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3.4 Individuals Comments and Responses

3.4.1 Comment Letter |1, Diana Mead, January 17, 2024

Letter I1
From: diana western-scientific.com T
To: Blanning, Rlanning@Parks
Ce: i -scienti ; Amy Granat
Subject: CSVRA GP/DEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, January 17, 2024 11:10:48 AM
You don't often get email from diana@western-scientific.com. Learn why this is important
Wow! Impressive.
Initial reading, I feel heard. A dump station, yes! Relocation of MotoMart to the northwest 11-1

side, yes! Yes on many other aspects..and Campground improvement, yes, but I say no to the
electrical hook ups at the campground. Virtually everyone who comes to Carnegie overnight
has a self contained unit. Hookups will lead to reservations and the associated privilege that

accompanies that process. How will the number of sites increase while eliminating the sites on —-

the Corral Hollow Road side of the campground?

Tent sites for those who need them would still need space for OHV’s and proximity to the

bathroom. I didn’t get the sense that this was planned.

The legend/map, kind of looks like camping might be offered across Corral Hollow from the

current campground. .. I suspect that is not right.
Wanted to share this initial impression and to thank you all.

Diana Mead
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Letter 11 Response  Diana Mead January 17, 2024

11-1 Thank you for your comment and support for the General Plan. This comment is
not directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary General Plan or Draft EIR for
addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the proposed project, nor
does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. However,
this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public
disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No further response is
required.

11-2 Currently, the existing campground campsites are not delineated, which has
resulted in space inefficiencies and overcrowded campsites. Although the
campground remodel may include the removal of existing campsites along
Corral Hollow Road, the remodeled campground and campsites will be
reconfigured and delineated to maximize space and available campsites.

11-3 The proposed campground remodel does not currently include tent only sites.
Campsites will have a camping area behind the parking spur that will include
space for visitor tent(s). Visitors will continue to have the option to select a site
based on availability and the site’s location relative to restrooms.

11-4 Although it may appear in the Proposed Projects map that the campground
crosses over and onto the area north of Corral Hollow Road, the entire
campground remodel will take place south of the road and this is a matter of
projection at this scale.
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3.4.2 Comment Letter 12, Justin Mazzon, January 18, 2024

Letter 12

From: Apa Mazzon

To: Blanning, Planning@Parks

Subject: CSVRA GP/DEIR Comments

Date: Thursday, January 18, 2024 11:49:05 AM

You don't often get email from themazzons@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

Hello Katie-

The 4x4 section of the park should be expanded to allow for more obstacles and a few more driving trails
put in.

Additionally, the 3,100 acre Alameda and Tesla expansion area should be reconsidered. This area was
set aside years ago and was also approved by Governor Newsom to be developed for off roading. A few

misguided, ignorant, unknowledgeable, know it all environmentalists should not have a final stay on this
matter! This area is for ALL CALIFORNIANS to enjoy and recreate on.

Thanks for your help,

Justin

Prepared for: California State Parks
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Letter 12 Response _ Justin Mazzon, January 18, 2024

12-1 Thank you for your comment. State Parks will consider an expansion of the 4x4
section of the SVRA to accommodate more obstacles, and more driving trails,
and the potential for associated environmental impacts. This comment is not
directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary General Plan or Draft EIR for
addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the proposed project, nor
does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. However,
this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public
disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No further response is
required.

12-2 Lawsuits and subsequent legislation requiring that the Alameda-Tesla expansion
area not be designated as a SVRA resulted in State Parks electing to prepare a
standalone General Plan Update and EIR for the existing Carnegie SVRA. State
Parks will conduct a separate planning effort for the Alameda-Tesla property to
determine a suitable classification and future use of the property.

Prepared for: California State Parks AECOM
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3.4.3 Comment Letter I3, Gregg De Haan, January, 18, 2024

From:
To:
Ce:

Subject:

Date:

| Letter 13

Gregg De haan

Metraux, Katie@Parks
Brian Odell; Manning, Plannina@Parks; tarigstark@®hotmail com: noreen@naturetrip.com;
kanoonan2@gmail.com; jhh@haakerinsurance.com: h rosenberg@earthlink.net; imsanford@amail.com:
nnazimowitz@gmail.com; scraa@sbeglobal.net; Unger, Petra; mekanikmm@msn.com; hamid@pcsourcenet.com;
pete@eastbaywilds. com; sf194122@aol.com; scubaprosw@®mac.com; jldshady@yahoo.com;
cmecarthy 70 3@agmail.com; dsilveda@me.com; ridakathi43213@msn.com; hooplah 7400@gamail.com;
quys72mach 1@hotmail.com; snakeman412 @msn.com; franandco@wildmail.com; caronyna@msn.com;
paxton3x@att.net; hmortim@gmail.com; kwiseman@aarciaandassociates.com; trumbly @comeast.net;
elewisny @hotmail.com; alexyermelovich@gmail.com: butchmeyner@hotmail.com; cgubera@amail.com;
kelf.nh@live.com; pdendrijver@gmail.com; sasha@setthemfree.com; doose@aol.com;
maryeleanorpower@amail com; sibrush@amail.com; dorispotter@videotron.ca; cdarawheeler@gmail.com;
dmggarchlk@ogggusog com; dveellinger68@hotmail.com; kfleckner21 @yahoo.com: gdylgx@ao\ com;
clubmotokirk@hotmail.com; shellyludide @sbeglobal.net; c.mholman@yahoo.com; ateland1@aol.com;
dmbrown929@gmail.com; renata.sevillano@amail.com; veronica.brant@hotmail.com;

Re: Notice of Availability and Public Comment Period: Carnegie SVRA General Plan Update -- Preliminary General
Plan, and Draft Environmental Impact Report
Thursday, January 18, 2024 3:43:47 PM

You don't often get email from funitel@aol.com. Learn why this is important

Thank you Katie.

I'm wondering since we lost our Tesla property to Newsoms foolish decision, and we were
allegedly paid to open and purchase new property, why our new property is not purchased and
a part of this EIR?

I fought for years to open Tesla, we paid our way through the years of Garamendi and
Connolly bogus attempts to shut us down and now we have nothing?

I am very concerned.

Gregg

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 18, 2024, at 2:27 PM, Metraux, Katie(@ Parks
<Katie.Metraux@parks.ca.gov> wrote:

Hello

If you scroll down the page, you will see a link to the general plan and draft

environmental impact report. | pasted it here for you:

Prepared for: California State Parks
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https://www.parks.ca.gov/?page d=30807. Please let me know if you have 13-1

any other questions. (Cont.)

Katie Metraux

General Plan Manager

Strategic Planning and Recreation Services Division
California State Parks

PO Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 92496-0001

Katie Metraux@parks.cagov, 916-708-3485

IH| Booktime to meetwith me

<image001.jpg>

Carnegie SVRA General Plan Update

Motice of Availability

Draft Environmental Impact Report

for the Proposed Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area General
Plan Update

State Clearinghouse # 2022030810
Public Comment Period: January 16 to March 1, 2024

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the California Department of Parks and
Recreation (State Parks) has directed the preparation of an environmental
impact report (EIR) consistent with requirements under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines. State
Parks is the lead agency under CEQA.

PROJECT LOCATION:

Carnegie SVRA is a 1,533-acre off-highway vehicle (OHV) park overseen
by the OHMVR Division and operated by the Diablo Range District of State
Parks. Carnegie SVRA is located within unincorporated Alameda and San

Prepared for: California State Parks AECOM
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Joaguin Counties, approximately 15 miles east of Livermore and 12 miles
west of Tracy.

The OHMVR Division previously prepared a General Plan Revision and
associated Program EIR for the original Carnegie SVRA and the adjacent
3,100-acre Alameda and Tesla Expansion Area. While the General Plan
Revision was approved and the EIR certified by the OHMVR Commission
in 20186, the Commission rescinded these decisions in 2021 as the result of
several lawsuits. The lawsuits and subsequent legislation requiring that the
Alameda and Tesla Expansion Area not be designated as an SVRA
resulted in the Department and the Division electing to prepare a
standalone General Flan Update for the Carnegie SVRA. The Department
is conducting a separate planning effort for the Alameda and Tesla
Expansion Area to determine a suitable classification and future use of
these properties. Therefore, this propesed General Plan Update and EIR
are limited to the 1,533-acre criginal Carnegie SVRA and specifically
exclude the Expansion Area.

PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD:

The Preliminary General Plan and Draft EIR are being circulated for public
review and comment for a period of 45 days, beginningJanuary 16, 2024.

Written comments germane to the environmental review will be considered
and responded to in the Final EIR. Written comments should be submitted

with a contact name and mailing address for the public record. Your views

and comments on this project are welcomed. Written comments should be
submitted no later than March 1, 2024, to:

Postal:

California State Parks

Strategic Planning and Recreation Services Division
P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

ATTN: Katie Metraux

Or Email: Blannina@parks ca gov (subject line CSVRA GP/DEIR

Comments)

Copies of the Preliminary General Plan and Draft EIR may be reviewed
online at the project website:https /iwww parks.ca govi?page id=30807,

The following locations will display the printed copies during normal

Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR
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business hours:

California State Parks, Strategic Planning and Recreation Services
Division

715 P Street, 1st Floor Lobby
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

M-F 8:00 PM to 5:00 PM

Diablo Range District Office
15751 Tesla Rd.
Livermore CA 94550

M-F 8:00 PM to 5:00 PM

OFF-HIGHWAY MOTOR VEHICLE RECREATION COMMISSION
HEARING

This project will be considered before the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle
Recreation Commission in a public hearing to be held at a local venue after
the public comments are received, State Parks’ responses are developed,

and a Final EIR is prepared. Notice of the hearing will be mailed to all
agencies, organizations, and individuals that have expressed interest.

Sincerely,

Katie Metraux

General Plan Manager

Strategic Planning and Recreation Services Division

California State Parks

<image001.jpg>

Prepared for: California State Parks
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR

13-1
(Cont.)

AECOM
3.4-8



Individual Comments and Responses

Letter I3 Response _ Greqg De Haan, January, 18, 202

13-1 Lawsuits and subsequent legislation requiring that the Alameda-Tesla expansion
area not be designated as a SVRA resulted in State Parks electing to prepare a
standalone General Plan Update and EIR for the existing Carnegie SVRA. State
Parks is currently conducting a separate planning effort for the Alameda-Tesla
property to determine a suitable classification and future use of the property.

AECOM
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3.4.4 Comment Letter 14, Mike Vandeman, January 24, 2024

| Letteria |

From: Mike Yandeman
To: Blanning, Planning@Farks
Subject: RE: CSVRA GP/DEIR Comments
Date: Wednesday, January 24, 2024 6:14:11 PM
You don't often get email from mjvande®@pacbell.net. Learn wk

At 04:13 PM 1/24/2024, you wrote:

Hi Mike,

I read through your comments and I wonder if your email was supposed to be
directed to East Bay Regional Parks and not the Carnegie SVRA General Plan?

No, [ wrote it for them. but I realized that it applies equally well to all land managers.
Wildlife- & habitat preservation are the job of all land managers.

Katie Metraux

General Plan Manager

Strategic Planning and Recreation Services Division
California State Parks

PO Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 92496-0001

2, 916-708-3485

From: Mike Vandeman <mjvande(@pacbell.net>

Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2024 8:17 PM

To: Planning, Planning(@Parks <Planning(@parks.ca.gov>
Subject: CSVRA GP/DEIR Comments

Importance: Low

You don't often get email from mjvande(@pacbell.net. Learn why this is important

Prepared for: California State Parks
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13. E.O. Wilson recommended that half of the Earth be set aside for the wildlife. 14-3
30x30 is a step toward that end, but for it to be successful, it must be understood
that so-called "protected"” lands will truly be protected from excess human
visitation. Some of these lands should be closed to all humans -- especially habitat
for dangerous animals like grizzlies and mountain lions.
Any questions?
Mike Vandeman, Ph.D.
510-697-5368
Machine-Free Trails Association
I am working on creating wildlife habitat that is off-limits to humans ("pure
habitat"). Want to help? (I spent the previous & years fighting auto dependence
and road construction.)
Wildlife must be given top priority, because they can't protect themselves from
us.
Please don't put a cell phone next to any part of your body that you are fond of?!
Stop obeying dictators and incompetent leaders from this time forward! Please
share this message as widely as possible!
Are you still driving? Why???2?
To not receive email from me, just reply and ask to be removed.
Machine-Free Trails Association
I am working on creating wildlife habitat that is off-limits to humans ("pure habitat"). Want to
help? (I spent the previous & years fighting auto dependence and road construction.)
Wildlife must be given top priority, because they can't protect themselves from us.
Please don't put a cell phone next to any part of your body that you are fond of!
Stop obeying dictators and incompetent leaders from this time forward! Please share this
message as widely as possible!
Are you still driving? Why??77?
To not receive email from me, just reply and ask to be removed.
Prepared for: California State Parks AECOM
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Letter 14 Response _ Mike Vandeman, January 24, 2024

14-1 This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary General Plan
Update or Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with
the proposed project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant
environmental issues. However, this comment is published in this Response to
Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker
consideration. No further response is required.

14-2 See response to 14-1

14-3 See response to 14-1

Prepared for: California State Parks AECOM
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3.4.5 Comment Letter I5, Randy Domercq, January 21, 2024

| Letteri5 |
From: Randy Domercq T
To: Blanning, Manning@Parks
Subject: CSVRA GP/DEIR Comments)
Date: Sunday, January 21, 2024 2;51: 14 PM
You don't often get email from rdemercg@astound.net. Learm why this is important
This is in regards to Carnegie OHV. 15-1

OHV parks provide an abundance of family oriented activities that provide a mental and physical
outletfor all. It captures interest and provides educational opportunities in any areas and gets kids
out of watching screens and playing video games. The existing park deserves more frequent updates
and maintenance (ex. grading and leveling to remove ruts).

What is really needed is the expansion to the property across the street — Pine Hollow. The State 15-2
sees the benefits of the expansion and should not bow (succumb) to the opponents to the
expansion. The benefits far outweigh any perceived negative impacts. Infact, there should be more 2

OHV parks designated throughout the state so as to provide all Californians the oppertunity to enjoy >3

the outdoors without having to drive 3, 4, 5 hours to reach an OHV park.
Questions / comments?
Thank you.

Randy Domereq

Email - rdomercqg@astound.net

Prepared for: California State Parks AECOM
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Letter IS Response Randy Domercq, January 21, 2024

15-1 This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary General Plan
Update or Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with
the proposed project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant
environmental issues. However, this comment is published in this Response to
Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker
consideration. No further response is required.

15-2 See the response to 15-1

15-3 See the response to 15-1
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3.4.6 Comment Letter 16, Connolly Ranch Inc. & Connolly
Garamendi LLC, February 24, 2024

| Letteri6 |

Sonnolly Ranch, Inc. and Connolly Garamendi LLC
Responses and Comments to DEIR

February 29, 2024

Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the Proposed Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area General Plan Update

State Clearinghouse # 2022030810

Public Comment Period: January 16 to March 1, 2024

Submitted by:

Connolly Ranch, Inc.

PO Box 1122

Tracy, CA 95378

Email: mconnolly@connollylaw.net

Connolly Garamendi LLC.

PO Box 1109

Tracy, CA 95378

Email: mconnolly@connollylaw.net

Prepared for: California State Parks AECOM
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“NRM Guideline 1.3: In the event that disturbing a sensitive biological resource 16-9
is unavoidable, minimize the disturbance to the minimum area necessary to achieve the (Cont.)
project purpose, and identify and implement measures to offset those impacts in
coordination with a qualified biologist and the appropriate resource agencies, depending
on the listing or protection status of the resource. Coordination with the agencies may
include acquisition of any required environmental permits, take authorizations,
management plans, or other documents as required by the respective agencies.” 2024
DEIR

Compare the above to that same Guideline in the 2015 DEIR:

“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.” 2015 DEIR

The effect of cutting and pasting NRM Guideline 1.3 from the 2015 DEIR to the 2024 DEIR
1s that it is not applicable and provides no mitigation.

HMR Guideline 1.4 is new but is merely continued monitoring and a hope for a future 16-10
approval of a plan. It is summarized as: “Continue to implement the OHMVR Division’s Habitat
Monitoring System (HMS) until the Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan (WHPP) for the Carnegie
SVRA is finalized. “The HMS and WHPP have failed and not been implemented as discussed below
in detail and cannot be relied upon.

If the HIMS was being implemented then all the information necessary to provide a baseline
and to determine the wildlife impacts of the GP would be available: “The HMS data is used to
accumulate, standardize, and analyze records of plants, animals, and habitats in the planning area
and guide adaptive management.” (2024 DEIR NRM Guideline 1.4) This information is supposed
to be readily assessable: “Biological resource assessments conducted at Carnegie SVRA have been
compiled according to the guidelines set forth by this system.” (2024 DEIR NRM Guideline 1.4)
The information although “compiled™ it is not analyzed or used in practice or in the 2024 DEIR to
determine the impacts of known new and expanded facilities, including expansion of OHV use in the
park to Waterfall Canyon.

The fact is that the HMS and WHPP have NO'T been properly implemented and are not
effective in mitigating impacts.

The HMS and WHPP cannot be relied upon in the DEIR

In 1995, the OHM VR belatedly designed the Wildlife Habitat Monitoring System (“HMS™)
for Carnegie SVRA pursuant to § 5090.35(c) which requires an inventory of wildlife populations
and their habitats, with the first HMS report issued in 2003. (See attached 2003 Habitat Monitoring
Report Carnegie SVRA) HMS is just a monitoring system to collect data and information to be used
in impact analysis, which analysis the DEIR does not include. The information from the HMS \

T

Impact & Mitigation Comments-Connolly Ranch Inc. & Connolly Garamendi LLC. Page 8
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Vollmar; Critical Linkages: Bay Area and Beyond Fig. 136 ICF and Critical Linkages, ICT cited

above.)

The Bay Area Conservation Lands Network recognized Tesla's importance as a critical
linkage, important to maintaining contiguous landscapes of large areas of linked protected lands.
namely the critical linkage connecting Mount Diablo with the greater Diablo Range. (See Cashen,
AR 1621.)

In its abandoned 2003 attempt to update the 1981 General Plan, Parks recognized that
Carnegie SVRA sat in the middle of a critical corridor:

“3.4. 1.6 Wildlife Movement Corridors
A wildlife movement corridor can be defined as a linear landscape feature that allows
animal movement between two areas of habitat, or between habitat and geographically
discrete resources (1.e. water). Corridors may link two or more large areas of natural open
space and are necessary to maintain demographic and genetic exchange between wildlife
populations residing within these geographically disjunctive areas. Corridors may also be
smaller in scale and function to allow resident wildlife access to necessary resources (i.e.
water, food, cover, or den sites) within a large habitat patch, and they may also
function as secondary connections to larger corridor systems. These smaller corridors
may facilitate the daily movements of individual animals or allow dispersal and genetic
exchange for less mobile species. A corridor suitable for large mammals would include
cover, free movement passage. and in the case of longer corridors, foraging and water
resources. Corridor requirements for smaller mammals, birds, or reptiles may be less
stringent. Aquatic species would require a continuous stretch of open water during
the movement period. Factors constricting or constraining a wildlife corridor can include
incompatible habitats such as urban development: topographical features such as steep
slopes: larger waterways, or lakes; lack of cover or resources; or a variety of human
impacts such as guard dogs, road traffic, lighting, noise, or human presence,
The primary onsite wildlife corridor 1s Corral Hollow. with several secondary movement
corridors which facilitate north-south movement located on the project site.”
Recirculated Program Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) pg. 3.4-26,
attached)

The complete lack of any analysis of eritical wildlife corridors renders the DEIR inadequate.

3.6 Energy

Section 3.6-1 considers “Construction-Related Energy Consumption™ and “Operational
Energy Consumption™. It fails to consider or discuss increased energy consumption due to
increased OITV use because of expanded facilities and the opening of additional areas. such as
Waterfall Canyon.

OM Guideline 7.4: “Implement the following operational emission reduction measures to help
reduce regional emissions” does not include several mitigation measures that should be adopted and
added to OM Guideline 7.4. They include:

Impact & Mitigation Comments-Connolly Ranch Inc. & Connolly Garamendi LLC. Page 22
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VY
Sediments entering the Park on the upstream side and existing on the downstream side. (2019 16-54
SWMP Report Map 6) This data remains unanalyzed by Parks because it shows erosion is not being (Cont.)
controlled. 4

The foundation of the DEIR, that the SWMP, Soils Standards, CHWA, BMP, WHPP, and 18-55
HMS somehow are effective and reduce impacts to insignificance are incorrect and contrary to all
the evidence. Table 10 in the 2019 SWMP Report has useful information only for 2019. On
February 13, 2019 the Corral Hollow Creek (CHC) entering Park, which drains a vast upstream
watershed including the Tesla Mine site, had a NTU of 350 and exiting the park a mile downstream
0f 921 NTU. On March 2, 2019 entering the park the NTU was 35 and exiting the park it was 660.
On March 23, 2019 entering the park it was 51 and exiting the park downstream it was 357. The
NTU measurements provided would indicate erosion control at Carmegie SVRA is not working, not
just on “red trails” but throughout the park.

Total suspended solids (TS8) is the dry-weight of suspended particles, that are not dissolved,
in a sample of water that can be trapped by a filter that is analyzed using a filtration apparatus
known as sintered glass crucible. In measurements of mg/L these are shown entering the OV park
upstream and exiting downstream. The results in Table 11 of the 2019 SWMP Report show
Carnegie SVRA is contributing greatly to the sediment load in the stream. On February 2. 2019
entering the park it was 572 mg/L and downstream exiting the park was 1.846. On February 10
entering the park TSS was 484 but exating it was 559. On February 13 it was 137 entering and
exiting it was 1.566. On March 2 it was 40 entering the park and 785 exiting. On March 23 it was
69 entering the park and 110 exiting. The unanalyzed data in the 2019 SWMP Report shows that
Carnegie SVRA BMP are not working.

Table 11 shows that this sediment is due to sediment being generated upstream of sediment
basins, indicating failed BMPs and erosion control above the sediment basin. For example. on
December 1, 2018 an astounding 38,280 TSS was measured entering Tyson pond. On that same date
27,026 was entering Carrol Pond and 36.461 when exiting meaning the pond was adding TSS to
water. 15,841 was flowing in Kiln Ponds showing upstream erosion control failure.

Table 11, although often incomplete, leaves no doubt here the TSS is coming from. For
example, water entering the park upstream on the Corral Hollow carried 572. TSS entering Tyson’s
pond was 5,563 and exiting to the CHC at 5398. TSS entering Carrol Pond was 3,526 and existing to
Corral Hollow Creek at 1,127. Kiln Pond had TSS entering at 1,905 and exiting to the Corral
Hollow Creek at 1.149. As would be expected, the water exiting the park at Corral Hollow Creek
out after collecting this sediment as 1,846. It is not possible to argue based on the data that BMPs,
the SWMP or anything else is successfully controlling erosion at Carnegie SVRA. There is no
evidence to support the claim that any measure at Carnegie SVRA will reduce an impact to
msignificance. There is no evidence that any guideline, BMP or anything else is reducing the
impact to insignificance. If other data on TSS and NTU was included in the DEIR or readily
available to the reader of the DEIR, then additional analysis could be performed.

SVRA based upon condition established by the rain closure policy™ but only that Parks “consider

Water Guideline 2.8 is ineffective because it does not require “temporary closure of portion of the ll 6-56
invoking™ temporary closures.
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The DEIR comes to the unsupported conclusion that “Wildfire risks would be offset by State “|6-76
Parks compliance with fire safety and wildfire suppression measures identified in Section 3.20.2
above, including (but not limited to):...” (DEIR pg. 3.20-11) Without addressing the actual
frequency and cause of fires, and addressing only construction, the DEIR concludes “...impacts
related to the potential for construction of new and improved visitor facilities to exacerbate wildfire
risks would be less than significant™ and “impacts related to the potential for the new and improved
facilities to exacerbate wildfire risks would be less than significant”. (DEIR pg. 3.20-12)

The DEIR should consider an accurate fire history. Fire hazard risk is a significant 16-77
environmental impact under the Guidelines and these facts. An accurate description of the fire
history needs to be included and used in the alternative analysis, since non-OHV use would reduce
the fire risk and in this case 3 of the 4 fires starting on Camegie SVRA would have occurred.

Mitigation measures with a mitigation monitoring plan need to be included. At a minimum
these need to include (1) buffers prohibiting OHV use inside park boundaries to prevent fires from
immediately exiting the park, (2) fire breaks within the park and along boundaries to control fires,
not just trails and roads, (3) closure of the park on Red Flag days and (4) a BMP, policy or plan to
immediately close and immediately evacuate the Park whenever there is a fire within the Park, when
emergency vehicles have to enter the Park due to a wildfire in the park or vicinity. or (5) a wildfire is
uncontrolled within 3 miles of the park boundary. The DEIR needs to recogmze fire hazard as a
significant environmental impact, analyze it, and adopt appropriate mitigation measures. It is not a
matter of “if”” Camegie SVRA will cause a catastrophic wildfire, it’s a question of “when™.

[16-78
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16-157
is not appropriate in 2024. (Cont.)
Piecemealing, Deferral & Improper Tiering -Connolly Ranch Inc. & Connolly Garamendi LLC. Page 4
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Letter 16 Response  Connolly Ranch Inc. & Connolly Garamendi LLC, February
24, 2024

16-1 The commentor is an adjacent landowner who has fought the park for years. He
is an attorney and has sued the park numerous times, over environmental
documents, easements and sundry other issues. His win-loss record decidedly
favors the losing side. His comments attempt to confuse readers about the
difference between general plans done for private projects under California
State Planning Law, and General Plans prepared for California State Parks; he
confuses General Plans with other secondary management plans, which are
required by statute before development is allowed to take place and discusses
deferred maintenance for General Plan policies, which he confuses with project
specific projects. He makes ill-disguised and pejorative comments and with a
voluminous letter of 37 pages and 78 comments, plus an additional 14-page
letter, that is primarily a recast of his previous comments.

The current EIR is different from the 2016 EIR in several ways: 1) it analyzes
the implementation of the General Plan for the existing Carnegie SVRA only,
while the prior EIR analyzed impacts from General Plan implementation for a
greatly expanded SVRA that included large expanses of lands not currently
open to public recreation; 2) in addition to impacts resulting from operation and
maintenance associated with the General Plan, the current EIR analyzes impacts
resulting from all reasonably foreseeable projects that could be implemented
under the General Plan. The purpose of a General Plan, as required by State
planning law, is to provide broad-level goals and policies that would serve to
guide ongoing operations and maintenance, and any future development that
may occur, for many years into the future. The purpose of the EIR is to identify
whether implementation of the General Plan goals and guidelines would result
in less-than-significant impacts, or whether additional mitigation measures (in
addition to the goals and guidelines contained in the General Plan) would be
required.

Unlike the situation where an applicant submits a proposed project or a
particular piece of property with finite choices available to a city or county,
State Parks manages the land that it owns. As a property manager with statutory
duties to manage state parks for cultural and natural resources and recreation,
State Parks is able to avoid environmental degradation by choosing where,
when and how specific projects are carried out and located. When State Parks
propose a project, the project has already been designed to avoid or lessen
environmental impacts, based on resource inventories, the application of state
laws to protect various resources, and standard conditions that govern the design
of projects. This is totally unlike a project proposed by an applicant who wants
to maximize development on a piece of property, or even a project proposed by
a governmental agency on their property where site constraints, available land,
type of project (a state prison, for example) limit choices for siting and therefore
raise the possibilities of environmental impacts. Projects are not proposed where
there are significant natural and cultural environmental impacts. For example,
where there is air impacts identified as potentially significant, Parks does not
identify these types of impacts as “self-mitigating”, because they are not
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impacts that we can design around, other than not doing the project. Where they
apply, performance standards have been included in goals and guidelines.
Furthermore, under CEQA, a lead agency is not required to publish or adopt a
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan at the time the DEIR is circulated for public
review. Instead, adoption of a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan would occur if
and when the lead agency decides to adopt either the proposed project or one of
the alternatives (see State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097).

As described throughout the DEIR, and more particularly in the Executive
Summary and in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” and Chapter 2, “Project
Description,” the project considered in this EIR is the implementation of the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan. As explained on DEIR page ES-1, “The
Carnegie SVRA General Plan provides much of the regulatory setting
description and the project description used for the CEQA analysis in this EIR.
Chapter 2, ‘Existing Conditions,’ in the General Plan describes the
geographical, physical, and management setting, including resource conditions
and planning influences.” Restating in the DEIR the baseline data that is already
presented in the General Plan would be unnecessarily duplicative. Therefore,
throughout the DEIR, at the start of the environmental analysis for each topic
area the reader is specifically referred to the location in the General Plan where
the existing conditions information is provided. For example, DEIR Section
3.4.1, “Existing Conditions,” (page 3.4-1) states: “Section 2.3.2 ‘Biotic
Resources,” in Chapter 2, ‘Existing Conditions,” of the General Plan provides a
detailed description of the landcover and vegetation types that occur in the
planning area and detailed information on the status of common and special-
status plants and wildlife species and which occur in the Carnegie SVRA and
vicinity.”

Alternatives are driven by the requirement to reduce or avoid any significant or
potentially significant impacts that result from a project (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6). The General Plan was developed to adequately
manage and protect sensitive resources at the SVRA while providing high-
quality recreational opportunities. As described in the impact analysis contained
in DEIR Chapter 3.4, “Biological Resources,” implementation of the General
Plan does not result in significant impacts on sensitive resources. The projects
that are reasonably foreseeable to be implemented under the General Plan
(described on pages 4-6 through 4-9 of the General Plan and on pages 2-11
through 2-14 of the DEIR) largely consist of upgrades or expansions of existing
facilities and are largely located in disturbed and heavily used areas of the
SVRA. Therefore, the lack of substantial adverse impacts resulting from
implementation of these projects should not be a surprise. Where the presence
of sensitive resources in a project area cannot be excluded, the goals and
guidelines in the General Plan provide detailed guidance for surveys and
avoidance. Therefore, General Plan implementation, including future projects
site-specific projects, is not expected to result in significant impacts.

This is an existing project. The property was paid for with Off-Highway
Vehicle (OHV) Trust Funds. As such, State Parks would have to pay the OHV
Trust Fund back if OHV use ceased and it was reclassified as a State Park. This
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property is not a suitable place for a State Park, and there are no significant
impacts that would be reduced to a level of less-than-significance by choosing
the alternative reclassification of a State Park. The alternatives analysis in the
EIR is adequate for the nature of the anticipated impacts.

16-3 The current EIR is very different from the 2013 EIR because it analyzes the
implementation of the General Plan and reasonably foreseeable projects for the
existing SVRA only, while the prior EIR analyzed impacts from General Plan
implementation for a greatly expanded SVRA that included large expanses of
lands not currently open to public recreation. Because the Carnegie SVRA is
currently managed as an active SVRA, and the reasonably foreseeable projects
are located in previously disturbed areas, the cited court cases, such as the Lotus
case, do not apply directly to the current EIR. The General Plan does not rely on
standards and guidelines alone; it contains a carefully crafted set of goals and
guidelines, supported by the Best Available Scientific information and informed
by on-the-ground management on how to operate the SVRA and how to design
and implement projects in a way that avoids and minimized impacts. No
specific project can be built until further plans and studies are complete.

16-4 The lack of a long list of mitigation measures and performance standards is not
based on deferral of impact analysis, as suggested by the commenter. The
SVRA is actively managed to avoid impacts on sensitive resources, and
reasonably foreseeable projects that would be implemented under the General
Plan are in heavily developed or disturbed areas. The purpose of a General Plan,
as required by State planning law, is to provide broad-level goals and policies
that would serve to guide ongoing operations and maintenance and any future
development that may occur for many years into the future. The purpose of the
EIR is to identify whether implementation of the General Plan goals and
guidelines would result in less-than-significant impacts or whether additional
mitigation measures (in addition to the goals and guidelines contained in the
General Plan) would be required. Where they apply, performance standards
have been included in goals and guidelines. Under CEQA, a lead agency is not
required to publish or adopt a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan when the DEIR is
circulated for public review. Instead, adoption of a Mitigation and Monitoring
Plan would occur when the lead agency decides to adopt either the proposed
project or one of the alternatives (see State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097).
State Parks’ management plans, such as the Habitat Management System,
Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan, or Carnegie Stormwater Management Plan
cited by the commenter, are adopted management programs that serve as
standards to reduce environmental impacts; they are not subject to
environmental review in this EIR as the commenter has suggested throughout
the 16 letter comments.

16-5 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a long-range
comprehensive planning framework for the SVRA and to identify both
operations and maintenance associated with General Plan implementation,
along with site-specific reasonably foreseeable projects Thus, guidelines (such
as goals and guidelines associated with natural resources management) in the
General Plan need to be broad enough to apply to a wide array of potential
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projects. Where they apply, performance standards have been included in goals
and guidelines.

Many of the goals and guidelines within this General Plan identify the need for
additional planning and reporting (for example, the Roads and Trails
Management Plan). Additional environmental review compliance may need to
be conducted prior to the adoption of any subsequent planning documents, as
outlined in the General Plan.

16-6 Many of the goals and guidelines in the 2016 General Plan and this General
Plan are similar or identical because these goals and guidelines originally
written in 2016 are still relevant and support the management goals of the
SVRA.

As described on page 1-8 of the General Plan, goals are developed to address
existing issues and provide ongoing guidance for SVRA management.
Guidelines provide the direction the OHMVR Division will implement to
achieve these goals. In other words, goals are written to be broad and abstract,
while guidelines are written to be specific actions to achieve these goals.
Therefore, goals typically do not obtain measurable performance standards, but
many of the guidelines that support these goals do.

For the reasons identified in this response and throughout this document, this
EIR complies with CEQA.

16-7 State Parks agrees with the comment that all (currently) known visitor facilities
are identified in DEIR Figure 2-3 (page 2-9) and in General Plan Figure 4-2
(page 4-5). However, the General Plan is a long-range planning document, and
therefore must take into account the fact that there may be future site-specific
projects that may occur many years into the future. While any such projects
require future CEQA analysis, the purpose of a General Plan, as required by
State planning law, is to provide broad-level goals and policies that would serve
to guide any future development that may occur years into the future. Therefore,
NRM Guideline 1.1 would be applied to currently unanticipated site-specific
projects that may occur in the future (which would require separate CEQA
compliance) to ensure that these projects are placed in areas that have been
previously disturbed or are in areas of relatively low resource value to protect
biological and other natural resources.

Many of the goals and guidelines in the 2016 General Plan and this General
Plan are similar or identical because these goals and guidelines originally
written in 2016 are still relevant and support the management goals of the
SVRA.

16-8 The current General Plan was developed to provide a long-range comprehensive
planning framework for the SVRA and to identify both operations and
maintenance associated with General Plan implementation and site-specific
reasonably foreseeable projects. Thus, guidelines (such as NRM Guideline 1.2)
in the General Plan need to be broad enough to apply to a wide array of
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potential projects. Where they apply, performance standards have been included
in the guidelines.

The potential environmental impacts from implementing non-motorized trails in
the Waterfall Canyon area have been analyzed, along with all the site-specific
projects described on DEIR pages 2-11 through 2-14, in each impact under the
heading “New and Improved Facilities” throughout all of the topic areas in the
DEIR.

Impacts on western spadefoot toad resulting from the proposed projects,
including the new Group Camping Area, have been discussed in Section 3.04,
“Biological Resources” of the EIR. Impacts on western spadefoot toad have
been determined to be less than significant.

For information regarding the HMS, please see response to Comment O2-2.

The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a long-range
comprehensive planning framework for the SVRA and to identify both
operations and maintenance associated with General Plan implementation,
along with site-specific reasonably foreseeable projects. Thus, guidelines (such
as NRM Guideline 1.2) in the General Plan need to be broad enough to apply to
a wide array of potential projects. Where they apply, performance standards
have been included in the guidelines.

This EIR does not improperly defer analysis. In addition to operations and
maintenance impacts resulting from the General Plan, the current EIR analyzes
impacts resulting from all reasonably foreseeable site-specific projects that
could be implemented under the General Plan as described on DEIR pages 2-11
through 2-14.

Many of the goals and guidelines in the 2016 General Plan and this General
Plan are similar or identical because these goals and guidelines originally
written in 2016 are still relevant and support the management goals of the
SVRA. While many of these guidelines would minimize impacts resulting from
the ongoing management of the SVRA or the development of projects, these
guidelines are not mitigation measures. The commentor asserts that NRM
Guideline 1.3 “provides no mitigation.” That is correct. This is not mitigation; it
is a guideline at the appropriate level of a general plan. The commentor
continues to be confused about the project. The purpose of the EIR is to identify
whether implementation of the General Plan goals and guidelines would result
in less-than-significant impacts, or whether additional mitigation measures (in
addition to the goals and guidelines contained in the General Plan) would be
required.

For information regarding the HMS and WHPP, please see response to
Comment O2-2.

See response to Comment 16-1 through 16-9 above.
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16-12 This is a Guideline, and it does not improperly defer analysis. Many of the goals
and guidelines within this General Plan identify the need for additional planning
and reporting (for example, the Roads and Trails Management Plan) that occur
prior to specific development. Additional environmental compliance will be
conducted prior to the adoption of any subsequent discretionary planning
documents.

Many of the goals and guidelines in the 2016 General Plan and this General
Plan are similar or identical because these goals and guidelines originally
written in 2016 are still relevant and support the management goals of the
SVRA. For information regarding the HMS and WHPP, please see response to
Comment O2-2.

16-13 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a long-range
comprehensive planning framework for the SVRA and to identify both
operation and maintenance impacts associated with General Plan
implementation, along with site-specific reasonably foreseeable projects. Thus,
guidelines (such as guidelines associated with natural resources management) in
the General Plan need to be broad enough to apply to a wide array of potential
projects. Where they apply, performance standards have been included in the
guidelines.

Many of the goals and guidelines in the 2016 General Plan and this General
Plan are similar or identical because these goals and guidelines originally
written in 2016 are still relevant and support the management goals of the
SVRA.

16-14 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a long-range
comprehensive planning framework for the SVRA and to identify both
operations and maintenance associated with General Plan implementation,
along with site-specific reasonably foreseeable projects. Thus, guidelines (such
as NRM Guideline 2.3) in the General Plan need to be broad enough to apply to
a wide array of potential projects. The lack of a long list of impacts and
associated mitigation measures and performance standards in the current EIR is
based on the fact that the existing SVRA is actively managed to avoid impacts
on sensitive resources.

Many of the goals and guidelines in the 2016 General Plan and this General
Plan are similar or identical because these goals and guidelines originally
written in 2016 are still relevant and support the management goals of the
SVRA.

Please see Section 3.20, “Wildfire,” of the EIR, which includes descriptions of
multiple plans, policies, regulations, safety measures, and General Plan Goals
and Policies to avoid or suppress wildfire that work in conjunction with the
Carnegie SVRA existing on-site roads and trail network that serves as a
firebreak system. All these actions combined with address wildfires that start
within the SVRA have resulted in quickly containing and preventing fires (e.g.,
the requirement for the use of effective vehicle spark arresters) and may also
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help assist with promptly addressing fires that start from any source just outside
the SVRA. Grazing may be used as a natural resource management tool and
may also be a measure that helps prevent wildfires. Prescribed burns are another
potential method for wildfire prevention. While some methods may not have
been used yet at Carnegie SVRA, they have been used at other parks and could
be used at the SVRA,; hence, they are included along with numerous other
methods for addressing wildfires.

16-15 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a long-range
comprehensive planning framework for the SVRA and to identify both
operations and maintenance associated with General Plan implementation,
along with site-specific reasonably foreseeable projects. Thus, guidelines (such
as NRM Guideline 2.4) in the General Plan need to be broad enough to apply to
a wide array of potential projects. Where they apply, performance standards
have been included in the guidelines.

Many of the goals and guidelines in the 2016 General Plan and this General
Plan are similar or identical because these goals and guidelines originally
written in 2016 are still relevant and support the management goals of the
SVRA.

For information regarding the HMS and WHPP, please see response to
Comment O2-2.

16-16 The comment suggests that the goals and guidelines in the General Plan related
to wildlife should be changed somehow (the commenter does not provide
specific details) to deal with the “increased use,” which the commenter assumes
would occur from opening the 526-acre Waterfall Canyon area to OHV riding
as well as increased use assumed by the commenter throughout the rest of the
SVRA from the site-specific visitor projects. As discussed in detail on page 2-3
of the DEIR, there would likely not be a “bump” in new OHV recreationalists
or attendance solely because of the new OHV and non-OHV opportunities with
the SVRA’s footprint. Generally, OHV parks are most attended by users most
proximate to the park, such as regional residents. Carnegie SVRA attracts more
local users versus those traveling from further distances throughout the State or
elsewhere (See General Plan section 2.7.4.3, Carnegie SVRA Visitation)

Therefore, Carnegie SVRA attendance would likely grow naturally and in
parallel with regional population growth. The environmental impacts that could
occur from the implementation of the site-specific projects, which are evaluated
throughout all the topic area sections in the DEIR, include visitor use of the
SVRA facilities as a function of the impact analyses. For example, increased
potential for disturbance or loss of wildlife habitat (DEIR Section 3.4,
“Biological Resources™) and increased erosion from the use of new designated
trails (DEIR Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality™).

As stated on page 4-7 of the General Plan related to the proposed uses in the
Waterfall Canyon area, “State Parks is considering the rehabilitation of existing
trails in the southeast corner of the SVRA for non-motorized use, such as hiking
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and mountain biking. Details about the trails and their allowed recreational uses
will be provided in an SVRA Roads and Trails Management Plan. The
alignment of trails will take into consideration potential viewpoints; areas for
picnic tables, benches, and interpretive signage; terrain and drainages, and
sensitive resources.” (Emphasis added). As further described in General Plan
Table 4-1 (pages 4-9 and 4-10), the Waterfall Canyon area could only be
“changed to an intermediate or advanced trail [OHV] area in the future if there
were 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.” (Emphasis added.) Any additional land acquisition would
require a separate CEQA analysis. The DEIR assumes that no OHV riding will
occur in the Waterfall Canyon area; rather, the impact analyses for the Waterfall
Canyon area are focused on non-motorized hiking and mountain biking.

The OHMVR Division’s Habitat Monitoring System (HMS) is a regulatory
standard that has already been adopted by State Parks; therefore, it is not subject
to CEQA review in this EIR. The HMS is a tool used to aid in the
implementation of park-specific natural resource monitoring and adaptive
management, with a focus on trends in percent habitat cover, focal species
distribution and abundances, and comparisons between riding and nonriding
areas. The HMS data is used to accumulate, standardize, and analyze records of
plants, animals, and habitats in the planning area and guide adaptive
management. The HMS is consistent with State Parks’ resource management
directives and with the specific biological provisions that outline management
programs for working with natural processes of vegetation succession,
controlling the spread of noxious and invasive weeds, and protecting natural
wildlife habitat.

Similarly, State Parks’ Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan (WHPP) is a mandated
plan for each park (PRC Section 5090.35(a) et.seq.). It consists of an improved
framework, which emphasizes a broad range of scientifically accepted
techniques and measures that are appropriate for the unique habitats found
within each SVRA. As an approved State Parks’ standard, it is not subject to
CEQA review in this EIR.

The WHPP monitoring system provides information on protocols for baseline
studies, focused studies, monitoring, and surveys, and is used by SVRA
resource managers to aid in the development of park-specific monitoring plans
and techniques. The goals of the WHPP are to monitor and manage wildlife and
plant populations and restore habitats where necessary to sustain a viable
species composition within each SVRA. The plans enable adaptive
management, allowing management practices and strategies to change, or
“adapt,” as warranted by new monitoring information. Environmental scientists
for each SVRA conduct and oversee monitoring based on the WHPP and other
monitoring protocols. Biological resource assessments conducted at Carnegie
SVRA have been compiled according to the guidelines set forth by this system.
(See NRM Guideline 1.4, General Plan page 4-24.)
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The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a long-range
comprehensive planning framework for the SVRA and to identify both
operations and maintenance associated with General Plan implementation,
along with site-specific reasonably foreseeable projects. Thus, guidelines (such
as NRM Guideline 1.4) in the General Plan need to be broad enough to apply to
a wide array of potential projects. Where they apply, performance standards
have been included in the guidelines.

16-17 As described on page 1-8 of the General Plan, goals are developed to address
existing issues and provide ongoing guidance for SVRA management.
Guidelines provide the direction the OHMVR Division will implement to
achieve these goals. In other words, goals are written to be broad and abstract,
while guidelines are written to be specific actions to achieve these goals.
Therefore, goals typically do not obtain measurable performance standards, but
many of the guidelines that support these goals do.

The commentor states that the primary emphasis of “Wildlife Goal 1 has a
primary emphasis of providing an OHV experience with wildlife protection as a
secondary issue.” This is an unsupported opinion from the commentor. The
Goal actually reads: “Manage the SVRA to maintain a quality OHV recreational
experience while protecting native wildlife species and their designated
habitats”. As described in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the General Plan, the
California State Parks’ mission is to “provide for the health, inspiration, and
education of the people of California by helping to preserve the state’s
extraordinary biological diversity, protecting its most valued natural and
cultural resources, and creating opportunities for high-quality outdoor
recreation.” All Department planning, resource management, and recreation
access support this mission statement. The order in which State Parks lists its
directives is irrelevant. 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.

16-18 The need for a take permit under either the federal or state Endangered Species
Act is triggered by the take of a listed species. If the need for a take permit were
determined to be needed for a future site-specific project, State Parks would
obtain the permit(s) from the relevant agencies. However, to date, no such need
has been determined and it would be inappropriate to list the need as being
required prior to adopting and implementing the General Plan, which is a long-
range planning document for the SVRA.

16-19 As described in the response to Comment 16-17, the order in which State Parks
lists its directives is irrelevant. The commentor also cites comment letters from
CDFW and USFW related to the 2016 EIR that are not applicable to this current
EIR. The current EIR is different from the 2016 EIR in several ways: 1) it
analyzes the implementation of the General Plan for the existing Carnegie
SVRA only, while the prior EIR analyzed impacts from General Plan
implementation for a greatly expanded SVRA that included large expanses of
lands not currently open to public recreation; 2) in addition operations and
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maintenance to impacts resulting from the General Plan, the current EIR
analyzes impacts resulting from all reasonably foreseeable site-specific projects
that could be implemented under the General Plan — at the level of detail
currently available. Please see Section 3.1 of this FEIR, which addresses
comments provided by CDFW on the Draft EIR. The USFW did not provide
comments related to this EIR.

16-20 The statements that issues raised by the CDFW in its May 19, 2022, scoping
period letter have been largely ignored and that the EIR lacks information or is
insufficient on baseline conditions is unsubstantiated. Please see Section 3.4,
“Biological Resources,” of the EIR, which references Section 2.3.2 “Biotic
Resources,” in Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” of the General Plan. Extensive
descriptions of baseline conditions (i.e. existing conditions at the Carnegie
SVRA) are included in Chapter 2. Section 2.3.2 of the General Plan provides a
detailed description of the landcover and vegetation types that occur in the
planning area and detailed information on the status of common and special-
status plants and wildlife species, which occur in the Carnegie SVRA and

vicinity.
16-21 Please see response to comment 16-18 and 16-20.
16-22 The commenter does not state what he believes an “appropriate buffer

supported by science” would be for kit fox dens and there is no such buffer in
the scientific literature. Wildlife Guideline 1.1 calls for initiating strategies
based on USFWS 2011 Standardized Recommendations for San Joaquin Kit
Fox. Wildlife Guideline 1.1 also includes contacting USFWS regarding
appropriate setbacks if an active den is found. As is the case with any buffer
aimed at resource protection, once the species is confirmed to occur, and there
is potential conflict with a project encroachment into the habitat of the species,
buffers should be decided on a site and project-specific basis, by experts on the
species, such as local biologists, and in coordination with the agencies, if
required by law.

16-23 Site-specific project locations show in Figure 2-3 have been selected based on
the need for the expanded or updated facility and on current knowledge of the
absence of sensitive resources from these areas based on ongoing monitoring
and specific site knowledge by resource management staff. Species-specific
survey will be conducted as necessary once the design has progressed to the
specific level that will allow a detailed site-specific analysis. If necessary, site
design may be adjusted at that time, consistent with resource and design
management goals and guidelines in the General Plan.

For information regarding the HMS and WHPP, please see response to
Comment O2-2.

16-24 As is the case for many guidelines in this EIR, Wildlife Guideline 1.2 is written
broadly to apply to a wide array of projects. State Parks recognizes that
scientifically supported dispersal distances are greater than 150 feet for
California red-legged frog, California tiger salamander, western spadefoot toad,
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and western pond turtle. Consistent with CDFW’s suggestions in their comment
letter provided during the scoping period, State Parks proposes an adaptive
approach such as buffer areas, where prescribed, to avoid and minimize impacts
on these species. More specifically, Wildlife Guideline 1.7 has been revised to
incorporate avoidance and minimization measures within upland dispersal areas
such as the CDFW-proposed 5,587-foot buffer around CTS breeding ponds.
Measures include: a preconstruction survey, flagging of habitat features for
avoidance, and biological monitoring (please see FEIR section 4 “revisions to
the General Plan” for specific revision language).

Many of the goals and guidelines in the 2016 General Plan and this General
Plan are similar or identical because these goals and guidelines originally
written in 2016 are still relevant and support the management goals of the
SVRA. Because the General Plan is a long-range planning document that
proposes a wide array of projects, it is not feasible to apply a one-size-fits-all
approach to mitigation. The Goals and Guidelines identified are appropriate for
a high-level general planning document. We anticipate that many subsequent
activities will be within the scope of the EIR and no additional CEQA document
would be required, however, the General Plan acknowledges that some actions
may require additional CEQA analysis before implementation. Once the project
details are known, and if determined necessary during subsequent
environmental analysis, future environmental documents will be prepared,
additional measures would be developed and disclosed during that future CEQA
process, and consultation with regulatory agencies will occur if necessary.

16-25 As described in the General Plan, Waterfall Canyon is currently excluded from
OHYV 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. In addition, the USFW
comment refers to impacts to CRLF from OHVs, which will be excluded from
the Waterfall Canyon area. State Parks is considering the rehabilitation of
existing trails in Waterfall Canyon for non-motorized use, such as hiking and
mountain biking. Details about the trails and their allowed recreational use will
be provided in a proposed SVRA Roads and Trails Management Plan (RTMP).
As described in RTMP Goal 1, the plan may include further CEQA analysis for
a non-motorized trail network and the potential for future motorized trails in
Waterfall Canyon. The impact analyses throughout all of the topic areas in the
DEIR include an analysis of non-motorized trail use in the Waterfall Canyon
area at a programmatic level under the headings “New and Improved Facilities.”

16-26 Please see response to Comment 16-24 related to buffers for amphibians (e.qg.,
California tiger salamander, western spadefoot toad) and the western pond
turtle, and Wildlife Guideline 1.7. Also see NRM Guideline 2.1, which provides
implementation of an adaptive management plan that will “identify and
establish adaptive management opportunity zones in areas of high-quality
natural habitat and sensitive habitat, or where populations of special-status
wildlife and plants occur or could occur (e.g., elderberry shrubs, California tiger
salamander breeding ponds). Implement management actions to protect these
zones from activities that could disturb sensitive resources or to enhance/restore
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them as part of the adaptive management process.” General Plan goals and
guidelines, including the mitigation and other minimization measures described
within many of these guidelines, have been provided to reduce impacts to less
than significant. No further mitigation is required.

16-27 Because the General Plan is a long-range planning document that proposes a
wide array of projects, it is not feasible to apply a one-size-fits-all approach to
mitigation. NRM Guideline 2.1 provides implementation of an adaptive
management plan that will identify and establish adaptive management
opportunity zones in areas of high-quality natural habitat and sensitive habitat,
or where populations of special-status wildlife and plants occur or could occur.
State Parks will implement management actions to protect these zones from
activities that could disturb sensitive resources or to enhance/restore them as
part of the adaptive management process. Furthermore, Wildlife Guideline 1.3
states that if work or placement of facilities is closer than 100 feet of elderberry
shrub locations, appropriate measures will be developed in consultation with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services. A 100-foot buffer provides plenty of protection
for elderberry shrubs and is consistent with USFWS protocols for the species.

The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive
long-range planning framework for the SVRA and to identify reasonably
foreseeable site-specific project impacts associated with General Plan
implementation, including reasonably foreseeable projects. While some
reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan and analyzed
in the EIR at the level of project detail currently available, there are projects
proposed in the future that are still in the conceptual phase, and there may be
projects that are currently unforeseeable and therefore have not been discussed.
CEQA review may be needed or supplemented for future projects as details
about planned projects emerge or get refined. These future compliance
documents may tier off the current EIR or take the form of stand-alone
documents. Furthermore, the projects that are reasonably foreseeable to be
implemented under the General Plan (identified on DEIR pages 2-11 through 2-
14) largely consist of upgrades or expansions of existing facilities and are
largely located in disturbed and heavily used areas of the SVRA.

Many of the goals and guidelines in the 2016 General Plan and this General
Plan are similar or identical because these goals and guidelines originally
written in 2016 are still relevant and support the management goals of the
SVRA.

16-28 Because the General Plan is a long-range planning document that proposes a
wide array of projects, it is not feasible to apply a one-size-fits-all approach to
mitigation. Wildlife Goal 1 states “Manage the SVRA to maintain a quality
OHYV recreational experience while protecting native wildlife species, including
special-status wildlife species and their designated habitats.” NRM Goal 2 states
“encourage a balance of uses that allow for the restoration or enhancement of
natural habitats while maintaining a quality OHV recreational experience. “For
example, underneath this goal, NRM Guideline 2.1 provides implementation of
an adaptive management plan that will identify and establish adaptive
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management opportunity zones in areas of high-quality natural habitat and
sensitive habitat, or where populations of special-status wildlife and plants
occur or could occur. State Parks will implement management actions to protect
these zones from activities that could disturb sensitive resources or to
enhance/restore them as part of the adaptive management process. See Section
3.04 “Biological Resources,” for additional goals and guidelines related to
habitat protection, restoration, and enhancement.

With regards to appropriate buffers for kit fox, please see response to comment
16-22 above.

This EIR does not improperly defer analysis. The current General Plan is
specifically developed to provide a long-range comprehensive planning
framework for the SVRA and to identify impacts reasonably foreseeable site-
specific projects associated with General Plan implementation, including
reasonably foreseeable projects. While some reasonably foreseeable projects are
described in the General Plan and analyzed in the EIR at the level of project
details currently available, there are projects proposed in the future that are still
in the conceptual phase and there may be projects that are currently
unforeseeable and therefore have not been discussed. CEQA review may be
needed or supplemented for future projects as details about planned projects
emerge or get refined. These future compliance documents may tier off the
current EIR or take the form of stand-alone documents. Furthermore, the
projects that are reasonably foreseeable to be implemented under the General
Plan (identified on DEIR pages 2-11 through 2-14) largely consist of upgrades
or expansions of existing facilities and are largely located in disturbed and
heavily used areas of the SVRA.

16-29 Please see Section 2.3.2 in Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” of the General
Plan, which includes current information about the Alameda whipsnake and its
potential to occur onsite. Additionally, Wildlife Guideline 1.4 specifically
addresses Alameda whipsnake habitat. The guidelines states “avoid siting
facilities within 150 feet of preferred Alameda whipsnake habitat, particularly
scrub vegetation types. If placement of facilities within or adjacent to Alameda
whipsnake habitat cannot be avoided, implement appropriate measures to avoid
or compensate for direct and indirect impacts on Alameda whipsnake resulting
from project-specific activities. Implement protection measures agreed upon
during consultation with USFWS. Encourage further research into the presence
of Alameda whipsnake at the site, to ensure that management is based on the
best available knowledge of the species and its requirements.”

16-30 Where appropriate, buffers for specific species are based on protocols published
by the resource agencies for the species (such as VELB). Where no published
protocols are available, buffers are based on best management practices. In
many cases, even published protocols may be adjusted in consultation with the
relevant resource agencies, while in other cases, local resource managers, who
are the individuals with the most appropriate site-specific information about the
presence or absence of sensitive species, will decide appropriate buffers.

Prepared for: California State Parks AECOM
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR 3.4-108



Individual Comments and Responses

Wildlife Guidelines 1.5 through 1.9 include construction buffers and use of
wildlife agency guidelines and/or consultation with wildlife agencies, or
consultation with a qualified biologist related to the establishment and use of
buffers and other mitigation measures. The purpose of Wildlife Guideline 1.10
is to avoid interfering with the movement through known migratory wildlife
corridors in the planning area when placing new facilities.

The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive
long-range planning framework for the SVRA and to identify reasonably
foreseeable site-specific projects impacts associated with General Plan
implementation, including reasonably foreseeable projects. While some
reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan and analyzed
in the EIR at the level of project detail currently available, there are projects
proposed in the future that are still in the conceptual phase. There may be
projects that are currently unforeseeable and therefore have not been discussed.
CEQA review may be needed or supplemented for future projects as details
about planned projects emerge or get refined. These future compliance
documents may tier off the current EIR or take the form of stand-alone
documents. Furthermore, the projects that are reasonably foreseeable to be
implemented under the General Plan (identified on DEIR pages 2-11 through 2-
14) largely consist of upgrades or expansions of existing facilities and are
largely located in disturbed and heavily used areas of the SVRA.

16-31 Please see response to Comment 16-30.

As described in the General Plan, Waterfall Canyon is currently excluded from
OHYV 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. State Parks is considering
the rehabilitation of existing trails in Waterfall Canyon for non-motorized use,
such as hiking and mountain biking. Details about the trails and their allowed
recreational use will be provided in a proposed SVRA Roads and Trails
Management Plan (RTMP). As described in RTMP Goal 1, the plan may
include further analysis for a non-motorized trail network and the potential for
future motorized trails in Waterfall Canyon. The impact analyses throughout all
of the topic areas in the DEIR include an analysis of non-motorized trail use in
the Waterfall Canyon area at a programmatic level under the headings “New
and Improved Facilities.”

The comment that the EIR ignores increased use due to new and expanded
facilities is unsubstantiated. The EIR analyzes construction related to new and
improved facilities, as well as impacts from their operation. The new and
improved recreation facilities envisioned in the General Plan (e.g., a new
campfire center, kid’s minibike track, and interpretive pedestrian trails) are
expected to better support the recreational interest of a broader demographic of
visitors thereby attracting a wider audience. However, as discussed in Chapter
2, “Project Description” (DEIR page 2-3) of the General Plan, there would
likely not be a “bump” in new OHV recreationalists or attendance solely
because of the proposed General Plan’s new OHV and non-OHV opportunities
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within the SVRA'’s existing footprint. Carnegie SVRA’s OHV recreation
attendance instead would likely grow naturally and parallel to regional
population growth. Generally, OHV parks are most attended by users most
proximate to the park, such as regional residents. Carnegie SVRA attracts more
local users versus those travelling from further distances throughout the State or
elsewhere.

16-32 & 16-33  The comment cites to page 20 of the Court’s Order and Ruling, which relates to
a lack of site-specific analyses for reasonably foreseeable projects in the prior
EIR and contends that the same situation related to “self-mitigation” still applies
to the current EIR, particularly as related to OHV use in Waterfall Canyon.
However, the current EIR is different from the 2016 EIR in several ways: 1) it
analyzes the implementation of the General Plan for the existing Carnegie
SVRA only, while the prior EIR analyzed impacts from General Plan
implementation for a greatly expanded SVRA that included large expanses of
lands not currently open to public recreation; 2) in addition to impacts resulting
from operations and maintenance of the General Plan, the current EIR analyzes
impacts resulting from all reasonably foreseeable site-specific projects that
could be implemented under the General Plan at the level of project detail
currently available.

The purpose of a General Plan, as modeled by State planning law, is to provide
broad-level goals and policies that would serve to guide ongoing operations and
maintenance, and any future development that may occur, for many years into
the future. The purpose of the EIR is to identify whether implementation of the
General Plan goals and guidelines would result in less-than-significant impacts,
or whether additional mitigation measures (in addition to the goals and
guidelines contained in the General Plan) would be required. Where they apply,
performance standards have been included in goals and guidelines. The current
DEIR identifies and evaluates the potential impacts of site-specific projects
under the headings “New and Improved Facilities” throughout each topic area
in the DEIR. Locating new projects in heavily disturbed areas substantially
reduces the level of environmental impacts. Instead of acknowledging the
reduction of environmental impacts from the design of the site-specific projects,
the commenter suggests throughout letter 16 that the “true nature” of the
environmental impacts has been deliberately hidden behind the guise of “self-
mitigation” through implementation of General Plan goals and guidelines
(which contain performance standards where necessary). The purpose of
mitigation measures is to modify a project to “substantially lessen or avoid
significant effects on the environment” thus fulfilling a basic purpose of CEQA
to “Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring
changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when
the governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible.” (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15002[a][3].) However, if implementation of a project (in
this case, the General Plan) would not in fact result in significant impacts, then
there is no reason to include mitigation measures As stated on page 4-7 of the
General Plan related to the proposed uses in the Waterfall Canyon area, “State
Parks is considering the rehabilitation of existing trails in the southeast corner of
the SVRA for non-motorized use, such as hiking and mountain biking.
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Details about the development of trails and their allowed recreational uses will
be provided in a subsequent SVRA Roads and Trails Management Plan. The
alignment of trails will take into consideration potential factors; areas for picnic
tables, benches, and interpretive signage; terrain and drainages, and sensitive
resources. As further described in General Plan Table 4-1 (pages 4-9 and 4-10),
the Waterfall Canyon area could only be “changed to an intermediate or
advanced trail [OHV] area in the future if there were 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.”
(Emphasis added.) Any additional land acquisition would require separate
CEQA compliance. The DEIR assumes that no OHV riding will occur in the
Waterfall Canyon area; rather, the impact analyses for the Waterfall Canyon
area, including the analyses contained in DEIR Section 3.4, “Biological
Resources,” are focused on non-motorized hiking and mountain biking.

This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary General Plan or
Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the proposed
project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental

issues. However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments
document for public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No further
response is required.

16-34 See response to comments 16-32 and 16-33.

16-35 Water Goal 1 states “Manage the SVRA for the protection of jurisdictional
waters of the United States, including wetlands and waters of the state, while
maintaining a quality OHV recreational experience.” However, the order in
which State Parks lists its directives is irrelevant and not indicative of anything.
As stated in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the General Plan, “The California
State Park mission is ‘to provide for the health, inspiration and education of the
people of California by helping to preserve the state’s extraordinary biological
diversity, protecting its most valued natural and cultural resources, and creating
opportunities for high-quality outdoor recreation.” All Department planning,
resource management, and recreation access is subject to this mission
statement.” Section 5090.43(a) of the California Public Resources Code requires
SVRASs 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.

This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary General Plan or
Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the proposed
project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental

issues. However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments
document for public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No further
response is required.

16-36 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive
long-range planning framework for the SVRA and to identify reasonably
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foreseeable site-specific projects associated with General Plan implementation.
All of the impacts throughout each topic area in the DEIR evaluate both
continued SVRA operations and management at a broad level, as well as site-
specific proposed facilities at a detailed level, under the headings “General Plan
Implementation” and “New and Improved Facilities.” Therefore, deferral of
analysis has not occurred. Without more site-specific planning, such analysis
would be speculative and not feasible.

16-37 As stated in General Plan Chapter 4, “The Plan,” State Parks “will consider
several locations on previously disturbed land within the SVRA’s gathering and
services visitor experience area to develop a group campsite. One location
currently under consideration is at the SVRA’s northwest corner. Although the
exact details of the potential site and capacity have not been determined, the
campsite will likely hold up to approximately 30 people and may include
parking spurs and spaces, electricity hookups, potable water, picnic tables,
shade ramadas, a fire ring, space for visitor’s tents, and restrooms.” General
Plan Figure 4-2 (page 4-5) and DEIR Figure 2-3 (page 2-9) show the proposed
location for the Group Camping Area. The commenter is correct that this
facility (as with most of the proposed facilities shown in DEIR Figure 2-3)
would be located near Corral Hollow Creek. However, the potential
environmental impacts of all of the proposed site-specific proposed facilities
(including the Group Camping Area) have been evaluated at a detailed level,
under the headings “New and Improved Facilities” in each impact throughout
all of the topic areas in the DEIR. If the Group Camping Area were moved to a
different location in the future, then a separate CEQA analysis would be
required. Therefore, deferral of analysis has not occurred.

As described previously, Waterfall Canyon 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. State Parks is considering
the rehabilitation of existing trails in Waterfall Canyon for non-motorized use,
such as hiking and mountain biking, but this Project is still in the conceptual
phase. Details about the trails and their allowed recreational uses will be
provided in a proposed SVRA Roads and Trails Management Plan (RTMP).
Environmental review for planning documents that have not yet been written
are not subject to review within this EIR, because the details of the future plans
are still unknown. Details about the trails and their allowed recreational uses
will be provided in a proposed SVRA RTMP. As described in RTMP Goal 1,
the plan may include further analysis for a non-motorized trail network and the
potential for future motorized trails in Waterfall Canyon. The impact analyses
throughout all of the topic areas in the DEIR include an analysis of non-
motorized trail use in the Waterfall Canyon area at a programmatic level under
the headings “New and Improved Facilities.”

16-38 Please see Section 3.04, “Biological Resources,” of the EIR, which describes
that NRM Goals 1 and 2, Plant Goal 1, Wildlife Goal 1, and Water Goal 2 and
the associated guidelines will address impacts on the movement of fish and
wildlife species, migratory wildlife corridors, and native wildlife nursery sites
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through programmatic solutions of site selection, aquatic resource protection,
agency consultation, ongoing surveys, annual monitoring, compensatory
mitigation, and adaptive management plans using the best available science.
Wildlife Guideline 1.10 specifically states that “during placement of new
facilities, avoid interference of movement through know migratory wildlife
corridors in the planning area.”

Additionally, the implementation of the General Plan is only for the existing
Carnegie SVRA. It does not include the Tesla-Alameda property. Projects that
are reasonably foreseeable to be implemented under the General Plan largely
consist of upgrades or expansions of existing facilities and are largely located in
disturbed and heavily used areas of the SVRA. While some reasonably
foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan and analyzed in the EIR
at the level of project detail currently available, there are projects proposed in
the future that are still in the conceptual phase and there may be projects that are
currently unforeseeable and therefore have not been discussed in the General
Plan.

The comment that the EIR ignores the bottleneck of a critical wildlife corridor
related to Waterfall Canyon is unsubstantiated. As described previously,
Waterfall Canyon is currently excluded from OHYV 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. State Parks is considering the rehabilitation of
existing trails in this southeast corner of the SVRA for non-motorized
pedestrian use. Trail alignment will consider potential viewpoints, areas for
picnic tables, benches, interpretive signage, terrain and drainages, and sensitive
resources. This Project is still in the conceptual phase. Details about the trails
and their allowed recreational uses will be provided in a proposed SVRA
RTMP, which requires additional environmental analysis of any proposed trail
alignments and facilities. Environmental review for planning documents that
have not yet been written are not subject to review within this EIR because the
details of the future plans are still unknown. State Parks appreciates the
reference to the Critical Linkages Habitat Corridors study.

CEQA review may be needed or supplemented for future projects as details
about planned projects emerge or get refined. These future compliance
documents may tier off the current EIR or take the form of stand-alone
documents.

16-39 Energy use from on-site OHV is an existing condition and not a topic to be
analyzed in CEQA based on Appendix G checklist. The DEIR complies with
CEQA with regards to required analysis.

Please also see response to Comment 16-37 regarding Waterfall Canyon — no
OHV use is proposed here.
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16-40 While State Parks appreciates and considers all suggestions, not all suggestions
are necessary, feasible, compatible, or consistent with State Parks or other
applicable agency laws, directives, plans, policies, or procedures.

16-41 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive
planning framework for the SVRA and to identify impacts associated with
implementation, including reasonably foreseeable projects. While some
reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan and analyzed
in the EIR, there may be projects proposed in the future that are still conceptual
or there may be project not currently foreseeable and therefore have not been
discussed in the General Plan. Thus, guidelines in the General Plan need broad
and flexibility to apply to a wide array of potential projects and the timing and
availability of funding to implement them. Where they apply, performance
standards have been included in goals and guidelines. Additionally, while State
Parks appreciates and considers all suggestions, not all suggestions are
necessary, feasible, or compatible with State Parks policies.

16-42 The comment states that DEIR Section 3.7.1, “Existing Conditions,” does not
provide baseline information related to soils or erosion. Therefore, the impacts
of the proposed project and the alternatives cannot be determined. DEIR Section
3.7.1, “Existing Conditions,” states: “Section 2.3.1, ‘Physical Resources,’ in
Chapter 2, ‘Existing Conditions,” of the General Plan includes a discussion of
the existing setting for geology, soils, and paleontological resources.”

Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” of the Carnegie General Plan, pages 2-9 and
2-10, include the following information: “The State Parks Off-Highway Motor
Vehicle Recreation (OHMVR) Division initiated a study of the Corral Hollow
watershed in 2004. The primary goal of the assessment was to provide State
Parks, Carnegie SVRA staff members, and community stakeholders with an
understanding of historical occurrences that have shaped the watershed. Based
on the assessment’s findings, State Parks developed recommendations to reduce
future erosion and sediment concerns and return Corral Hollow to a properly
functioning watershed while maintaining visitor satisfaction and preserving the
area’s historic value. These conclusions and recommendations are presented in
the Final Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a:1-4).”
Specific details related to soil types and erosion throughout the Carnegie SVRA
are provided in the watershed assessment. A copy of the Watershed Assessment
was attached to the 2016 DEIR as an appendix. It was provided as part of the
administrative record materials for the 2024 DEIR that were available upon
request to State Parks. Furthermore, the commenter himself refers to the
Watershed Assessment in Comment 16-50, which indicates that the commenter
is already aware that soil data, rainfall data, erosion information, and in-stream
stormwater flows for all areas of the Carnegie SVRA have been obtained and
presented to the public for review as part of the EIR. Furthermore, Figure 2-6 in
the Carnegie General Plan (page 2-27) presents a map of the soil types within
the Carnegie SVRA, and Table 2-3 in the Carnegie General Plan (page 2-29)
presents a summary of relevant soil characteristics including erosion potential.

16-43 Please see response to comment 16-42.
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General Plan Figure 2-6 shows the different soil types as classified by the U.S.
Natural Resource Conservation Service and their locations within the Carnegie
SVRA,; it does not show areas of erosion.

Please see response to Comment 16-42.

16-44 The comment about the failure to have sufficient baseline information about
erosion and wildlife is unsubstantiated. Please see the response to Comment 16-
42. Also see Section 2.3.2.2 in Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions,” of the General
Plan, which provides information about common wildlife species known or
expected to occur are based on previous studies conducted onsite, including
habitat monitoring reports by State Parks, biological assessments prepared for
specific projects at Carnegie SVRA, habitat assessments and vegetation
mapping performed by AECOM in 2012, species-specific surveys conducted
between 2016 and 2020, and studies performed on adjacent properties. Section
2.3.2.4 provides information about special-status wildlife, which have the
potential to occur in or near the planning area. Figure 2-16 the distribution of
California Natural Diversity Database records of special-status wildlife
occurrences documented within 5 miles of the planning are.

Please see response to Comment 16-37 regarding Waterfall Canyon

16-45 The reference to a technical memorandum from CDFW from June 2015 is
noted. State Parks has been soliciting CDFW and other agency input on the
current planning effort and associated EIR as necessary and required by State
Law. No further response is required.

16-46 The reference to the commenter’s concern on the prior planning effort and prior
(2005) statements from USFWS is noted. However, these comments from 2005
are not relevant to the current planning effort.

Please see response to comment 16-45 above.

16-47 The statement on pages 3.7-6 of the DEIR that “The SVRA is currently closed
during and immediately following strong winter storms and closure information
is posted on the SVRA website” is accurate; State Parks’ personnel periodically
close portions of the SVRA when necessary. Quantification of rainfall amounts,
along with information related to storm frequency and duration, were provided
in the Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a) and in the 2012 Carnegie
SVRA Stormwater Management Plan (State Parks 2012). Please see also
response to comment 16-42.

This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary General Plan or
Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the proposed
project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental

issues. However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments
document for public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No further
response is required.
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16-48 Please see the response to Comment 16-37 regarding Waterfall Canyon. This
EIR does not improperly defer analysis.

The General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive planning
framework for the SVRA and to identify impacts associated with General Plan
implementation, including reasonably foreseeable projects. This Draft EIR is a
Program EIR, which is typically more conceptual and contains a more general
discussion of impacts, alternatives, and mitigation measures than a Project EIR.
While some reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan
and analyzed in the EIR, there may be projects proposed in the future that are
still in the conceptual phase or there may be projects not currently foreseeable
and therefore have not been discussed in the General Plan. Thus, guidelines in
the General Plan need broad and flexible enough to apply to a wide array of
potential projects and the timing and availability of funding to implement them.
Where they apply, performance standards have been included in goals and
guidelines.

The Carnegie General Plan Soils Guideline 1.4 requires State Parks to
appropriately site, design, and engineer new facilities in accordance with site-
specific geotechnical reports. As noted by the commenter, pages 3.7-6 and 3.7-7
of the DEIR state that if landslide areas cannot be avoided entirely, site-specific
building placement would be investigated by a licensed engineer, and all
construction methods recommended by the engineer would be implemented to
ensure public safety. State Parks is required to construct all buildings in
accordance with the California Building Standards Code (CBC), which contains
site-specific design and engineering requirements that would be contained in
site-specific geotechnical reports prior to construction. These geotechnical
reports are required by law. The CBC requirements are summarized in the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan Section 2.7.3.3, on pages 2-129 and 2-130. There
are no buildings proposed in the Waterfall Canyon area (see General Plan
Figure 4-2 [page 4-5], descriptive text on page 4-7, and Table 4-1 [pages 4-9
and 4-10; see also DEIR Figure 2-3 [page 2-9] and descriptive text on page 2-
12). Furthermore, and as also noted by the commenter, Soils Guideline 1.4
states that State Parks personnel would periodically inspect trails that cross
through landslide areas (if any), and trails would be maintained and/or closed to
preserve rider safety related to landslides as necessary. Trail inspection,
maintenance, and periodic closure (as necessary) are part of the routine
operations performed by State Parks at Carnegie SVRA, and these actions
would be sufficient to protect rider safety. Finally, DEIR page 3.7-7 states that
Soils Guideline 1.1 requires all Carnegie SVRA facilities to meet the current
OHMVR Division Soil Conservation Standard and Guidelines (Soil Standard)
(State Parks 2020). 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. The
charge that this is deferred analysis is without support.

16-49 The commenter’s belief that State Parks has not managed the Carnegie SVRA
in compliance with the Soil Standard and that the BMPs and the Carnegie
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Stormwater Management Plan are not consistently implemented is noted as
unsubstantiated. The Soil Standard (State Parks 2020) contains 68 pages of
detailed standards and guidelines; therefore, no further “performance standards”
in the DEIR are required. Finally, the DEIR does not indicate that “off trail
riding at Carnegie SRVA still continues uncontrolled” (as referenced by the
commenter to uncontrolled erosion) as discussed in detail on DEIR pages 3.7-6
through 3.7-10. DEIR Impact 3.7-3 addresses short-term, temporary impacts
related to erosion from construction; both short-term construction and long-term
operational impacts from erosion and sedimentation as related to water quality
are addressed in DEIR Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” in
Impacts 3.10-1 (pages 3.10-2 through 3.10-8) and Impact 3.10-5 (pages 3.10-12
through 3.10-13).

The 2020 Soil Conservation Standard and Guidelines were developed per
Senate Bill 249, with input from representatives from the California Department
of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation
(OHVMR) Division, DPR Natural Resources Division, the DOC Geological
Survey Division, CDFW, USDA, NRCS, BLM, USFS, and USGS. Public
Resources Code 5090.35.(b)(1) requires that the 2020 Standard be “generic and
measurable”. The 2020 Standard provides criteria required to demonstrate
successful compliance, including the development of Soil Conservation Plans
(SCPs) and the annual monitoring and documentation of the condition of soils
and maintenance, which provide the tools needed to assess compliance with the
Standard. SCPs are comprised of maintenance and monitoring plans, a
compliance report, and an action plan, and are reviewed every five years and
updated as needed.

16-50 As the commenter is clearly aware, based on the data presented in comments 16-
51 and 16-54, State Parks provides copies of its stormwater reports for public
review on its website. The commenter ignores the many years of scientific data
provided in the Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a) and the Stormwater
Management Plan for the Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area (SWMP)
(State Parks 2012), which the commenter references in subsequent comments,
and instead states that because three subsequent yearly stormwater reports are
not part of the DEIR the entire environmental analysis is deficient. The
commenter furthermore provides no correlation between the Carnegie SVRA
trail ratings (with which the commenter disagrees) and the environmental
impacts evaluated in the DEIR. The DEIR properly evaluates the efficacy of the
proposed General Plan and associated policies, and no further data or analysis is
required.

16-51 The commenter disagrees with the number of trails rated in the Carnegie SVRA
stormwater reports from 2014 and 2019. The quoted Leverich-Stillwater
comments provided in the comment are from 2015. This comment is not
directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary General Plan or Draft EIR for
addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the proposed project, nor
does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. However,
this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public
disclosure and decision-maker consideration. No further response is required.

Prepared for: California State Parks AECOM
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR 3.4-117



Individual Comments and Responses

16-52 The commenter disagrees with what he perceives as a change in how the
Carnegie SVRA stormwater reports rate the trails in the SVRA.

State Parks’ BMPs and protocols are continually evaluated and updated,
removed, or replaced if they are not adequately or no longer serving their
original purpose. The trail evaluation protocol referenced is used to evaluate
trails and the need for trail maintenance. The rating is an indication of the level
of maintenance needed and not an evaluation of the 2020 Soil Standard. It’s not
intended to evaluate all trails in the SVRA. lllegal trail use is known and is
being addressed through the Resource Management Area rehabilitation process.
The commenter is This program is currently being analyzed at the EIR level and
once the EIR is complete the entire park will continue to be evaluated, and
repairs made that is consistent with the certified EIR. Additionally, the Soil
Conservation Plan is being drafted under the 2020 Soil Conservation Standard
and Guidelines which provide additional protocols to address soil erosion.

16-53 Carnegie SVRA manages all trails according to all applicable guidance. Ratings
of trails may change over time, as restoration efforts rehabilitate some trails
while others are taken out of circulation for updated resource management.
State Parks uses a color-coded system to prioritize trail maintenance activities
and does not determine the level of Soil Standard compliance. Thus, a trail
coded as red at a given time may get a different rating once rehabilitated. No
further response is required.

16-54 The Carnegie SVRA General Plan Water Guideline 2.6 states that the SWMP
(State Parks 2012), which itself contains detailed performance standards and
guidelines, coupled with subsequent plans to be developed in the near future,
would be used to reduce erosion and sedimentation and to improve areas that
have experienced substantial erosion from surface water runoff as determined
by annual inspections. This is an appropriate method for Carnegie SVRA
management and is the purpose for which the SWMP was intended under the
MS4 permit (Clean Water Act section 402(p)). Because the SWMP is a
regulatory standard containing several performance standards and guidelines, no
further standards or guidelines are required in the DEIR. The SWMP and all its
requirements are implemented annually and summarized and provided in the
annual report.

Please see also response to comment 16-50.

16-55 The commenter presents data from the 2019 stormwater report related to water
quality sampling results, which appear to show large increases in turbidity and
total suspended solids as presented by the commenter, in support of his
argument that the Stormwater Management Plan “is not working or not being
implemented.” The Stormwater Management Plan is a long-term program that
calls in part for the reduction of sediment in the stormwater within the SVRA to
the maximum extent practical. The implementation of the plan has resulted in
the rehabilitation of approximately 50 percent of the unit. It is overseen by the
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, which expressed its
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support of the program’s “significant progress” in a letter addressed to Randy
Cladera, former Sector Superintendent (April 16, 2016).

Due to comments received by the commenter previously, park managers
decided to analyze the program under an EIR, which is currently being drafted.
According to the SWMP, as soon as this EIR is certified, rehabilitation efforts
will continue, and sedimentation will be reduced further.

It should be noted that the current General Plan and associated EIR are long-
range planning documents and will be implemented as a whole. Thus, the data
presented from 2019 from samples collected as part of the SWMP are one point
of reference for an ongoing operation within an existing SVRA, collected in
response to one existing commitment. They should not be interpreted as
“General Plan and General Plan EIR data.” The current planning effort
considers all existing management measures and reaches impacts conclusions
on the long-range management system as a whole. Adopting and implementing
the General Plan goals and guidelines will lead to comprehensive resource
management across a range of topics, including resource management, water
quality, erosion, etc. The analysis presented in the FEIR analyzes conditions as
they exist at the filing of the NOP (baseline) and compares them to the changes
to the operations proposed. As stated previously, several of the projects are
conceptual and unstable soils; they do not analyze erosion, and therefore, State
Parks’ rain closure policy is not referenced in General Plan Water Guideline 2.8
or in Impact 3.7-2. General Plan Water Guideline 2.8 is intended to reduce
geologic hazards associated with landslides and unstable soils because State
Parks personnel, as the CEQA lead agency and the agency responsible for
operating the Carnegie SVRA, would use their best professional judgment
based on experience and expertise as to when or if portions of the SVRA may
need to be closed in order to reduce geologic hazards. This may or may not
include closure from rainstorms, depending on the length and severity of the
rainfall event. Also see General Plan Water Guideline 2.2., which discusses
adaptive management practices such as closure.

16-57 Please see response to comment 16-49.

16-58 The potential for erosion from construction and operation of the proposed
General Plan throughout all areas of the Carnegie SVRA is evaluated in the
following DEIR Sections: 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality” in Impacts
3.10-1 (pages 3.10-2 through 3.10-8) and Impact 3.10-5 (pages 3.10-12 through
3.10-13). The potential for short-term erosion related to construction is also
evaluated in DEIR Section 3.7, “Geology, Soils, and Paleontological
Resources,” in Impact 3.7-3 (pages 3.7-8 through 3.7-10). Sediment transport
into Corral Hollow Creek was presented in the Watershed Assessment (State
Parks 2007a), which was used to inform the Carnegie SWMP (State Parks,
2020). The data contained in both of these documents are referenced in the
DEIR Impact analyses listed above.

The Stormwater Management Plan is a long-term program which calls in part
for the reduction of sediment in the stormwater within the SVRA to the
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maximum extent practical. The implementation of the plan has resulted in the
rehabilitation of approximately 50 percent of the unit. Due to comments
received by the commenter previously, park managers decided to analyze the
program under an EIR which is currently being drafted. As soon as this EIR is
certified, the rehabilitation efforts will continue, and sedimentation will be
reduced further, according to the SWMP.

Please see 16-111 for additional discussion on the baseline conditions and
analysis of the Plan.

Please see response to comments 16-51 and 16-52.

The commenter suggests that the DEIR is deficient because it fails to analyze
the purported effectiveness of the OHV BMP Manual for Erosion and Sediment
Control (OHV BMP Manual) (State Parks 2007b). The OHV BMP Manual was
adopted in 2007 and applies to all SVRAs statewide. The OHV BMP Manual is
a guide by which the staff at Carnegie SVRA are required to comply; therefore,
an environmental analysis of the OHV BMP Manual in the Carnegie General
Plan EIR is not required.

State Parks does not propose to open the Waterfall Canyon area for OHV use.
As stated on page 4-7 of the General Plan related to the proposed uses in the
Waterfall Canyon area, “State Parks is considering the rehabilitation of existing
trails in the southeast corner of the SVRA for non-motorized use, such as hiking
and mountain biking.” (Emphasis added.) As further described in General Plan
Table 4-1 (pages 4-9 and 4-10), the Waterfall Canyon area could only be
“changed to an intermediate or advanced trail area in the future if there were 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.” (Emphasis added.) Such an additional acquisition of land
would require a separate CEQA analysis. Potential impacts of erosion
throughout the Carnegie SVRA, including the non-motorized trails in the
Waterfall Canyon area, are evaluated and discussed in detail along with General
Plan goals and policies and regulatory standards to reduce the potential from
erosion in Section 3.7 (Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources) in
Impact 3.7-3 (pages 3.7-8 through 3.7-10) (short-term construction-related
erosion), and in DEIR Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality” in Impacts
3.10-1 (pages 3.10-2 through 3.10-8) (short-term and long-term operation-
related erosion and water quality) and Impact 3.10-5 (pages 3.10-12 through
3.10-13). No further analysis is necessary.

See response to Comment 16-61.

Existing conditions are discussed in the “Climate Change” discussion in Section
2.3.1, “Physical Resources,” in Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions” of the General
Plan. Chapter 2 includes a description of the physical environmental conditions
in the project area as they existed at the time the notice of preparation was
published, which is the baseline.
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) states that, when assessing the
significance of impacts from GHG emissions, a lead agency should consider (1)
the extent to which a project may increase or reduce GHG emissions compared
with existing conditions, (2) whether a project’s GHG emissions would exceed
a threshold of significance that the lead agency has determined to be applicable
to the project, and (3) the extent to which a project would comply with
regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local
plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions.

Please see Section 3.8, “Greenhouse Gases,” of the EIR, which finds that the
proposed General Plan GHG emissions would be below regional air quality plan
thresholds of significance. For operational activities, CalEEMod estimates GHG
emissions associated with mobile, area, and energy sources, like criteria air
pollutant emissions, in addition to GHG emissions associated with refrigeration
and solid waste disposal. Emissions associated with an increase in visitor
attendance were estimated using the maximum projected annual growth rate
between San Joaquin County and Alameda County (0.71 percent), historical
SVRA attendance records and transportation data collected in online and in-
person surveys as part of the EIR, and emission factors obtained from ARB’s
Recreation Vehicle 2013 (RV2013) model and EMFAC2021. Appendix C of
the EIR includes model details, assumptions, inputs, and outputs.

As described in Section 3.8, implementation of the goals and guidelines under
the proposed General Plan would not result in a net increase in GHG emissions
or any conflict with a policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of GHGs. It would also result in the generation of GHG emissions
at a level that would align with its fair share of emission reductions consistent
with the State’s 2030 GHG reduction target and 2050 GHG reduction goal.

16-64 Also see response to Comment 16-62 and 16-63.

16-65 As described in Section 3.3, “Air Quality,” of the EIR, in addition to the
construction and operation of the new and improved facilities, emissions
associated with an increase in visitor attendance were estimated. As discussed in
the Project Description (Section 2 of the EIR) of the General Plan, Carnegie
SVRA attendance would likely grow naturally. There would likely not be a
“bump” in new OHYV recreationalists or attendance solely because of the new
OHV and non-OHV opportunities with the SVRA’s footprint. Additionally, the
proposed new group campsite is intended to redirect larger groups from the
existing campground to a new location that can better accommodate a large
group, and there are currently no plans to expand the existing campground.
Generally, OHV parks are most attended by users most proximate to the park,
such as regional residents. Carnegie SVRA attracts more local users versus
those traveling from further distances throughout the State or elsewhere.

See response to Comment 16-64. Additionally, as described in Section 3.8,
“Greenhouse Gases,” SVRA maintenance activities, as well as most of the other
programs and plans, under the proposed General Plan, have been occurring and
presently occur in the General Plan area, and, therefore, are considered part of

Prepared for: California State Parks AECOM
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR 3.4-121



Individual Comments and Responses

the baseline conditions. The continued occurrence of the same maintenance
activities and most of the other programs and plans under the proposed General
Plan would not increase emissions or conflict with any relevant policy or
program.

16-66 While some reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan
and analyzed in the EIR, there may be projects proposed in the future that are
still in the conceptual phase. There may be projects not currently foreseeable
and therefore have not been discussed in the General Plan.

As described on page 1-8 of the General Plan, goals are developed to address
existing issues and provide ongoing guidance for SVRA management.
Guidelines provide the direction the OHMVR Division will implement to
achieve these goals. In other words, goals are written to be broad and abstract,
while guidelines are written to be specific actions to achieve these goals. Goals
and guidelines in the General Plan need to be broad enough to apply to a wide
array of potential projects. Where they apply, performance standards have been
included in goals and guidelines.

Please see Section 2, “Existing Conditions” of the General Plan, which
generally includes a description of the physical environmental conditions in the
project area as they existed at the time the notice of preparation was published,
which is the baseline. The opinions expressed by the commenter are just that:
opinions. No changes are suggested. The difference between goals and
guidelines will remain as noted.

16-67 Baseline data related to drainage, hydrology, erosion and sediment transport,
stream geomorphology, and water quality in the planning area are presented in
the Watershed Assessment (State Parks 2007a). Potential impacts of erosion
throughout the Carnegie SVRA are evaluated and discussed in detail along with
General Plan policies and guidelines and regulatory standards to reduce the
potential from short-term construction-related erosion are presented in Section
3.7 (Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources) in Impact 3.7-3 (pages 3.7-
8 through 3.7-10), and both short-term and long-term erosion and water quality
are evaluated throughout Section 3.10 (Hydrology and Water Quality) in
Impacts 3.10-1 (pages 3.10-2 through 3.10-8) and Impact 3.10-5 (pages 3.10-12
through 3.10-13). As discussed therein, the implementation of General Plan
goals, policies, and guidelines and require compliance with regulatory standards
such as the Carnegie SWMP (State Parks 2012), the OHV BMP Manual (State
Parks 2007b), the Soil Standard (State Parks 2020), the State Water Resources
Control Board’s National Pollutant Discharge and Elimination System
Construction General Permit requirements and operational Phase |1 MS4 Permit
requirements, potential impacts related to erosion from construction and
operation of the General Plan would be less than significant.

Please also see responses to comments 16-42 through 16-62.

16-68 Please see responses to comments 16-49, 16-54, 16-60, and 16-67.
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16-69 As referenced by the commenter, DEIR Impact 3.10-3 (pages 3.10-9 and 3.10-
10) evaluates the potential for alteration of drainage patterns to result in
stormwater runoff volumes that could exceed the stormwater drainage capacity
or result in flooding; this impact is not related to erosion. The potential for
erosion from the construction and operation of the proposed General Plan
throughout all areas of the Carnegie SVRA, including non-motorized trails in
the Waterfall Canyon area, is evaluated in DEIR Section 3.10, “Hydrology and
Water Quality” in Impacts 3.10-1 (pages 3.10-2 through 3.10-8) and Impact
3.10-5 (pages 3.10-12 through 3.10-13). The potential for short-term erosion
related to construction is also evaluated in DEIR Section 3.7, “Geology, Soils,
and Paleontological Resources,” in Impact 3.7-3 (pages 3.7-8 through 3.7-10).
The DEIR properly concludes that impacts related to erosion would be less than
significant; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. Please see also
the response to comment 16-61.

16-70 A lead agency may fashion the CEQA thresholds to its use. While the
commenter thinks the statement is too broad, he does not provide suggestions or
evidence of the inadequacy of any analysis.

This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary General Plan or
Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the proposed
project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental

issues. However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments
document for public disclosure and decision maker consideration. No further
response is required.

16-71 As discussed in Section 3.16 of the EIR, implementation of the General Plan
would not create an indirect demand for recreation at local parks or other local
recreation facilities. Implementation of the General Plan would not increase the
use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities
to the extent that substantial physical deterioration of any facility would occur
or be accelerated.

The EIR does not avoid any discussion about impacts related to recreational
facilities. The General Plan is for a recreational facility, the Carnegie SVRA.
Therefore, the potential environmental impacts of implementing the General
Plan and the SVRAs recreational facilities are analyzed in all the other sections
of the EIR, including air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, etc.

16-72 The statement that “Carnegie SVRA is causing OHV-caused fires almost once a
year” is not substantiated by long-term data. The General Plan describes four
major fires that occurred in or around the SVRA between 2009 and 2020. Other
small fires in and around the SVRA were quickly suppressed and contained and
did not result in any significant impacts and did not leave the park property. The
commenter describes eight fires that have occurred over a 15-year period, three
of which originated outside of the SVRA. Please see the response to 16-73 for a
response to the fire history information provided by the commenter.

Prepared for: California State Parks AECOM
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR 3.4-123



Individual Comments and Responses

As described in Chapter 3.20, “Wildfire,” in the EIR, State Parks has designated
segments of the multiple-use trail system in the SVRA to provide emergency
access to wildfire suppression. Post-fire Google Earth imagery demonstrates
that fire perimeters often align with roads and trails. Additional fire breaks on
the State Park boundary may not necessarily be effective.

The SVRA staff also maintains a truck with a water tank and pumping
capability onsite. Every four-wheel drive (4WD) DPR vehicle is equipped with
a 5-gallon hand pump and fire tools. DPR staff conduct an on-site fire drill
annually to ensure all staff know their respective role during a fire.

In addition, DPR implements fire prevention measures outlined in its Wildfire
Management Plan, including using signs, posters, and notices on bulletin boards
to educate the public about wildfire; delivering fire prevention talks at
campfires aimed at further informing the general public, and campers in
particular, about fire; and providing information and warnings to the public,
especially during a period of high fire danger, through both the media and
public contacts made by Carnegie SVRA personnel. During periods of high fire
danger, temporary closures may also be implemented for 4WD vehicles and
other vehicles equipped with catalytic converters. Please see Chapter 3.2, which
describes the Carnegie SVRA Wildfire Management Plan, as well as other state
plans, policies, and regulations related to wildfire that are implemented,
complied with, and enforced by State Parks.

16-73 The statement that eight wildfires have affected the park over the last ten years,
an average approaching one fire per year, is incorrect. This comment includes a
description of 8 wildfires that have occurred between 2009 and present. Three
of the fires identified (2009 Coral, 2015 Tesla, and 2020 SCU) did not start
within the SVRA.

Commentor states that no trails or roads on Carnegie SVRA stopped the 2009
Corral fire; however, Google Earth imagery from 9/2009, it appears that the fire
perimeter includes Kiln Trail.

The commentor states that OHV roads and trails did not stop the 2015 Tesla fire
from burning areas of Carnegie SVRA. However, Google Earth imagery from
8/2015 shows that the burn area extends only a small way into the park, and the
perimeter aligns with trails.

Commentor states that the 2019 Hollow Fire burned across a road. Google Earth
imagery from 10/2019 also documents that much of the fire perimeter aligns
with Bunkhouse, Los Osos trail, and SRI Road

16-74 The statement “OHV trails and roads on the park are ineffective in stopping
wildfires” is unsubstantiated. As described in 16-73, post-fire Google earth
imagery shows that fire perimeters appear to overlap significantly with roads
and trails in the park.
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Please see Section 3.20 of the EIR, which includes descriptions of multiple
plans, policies, regulations, safety measures, and General Plan Goals and
Policies to avoid or suppress wildfires that work in conjunction with the
Carnegie SVRA existing on-site roads and trail network that serves as a
firebreak system. Carnegie SVRA also has fire-fighting equipment onsite and
staff trained in fire suppression measures. All these actions combined address
wildfires that start within the SVRA have resulted in quickly containing and
preventing fires (e.g., the requirement for the use of effective vehicle spark
arresters), and may also help assist with promptly addressing fires that start
from any source just outside the SVRA.

Please see response to comment 16-33 about Waterfall Canyon.

16-75 Please see Section 3.20 of the EIR, which includes descriptions of multiple
plans, policies, regulations, safety measures, and General Plan Goals and
Policies to avoid or suppress wildfire. Additionally, Carnegie SVRA’s system
of roads and trail networks works in conjunction with the wildfire suppression
program and serves as a firebreak system. However, sometimes wildfires spread
across multiple-lane highways. All these actions are combined to address
wildfires that start within the SVRA and have resulted in quickly containing and
preventing fires (e.g., the requirement for the use of effective vehicle spark
arresters) and may also help assist with promptly addressing fires that start from
any source just outside the SVRA.

16-76 Please see response to Comment 16-75.

Furthermore, the purpose of the EIR is to analyze potential impacts resulting
from the implementation of the proposed General Plan, including the
construction of new and expanded facilities and the operation of these facilities.
Section 3.20 of the EIR analyzes construction related to new and improved
facilities, as well as impacts from their operation. The new and improved
recreation facilities envisioned in the General Plan (e.g., a new campfire center,
kid’s minibike track, and interpretive pedestrian trails) are expected to better
support the recreational interest of a broader demographic of visitors, thereby
attracting a wider audience. However, as discussed in the Project Description
(Section 2 of the EIR) of the General Plan, there would likely not be a “bump”
in new OHYV recreationalists or attendance solely because of the proposed
General Plan’s new OHV and non-OHV opportunities within the SVRA’s
existing footprint. Carnegie SVRA’s OHV recreation attendance instead would
likely grow naturally and parallel with regional population growth.

Please see Section 3.20 of the EIR, which describes the Carnegie SVRA
Wildfire Management Plan, as well as other state plans, policies, and
regulations related to wildfire that are implemented, complied with, and
enforced by State Parks, including compliance and strict adherence with all
Public Resources Codes (PRCs) related to fire safety and wildfire suppression.
For example, in relation to OHV operations, Section 38366(a) of California
Vehicle Code Division 16.5 states that no person shall use, operate, or allow to
be used or operated, any off-highway motor vehicle on any forest-covered land,
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brush-covered land, or grass-covered land unless the vehicle is equipped with a
spark arrester maintained in effective working order and Section 38366(b) of
Division 16.5 states the spark arrester affixed to the exhaust system of a vehicle
shall not be placed or mounted in such a manner as to allow flames or heat from
the exhaust system to ignite any flammable material. These PRCs, along with
other regulations, policies, plans, safety measures, and General Plan Goals and
Guidelines related to fire safety and fire suppression combined, would minimize
risks associated with wildfires resulting from the implementation of the General
Plan, including the operation of the new and expanded facilities at the SVRA to
less than significant.

16-77 Please see Section 3.20 of the EIR, which describes four major fires in the last
ten years in or around the SVRA (per DPR and CAL FIRE). Other small fires
occurring in the past ten years in or around the SVRA were quickly contained
using safety procedures and measures, rapid response, and other fire
suppression methods. These smaller fires are considered less than significant
having been quickly contained. Please see response to comment 16-72 and
Section 3.20, which describes measures State Parks can and does employee to
address wildfire caused by any source, not just vehicles, within the SVRA and
potentially used to assist with wildfires that start just outside the SVRA.

16-78 Please see Section 3.20 of the EIR, which describes the Carnegie SVRA
Wildfire Management Plan, as well as other state plans, policies, and
regulations related to wildfires that are implemented, complied with, and
enforced by State Parks. These practices include compliance and strict
adherence with all PRCs related to fire safety and wildfire suppression, safety
measures, and General Plan Goals and Guidelines. Considered together, these
plans, policies, regulations, goals, guidelines, and other safety measures would
minimize risks associated with wildfires resulting from operations,
maintenance, and construction at the SVRA to less than significant. State Parks
and CAL FIRE adopted the Carnegie SVRA Wildfire Management Plan in June
2020. Carnegie SVRA’s existing on-site roads and trail network also serve as a
firebreak system. No further mitigation is required.

The following are studies that discuss Rangeland Fire Management that use fire
breaks as a means of suppression:

e https://www.wlfw.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/5_GBFS_Fuel-
Breaks.pdf;

e ttps://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0301479723006916;

e ttps://texashelp.tamu.edu/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/protection-rangeland-
and-pastures-from-wildfire.pdf

16-79The current EIR is different from the 2015 EIR in several ways: 1) it
analyzes the implementation of the General Plan for the existing Carnegie
SVRA only, while the prior EIR analyzed impacts from General Plan
implementation for a greatly expanded SVRA that included large expanses of
lands not currently open to public recreation; 2) in addition to impacts resulting
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from the General Plan, the current EIR analyzes impacts resulting from all
reasonably foreseeable projects that could be implemented under the General
Plan — at the level of detail currently available. The reason the EIR does not
identify a long list of impacts that would result from either the General Plan or
the project is based on the fact that the goals and guidelines in the General Plan
were developed to manage the SVRA in a way that protects sensitive resources
while continuing to provide high-quality recreation, consistent with State Parks’
mission. The reason the EIR does not identify a large number of impacts
resulting from the implementation of the projects is based on the fact that the
projects consist of upgrades to or expansion of existing facilities and a limited
number of new facilities that are located in previously disturbed areas of the
SVRA where existing recreation is taking place.

16-80 This comment summarizes the Order and Ruling of the Sacramento County
Superior Court Case #34-2016-80002496. This is not a comment on the EIR.
No further response is required.

16-81 Alternative 1 (Reduced Emissions Alternative) is a viable and feasible
alternative. However, as discussed in response to comment O3-17, State Parks
is adding the measures identified in Alternative 1 to the goals and guidelines in
the General Plan.

The project objectives, State Parks’ mission statement, and OHMVR Division’s
mission statement all aim to balance recreation opportunities with protecting
natural and cultural resources. This General Plan includes a variety of goals,
guidelines, and project plans that demonstrate State Park’s commitment to
balancing OHV and non-OHV recreation with the protection of natural and
cultural resources. This General Plan does not prioritize motorized recreation
over non-motorized recreation.

In 1979, the State of California purchased the 1,533-acre Carnegie property
using OHV Trust funds. If the Park was no longer used for OHV Recreation,
State Parks would have to pay back those funds to the OHV Trust. If State Parks
reclassified this SVRA to a State Park, State Recreation Area, or Historic Park,
State Parks would have to come up with the funding to manage the reclassified
Park. It is unknown where these funds would come from, and therefore,
considering the reclassification of the park is not feasible. State Parks has no
plans to maintain this property as a State Park if it is not used for OHV
recreation.

16-82 Alternative #2 “SVRA Shutdown and Park Closure” would help reduce
pollutants in the area; however, it is unlikely that shutting down the SVRA
would be sufficient in bringing air quality in the region down to below non-
attainment levels. Additionally, this alternative would result in the complete loss
of an SVRA, which would be considered a significant impact on recreation.
Therefore, this alternative would result in greater air quality impacts to the
Proposed General Plan, and this would result in greater recreation impacts than
the Proposed General Plan. Therefore, the Proposed General Plan is
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environmentally superior. As discussed in response to comment O3-81,
reclassifying Carnegie SVRA as a “Reserve” is not feasible.

16-83 State Parks agrees that the additional policies proposed under Alternative 1
should be included in the General Plan. To demonstrate its efforts to make the
maximum feasible contribution to improving local air quality, State Parks is
adding the measures identified in Alternative 1 to the goals and guidelines in the
General Plan.

However, contrary to this commenter’s claims, Alternative 1 fulfills the
requirements of an alternative as it attains the most basic objectives of the
project, would lessen significant effects of the project, and evaluates the
comparative merits of the alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6).

16-84 The answers to the questions that this commenter poses are unknown. CEQA
requires that an EIR include sufficient information about each alternative to
allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed
project (Section 15126.6(d)). This Alternative was described in enough detail to
compare the likely environmental impacts of this Alternative to the Proposed
Plan. As discussed throughout this document, under this alternative, the SVRA
would not be reclassified as a “reserve,” as this commenter suggests, and at this
time, State Parks has no reason to reclassify this as a State Park. If it is not an
SVRA, it does not just turn into a State Park classified unit, much less a Natural
or Cultural Reserve. One option would be for State Parks to surplus the
property, which first goes to other state or local governments and then to the
public.

16-85 Extensive descriptions of baseline conditions, i.e., existing conditions at the
Carnegie SVRA, are included in Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions” of the
General Plan. Baseline information pertaining to geology, soils, and water
quality is available in Section 2.3.1, “Physical Resources” in the General Plan.
Baseline information pertaining to wildlife and other biological resources is
available in Section 2.3.2, “Biotic Resources” of the General Plan. As
discussed, the impacts associated with Alternative 2 (SVRA Shutdown and Park
Closure) were compared to the impacts of the Proposed Plan, and the overall
environmental impact associated with Alternative 2 is greater than the overall
environmental impacts of the Proposed Plan.

16-86 Describing ongoing programs, plans, and conservation and restoration efforts
provide the full picture of how the SVRA is being managed, which is important
information in establishing the environmental baseline. State Parks agrees that
discontinuing a program is not an environmental impact. However,
environmental impacts could occur if a program is terminated, depending on the
program.

State Parks does not claim that cessation of OHV use would negatively impact
geology, soils, hydrology, and water quality. State Parks states that by shutting
down the Park and no longer implementing plans and programs (such as the

stormwater management plan) aimed at protecting local water quality, geology,
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and biology, these resources would no longer be actively protected and restored
as they are within the OHV program. OHV activities are supported by the OHV
Trust Fund. All other classified units are supported by the General Fund.
SVRASs have access to more resources to comply with statutes (PRC 5090.35
et.seq.) that than the rest of State Park property.

State Parks disagrees with the commenter’s claim that SVRA Shutdown and
Park Closure would “have an immediate positive impact” on physical and biotic
resources.

16-87 As discussed above, it would not be feasible to reclassify this SVRA as a
reserve. If the SVRA were shut down, State Parks would no longer be
responsible for the management of the park. State Parks would have no
authority to implement a wildlife habitat protection plan, soil management plan,
or stormwater prevention plan, which are OHV requirements. The assertions of
the commentor are incorrect.

16-88 The commenter provides a history of various documents prepared by the
Department of Parks and Recreation, the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, and the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division regarding
water quality. The commenter is correct that the “Cleanup and Abatement
Order” was issued by the RWQCB as a direct response to OHV use. However,
there are many plans and programs that State Parks implements that would be
beneficial regardless of OHV use within the SVRA, such as the Stormwater
Management Plan and the HMS system, support State Parks’ general mission
which is, among many things, to “preserve the state’s extraordinary biological
diversity.” Please refer to Table 1-2 of the General Plan for the California State
Parks’ full mission statement. State Parks is continuously collecting more
information on physical and natural resources within the SVRA. The
commenter states that some plans and reports are outdated. The commenter has
not identified any specific plans or reports that are outdated. The commenter
mentions the Stormwater Management Plan, which was completed in 2012, and
the contents of the plan are still applicable to the management of the SVRA.

The commenter incorrectly states that State Parks collect data and then do
nothing with it. In many cases, data collected in documents like HMS reports
and the Corral Hollow Watershed Assessments is used to inform adaptive
management strategies (refer to pages 2-10, 2-127, 4-20, 4-22, 4-24, and 4-42
through 4-24 of the General Plan).

16-89 Alternative 2 (SVRA Shutdown and Park Closure) describes that if Carnegie
SVRA is shut down, “cultural resources would no longer be managed or
protected.” Under this General Plan, many goals and guidelines would be
implemented to manage and protect cultural resources (see Chapter 4 “The
Plan™). If the SVRA is shut down, it is not known who would become the owner
of the property. Protection of cultural resources could not be guaranteed.

The California State Parks’ mission is “to provide for the health, inspiration,
and education of the people of California by helping to preserve the state’s
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extraordinary biological diversity, protecting its most valued natural and
cultural resources, and creating opportunities for high-quality outdoor
recreation.” As stated, State Parks does have an obligation to protect cultural
resources within the park system. However, this work would be subject to
budget allocation from the General Fund.

The commenter provides excerpts from the ruling of the 2015 EIR. This is not
relevant to this 2024 EIR, This General Plan prioritizes providing high quality
OHYV and non-OHYV recreation, as well as protecting natural and cultural
resources in the SVRA.

As discussed above, reclassifying the SVRA as a preserve is not feasible. Thus,
the only option would be closure, which would lead to a significant impact, as
discussed in the EIR. State Parks agrees with the commenter that impacts
evaluated under CEQA must be “physical impacts on the environment.” State
Parks believes the alternatives analysis as presented in the DEIR is relevant and
focused on the impacts that would result. No further response is necessary.

See response to comment 16-91.

As discussed thoroughly above, Alternative 2 does not explore the possibility of
a reclassification of the SVRA because that would not be feasible. State Parks is
not circumventing the “Order and Ruling” as the commenter claims. No further
response is necessary.

The commenter is correct that OHV would continue to be allowed at the SVRA
under this No Project Alternative. The Proposed Project is the adoption of an
updated General Plan. Under the No Project Alternative, the SVRA would
continue to use the 1982 General Plan to guide the management of the SVRA.
The No Project Alternative would not result in the elimination of OHV from the
SVRA. One of the reasons that the OHV laws were enacted was because there
were many incidents of OHV riding illegally on private property. The approach
to providing legal riding was to alleviate the riding found on private property.
To the extent that this was a correct theory, we can expect that illegal riding
may increase on private property, which is an environmental impact.

Additional acreage refers to minor acreage of the SVRA that was not part of the
1981 General Plan, i.e., that has been added to the SVRA since. In other words,
the 1981 SVRA acreage is not identical to the current SVRA acreage, as minor
parcels have been added. The “no-project” alternative is a standard alternative
under CEQA and allows decision-makers to see what would happen if they do
not approve the proposed project.

The DEIR does not need to outline which management policies are included in
the 2024 General Plan Update that are not in the 1982 General Plan. This EIR is
meant to describe the environmental impacts of the General Plan Update. This
EIR discusses the 1982 General Plan as it pertains to the existing conditions and
environmental baseline. This EIR is not meant to provide an in-depth
comparison between the 1982 General Plan and this 2024 General Plan Update.
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16-97 Under the “No Project Alternative,” the current goals and guidelines that are
described in the 1982 General Plan would continue to be enacted. However, the
2024 General Plan Update provides more relevant and up-to-date goals and
guidelines than those presented in the 1982 General Plan. Therefore, if the “No
Project Alternative” were adopted, the expanded goals and guidelines provided
in the 2024 General Plan Update would not be implemented.

16-98 Extensive descriptions of baseline conditions, i.e., existing conditions at the
Carnegie SVRA, are included in Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions” of the
General Plan. This chapter includes a description of the physical and biotic
resources present at Carnegie SVRA and provides information on soil,
hydrology, species and their habitats, and noise.

16-99 Implementing this General Plan Update would not violate the “Ruling and
Order” as stated by the commenter. The DEIR states that “based on policies that
exist now, many of the recreational and operational facilities upgrades or
constructions proposed in the [1982] General Plan would be difficult to
implement. The main reason that a revision to the previous General Plan was
determined to be necessary was because it was outdated, not compatible with
current policies, and does not adequately address current resource issues.” This
EIR is not “misleading,” as the commenter states.

The General Plan Update would provide an updated set of goals and guidelines
to guide the management of the SVRA. The 1982 General Plan is more than 40
years old, and the goals and guidelines in this document are outdated. These 40-
year-old goals and guidelines do not match the current needs of the SVRA,
which is why this General Plan Update, with updated goals and guidelines, has
been proposed without the revised General Plan. Not much would happen at
Carnegie, meaning little to no investment. Again, this property is not going to
become a state park.

16-100 Please see response to comment 16-99.

16-101 The DEIR does not need to compare and contrast which management policies
are included in the 2024 General Plan Update compared to the 1982 General
Plan. This EIR analyzes the environmental impacts of the General Plan Update.
This EIR discusses the 1982 General Plan only as it pertains to the existing
conditions. This EIR is not meant to provide an in-depth comparison between
the 1982 General Plan and this 2024 General Plan Update.

16-102 Contrary to the commenter’s statements, the purpose of the DEIR is not to
evaluate “what has changed between 1981 and the present” but rather to
evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with implementing the
proposed General Plan Update. General Plan Chapter 4, “The Plan,” identifies
proposed use areas, facility projects, interpretation and education programs, and
operations and management goals and guidelines, which combine to serve as the
project description used for this CEQA analysis (see, for example, DEIR pages
ES-1 and ES-2; page 1-1 “Project Overview”). Please see comment 16-111
regarding baseline conditions.
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The commenter expresses an opinion but does not give concrete examples of
how this is relevant to the CEQA adequacy of the EIR. No further response is
required.

As discussed in response to comment 16-81, reclassifying Carnegie SVRA as a
“Reserve” is not feasible and thus does not need to be discussed as a feasible
alternative.

The EIR does not need to provide 1981 “baseline information” to adequately
describe what the no project alternative would look like. Under the no project
alternative, the SVRA would continue to be managed as it is managed today,
and no new General Plan would be adopted. This would prevent a more
complete and comprehensive approach to planning and CEQA.

As discussed in response to comment 16-81, reclassifying Carnegie SVRA as a
“Reserve” is not feasible and thus does not need to be discussed as a feasible
alternative.

Alternatives in an EIR are used to show how significant impacts could be
avoided. Fire is not listed as a significant impact, so it is not necessary to pose
an alternative to fire risk. In addition, we are not aware of any areas in
California that are shut down during fire season. This is an overreaction to a
less-than-significant impact. Does the commentor close down his ranch during
fire season? He continues to use trucks and other machinery. That is a risk for
the SVRA, as it is with any mechanical activities in the fire season in California.
The commentor also suggests a shutdown of the park in the rainy season. This is
like using a mallet to kill a flea. Does the commentor close his ranch during the
rainy season? He continues using trucks and other machinery, and graze cattle.
This demonstrates the lengths the commentator goes to try to denigrate this
document. This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary
General Plan or Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated
with the proposed project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant
environmental issues. However, this comment is published in this Response to
Comments document for public disclosure and decision-maker consideration.
No further response is required.

State Parks assets that the alternatives presented in the DEIR are the ones that
are feasible, actually avoid a significant effect, and are presented at the level of
detail to allow a meaningful analysis of what impacts of these alternatives
would look like when compared to impacts of the General Plan. No further
response is required.

The EIR adequately characterized the mandates and authorities of the OHMVR
Division. No further response is required.

Please see comment 16-111 regarding baseline conditions. As discussed in
response to comment 16-81, the funding for reclassification has not been
allocated. Additionally, this park unit had already gone through the
classification process and was classified as an SVRA. Past historical uses were
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found to be compatible and suitable for this unit to be an SVRA, and State Parks
considers the classification process complete.

For reference, DOM policy on Unit Classification (0304.2.1): State Natural
Reserves should “consist of areas embracing outstanding natural or scenic
characteristics or areas containing statewide significance,” and preserve their
ecology, fauna, flora, geological features, and scenic qualities “in a condition of
undisturbed integrity.”

16-111 As described throughout the DEIR, and more particularly in the Executive
Summary and in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” and Chapter 2, “Project
Description,” the project considered in this EIR is the implementation of the
Carnegie SVRA General Plan. As explained on DEIR page ES-1, “The
Carnegie SVRA General Plan provides much of the regulatory setting
description and the project description used for the CEQA analysis in this EIR.
Chapter 2, ‘Existing Conditions,’ in the General Plan describes the
geographical, physical, and management setting, including resource conditions
and planning influences.” Restating in the DEIR the baseline data already
presented in the General Plan would be unnecessarily duplicative. Therefore,
throughout the DEIR, at the start of the environmental analysis for each topic
area, the reader is specifically referred to the location in the General Plan where
information on the existing conditions is provided. For example, DEIR Section
3.10.2, “Existing Conditions,” (page 3.10-1) states: “Section 2.3.1, ‘Physical
Resources,’ in Chapter 2, ‘Existing Conditions,” of the General Plan includes a
discussion of the existing hydrology and water quality setting.”

Furthermore, contrary to the commenter’s statements, the purpose of the DEIR
is not to evaluate “what has changed between 1981 and the present” but rather
to evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with implementing
the proposed General Plan Update. General Plan Chapter 4, “The Plan,”
identifies proposed use areas, facility projects, interpretation and education
programs, and operations and management goals and guidelines, which
combine to serve as the project description used for this CEQA analysis (see,
for example, DEIR pages ES-1 and ES-2; page 1-1 “Project Overview”). For
example, DEIR Chapter 2, “Project Description” (page 2-1) explains:

“Chapter 2, ‘Existing Conditions’ of the Carnegie SVRA General Plan (General
Plan), provides a description of much of the physical setting in the SVRA,
including existing facilities and ongoing operations. Chapter 4, The Plan’ of the
General Plan, identifies proposed visitor experience areas, facilities, and
programs; operations facilities and programs; and SVRA management goals and
guidelines. These elements combine to serve as the project description used for
this CEQA analysis. The General Plan is incorporated by reference herein,
consistent with Section 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines. A summary of the
project description is provided below. In addition to Chapter 4, this project
description includes detailed information about the proposed projects that will
likely be constructed during the implementation of the General Plan. The
information for each reasonably foreseeable project is described below at the
level of detail known at the time of General Plan preparation.”
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Therefore, the appropriate baseline discussion related to the existing conditions
as they exist in the Carnegie SVRA at the time the NOP was published has been
provided, and no further information is required.

With regards to trail ratings and classifications, please see responses to
comments 16-51 and 16-52. With regards to potential environmental impacts
related to water quality from stream crossings, please see DEIR Section 3.10,
“Hydrology and Water Quality,” pages 3.10-1 through 3.10-13.

16-112 Please see response to comment 16-111.

16-113 Noise in the planning area under existing conditions is described in DEIR
Section 3.13, “Noise,” on pages 3.13-1 through 3.13-3.

The erosion at Carnegie SVRA is part of the baseline condition. State Parks has
goals and policies related to erosion, along with regulatory compliance related
to erosion control, including the Carnegie SWMP (State Parks 2012), the OHV
BMP Manual (State Parks 2007b), the Soil Standard (State Parks 2020), the
State Water Resources Control Board’s National Pollutant Discharge and
Elimination System Construction General Permit requirements and operational
Phase Il MS4 Permit requirements. These documents are discussed and
evaluated in Section 3.7 (Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources) in
Impact 3.7-3 (pages 3.7-8 through 3.7-10) and in Section 3.10 (Hydrology and
Water Quality) in Impact 3.10-1 (pages 3.10-2 through 3.10-8) and Impact 3.10-
5 (pages 3.10-12 through 3.10-13.

16-114 Please see response to comment 16-111.

16-115 The General Plan does not propose the expansion of OHV use into the Waterfall
Canyon area.

Please see responses to comments 16-61, 16-111, and 16-114.

16-116 The existing conditions section of the General Plan characterized the baseline
for the CEQA analysis in great detail based on the current best available data.
This is the baseline for EIR analysis. The statement that the EIR needs to
“analyze impacts relative to past relative success or failure at controlling
adverse effects to OHV riding in the SVRA over the last two decades” is
incorrect. The case cited is not a project like the case at hand. It is not a general
plan case. The appellate court says: “We conclude the EIR’s description of the
Project’s environmental setting is deficient because it does not disclose either
the impact on Eel River salmonid species of diverting water from the Eel River
or the fact that FERC is considering proposals to curtail these diversions in
order to prevent harm to these species.” What this has to do with the case at
hand is mysterious. No further response is necessary.

16-117 The information provided on baseline conditions, including wildlife and other
biological resources at the SVRA, is extensive, adequate, and current. The
commenter expresses an opinion that the information should be compared to
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what resources are present on his adjacent property or based on papers provided
by others. No further response is required.

Please see responses to comments 16-42 through 16-69.

The commenter alleges that the DEIR is deficient because it fails to assume that
OHV riding will occur off-trail in the Waterfall Canyon area and throughout
other areas of the SVRA. Therefore, significant erosion impacts will occur in
the Waterfall Canyon area and throughout other areas of the SVRA that are not
presently evaluated in the environmental analysis. As noted in General Plan
Table 2-6 (page 2-35), land uses in the Waterfall Canyon area have included
surface mining activities for gravel, previous OHVR use, and ongoing cattle
grazing. As stated on page 4-7 of the General Plan related to the proposed uses
in the Waterfall Canyon area, “State Parks is considering the rehabilitation of
existing trails in the southeast corner of the SVRA for non-motorized use, such
as hiking and mountain biking. Details about the trails and their allowed
recreational uses will be provided in an SVRA Roads and Trails Management
Plan. The alignment of trails will take into consideration potential viewpoints;
areas for picnic tables, benches, and interpretive signage; terrain and drainages,
and sensitive resources. “As further described in General Plan Table 4-1 (pages
4-9 and 4-10), the Waterfall Canyon area could only be “changed to an
intermediate or advanced trail area in the future if there were 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.” (Emphasis added.) Any additional land acquisition would require a
separate CEQA analysis. No OHV riding in the Waterfall Canyon area is
proposed in this General Plan update. There are designated off-trail Open
Riding Areas within the SVRA, the environmental effects of which are
evaluated throughout the DEIR under the headings “General Plan
Implementation” within each numbered impact (please see also response to
comment 16-122). With regards to unauthorized off-trail use throughout the
Carnegie SVRA, the purpose of the General Plan is to implement goals and
policies to help prevent unauthorized off-trail OHV riding, which would in turn
reduce the potential for erosion.

One of the purposes of implementing the proposed General Plan is to help
prevent unauthorized off-trail OHV riding and thereby reduce the resulting
erosion as discussed in the following DEIR Sections: 3.7 (Geology, Soils, and
Paleontological Resources) in Impact 3.7-3 (pages 3.7-8 through 3.7-10), and in
Section 3.10 (Hydrology and Water Quality) in Impact 3.10-1 (pages 3.10-2
through 3.10-8) and Impact 3.10-5 (pages 3.10-12 through 3.10-13),

Please see responses to comments 16-51 and 16-52. State Parks use a color-
coded system to prioritize trail maintenance activities and do not determine the
level of Soil Standard compliance.

General Plan Figure 2-1 (page 2-3) shows the existing facilities and designated
trails within the SVRA. As described in response to comment 16-111, Chapter
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2, “Existing Conditions,” of the General Plan provides the baseline information
upon which the environmental analyses in the DEIR are based. General Plan
Figure 2-1 accurately depicts the same trails (shown in light grey) that are
shown on State Parks (2024) Carnegie Brochure and Map available on the
SVRA website:
https://ohv.parks.ca.gov/pages/1170/files/2018%20Carnegie%20Map.pdf. There
are also designated “Open Riding Areas” within the SVRA, as shown on

the State Parks (2024) Carnegie Brochure and Map.

The commenter’s objective appears not to be with the analysis contained in the
DEIR but rather to shut down OHV use within the SVRA. The General Plan
proposes continued operation of the SVRA, and it does not contemplate
eliminating the Open Riding Areas or any other areas of designated existing
uses within the planning area. The DEIR considers potential erosion impacts
from all OHV riding opportunities within the SVRA—Dboth designated trails and
designated Open Riding Areas—under the heading “General Plan
Implementation” in the impacts set forth below. The effectiveness of General
Plan goals and policies as related to erosion, along with regulatory compliance
related to erosion control, including the Carnegie SWMP (State Parks 2012), the
OHV BMP Manual (State Parks 2007b), the Soil Standard (State Parks 2020),
and the State Water Resources Control Board’s National Pollutant Discharge
and Elimination System Construction General Permit requirements and
operational Phase 11 MS4 Permit requirements, are discussed and evaluated in
Section 3.7 (Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources) in Impact 3.7-3
(pages 3.7-8 through 3.7-10), and in Section 3.10 (Hydrology and Water
Quality) in Impact 3.10-1 (pages 3.10-2 through 3.10-8) and Impact 3.10-5
(pages 3.10-12 through 3.10-13). The DEIR properly concludes that impacts
related to erosion would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation
measures are required.

16-123 This comment relates to the 2015 DEIR, not to the 2024 DEIR. No further
response is necessary.

16-124 Please see response to comment 16-122.

16-125 Please see response to comment 16-122.

16-126 Please see response to comment 16-122.

16-127 Please see responses to comment 16-51, 16-52, 16-121, and 16-12216-128 Please
see responses to comments 16-141 through 16-152.

16-129 Please see responses to comment 16-111 through 16-128.

16-130 CEQA does not require an EIR to include an analysis of the environmental
impacts from existing conditions; rather, an EIR is required to analyze the
environmental impacts from the proposed project, which in this case is the
updated General Plan. This is a recurrent and incorrect proposition from the
commentor and reveals a profound misunderstanding of CEQA. Commentor has
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just picked out some quotes from cases that he thinks support his position, but
the cases and their analysis really have little to do with the issues at hand here.

Please see also response to comment 16-111.

16-131 Please see response to comment 16-111. The “baseline” condition for the
environmental analysis is the condition as it existed when the NOP for the EIR
was published, which was in 2022.

16-132 A discussion in the General Plan about “how the SVRA is planned to be
operated differently than the 1981 General Plan,” as requested by the
commenter, is not required under CEQA or under State planning laws.

16-133 State Parks has complied with the Court’s mandate to “Suspend all activity
associated with the implementation of Resolution 04-2016 that could result in
any change or alteration to the physical environment until Respondents have
brought the Approval of the General Plan for Carnegie State Vehicular
Recreation Area into compliance with the requirements of CEQA” (Order and
Ruling 2:3-7). The 2015 General Plan was broader, as commentor admits,
because it included new uses and new facilities in the 3,100-acre expansion
area, which is not part of the 2024 General Plan or the 2024 EIR.

While the General Plan included known potential projects at the conceptual
level, State Parks recognizes that there will be projects that were not included
over its lifetime. These will also be evaluated for consistency under the General
Plan, and additional environmental reviews will be conducted when applicable.

State Parks has previously conceptualized improving creek crossings and
building bridges. However, no plan development or construction is occurring at
this time, with the exception of the SRI Crossing improvements. If State Parks
pursue additional improvements, the project(s) will undergo project-level
analysis.

16-134 The analysis of operations from the General Plan is contained within each
impact in the DEIR. For example, with regards to short-term construction-
related erosion, the first heading under Impact 3.7-3 (DEIR page 3.7-8) is titled
“General Plan Implementation,” which provides a discussion and summary of
the types and severity of operation and maintenance activities associated with
General Plan implementation, along with an analysis of the potential
environmental impacts from construction-related erosion that could occur,
followed by the impact conclusion. Similarly, long-term erosion and subsequent
water quality impacts are evaluated in Impact 3.10-1 under the heading titled
“General Plan Implementation” (DEIR page 3.10-2). This format has been used
throughout all of the environmental topic areas in the DEIR in Sections 3.1
through 3.20.

As described on DEIR page 1-2, “The Carnegie SVRA General Plan is a
planning document that provides a preferred concept for site use, including
visitor experience areas and facility projects, and both a broad set of goals and
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guidelines for future management and operations and some specific goals and
guidelines related to facility and interpretation and educational program
development, some currently in the design phase but most currently conceptual
(see Chapter 2, ‘Project Description”’ in this EIR). A program EIR was
determined to be the appropriate CEQA document.” However, where site-
specific new facilities and trails are planned as shown in DEIR Figure 2-3 (page
2-9) and described in detail in DEIR Chapter 2, site-specific analysis of these
facilities has been provided in each impact under the heading “New and
Improved Facilities” throughout each environmental topic area of the DEIR in
Sections 3.1 through 3.20.

16-135 As quoted by the commenter, “Prior to development of any new facilities as part
of an SVRA, the Department ‘shall prepare a general plan or revise any existing
plan’ for the SVRA. (Pub. Res. Code8 5002.2(a).) The general plan shall be
approved by the Commission” (Ruling and Decision page 1). State Parks has
prepared a General Plan, which is the subject of this EIR. The Court’s Ruling
and Decision provide guidance for State Parks to prepare an analysis of how the
General Plan would change as compared to the 1981 General Plan conditions.
Rather, the environmental baseline, as required by CEQA, is the date the NOP
for the EIR was published, which occurred in 2022.

16-136 State Parks has appropriately modified the project description in Chapter 2,
“Project Description,” of the DEIR to address the issues required by the Court
in its Ruling and Decision. The DEIR provides a site-specific analysis
throughout each environmental topic area in Sections 3.1 through 3.20 of the
proposed site-specific facilities under the General Plan, which are identified in
DEIR Figure 2-3 (page 2-9). As described in response to comment 16-134, a
broader analysis of ongoing State Parks operations under the proposed General
Plan is also included within each impact analysis. No additional analysis is
required. The project description in the General Plan and EIR governs, not what
is projected in an NOP.

16-137 The commenter suggests that the DEIR is deficient because it provides a less
broad and more site-specific analysis of the known proposed facilities identified
in DEIR Figure 2-3 (page 2-9). However, the requirement to perform these site-
specific analyses of the proposed new facilities was specified by the Court in its
Ruling and Decision. Please also see the responses to comments 16-111 and 16-
134.

16-138 State Parks agrees with the commenter that “the whole of the action” includes
both ongoing operations and maintenance activities at the SVRA, along with
proposed site-specific new facilities. Each impact in the DEIR provides an
analysis of both of these things, as identified by the headings “General Plan
Implementation” and “New and Improved Facilities.” Therefore, the DEIR has
adequately described and analyzed the whole of the action. Furthermore, as
previously noted above, the General Plan does not include OHV use within the
Waterfall Canyon area.

Please see response to comment 16-61 regarding Waterfall Canyon.
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Please see responses to comments 16-133 through 16-138.

State Park has prepared the General Plan and EIR consistent with its planning
mandates, including the PRC. We acknowledge that the commenter appears to
disagree with this. The commenter provides no evidence but simply makes
statements, as well as his oft-cited mistake about Waterfall Canyon.

For information on the HMP (and WHMPP) and how it applies to the General
Plan, please see the response to comment O2-2.

The information on noise provided in the General Plan and FEIR is adequate
and consistent with what is required for CEQA analysis. State Parks
acknowledges that the commenter does not share this opinion. See General Plan
Section 2.3.5 Sound for the baseline analysis, OM Guidelines 5.2 through 5.6
for guidelines for monitoring and reducing noise levels. See DEIR Section 3.13
Noise for an analysis of baseline conditions and the General Plan goals and
guidelines.

Locations of measurements for noise baselines were determined based on

the existing noise environment related to sensitive receptions. They were chosen
by a noise specialist with many years of experience (see Appendix A3) and
confirmed by on-site managers. No further response is required.

See response to comment 16-142 above. CEQA does not require baseline noise
measurements for Alternatives. Alternatives are developed to avoid or minimize
significant impacts. No further response is required.

Please see responses to comment 16-41 and 16-42 above.

Please see the response to comment 16-61 regarding Waterfall Canyon; no OHV
use is proposed there.

Please see responses to comments | 141 through 1-144 above. No further
response is necessary.

As discussed in response to comment 1-142 above, the noise measurements to
support the DEIR analysis are adequate. Noise studies conducted by others, as
cited in the comment, were conducted for different purposes, as stated by the
commenter; specifically, the studies were conducted to “measure OHV noise”
which is not the purpose of the EIR analysis. No further response is required.

The noise created by OHVs is a baseline condition that occurred even before
State Parks acquired the property in 1980 when it was a private motorcycle
park. The data collected for the DEIR analysis is aimed at disclosing potential
impacts from noise related to General Plan implementation on sensitive
receptors as defined by CEQA. It is not aimed at determining the general effects
of OHV (and other) noise on wildlife.

See response to comment 16-147. Species specific impacts of noise from the
research literature are not the same as impacts on special-status species under
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CEQA or noise impacts under CEQA. The DEIR analyses impact of General
Plan implementation on resources (such as noise and special-status species). It
neither claims to provide research-type data on noise impacts on species such as
ground squirrels or birds; neither would such analysis be appropriate to be
presented in the EIR. This is a baseline condition that will not increase. No
further response is necessary.

16-149 See response to comment 1-148 above. CEQA requires reasonableness, not
maximum analysis. The purpose of the DEIR is not to determine the maximum
noise levels of motorcycles during hill climbs but to analyze the impacts of
the implementation of a long-range management plan on the environment. No
further response is necessary.

16-150 Section 3.13 includes a discussion of noise impacts related to the
implementation of the General Plan Update and Section 4.4.11 includes a
discussion of cumulative noise impacts. As discussed in Section 3.13, “Noise”
of the Draft EIR, under the implementation of the General Plan, operational
noise generated from OHV use is not expected to increase from baseline
conditions. Because the amount of noise generated by OHV will be the same,
there is no reason to discuss the Project’s cumulative contribution related to
OHV noise.

Section 15355 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines a cumulative impact as the
condition under which “two or more individual effects which, when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts... The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the
environment, which results from the incremental impact of the project when
added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable
future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time” (California
Code of Regulations [C.C.R.] Section 15355).

The cumulative analysis states, in regard to cumulative noise impacts, that
“There are no related projects that would occur simultaneously in the vicinity of
the Park that could result in a cumulative impact. Construction noise is
temporary, with no associated long-term operations to add to the permanent
noise environment as a cumulative impact.” This discussion states that there
would be no cumulative impacts related to noise because construction would be
temporary and there are no other projects in the vicinity that, in combination
with the temporary construction-related noise impacts associated with this
project, would create a cumulatively significant impact. State Parks agrees that
temporary construction noise can be significant, however, for reasons
thoroughly described in Section 3.13 and 4.4.11, temporary construction noise
related to the implementation of the General Plan Update would not result in a
significant or cumulatively significant impact.

Noise generated from existing OHV use in the SVRA is considered the
environmental baseline, because those are the existing conditions prior to any
activities proposed under this project. As discussed, implementation of this
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General Plan Update would not increase OHV-related noise, therefore, noise
generated from OHVs would not contribute to a cumulative impact. Discussion
of cumulative noise impacts is therefore not included.

For the reasons described above, the conclusion that there will be no cumulative
impacts related to noise is adequate.

16-151 Carnegie SVRA is considered a park unit. This General Plan Update is an
update for the entirety of Carnegie SVRA. This General Plan Update describes
regional land use and facilities, including other OHV facilities in the Bay Area.

The General Plan and EIR discuss all relevant contributors to ambient noise in
the SVRA. Section 3.13, “Noise,” states, “Local traffic and OHV operations in
the Park are the dominant sources of noise in the project area.” The section goes
on to describe the methods for collecting ambient noise measurements in the
SVRA.

16-152 See responses to comments 1-141 to 1-151 above. Since this is an existing
facility, with little increase in use projected, the existing noise is the baseline.

Please also see the response to comment 16-61 regarding Waterfall Canyon; no
OHV use is proposed there.

16-153 The commenter’s statement that 526 acres (i.e., the Waterfall Canyon area) will
become open to OHV use and construction of buildings is incorrect, as
discussed in detail in response to comment 16-119; the Waterfall Canyon area
would only be used for non-motorized hiking and mountain biking, and no
buildings would be installed. The commenter cites portions of the Court’s
Ruling on the 2015 DEIR related to a lack of site-specific analysis for future
facilities in the SVRA and alleges that the 2024 DEIR also defers the necessary
impact analyses related to proposed future facilities (i.e., new buildings and the
potential opening of the Waterfall Canyon area). The current DEIR contains a
detailed, site-specific analysis of proposed future facilities as required by the
Court’s Ruling. Detailed descriptions of the proposed facilities, and figures
showing the locations of each of the proposed facilities, are contained in both
the General Plan and the DEIR (see General Plan Chapter 4, “The Plan” Figure
4-2 [page 4-5] and written descriptions on pages 4-6 through 4-9; see DEIR
Chapter 2, “Project Description” Figure 2-3 [page 2-9] and written descriptions
on pages 2-11 through 2-14). The drawings shown in the Appendices, which are
mentioned by the commenter, provide further site-specific details related to the
proposed facilities. The analyses related to the potential environmental impacts
from all of the proposed facilities, including the non-motorized use in the
Waterfall Canyon area, were thoroughly evaluated in the DEIR under the
headings “New and Improved Facilities” within each numbered impact in each
topic area section of the DEIR. Therefore, a site-specific environmental analysis
of the proposed facilities has been performed, and deferral has not occurred.

16-154 The current DEIR properly evaluates the “whole of the action” and does not
fragment the issues into multiple EIRs. The Resource Management Areas are
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simply a way for State Parks to categorize and describe similar levels and types
of activities, which are in turn related to the different types of visitor
experiences. Using RMAs is analogous to using a “specific plan” or “zoning”
after adoption of a general plan in local government land use. These areas are
shown in General Plan Chapter 4, “The Plan,” on Figure 4-1 (page 4-3) and are
discussed in Table 4-1 (pages 4-9 through 4-11). The “whole of the action,”
which includes continued SVRA operations and management at a broad level,
as well as site-specific proposed facilities at a detailed level, as described in the
updated General Plan, are all analyzed throughout each of the topic area
sections in the DEIR under the headings “General Plan Implementation” and
“New and Improved Facilities.” Therefore, piecemealing has not occurred.

16-155 Commentor has not properly characterized the project description. As described
in the General Plan (Table 4-1 pages 4-9 and 4-10) and in the DEIR (page 2-
12), non-motorized hiking and mountain biking are the only activities that could
occur in the Waterfall Canyon area. As described in the General Plan (Table 4-1
pages 4-9 and 4-10) and in the DEIR (page 2-12), non-motorized hiking and
mountain biking are the only activities that could occur in the Waterfall Canyon
area. The DEIR has properly analyzed the potential impacts from opening the
Waterfall Canyon area. Potential impacts from any new non-motorized hiking
and mountain biking trails in the Waterfall Canyon area were analyzed, along
with all of the proposed Visitor Facilities and Operations Facilities described on
DEIR pages 2-11 through 2-14, throughout each of the topic area sections in the
DEIR under the headings “New and Improved Facilities.” Therefore, deferral of
the potential environmental impacts has not occurred. Furthermore, the text and
caselaw cited by the commenter refers to instances where the environmental
analysis tiers from an earlier CEQA document; in this case, State Parks has not
tiered from the earlier EIR, but instead has prepared a completely new EIR.
Therefore, the CEQA requirements and case law related to tiering do not apply.
With regards to the CEQA baseline, please see responses to comments 16-110
through 16-117.

16-156 The comment cites case law related to tiering; however, the current DEIR does
not tier from the previous EIR. Furthermore, as explained in both the General
Plan and the DEIR as discussed in responses to comments 16-61 and 16-119, the
Waterfall Canyon area would not be opened to OHV use unless a subsequent
land acquisition were to occur, and future CEQA would be required (see RTMP
Goal 1, General Plan page 4-19).

16-157 State Parks has appropriately prepared a programmatic EIR to analyze the
impacts of the General Plan Update, which is a long-range planning document.
As discussed in the 2021 Court Decision and above, it is improper to defer
analysis of projects and reasonably foreseeable impacts within a programmatic
EIR if details of the projects are known. As described above, reasonably
foreseeable impacts have been assessed. However, a site-specific analysis of all
of the proposed Visitor Facilities and Operations Facilities described on DEIR
pages 2-11 through 2-14 has been performed throughout each of the topic area
sections in the DEIR under the headings “New and Improved Facilities.” This
EIR does not take a “piecemeal” approach.
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16-158 Commentor has again misread the project description for Waterfall Canyon.
The evaluation of potential impacts on aesthetic resources is based on review of
representative photographs provided in Section 2.3.4 “Aesthetic Resources” in
Chapter 2 of the General Plan, maps, and aerial photography. Impacts on visual
resources considered:

e specific changes in the visual composition, character, and valued qualities of
the affected environment.

e the visual context of the affected environment.

e the extent to which the affected environment contains places or features that
have been designated in plans and policies for protection or special
consideration; and

e the number of viewers, their activities, and the extent to which these
activities are related to the aesthetic qualities affected by the project-related
changes.

Views of new and improved facilities both inside and outside of the park are
provided in Impact 3.1-1 of the DEIR. As discussed in Impact 3.1-1, overall,
new and improved facilities envisioned in the General Plan are designed to be
consistent with the existing character of Carnegie SVRA and the surrounding
area. New structures would not substantially obstruct scenic views, and the
character of these facilities would be consistent with the existing character of
the planning area and vicinity.

Corral Hollow Road in the vicinity of the planning area is a San Joaquin
County—designated scenic route; therefore, views of the planning area from
Corral Hollow Road are considered in this analysis.

Please see Response to Comment 16-156. There are no plans to open Waterfall
Canyon to OHV use (see RTMP Goal 1, page 4-19).

16-159 Inadvertently omitted in coding; Response to comment 1-158 addresses all
comments up to 1-160.

16-160 The viewshed analysis presented in the DEIR is appropriate for the CEQA
analysis of the General Plan. The DEIR does not state that views are “less
important” at higher speeds; it is a fact, however, that travelers passing at higher
speed tend to not notice the views. No further response is required.

16-161 The viewshed analysis presented in the DEIR is appropriate. It is also correct
that there are many nice scenic views from the Carnegie SVRA. However, spots
with views providing scenic vistas are not the same as designated scenic
viewpoints in the context of CEQA. Existing facilities and trails at the Carnegie
SVRA are part of the existing conditions, and thus, whether someone “likes or
dislikes” these views is not part of the CEQA analysis from the implementation
of the General Plan. No further response is necessary.

Prepared for: California State Parks AECOM
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR 3.4-143



Individual Comments and Responses

16-162 Representative views from the surrounding roadways, internal views of the
park, and external views are presented in Section 2.3.4, “Aesthetics,” in Chapter
2 of the General Plan, Viewpoint 1.

The original 1,533-acre site had been used by OHVs since the 1940s and was
operated as a private motorcycle park from 1970 to 1979. View experienced by
a driver on Corral Hollow Road and Viewpoint 2 (Figure 2-18) shows Corral
Hollow Road from the Carnegie SVRA. Viewpoint 3 (Figure 2-19) shows
Corral Hollow Creek during the wet season; the creek bed is dry for much of the
year. Viewpoint 4 (Figure 2-19) illustrates a long view with the Sierra Nevada
in the background; and Viewpoints 5 and 6 (Figure 2-20) illustrate views of the
canyon from the planning area. Viewpoint 7 (Figure 2-21) illustrates hillsides
with visible motorcycle tracks in the Carnegie SVRA.

16-163 Please see the response to comments 1-158 to 1-162 above. The area has been
used as an OHV riding area since the early 1940’s. Thus, the existing view is
part of the baseline and does not have to be analyzed as a new impact. The
commenter offers no substantial evidence for his assertions. The cases cited are
inapplicable to this situation.

16-164 Existing conditions are discussed in the “Aesthetic Resources” discussion in
Section 2.3.4, “Resource Values,” in Chapter 2, “Existing Conditions” of the
General Plan. Chapter 2 includes a description of the physical environmental
conditions in the project area as they existed at the time the notice of
preparation was published, which is the baseline. Section 2.3.4 presents the
regional context, views from public roadways, and views within and outside of
the planning area.

Please also see Response to Comment 16-111 regarding baseline conditions and
Response to Comment 16-156 regarding Waterfall Canyon.
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3.4.7 Comment Letter 17, Connolly Ranch Inc. & Connolly
Garamendi LLC, March 1, 2024
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Letter I7 Response _ Connolly Ranch Inc. & Connolly Garamendi LLC, March 1,

17-1

17-2

17-3

17-4

17-5

17-6

17-7

2024

Carnegie SVRA enforces all rules pertaining to the safe operations of the park.
Any trespass citations could only be issued if the trespass was directly observed
at the time it occurred. There are no specific buffers required for the boundaries,
nor would they prevent trespassing. The cited connection to wildlife impact
from trespassing is unclear. State Parks is sorry that the commenter is
experiencing trespass issues. We will continue to enforce rules and regulations
for the part. However, this is neither a General Plan topic, nor is it an EIR issue.
No further response is required.

While it is correct that SRI are no longer a neighbor of Carnegie SVRA, certain
place names within the Carnegie SVRA such as SRI Road and SRI low water
crossing will remain. No further response is necessary.

Please see Response to Comment 16-156. There are no plans to open Waterfall
Canyon to OHV use (also see General Plan RTMP Goal 1, page 4-19).

Carnegie SVRA management is consistently informed by user data. The SVRA
occasionally shuts down when numbers exceed allowable use. However, the
property came to state parks as a motorcycle park and has been managed as a
SVRA from the beginning. Thus, establishing an arbitrary number as a carrying
capacity is not reasonable. The SVRA uses humerous techniques to protect
resources while providing quality recreational opportunities for riders. The
expansion or renewal of facilities in the SVRA is driven by the need to better
manage use and resources, not to increase or decrease usership. All facilities are
sited and designed according to guidelines in the General Plan, and all are
undergoing environmental review consistent with state law.

Generation of dust is an inherent byproduct of any offroad driving, whether
generated by off highway vehicles, motorcycles, or street legal vehicles on
private property. Carnegie SVRA has dust control protocols in place and the
General Plan spells out management guidance to control dust. While dust may
be perceived as unsightly, it is not an “aesthetic impact” in a CEQA context. Air
quality concerns related to particulate matter is adequately addressed in the EIR.

Any project at the SVRA, including rock placements along the streambed
undergo the required environmental review. The comment is general in nature
and does not have any specific examples. No further response is required.

The DEIR analyzes all impacts associated with implementation of the General
Plan. Specific repair or other projects that have preceded the General Plan or
were independently underway are not included. No further response is required.

This comment is a list of exhibits added to a folder by the commenter. All but
one of these exhibits have been received by State Parks during the comment
period and have been included above. No response is required.
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3.4.8 Comment Letter I8, Tom Gallo, March 1, 2024

R. J. G. Corral Hollow Ranch, L.P.
600 Yosemite Blvd.
Modesto, CA 95354

March 1, 2024

By Email: Planning(@parks.ca.gov

California State Parks

Strategic Planning and Recreation Services Division
P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

ATTN: Katie Metraux

Re. CSVRA GP/DEIR Comments

Dear Ms. Metraux:

Letter I8

R. I. G. Corral Hollow Ranch, L.P. (“Corral Hollow™) owns the approximately 2.934-acre |18-1

Corral Hollow Ranch (“Ranch™) adjacent to and east of the Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation
Area (SVRA) 1,575-acre off-highway vehicle (OHV) park.  We are submitting these comments
to the Preliminary General Plan (GP) and Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the

Carmnegie State Vehicle Recreation Area (SVRA).

We operate a cattle operation on the Ranch and have preserved and intend to continue to
preserve the numerous natural resources on the Ranch. The portion of the SVRA proposed to be
opened for public use and the adjoining portion of the Ranch is in the arca commonly referred to
as the Waterfall Canvon area. This is one of the most environmentally sensitive areas of the

Ranch and that general area.

The Waterfall Canvon area also includes the most significant Spring on the Ranch.
Public access and trails in the area proposed for public use would likely lead to significant
erosion and contamination of the Spring and the pristine undisturbed drainages in the Waterfall

Canyon. These impacts also must be fully evaluated in the DEIR.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the GP and DEIR. Please call me if you

have any questions.

Sincerely,

Tom Gallo, General Partner
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Letter I8 Response  Tom Gallo, March 1, 202

18-1

As described in the Preliminary General Plan Update, Waterfall Canyon 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.
State Parks is considering the rehabilitation of existing trails in Waterfall
Canyon for non-motorized use, such as hiking and mountain biking. Details
about the trails and their allowed recreational uses will be provided in a
proposed SVRA Roads and Trails Management Plan (RTMP). State Parks is
considering the rehabilitation of existing trails in this southeast corner of the
SVRA for non-motorized pedestrian use, and trail alignment will take into
consideration potential viewpoints; areas for picnic tables, benches, and
interpretive signage; terrain and drainages, and sensitive resources. As
described in RTMP Goal 1, the plan may include further analysis for a non-
motorized trail network and the potential for future motorized trails in Waterfall
Canyon.
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