Resources”) is hereby revised as follows:
As discussed above, complete Archaeological cultural resource studies/inventories of
approximately half of Carnegie SVRA have been completed, largely with the exclusion of areas
that contained impenetrable brush or unsafe steep slopes. Research on historic-era resources has
been extensive, though not exhaustive, and information on Native American sites has been
obtained by State Parks through consultation with local tribes. The data gathered through these
efforts were and used in the development of the General Plan, and an ongoing program has been
implemented to maintain and update the existing cultural resource inventory, site recordation,
evaluations, and ethnographic research for the SVRA. Additional information will continue to be
researched and gathered as individual projects are developed within Carnegie SVRA.
The text of CR Guideline 1.1 on DEIR page 3.4-6 is hereby revised as follows:
Although a To augment the complete cultural resource study/inventory of Carnegie SVRA was
completed for this General Plan, develop an ongoing program to maintain and update the
existing cultural resource inventory; site recordation and evaluation; global positioning system
(GPS) recordation; historical, archaeological, and ethnographic research; and preparation of new
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and updated site records and archaeological survey reports for the cultural resources within
Carnegie SVRA.
The text at the bottom of DEIR page 3.5-3 and the top of page 3.5-4 is hereby revised as follows:
►

A portion of the Corral Hollow Fault is located along the north central border of the
acquisition area and is within the northern portion of the SVRA. Although this fault has not
been classified as “active” by the California Geological Survey and is not zoned under the
Alquist-Priolo Act, evidence has been presented to State Parks that trenching conducted in
1990 in northeast Section 33, Township 3 South, Range 3 East showed that Holocene gravel
deposits overlying the Tesla Formation had been offset downward on the south side of the
fault. This evidence indicates that the Corral Hollow Fault may be active.

Active faults are more likely to result in surface fault rupture; thus, all the faults listed above are
considered to have a potential to cause surface rupture. Portions of the Corral Hollow Fault
(along the bed of Corral Hollow Creek) and Carnegie Fault (north of Corral Hollow Creek), both
currently inactive of which are considered active, are located in the planning area. Strong seismic
ground shaking could occur during an earthquake on any of the faults listed above, or on other
faults in the Bay Area, such as the San Andreas and Concord–Green Valley Faults. Therefore,
surface fault rupture and strong seismic ground shaking are potential hazards in the planning
area.
The third full sentence in the first paragraph on DEIR page 3.5-6 is hereby revised as follows:
In addition, as indicated in Water Guideline 2.8 (also shown below), portions or all of the SVRA
may would be closed during periods of winter rainfall to reduce landslide hazards.
The text of Water Guideline 2.8 on DEIR page 3.5-7 is hereby revised as follows:
►

Water Guideline 2.8: To minimize erosion problems, landslide hazards, and costly
maintenance, consider invoking the temporary closure of temporarily close portions or all of
the SVRA based upon conditions established by the rain closure policy. That policy will be
reviewed and updated as necessary.

The text of Water Guideline 2.8 on DEIR page 3.8-7 is hereby revised as follows:
►
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The text of OM Guideline 5.4 on DEIR page 3.10-9 is hereby revised as follows:
►

OM Guideline 5.4: Maintain the fencing and required existing buffer areas between
Carnegie SVRA and adjacent properties to minimize conflicts and prevent OHV use where it
is not allowed.

The text of the first full sentence on DEIR page 3.10-10 is hereby revised as follows (note that there are
no revisions to the footnotes):
These measures include restricting hours of operation, maintaining the fencing and required
existing buffer areas1 between Carnegie SVRA and adjacent private properties (OM Guideline
5.4), placing rest areas and steep uphill grades at sensitive locations to provide a barrier2 effect
and/or increased distance to noise-sensitive uses (OM Guideline 5.5), and applying California
Vehicle Code regulation concerning excessive vehicle noise that would reduce noise related to
operational activities.
The following correction is hereby made to DEIR pages 3.12-4 through 3.12-5:
Potable water supplies would continue to be provided by the on-site well and a 132,000-gallon
water treatment (chlorine/disinfectant) plant located on State Parks–owned land north of Corral
Hollow Road. This potable water well is capable of producing approximately 28,800 gallons per
day, or 10.5 million gallons per year. Carnegie SVRA requires approximately 5.9 million gallons
of potable water per year. (Note that State Parks is currently implementing the state-mandated
20 percent reduction in water use, and that in 2014, potable water use totaled approximately 3.1
million gallons for the year.) The General Plan estimates that the average visitation over the last
10 years (i.e., from fiscal year 2000–2001 to fiscal year 2011–2012) is approximately 114,000
visitors. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” it is assumed that attendance at
Carnegie SVRA would likely rise with population growth and general economic conditions in
the surrounding region. Based on assumptions used for calculating future increases in traffic, it It
is conservatively estimated that attendance could reach 195,863 visitors by 2030, an increase of
approximately 72 29 percent compared to the average visitation of 114,000 visitors. Given a
corresponding increase in demand for potable water from the approximately 3.1 5.9 million
gallons used annually in 2014, it is conservatively estimated that water demands could increase
to 5.3 7.6 million gallons per year. Given that the potable-water well is capable of producing
10.5 million gallons per year, sufficient potable water supplies are available to serve new
development envisioned in the General Plan.
The following text is hereby added to Impact 3.12-5 on DEIR page 3.12-9:
Most of the planning area is located in a High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, with the exception of a
portion located along Corral Hollow Road/Tesla Road that is in a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity
Zone (CAL FIRE 2007a, 2007b). Carnegie SVRA’s on-site roads and trail network would serve
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as a firebreak system. Designated segments of the multiple-use trail system would provide
emergency access for wildfire suppression. The California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection’s Santa Clara Ranger District has primary responsibility for fire protection in the
planning area. In addition, the Alameda County Fire Department operates Alameda County Fire
Station #21, approximately 5 minutes travel time from Carnegie SVRA. State Parks staff
members also would maintain a truck with a water tank and pumping capability on-site. Fire
tools and limited water supplies would be carried by patrol vehicles. During periods of high fire
danger, temporary closures also may be implemented for 4WD vehicles and other vehicles
equipped with catalytic converters, if warranted to reduce fire risk.
The following correction is hereby made to DEIR page 3.14-4, Table 3.14-2:
Table 3.14-2. Existing Roadway Levels of Service
Location

Corral Hollow Road
west of SVRA
Access

Number of
Lanes

LOS
Standard

2

DC

Weekday

Saturday

Peak-Hour
Volume

V/C
Ratio

LOS

Peak-Hour
Volume

V/C
Ratio

LOS

281

0.15

C

67

0.04

A

Notes: LOS = level of service; V/C = volume-to-capacity
Source: Data compiled by KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. in 2012

The following correction is hereby made to page 3.14-9 of the DEIR:
Based on the above information, this analysis uses the following LOS thresholds to identify
potentially significant impacts on roadways and intersections:
►

an LOS D operating threshold for roadways and intersections under the jurisdiction of
Caltrans, or San Joaquin County, and

►

an LOS D operating threshold for intersections and LOS C operating threshold for roadways
under jurisdiction of San Joaquin County, and

►

the City of Livermore mid-level LOS D threshold for intersections within the Livermore
sphere of influence.

The following correction is hereby made to page 3.14-13 of the DEIR:
The Carnegie SVRA General Plan identifies two three potential access points to the SVRA in
addition to the existing main entrance. These general-access points are identified as locations A,
B, and B C in Figure 3.14-2. These access points were selected to provide a range of potential
ways to access the site while maintaining safe conditions along Tesla Road/Corral Hollow Road.
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The exact locations of these entrances will be determined based on a subsequent project-level
analysis of site-specific resources and existing conditions.
The traffic analysis assumes three four access points to Carnegie SVRA under year-2030
conditions. For the analysis, it is assumed that the existing entrance would continue to function
as the main entrance to the SVRA and carry approximately 50 percent of the traffic in and out of
the SVRA. The balance of traffic in and out of the SVRA has been assumed to be spread evenly
over the two three additional access points. Figure 3.14-2 displays traffic volumes projected to be
generated by Carnegie SVRA at each of the three four entrance points. Figure 3.14-3 displays
total projected year-2030 traffic volumes at each study intersection.
The following correction is hereby made to DEIR page 3.14-14, Table 3.14-6:
Table 3.14-6. Year-2030 Intersection Levels of Service
Weekday P.M. Peak
Location

Saturday P.M.

Control

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

Tesla Road/Vasco Road

Signal

C

31.2

C

23.5

Tesla Road/Greenville Road

Signal

C

32.3

B

12.6

A
B

8.9
13.5

A
A

7.3
9.0

B
F

10.1
>500

A
C

7.6
15.8

A
C

8.1
20.8

A
B

8.5
11.7

Corral Hollow Road/SVRA existing main
access
WB left turn
NB approach

NB Stop

Corral Hollow Road/SB I-580
WB left turn
SB approach

SB Stop

Corral Hollow Road/NB I-580
EB left turn
NB approach

NB Stop

Greenville Road/EB I-580

Signal

B

18.0

B

12.8

Greenville Road/WB I-580

Signal

B

19.4

B

13.7

A
B

8.8
13.2

A
A

7.3
8.9

Tesla Road/new SVRA access (two three
locations)
WB left turn
NB approach

NB Stop

Notes: EB = eastbound; I-580 = Interstate 580; LOS = level of service (delay is in seconds); NB = northbound; SB = southbound; SVRA =
State Vehicular Recreation Area; WB = westbound
Source: Data compiled by KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. in 2014

The following correction is hereby made to DEIR page 3.14-14, Table 3.14-7:
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Table 3.14-7. Year-2030 Roadway Levels of Service
Weekday
Location

Corral Hollow Road
west of SVRA
existing access
driveway

Saturday

Number of
Lanes

LOS
Standard

Peak-Hour
Volume

V/C
Ratio

LOS

Peak-Hour
Volume

V/C
Ratio

LOS

2

CD

710

0.27

D

165

0.08

B

Notes: LOS = level of service; SVRA = State Vehicular Recreation Area; V/C = volume-to-capacity
Source: Data compiled by KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. in 2014

The following correction is hereby made to DEIR page 3.14-20:
The Area A entrance could be located along a relatively straight segment of Tesla Road.
Adequate sight distance is available to safely accommodate a driveway entrance.
The Area A B entrance would have some constraints because of the horizontal and vertical
alignment of Tesla Road through this area. The entrance would likely need to be located on the
outside of any existing horizontal curves to provide adequate sight distance. Roadside earthwork
may be required to provide adequate sight distance.
The Area B C entrance could be located along the outside of a relatively large-radius horizontal
curve that exists in this area of Tesla Road. It appears that adequate sight distance could be
provided in this area to safely accommodate a driveway entrance.
Table 3.14-7 above summarizes projected peak-hour roadway operations on Corral Hollow
Road/Tesla Road adjacent to Carnegie SVRA. As shown, future increases in traffic volumes are
projected to result in LOS D and LOS B operations on the roadway during the weekday and
Saturday study periods, respectively. Continued increases in weekday p.m. peak-hour commuter
traffic in the eastbound direction are projected to result in acceptable (LOS D) roadway
operations. The roadway would operate at LOS D during the weekday p.m. peak hour under
2030 Cumulative conditions without project traffic. Implementation of the General Plan would
add approximately 24 vehicles to this segment of the roadway during the weekday p.m. peak
hour, or approximately 3.4 percent of total traffic volume projected for the roadway. This project
traffic volume would not change the projected volume to capacity ratio of 0.27 and
corresponding LOS D operation. Because General Plan implementation would not result in a
considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact, Therefore, this impact would be
less than significant.
Figures 3.14-2 and 3.14-3 of the DEIR (pages 3.14-15 and 3.14-17, respectively) have been updated to
remove the third proposed entrance near the northwestern portion of the planning area:
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Source: KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. 2015

Figure 3.14-2
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SVRA Traffic
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Source: KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. 2015

Figure 3.14-3
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Total Traffic Year 2030
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The text of NRM Guideline 1.3 on DEIR pages 5-2 and 5-3 is hereby revised as follows:
►

NRM Guideline 1.3: In the event that disturbing a sensitive biological resource is
unavoidable, minimize the disturbance to the minimum area necessary to achieve the project
purpose, and identify and implement measures to offset those impacts in consultation with a
qualified biologist and the appropriate resource agencies (e.g., CDFW, USFWS, USACE,
and the Central Valley RWQCB), depending on the listing or protection status of the
resource. Consultation with the agencies will include acquisition of any required
environmental permits, take authorizations, management plans, or other documents as
required by the respective agencies.

The text of Plant Guideline 1.1 on DEIR page 5-3 is hereby revised as follows:
►

Plant Guideline 1.1: Conduct protocol-level surveys for special-status plants and sensitive
natural communities on the sites of proposed facilities during the planning and design
process. Conduct the surveys during the blooming season for all potentially occurring
special-status plant species according to the most current methodology recommended by
CDFW and USFWS, depending on the listing status of the species. The surveys shall be
conducted by a qualified botanist familiar with the flora of Alameda and San Joaquin
Counties. Document the survey results in a written report submitted to the OHMVR
Division. Map the location and extent of all occurrences of special-status plant species
encountered during the surveys and maintain the data in the SVRA’s GIS database. Repeat
special-status plant surveys every 5 years to ensure that data are current and account for longterm and seasonal variation.

The last sentence in the first paragraph on DEIR page 6-4 is hereby revised as follows:
Therefore, OM Goal 7 and OM Guidelines 7.1 through 7.3 7.4 (shown below) have been
incorporated into the General Plan.
The text of OM Goal 7 on DEIR page 6-4 is hereby revised as follows:
OM Goal 7: Manage the SVRA to reduce to reduce regional air quality impacts from OHV
recreation and related activities.
The following text is hereby added to the bulleted list of OM guidelines on DEIR page 6-4:
►

OM Guideline 7.4: Implement the following operational emission reduction measures to
help BAAQMD and SJVAPCD reduce regional air quality emissions:

•

Prohibit campfires on all summer and winter Spare the Air days identified by either
BAAQMD or SJVAPCD. In addition, campfires throughout the park from November 1 to the
end of February should be limited to SJVAPCD’s “Check Before You Burn” program where
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campfires are restricted on days designated as “no burning for all” or “no burning unless
registered.”
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•

Replace diesel-fueled maintenance equipment with alternative-fuel equipment (e.g., propane,
electricity) when feasible.

•

Inform and suggest to all park visitors to limit the use of diesel generators for reactional
vehicle cooling or heating during winter and summer Spare the Air days identified by either
BAAQMD or SJVAPCD.

•

Limit maintenance equipment engine idling to 2 minutes.
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