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Attachment 19 
Public Review of the DEIS Comments and Responses  

Comment Periods I & II 
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Comment Period One 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement  
Comments and Responses 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Future Use and Operations of Lake Berryessa, Napa 
County, California, was available for public review from October 31, 2003, to April 22, 2004.  A public 
hearing was held on January 21, 2004. During the comment period, more than 1,900 people provided 
comments on the Draft Environmenta l Impact Statement (DEIS). More than 2,300 comment letters were 
received, and 89 people provided oral testimony at the public hearing.  In addition, a petition with more 
than 11,000 signatures was submitted. 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and The Council on Environmental Quality regulations 
direct the lead agencies to respond to substantive public comments on a Draft EIS. 

In cases where public response has been especially voluminous, the agency may summarize or 
consolidate similar comments. In this Final EIS common concerns were identified, consolidated and 
responses were created to address substantive comments.  

NOTE:  There were a number of comments that were site-specific recommendations, or considered too 
general, or were outside the scope of the project. These comments were responded to as “Comment 
Noted” and coded as “CN001” and may be considered as Reclamation moves forward with site -specific 
proposals.  Further environmental impact analysis will be prepared as site -specific proposals are 
developed. 

Comment Period Two 

Reclamation re-opened the comment period to receive additional comments from February 16, 2005 to 
April 04, 2005.  During the comment period, more than 1,000 comment letters were received, and any 
substantive comments are also included this document.  Copies of the comment letters in electronic 
format are on the compact disc (CD) included in this appendix. 

Part two of this appendix contains responses to three lengthy comments received in Comment Period II 
from the Lake Berryessa Resort Owners Association, Summers and Summers (management consultants), 
and Mr. Henry Howard.  Each commenter is provided an individual subsection responding to their 
comments.  Those responses begin on page 19-35. 

Part three of this appendix contains Agency, Business, and Organizations comments received in this 
period.  Those responses begin on Page 19-86. 

In Appendix 20 there is an alphabetical list of names of those that submitted comments.  Within the list of 
names there are comment and file codes to easily locate responses and letter files for each commenter. 

The comment letters were not printed in their entirety due to the extensive amount of comments received.  
The compact discs (CD) included contain all letters and documents in their entirety in portable document 
format (PDF) and require the Adobe Reader.  If you do not have this program on your computer, it can 
be downloaded for free at http://www.adobe.com/products/acrobat/readstep2.html.   
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PART 1 - COMMENT PERIOD I & II                        

Comment Response             

 

The visitor counts discussed in the DEIS are not 
accurate or adequate. 

AE001 

The data presented in the EIS were calculated by 
multiplying the annual number of vehicles (tallied 
by automatic traffic counters) by the average 
number of persons per vehicle and represent a 
reasonable approximation of the actual number of 
visitors. 

 

In contrast to what is implied in the DEIS, more 
shoreline and land area is currently devoted to 
short-term than long-term uses. 

AE003 

Within the developed recreational areas that are 
available to the public, the vast majority of the 
space is devoted to long-term, exclusive use. 

 

Demand for lakeshore recreation or tent camping at 
resort sites is minimal, but demand is high for a 
remote "boat-to" beach/shoreline camping facility. 
The alternatives don't reflect actual demand. 

AE004 

According to surveys conducted, roughly 10 
percent of those surveyed desire boat-in camping. 

 

The DEIS presents two alternatives that contradict 
the “no exclusive use” policy, implying either that 
the alternatives are not feasible, or that the policy is 
not consistently applied. 

AE006 

The No Action Alternative (Alternative A) serves 
as a benchmark for comparison to the action 
alternatives and is not required to meet the purpose 
and need for the proposed action or satisfy 
Reclamation policy. Alternative C was developed 
in response to numerous comments from current 
long-term trailer owners, would require a change in 
reclamation policy, and is not the preferred 
alternative. 

 

The “Affected Environment” section incorrectly 
characterizes long-term facilities. Most mobile 
homes, such as those at Steele Park resort, are well 
maintained, and the shoreline is open to public. 

AE008 

Many of the older trailers at the lake, while legal, 
do not meet current codes and regulations. 

 

The DEIS presents an inaccurate and misleading 
assessment of the visitor trend to support its biased 
statement of need for the project. 

AE009 

The proposed action is needed primarily to bring 
recreation management at Lake Berryessa into 
compliance with Reclamation policy. The visitor 
trends were determined by surveys conducted by 
an outside consultant. 
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PART 1 - COMMENT PERIOD I & II                        

Comment Response             

 

The 2002 Kleinfelder report is a worst-case study 
and is not appropriate to the use made of it in the 
DEIS. 

AE012 

That report evaluates the condition of the existing 
facilities at the lake. 

 

 

The 2002 Kleinfelder report evaluates facilities 
against current codes and standards that did not and 
in many cases do not now apply to the facilities 
evaluated. Impacts/costs based on it are too high. 

AE013 

In the interest of public health and safety, 
Reclamation has the discretion to impose current 
codes and regulations on existing facilities and 
contracts.  This is especially true when new 
contracts are initiated, as is the case under all of the 
action alternatives. 

 

A discussion of water rights should be identified in 
the water resources section. 

AE014 

Water rights were not discussed because the 
proposed project would not affect existing water 
rights. 

 

The EIS does not describe the features, use, and 
condition of BOR managed facilities at the lake 

AE016 

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the EIS. 

 

On Page 35, paragraph 5, specify which sites are 
being referred to by “mobile homes were 
developed on steep hillsides.” 

AE025 

This statement comes from the 1972 GAO report 
and the revised Public Use Plan and is supported 
by the Kleinfelder report. 

 

Page 36, paragraph 6. Explain the use of "and 
preferred" when discussing how trailer sites use up 
portions of useable areas. They only take up 9% of 
the shoreline. 

AE028 

Within the footprint of the concession areas, trailer 
sites occupy areas preferred for day use, short term 
overnight use, and public access. 

 

What is the mean elevation above sea level at 
Pleasure Cove? 

AE030 

Lakewide, the mean full (crest) elevation is 440 
feet mean sea level. 

 

If plan "B" is selected, will everything be 
demolished before the start of the Request for 
Proposal process? 

AE040 

No changes will be made until the new concession 
contracts have been awarded or the current 
concession operator makes changes according to 
their contract. 
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PART 1 - COMMENT PERIOD I & II                        

Comment Response             

 

What would happen if no one were to bid on the 
new contract? 

 

AE041 

This is not expected to happen because 
Reclamation has already received significant 
interest in future operations, including interest from 
current concession operators. 

 

What will happen if my home is ordered to be 
removed and there is no place to put it? 

AE042 

Reclamation can not comment on your decision 
regarding what to do with your personal property. 

 

How can the financial loss to both resort owner and 
mobile home owner be justified?  Reclamation says 
no compensation…is this legal?  

AE043 

The current concession contracts and 30 day site 
rental agreements do not call for compensation. 

 

How can Reclamation order me to have my 
property moved…is this legal?  

AE044 

As a Federal land management agency, 
Reclamation is responsible for the public lands it is 
given to administer.  

 

Since there is no economic feasib ility study of 
Phase II included in the study, how does the public 
know if Phase II would ever be implemented? 

AE045 

This type of decision will be part of the proposals 
given to Reclamation by interested concession 
contractors. Phasing of the project is only one way 
to achieve implementation.  

 

Who will pay for this project? 

AE046 

The money for this project may come from a 
variety of sources.  

 

Long-term trailer sites were recognized in the 
RAMP. How come not in new the plan. 

AE047 

The RAMP recognized the presence of long term 
trailer sites as they related to the then current 
contracts.  

 

What are the environmental effects of B,C, and D 
alternatives 

AE048 

The environmental affects of the project are 
described in detail in the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). 

 

What is the expected cost and what is the guarantee 
of funds? 

AE049 

The cost associated with this project will be 
determined when an alternative has been chosen 
and the new contracts are awarded 
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PART 1 - COMMENT PERIOD I & II                        

Comment Response             

 

How does the Gov't walk into a resort and close it 
up without going through the proper steps? 

AE050 

This EIS is the document that evaluates alternatives 
for deciding the future management and use of this 
Federal land. As a Federal management agency, 
Reclamation is responsible to administer the public 
lands in its charge. 

 

The DEIS analyzes an inadequate range of 
alternatives. 

AL001 

The three action alternatives analyzed in the EIS 
represent an adequate range of possible actions to 
accomplish the purpose and need for the proposed 
action. 

 

The EIS should evaluate the LBVSP Task Force 
7/A+ alternative. 

AL002 

This suggested alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need for the proposed action and has 
not been included in the EIS.  Further discussion of 
this and other alternatives has been added to the 
Final EIS, “2.2.1 Alternative Concept Proposals.” 

 

Alternative D should include all resorts in 
government/private management. 

AL003 

This is consistent with the EIS, which includes 
both government and private management of the 
resorts. 

 

Water and land use elements of Alternative D 
should be included in proposed action, and nature 
recreation should be provided equally with 
motorized recreation. 

AL006 

In order to present a range of alternatives, the 
various components, including the water and land 
use elements, were designed to be different among 
the alternatives. The action alternatives would 
increase nature recreation and create a better 
balance of recreational opportunities. 

 

EIS should include an alternative that concentrates 
facilities on the south and southwest sides of the 
lake, where police, fire, and life safety services are 
available. 

AL007 

Alternative D would concentrate development at 
the south end of the lake. 

 

New alternative should be included with 
development on south and southwest, northern 
portions natural, limited facilities at Putah Creek, 
east-side road closed, etc. 

AL008 

Alternative D would reduce overall development at 
the north end of the lake. 
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PART 1 - COMMENT PERIOD I & II                        

Comment Response             

 

The DEIS is flawed because it incorrectly presents 
the future No Action Alternative as deterioration of 
existing conditions, but the 1992 RAMP/EIS and 
Reclamation policy require maintenance and 
improvement. 

AL009 

While requirements for maintenance and 
improvements would continue, they may not be 
sufficient to address the magnitude of the problems 
that exist. 

 

The DEIS is inconsistent in arguing that the 
Reclamation exclusive use policy requires selection 
of Alternative B, while also presenting exclusive 
use as a component of Alternative C. 

AL013 

Alternative C was developed in response to 
numerous comments from current long-term trailer 
owners, would require a change in reclamation 
policy, and is not the preferred alternative. 

 

Reclamation should redevelop alternatives that 
meet the needs of Lake Berryessa and its 
stakeholders. 

AL018 

Development of the alternatives was undertaken to 
comply with existing Reclamation policy and to 
incorporate public concerns and recommendations 
identified through the scoping process. 

 

The EIS does not present the site-specific layout of 
the proposed development 

AL020 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance will be part 
of the proposal submitted to Reclamation after 
Reclamation opens a prospectus for new 
concession contracts.  Additional NEPA 
documentation will identify site specific 
development after the concession contractor is 
awarded. 

 

The EIS does not identify which resorts would be 
operated by BOR under Alternative D 

AL024 

Pleasure Cove and Putah Creek 

 

Page 40, Item 4. Define source for "Sustainable 
Design" 

AL027 

“Sustainable Design” is a concept that has come to 
the forefront in the last 20 years. It is a concept that 
recognizes that human civilization is an integral 
part of the natural world and that nature must be 
preserved and perpetuated if the human community 
itself is to survive. Sustainable design articulates 
this idea through developments that exemplify the 
principles of conservation and encourage the 
application of those principles. 
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PART 1 - COMMENT PERIOD I & II                        

Comment Response             

 

The project would create adverse social and 
economic impacts for the community. 

EC001 

Potential effects of the project on socioeconomic 
resources are identified and described in Section 
3.9.2 

 

Alternative B would reduce public access during 
Phase 1. 

EC003 

During the short term, as current recreational 
facilities are redeveloped, there may be a decrease 
in public recreation access to certain facilities when 
they become temporarily unavailable.  Public 
access to the lake would be maintained during this 
transition period.  Redevelopment likely would 
occur in phases, such that the recreation areas 
would not all be closed at the same time.  Impact 
3.7.2.9 has been revised to address the short-term 
reduction in public access to the lake. 

 

The financial projections are not accurate. 

EC004 

A certified public accountant from the National 
Park Service and a Reclamation economist have 
reviewed and verified the data in the Dornbusch 
report, which assessed the financial feasibility of 
the proposed project. 

 

The project would place a great burden on Napa 
County public service providers. 

EC005 

The project would not substantially increase the 
demands on county service providers. The impacts 
to law enforcement and fire suppression providers 
are discussed in Section 3.10.2. 

 

The DEIS does not adequately discuss existing law 
enforcement conditions. 

EC006 

Details on law enforcement are provided in Section 
3.10 Public Safety. 

 

Fire danger should be addressed. 

EC007 

Impacts related to structural and wildland fire 
suppression are discussed in Section 3.10.2. 

 

Safety issues associated with personal watercraft 
should be addressed. 

EC008 

Safety issues involving motorized recreation are 
now discussed in Section 3.10.2. 

 



 

19 - 11 

PART 1 - COMMENT PERIOD I & II                        

Comment Response             

 

Road deterioration from movement of trailers and 
heavy equipment should be addressed. 

EC009 

Discussion of road deterioration has been added to 
Section 3.5.2.  Because the increase in vehicle trips 
from the removal of trailers would be minor 
compared to the historic level of use, this action 
would contribute negligibly to deterioration of 
roads, both on and off Reclamation property.  For 
roads within the existing developed areas, future 
development plans would address the need for road 
repair or replacement.  These plans would be 
analyzed as part of the site-specific, project-level 
environmental documents. 

 

Creating trails will increase health and safety 
hazards from rattlesnakes and other wildlife. 

EC010 

Discussion of trail-related health and safety 
hazards has been added to Section 3.10.2. 

 

Fewer campsites and the absence of trailers would 
reduce the space available for lake users 

EC011 

The goal and intent of the VSP is to increase public 
access to public lands.  Each of the seven resort 
areas that currently exist will continue to exist in 
the future of Lake Berryessa, with increased access 
to the visiting public. 

 

Banning mobile homes would make the lake 
inaccessible to some members of the public, 
including seniors and young children. 

EC012 

All members of the public would have the same 
right to access the lake's facilities. Lodge, motel, 
cabin, and cottage accommodations would be 
provided under the various alternatives. 

 

Increasing day use will bring increased problems 
associated with day users, including lawbreaking, 
traffic, garbage, and pollution. 

EC013 

Improving the quality of the available facilities is 
expected to attract day users that are interested in 
traditional camping and boating activities, rather 
than those negative activities cited by the 
commentor. Essential public services, including 
law enforcement and emergency services, would be 
provided at adequate levels for the anticipated 
number of day users. 

 

The project would break up the community that has 
been created by mobile home owners. 

EC014 

Impacts on the visitor profile, including long-term 
users and short-term users, are discussed in Impact 
3.7.2.12 and 3.7.2.13. 
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PART 1 - COMMENT PERIOD I & II                        

Comment Response             

 

The project would affect wildlife: trails would 
chase away eagles, osprey, and other birds. 

EC015 

As stated under Impact 3.3.2.14, proposed trails 
would avoid sensitive habitat areas and have minor 
impacts on birds. 

 

 

Closure of the resorts during two years of 
rebuilding would force local small businesses to 
close. 

EC016 

Access to the lake would be maintained throughout 
the redevelopment period. As stated in Impact 
3.9.2.50 of the EIS, the increase in short-term users 
following redevelopment would benefit local 
businesses. 

 

The DEIS does not address the costs associated 
with removal and remediation of the trailer sites. 

EC018 

Costs were not included in the EIS because they 
are not a NEPA requirement and are not a factor in 
the impact analysis. 

 

A new ski center and ski school would limit access 
for the general public because of increased costs 
and decreased availability. 

EC019 

At this time, no increased costs have been proposed 
for the new ski facilities. In addition, Reclamation 
will continue to permit the Monticello Ski Club. 

 

Napa County will be further burdened by the loss 
of tax revenue from long-term tenants at Lake 
Berryessa. 

EC020 

Napa County receives no significant tax revenue 
from the long-term tenants. 

 

Local businesses would suffer from the project. 

EC021 

Impacts to local businesses are addressed in 
Section 3.9.2 under Local Entrepreneurs. 

 

The DEIS fails to estimate the level of visitor use 
under the proposed project. 

EC022 

Figure 9 of the EIS presents this information. 

 

The DEIS fails to project future levels of boat use 
and associated water quality impacts. 

EC023 

The discussion of potential water quality impacts 
under Impact 3.3.2.10 has been revised. 
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PART 1 - COMMENT PERIOD I & II                        

Comment Response             

 

The DEIS fails to provide estimates of emissions 
from automobiles and motorized watercraft, as well 
as mitigation measures for air quality impacts. 

The EIS should address public health issues of 
carbon monoxide emissions associated with 
automobile and boat congestion at the lake, and 
should discuss monitoring for carbon monoxide 
and educating the public about carbon monoxide 
poisoning. 

EC024, EC026 

To address potential air quality impacts, 
monitoring would be conducted at various 
locations around the lake, followed by 
identification and implementation of mitigation 
measures if warranted.  Impact 3.3.2.22 has been 
revised. 

 

Eastside Road should be closed to public traffic to 
mitigate impacts to wildlife. 

EC029 

No impacts have been identified in the EIS that 
could be mitigated by closure of the Eastside Road. 

 

Noise analysis is inadequate because it fails to 
consider impacts on sensitive uses and users. 

EC030 

No sensitive receptors were identified within the 
region of influence for noise impacts. 

 

New data on air impacts from motorized personal 
watercraft is now available. 

EC031 

The EIS provides a general discussion of impacts 
from motorized watercraft.  Because no projections 
of personal watercraft use have been made, the 
impact analysis does not depend on emissions data 
for that type of vehicle.  To address potential air 
quality impacts, monitoring would be conducted at 
various locations around the lake, followed by 
identification and implementation of mitigation 
measures if warranted. Impact 3.3.2.22 has been 
revised. 

 

New data on water quality impacts from motorized 
personal watercraft is available. 

EC032 

The EIS provides a general discussion of impacts 
from motorized watercraft.  Because no projections 
of personal watercraft use have been made, the 
impact analysis does not depend on specific data 
for those watercraft. 

 

Motorized personal watercraft make less noise than 
anecdotal evidence suggests. 

EC033 

No significant noise impacts from personal 
watercraft have been identified in the EIS.  Noise 
monitoring would be conducted under the action 
alternatives.  Discussion of noise monitoring has 
been added to Impact 3.6.2.2. 



 

19 - 14 

PART 1 - COMMENT PERIOD I & II                        

Comment Response             

 

The DEIS doesn't address Napa City General Plan 
policy against encroaching on agriculture/ open 
space, or the zoning restrictions on development in 
agricultural watershed zones. 

EC035 

Discussion of this policy was not included in the 
EIS because the action alternatives do not propose 
expanding the recreational facilities beyond the 
existing development footprints. 

 

 

The DEIS should analyze how development at 
Putah Creek would create pressure to expand 
facilities at the lake's north end, in conflict with 
land use and zoning for open space and agricultural 
uses. 

EC037 

The action alternatives do not propose expanding 
the recreational facilities beyond the existing 
development footprints. 

 

The EIS should analyze how development of 
lodging at Spanish Flat, Lake Berryessa Marina, 
and Rancho Monticello would create growth-
inducing pressure to expand facilities. 

EC038 

As stated in Section 2.3.1, the proposed concession 
developments would be limited to the existing 
footprints. 

 

The EIS should analyze how development at 
Spanish Flat and points north would create pressure 
to open the Eastside Road to public use. 

EC039 

The EIS does not propose any changes to use of the 
Eastside Road.  Portions of the road are now 
available to the public to access the lake. 

 

 

Soil erosion problems from removing long-term 
facilities have not been adequately addressed. 

EC041 

Erosion effects from facility removal and other 
project components are addressed in Impacts 
3.2.2.3, 3.2.2.9, and 3.2.2.15.  Soil erosion would 
also be addressed in the individual environmental 
documents to be prepared for site-specific 
proposals. 

 

The analysis of the traffic impacts is inadequate.  
The removal of long-term facilities over the 
assumed period of project construction would 
result in an unacceptable increase in traffic 
accidents. 

EC042 

Section 3.5.2 has been revised to address the short-
term traffic impacts from the removal of trailers 
and other facilities.  Because the trailers would be 
moved only during low traffic periods, in 
compliance with local and regional transportation 
agencies, that action would not likely increase the 
number of traffic accidents. 
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PART 1 - COMMENT PERIOD I & II                        

Comment Response             

 

The DEIS fails to adequately support the claim that 
there is unmet demand for short-term recreational 
opportunities. 

EC044 

The demand is documented in the following use 
surveys: An Analysis of the Water Recreation 
Carrying Capacity of Lake Berryessa, completed in 
1988 by Reclamation's Technical Service Center 
and Lake Berryessa Recreation Office; Lake 
Berryessa Market Area Survey, completed in 
March 1997 by the Survey Research Center at 
California State University, Chico; and A Study of 
Boater Recreation On Lake Berryessa, completed 
in 1998 by the Department of Natural Resource 
Recreation and Tourism at Colorado State 
University. 

 

Sewer systems do not pose an imminent health 
threat to water quality. 

EC046 

The Klienfelder Report, California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and Napa County agree that 
the age and condition of the waste disposal system 
at all seven concession operations are beyond their 
useful life.  Sags and leaks in the current systems 
along with lift stations in the flood plain and sewer 
ponds that percolate up to 1,000 feet away to the 
surface all represent a threat of discharge into Lake 
Berryessa.  

 

All existing long-term structures were built to 
code. There is no imminent threat to health and 
safety related to setbacks or fire standards. 
Removal of all structures is an overly-radical 
approach. 

EC047 

Current long-term structures and contracts were 
based on the then current building codes.  Future 
concession contracts will be based on current codes 
and regulations. 

 

Five mile-per-hour boat zones and restrictions 
would adversely affect tournament style fishing. 

EC050 

There would be no impacts because the number of 
5-mile-per-hour zones would not increase 
substantially from current conditions under the 
action alternatives. 

 

The DEIS does not adequately evaluate the 
socioeconomic impacts of the alternatives in the 
regional context. 

EC051 

The EIS addresses impacts to population, 
employment, income, and concession services and 
facilities (which includes current concessionaires, 
long-term trailer site permittees, the general public, 
and local entrepreneurs). 
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The DEIS does not evaluate the synergistic 
relationship between long-term use and the 
infrastructure that supports short-term users. The 
project would reduce diversity and choices now 
available. 

EC053 

The mix of uses and facilities proposed under the 
action alternatives would return Lake Berryessa to 
the recreational resource originally planned and 
would realign it with modern Reclamation policies 
and traditional recreational models. 

 

The DEIS does not assess the economic impacts of 
the alternatives. The loss of revenue from the 
preferred alternative could be on the order of $15 
million or more by project build-out in 2009. 

EC054 

Loss of revenue would occur at the same time as 
termination of the concession contracts, so this loss 
is not a factor for the operations of a future 
concessionaire who would determine the feasibility 
of the future contract and revenue. 

 

The DEIS does not evaluate the impacts of the 
alternatives relative to future potential to raise the 
elevation of Monticello Dam 5 to 15 feet for 
increased flood control/storage benefits. 

EC055, GN194 

There is no proposal to increase the capacity of 
Lake Berryessa or raise the height of Monticello 
Dam. 

 

The DEIS should discuss the alternatives with 
respect to the potential for capacity in Lake 
Berryessa to be increased as part of a larger State 
water project. 

EC056 

A proposal submitted to increase the capacity of 
Lake Berryessa or raise the height of Monticello 
Dam is being addressed by the CALFED program. 

 

Economic impacts cannot be determined until the 
inventory and appraisal of existing facilities is 
complete. 

EC057 

Economic impacts are assessed in Section 3.9 
based on currently available data. 

 

Lakeshore trail in Alternative B would create 
potential for trespassing on adjacent land since 
Reclamation only controls 300 ft from the high-
water line. 

EC059 

Specific impacts from the creation of the proposed 
trail will be identified in a project-level 
environmental document following development of 
a trail design. 

 

Requiring owners of long-term sites to remove 
their mobile homes without compensation would 
be an illegal "taking." 

EC061 

The trailers are the personal property of the owners 
and may be removed and relocated to non-public 
sites.  The Federal Government owns the land 
occupied by these trailers.  There is no personal 
property that Government wants to take.   
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EIS is inadequate because it does not discuss 
schedule for Phase I implementation at the West 
Shore resorts. This area would be under-utilized for 
an indefinite long period. 

EC064 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance will be part 
of the proposal submitted to Reclamation after 
Reclamation opens a prospectus for new 
concession contracts.  Additional NEPA 
documentation will identify site specific 
development after the concession contractor is 
awarded.   

 

Marinas are vital to boating recreation; removal of 
marinas will result in much less public use of the 
lake. 

EC065 

Marinas would not be eliminated from the lake. 

 

 

The DEIS should discuss the point that the 
expiration of leases has been a disincentive to 
making long-term improvements, leading to the 
undesirable conditions noted in the “Affected 
Environment” chapter. 

EC066 

While this may be true, it does not relieve resort 
operators from their routine maintenance and 
upkeep responsibilitie s under the contracts with 
Reclamation. 

 

As a result of incorrectly defining the No Action 
Alternative with continuation of long-term leases, 
impacts rightly belonging to Alt. A are 
misattributed to Alt. B, etc. 

EC068 

Alternative A is accurately defined to represent a 
continuation of existing operations and serves as a 
benchmark for the action alternatives; therefore, 
the impacts from the action alternatives have been 
correctly assessed and identified in the EIS. 

 

The cost of rehabilitating existing facilities would 
be lower than the cost of replacement. 

EC069 

Removal, retrofitting or replacing the recreation 
area infrastructure will be based on the demand 
relative to the specific features of future concession 
facilities, services that will be part of the proposal 
submitted to Reclamation by future concession 
bidders. 

 

The DEIS and the Dornbusch Report incorrectly 
interpret PL 96-375 as not requiring Reclamation 
to purchase existing improvements at “fair market 
value” under Alternative B. 

EC070 

Under all action alternatives, existing 
concessionaires would be compensated for those 
improvements that are intended for continued use. 

 



 

19 - 18 

PART 1 - COMMENT PERIOD I & II                        

Comment Response             

 

The evaluation of impacts on land use for 
Alternatives B, C, and D is flawed since it is based 
on WROS classification without the inventory and 
analysis process required by WROS. 

EC072 

The WROS process incorporates adaptive 
management, therefore monitoring of the land and 
water use classifications (zones) designated for 
Lake Berryessa and adapting for appropriate or 
necessary change will be an ongoing process. 

 

Impact statement 3.1-11 does not discuss potential 
impacts of 150 miles of trails in Alternative B on 
grazing 

EC073 

Additional NEPA documentation will identify site 
specific development of each portion of the trail 
system. 

 

Impact statement 3.1-13 is wrong. Reclamation's 
use of WROS would diminish recreation 
opportunities. 

EC075 

As stated in Section 3.7.2, the proposed action, 
which includes the WROS, would beneficially 
affect the mix of recreation opportunities. 

 

Impact statement 3.1-14 is wrong. Alternative B 
would result in health and safety problems during 
construction (loss of revenue and visitors) that 
should be considered irreversible or irretrievable. 

EC076 

Any impacts on public health and safety, loss of 
revenue, and loss of visitors during construction 
would be short-term impacts and would be 
reversed once the area has been redeveloped. 

 

Impact statement 3.1-15 is wrong. There would be 
major short-term impacts of Alternative B on land 
use due to removal of trailers and resorts. 

EC077 

Over the short term, removal of trailers and resorts 
would not change the land use designation of those 
areas or result in any other land use impacts. 

 

Impact statement 3.1-16 is incorrect. Reclamation 
does not identify or discuss significant impacts, 
and therefore does not discuss mitigation. Reduced 
public use would be unavoidable under Alternative 
B. 

EC078 

Where available, Reclamation has identified 
mitigation measures for adverse impacts. Project 
effects on public use, addressed in Section 3.7.2, 
are not expected to include an unavoidable 
reduction in public use. Public use is expected to 
increase with the development of additional 
recreation facilities. 

 

Impact statement 3.2-3 provides no substantial 
basis for the assertion that impacts of trail 
construction would be minor, since no trail design 
has been prepared. 

EC082 

Specific impacts from the creation of the proposed 
trail will be identified in a project-level 
environmental document following development of 
a trail design. 
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The significance of the impacts cannot be properly 
evaluated, and therefore cannot be termed minor, in 
the absence of specific, detailed project design 
plans. 

EC083 

Project-level environmental documents would be 
prepared and made available for public review 
following the development of site-specific 
proposals. 

 

Impact 3.5-2 does not adequately evaluate the 
traffic impacts of specific components, such as the 
trailhead parking area proposed at Steele Canyon 
road, where there is a dangerous blind curve. 

EC085 

Once site-specific proposals are developed, 
specific impacts to traffic would be evaluated in 
the project-level environmental documents.  
Parking areas would be developed in coordination 
with Napa County agencies to ensure their safety 
and adequacy. 

 

Disagree with the conclusions of Impact 3.9-21; 
the conclusions are not supported. 

EC087 

This impact discussion is supported by the text 
under Impact 3.9.2.18. 

 

Disagree with the conclusions of Impact 3.9-34; 
the conclusions are not supported. 

EC088 

The conclusions are based on the income data in 
3.9.1 of the EIS.  The increase in income was a 
Reclamation estimate. 

 

DEIS doesn't address the level of police and fire 
protection services that would be required. 

EC089 

Workload analysis would be conducted following 
development of site-specific proposals, as 
discussed under Impact 3.10.2.34 and 3.10.2.50 in 
the EIS. 

 

The EIS fails to discuss the financial losses for 
trailer owners and concessionaires 

EC091 

The trailers are the personal property of the 
owners.  Concessionaires will be compensated for 
facilities that Reclamation intends to continue into 
the future. 

 

The short-term impacts on the local community 
from demolition, traffic, and noise are not 
adequately discussed. 

EC096 

Please refer to 3.5 and 3.6 of the EIS. 

 

There is no data to support the significant noise 

EC098 

As stated in the EIS, the impacts could result from 
an increase in the number of visitors of as much as 
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impact under the No Action Alternative. 33 percent, with a corresponding increase in 
motorized watercraft and associated noise levels 

 

There is no evidence to support the statements in 
Impact 3.7-5 regarding sewage systems and noise. 

EC099 

The condition of the sewer systems is based on the 
findings of the Kleinfelder report, as cited in 3.9, 
and the noise effects would result from an increase 
in visitor use of the lake, as presented in Impact 
3.6.2.1. 

 

Regarding Impact 3.7-10, there would be 
negligible impacts on carrying capacity. 

EC100 

While the EIS identifies the increase in carrying 
capacity as moderate, that capacity would be 
further quantified when site-specific proposals are 
prepared. 

 

Impact 3.7-12 is very speculative. 

EC101 

The shift away from long-term facilities to those 
that favor short-term users would result in an 
associated shift in the visitor profile at Lake 
Berryessa. 

 

 

The EIS does not identify regional revenue impacts 
or direct and indirect impacts to Napa and Solano 
counties 

EC102 

Please refer to 3.9 of the EIS. 

 

The EIS does not identify impacts to lake visitors 
from closure of the resorts during redevelopment 

EC105 

Access to the lake will be maintained throughout 
the redevelopment period. 

 

The EIS does not address needed improvements to 
firefighting infrastructure 

EC106 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance will be part 
of the proposal submitted to Reclamation after 
Reclamation opens a prospectus for new 
concession contracts.  Additional NEPA 
documentation will identify site specific 
development after the concession contractor is 
awarded. 
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Will grading and land mass removal unearth any 
unique paleontological resources? What measures 
are in place to prevent construction and grading 
operations to recover and backfill finds? 

EC109 

Please refer to 3.4 of the EIS. 

 

The components of the proposed action are not 
adequately developed to provide a foundation for 
analyzing the impacts. 

EC125 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance will be part 
of the proposal submitted to Reclamation after 
Reclamation opens a prospectus for new 
concession contracts.  Additional NEPA 
documentation will identify site specific 
development after the concession contractor is 
awarded. 

 

The DEIS presents an overly broad description of 
current facilities and fails to indicate the locations 
and number of substandard units and facilities to 
support the need for drastic change. 

EC126 

Additional detail will be provided in project-level 
environmental documents, which will be made 
available for public review.  The  purpose of this 
project is to redefine the development and 
management of visitor services to support 
traditional, short-term, nonexclusive and diverse 
outdoor recreation opportunities at Lake Berryessa. 

 

The EIS (Impact 3.7-5) incorrectly states that 
sewage system failures have caused water quality 
impacts. The statement is not supported. 

EC128 

The Klienfelder Report, California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and Napa County agree that 
the age and condition of the waste disposal system 
at all seven concession operations are beyond their 
useful life.  Sags and leaks in the current systems 
along with lift stations in the flood plain and sewer 
ponds that percolate up to surface all represent a 
threat of discharge into Lake Berryessa. 

 

The EIS (Impact 3.7-10) does not support 
assertions about recreational benefits of and 
demand for non-motorized boating 

EC129 

None of the alternatives proposed significant 
additions of non-motorized areas.  Public comment 
showed a high interest in areas for non-motorized 
boats. 

 

The DEIS fails to discuss the cost and timetable of 
a 150 mile trail system. 

EC135 

Additional NEPA documentation will identify site 
specific development of each portion of the trail 
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system. 

 

The EIS fails to address the socio-economic 
aspects and impacts to the owners and 
concessionaires. 

EC136 

Please refer to 3.9 of the EIS. 

 

The DEIS does not comply with Section 102 (2) 
(42 D.S.C. 4332.2) with regard to reporting on the 
cost to implement the project. 

GN012 

Section 102 does not require that the cost to 
implement a proposed action be identified. 

 

The DEIS is flawed because it is biased in favor of 
the proposed project. 

GN013 

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, 
CEQ Guidelines, and Reclamation NEPA 
guidelines. 

 

Alternative B is not economically viable  

GN014, GN015 

In February 2005, Reclamation issued a Request 
for Information, requesting statements of interest 
and opinions regarding the financial opportunities 
and feasibility for visitor services at Lake 
Berryessa from individuals and companies with 
management experience in the “Recreation 
Hospitality Industry” based on Preferred 
Alternative B.  Those companies that responded all 
provided positive responses and are included in the 
comment letters on the CD included in the EIS.  

 

Year-round revenue generated by the mobile home 
leases provides needed financial support for 
management of the lake 

GN019, GN372 

Many business models at flat-water based 
recreations areas operate without long-term 
exclusive use.  For example, Lake Powell, Lake 
Shasta, Whiskeytown Lake and Trinity Lake. 

 

The project will make the mobile homes worthless 
and Reclamation will not reimburse home owners 

GN022 

The trailers are the personal property of the 
owners.  The land occupied by these trailers is 
owned by the Federal Government.  There is no 
personal property that Government wants to 
acquire.   

 

Exclusive uses of public recreational land should 

GN028 

Alternatives B and D in the EIS would eliminate 
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be prohibited exclusive use. 

 

None of the resorts should be eliminated because 
that could affect the day-use experience. 

GN030 

While resort operations may change when the 
concession contracts expire, the EIS proposes that 
all resort areas would continue to be managed as 
some type of public use area over the long term 

 

There is no public benefit from removing 
infrastructure and starting over 

GN036 

The Klienfelder Report, California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and Napa County agree that 
the age and condition of the waste disposal system 
at all seven concession operations are beyond their 
useful life.  Sags and leaks in the current systems 
along with lift stations in the flood plain and sewer 
ponds that percolate up to 1,000 feet away to the 
surface all represent a threat of discharge into Lake 
Berryessa.  Remedying these deficiencies is a 
benefit to the public. 

 

The Monticello Ski Club should be preserved. (The 
Monticello Ski Club offers an affordable option for 
water skiing enthusiasts.) 

GN038 

The EIS has been revised to not exclude this type 
of use.  

 

Reclamation has misrepresented the benefits of day 
use and the problems with long-term use 

GN053 

Concessions will provide quality recreation 
facilities and services accessible to persons with 
disabilities, and appropriate visitor goods and 
services at reasonable rates.  

 

Noise pollution is a problem at the lake 

GN129 

Reclamation will conduct ongoing noise 
monitoring and will adopt measures that have 
proven to lower noise levels and meets appropriate 
laws, rules and regulations for noise management.  
This data will be shared with agencies with 
concurrent jurisdiction and the public through our 
website.  Further NEPA documentation will likely 
be needed if corrective measures are taken. 

 

Mitigation needs to be proposed to compensate for 
the financial loss to Spanish Fla t Water District. 

GN141 

Because water consumption and pricing are not 
expected to change under the action alternatives, 
there is no need for mitigation for the Spanish Flat 
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Water District.  The project-level environmental 
documents will assess water consumption effects 
from the site-specific proposals. 

 

 

The DEIS does not provide a sufficient level of 
detail in describing the components of the 
alternatives. 

GN142 

Development details will be included in site-
specific proposals, which will be made available 
and analyzed in project-level environmental 
documents. 

 

The biology section of the EIS should disclose and 
analyze potential surface water and groundwater 
impacts. 

GN143 

Impact 3.3.2.20 discusses the potential impacts on 
surface water. Discussion of groundwater impacts 
has been added to Impact 3.3.2.21. 

 

The 1992 Reservoir Area Management Plan study 
is outdated and should be revised based on recent 
traffic counts obtained during peak seasonal use. 

GN150 

Reclamation will conduct ongoing traffic 
monitoring and will work closely with Caltrans and 
Napa County to share traffic data and to adopt 
measures to improve traffic circulation impacts and 
meet appropriate laws, rules and regulations.   

 

Noise enforcement procedures should be 
implemented, including concessionaire obligations 

GN153 

Reclamation will conduct ongoing noise 
monitoring and will adopt measures that have 
proven to lower noise levels and meets appropriate 
laws, rules and regulations for noise management.  
This data will be shared with agencies with 
concurrent jurisdiction and the public through our 
website.  Further NEPA documentation will likely 
be needed if corrective measures are taken. 

 

Clauses should be added to concessionaire 
contracts to require removal of dangerous materials 

GN159 

These are addressed in the operation and 
maintenance plans submitted to Reclamation as a 
requirement of the concession contract. 

 

New language should be added discussing water 
resources in the “Affected Environment” section. 

GN167 

Water resources are discussed in Section 3.3 of the 
EIS. 
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The DEIS relies on data from a 1996 survey of 
1001 people that does not accurately represent 
current conditions and needs. 

GN184 

Although the EIS does not rely on this survey in 
determining the proposed actions, the findings of 
this survey still apply to the conditions at the lake. 

 

A portion of the use fees paid by long-term users 
should go to reimburse Napa County for services. 

GN187 

Reclamation and Napa County are discussing 
methods to offset Napa County expenses. 

 

The DEIS incorrectly presents the “no exclusive 
use” policy as non-negotiable, which incorrectly 
eliminates the need to evaluate and compare the 
benefits and impacts of long-term versus short-
term use. 

GN189 

As discussed in Section 1.1, exclusive use of public 
property conflicts with current Reclamation policy.  
However, alternatives which require a change in 
the policy have been included in the EIS for 
consideration.  

 

The DEIS does not clarify whether Reclamation 
prefers for the resorts to become self-sufficient in 
terms of operating their own water and sewer 
service. 

GN206 

This has not been determined, but will be 
considered as site-specific proposals are developed. 

 

Would the BOR entertain the idea of an alternative 
agency formed to provide a water and sewer master 
service as found in the LAFCO governance study? 

GN207 

Yes.  This would be determined by location and 
existing or planned systems near these recreation 
operations. 

 

The DEIS should provide more detail (location 
maps, building restrictions, lot size, etc.) about 
proposed new developments. 

GN250 

Additional detail will be provided in project-level 
environmental documents, which will be made 
available for public review. 

 

Support Alternative A and do not support 
Alternatives B, C, and D, but would like another 
alternative considered. 

GN253 

The alternatives presented and analyzed in the EIS 
represent a reasonable range of the activities that 
Reclamation could implement at Lake Berryessa. 

 

Suggest including a fire risk reduction plan in the 
Visitor Services Plan. 

GN297 

A plan of this type would be prepared under the 
cooperative agreement presented in Attachment 13. 
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Suggest the planning process address the impact on 
water prices in nearby residential areas from 
redevelopment of Steele Park and Spanish Flat, 
which share water districts. 

GN299 

Water consumption and pricing are not expected to 
change under the action alternatives.  The project-
level environmental documents will assess water 
consumption effects from the site-specific 
proposals. 

 

Opening the lake exclusively to day users will not 
increase the number of recreationists. 

GN309 

The increased visitation forecast in the EIS is not 
directly associated with any of the proposed 
alternatives, but would result from an increase in 
regional demand.  The effects of the proposed 
alternatives would be to shift the type of use. 

 

Fire officials state that the resorts are not as bad as 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection (CDF) report portrays. 

GN316 

Reclamation is not aware of any public records 
documenting that fire officials disagree with the 
CDF position. 

 

The project will result in the need for increased 
police supervision. 

GN335 

Based on consultation with police officials, no 
increase in law enforcement requirements is 
foreseen from the alternatives.  As stated in section 
3.10, a survey of the law enforcement workload 
could be undertaken to identify staffing needs. 

 

Where will the trailers be disposed of? 

GN337 

Each owner is responsible for the disposition of 
their personal property.  County ordinance and 
state requirements guide those decisions. 

 

Day use will increase fire danger and strain Napa 
County Fire Support Services. 

GN338 

As identified in Section 3.10, redevelopment of the 
resorts would correct existing design deficiencies 
that increase the risk of fires and hamper 
firefighting efforts. 

 

The lake can't sustain additional watercraft on busy 
weekends. 

GN339 

As documented in Attachment 5 of the EIS, the 
carrying capacity of the lake is 3,000 watercraft.  
Current use generally doesn't approach this.  
Reclamation would survey and adjust management 
if use approaches this level. 
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Existing roads can't take the increased traffic. 

GN340 

As discussed in Section 3.5, projected traffic levels 
are not expected to exceed the capacity of Lake 
Berryessa roads. 

 

The DEIS did a poor job of explaining Alternative 
A. 

GN350 

Under this alternative, Reclamation would issue 
new competitive concession contracts.  By law, 
Reclamation is not allowed to renew or renegotiate 
the current contracts.  This alternative also 
provides that the majority of trailers located in the 
resorts may stay.  

 

The DEIS failed to include the cost of the 
infrastructure removal, corrections, and 
replacement as identified in the Kleinfelder Study. 

GN351 

Project costs were not inc luded in the EIS because 
they are not a NEPA requirement and are not a 
factor in the impact analysis. 

 

There was no General Plan Description of the 
redevelopment scheme. 

GN352 

Chapter 2 includes text and maps describing the 
land use designations for each alternative and 
resort area. As site-specific proposals are 
developed, additional impact analysis will be 
conducted and will detail the proposed site layouts. 

 

Reclamation hid the value of the Dornbusch study 
from the public and its cost was never identif ied. 
The true cost needs to be identified. 

GN353 

Project costs were not included in the EIS because 
they are not a NEPA requirement and are not a 
factor in the impact analysis. 

 

The DEIS did not specify where the new projects 
would be located and in what part of the resort 
areas. 

The DEIS did not identify where the two-story 
hotel will be erected in Steele Park. 

The DEIS did not identify where the lodging center 
would be built at Putah Creek. 

The DEIS did not identify where the Water Ski 
Center at Steele Park will be located. 

Have site layouts been designed for 
redevelopment? 

GN354, GN355, GN356, GN357, GN362 

These details will be developed for site-specific 
proposals and will be identified in subsequent 
project-level environmental documents. 
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The DEIS did not specify whether or not adequate 
land is available to build out the plan. 

GN361 

Other than for trail construction, the action 
alternatives would use only land within the existing 
development footprint.  New trail construction will 
occur on Reclamation lands around the lake. 

 

County land use descriptions were omitted from 
the general plan. 

GN363 

Napa County zoning of adjacent land is described 
in Chapter 3.1.1 Napa County Land Use 
Classification of the EIS. 

 

Eliminating the marinas would take away people 
who have a vested interest in the lake. 

GN367 

There is no planned change for marina operations.  
The carrying capacity for boats on lake Berryessa 
remains 3,000, as it was in the 1992 RAMP.   

 

Eliminating marinas would reduce police 
protection at the lake. 

GN368 

Marinas would not be eliminated from the lake.  
Law enforcement does not rely on those marinas 
for access to the lake as they have their own 
facilities at the Reclamation administrative area. 

 

Eliminating the marinas would create less 
management and increase accidents. 

GN369 

Marinas would not be eliminated from the lake. 

 

Reclamation should distinguish between a "trailer" 
and a "mobile home" 

GN373 

In the EIS, these terms are interchangeable and 
considered “long-term exclusive use”. 

 

Many older trailers, which were not connected to 
the sewer system, have been removed and replaced 
by short-term sites. 

GN376 

Today, over 150 long-term sites have no sewer 
connections. 

 

Reclamation is inconsistent in allowing short-term 
users to discharge grey water to the ground at 
campgrounds, while prohibiting the same by long-
term users. 

GN377 

Sewer hook-up and dump stations are available to 
campers.  Discharging wastewater anywhere is 
illegal. 
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Suggest grandfathering a limited number of long-
term mobile homes that are well-maintained. 

GN378 

Alternative C allows limited long-term exclusive 
use. 

 

Shutting down the lake for the minimum two year 
redevelopment period will have a negative impact 
to the local economy. 

GN390 

The Financial Feasibility Study made the 
assumption that there would be a “full cessation of 
concession activities at the lake.”  However, this 
has never been the intent of Reclamation.  Access 
to the lake would only be a short inconvenience.  
The public will still be able to access the lake 
during the construction period.  

 

Trailer owners do not have money to remove 
trailers. 

GN392 

The owner is responsible for their personal 
property.  The federal land on which the personal 
property is placed is public land. 

 

The purpose and need statement does not cite the 
WROS system or past policies from the RAMP. 

GN398 

The WROS system is not part of the purpose and 
need, but is discussed in Chapter 2 as a component 
of the alternatives. 

 

 

Alternative B substitutes one aesthetic (in favor of 
low impact recreation) for another (more noise and 
disturbance), but provides no rationale to support 
the substitution. 

GN419 

Chapter 1 describes the purpose and need for 
Reclamation's proposed redevelopment at the lake. 

 

The EIS should include information on the findings 
and methodology of the Boating Capacity Range 
Indicator Decision Tool. 

GN425 

This tool was not used for this project, rather the 
Water Recreation Operation Spectrum (WROS) 
was employed to assist with planning for the EIS. 

 

How was the term "Preferred Alternative" chosen 
for the EIS? This term decreases validity of other 
alternatives. 

GN436 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
allows federal land managers to identify the 
preferred action to allow the public to know the 
draft intent of the managing agency. 
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EIS does not reflect position of Dornbusch study 
regarding need for evaluation of feasibility of 
remainder of proposed Alt B concession 
development, if warranted. 

GN438 

The Dornbusch Study recommendations are based 
on what the company feels a concession contractor 
is willing to invest in a concession operation to 
make it viable.  Not all recommendations may be 
adopted, depending on the actual proposals 
submitted when a prospectus is request from 
prospective bidders. 

 

How would security be maintained in visible 
resorts during construction periods? 

GN439 

The contract and the operation and maintenance 
plan includes a security component. 

 

Will the boat patrol remain and be capable of 
launching from Capell?  

GN440 

Yes.  Other ramps are also available for the Napa 
County Sheriffs Office. 

 

DEIS failed to address the unofficial pullouts and 
overlook areas. 

GN441 

WROS classifications have been identified to assist 
Reclamation in planning for recreation on areas 
under concessionaire and government 
management.  See Attachment 2. 

 

EIS failed to address ability of project to meet (a) 
fire flow demand rate of water for 2 hours storage 
capacity, and (b) fire flow demand pressures 
required by CDF. 

GN442 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

EIS failed to discuss need for proposed facilities to 
meet Napa County Fire Code and State Fire Code 
Title 19. 

GN443 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

EIS failed to discuss establishment of a fire water 
main system (8" minimum) to provide hydrants and 
standpipes in an appropriate layout. 

GN444 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 
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EIS failed to discuss irrigation needs for lawns, 
public access picnic sites and campgrounds. 

GN445 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

The EIS failed to discuss the need for standby 
generators for backup power. 

GN446 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

Do the proposed resorts include recreational 
features for children? 

GN447 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

Does the project include garbage retaining 
structures, dumpster enclosures, and night lighting 
in access roads and public use areas? 

GN448 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

Will the new style resorts increase hazards due to 
design features (e.g. speed bumps, sharp turns, fire 
access turnarounds, or improper parking of boat 
trailers or pickup trucks)? 

GN449 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

Will new structures be situated to meet fire access 
requirements and 150-foot distance requirements 
from parking lots to entrance doors? 

GN450 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

Will sewage treatment involve hazardous chemicals 
such as chlorine and be pretreated in holding or 
diffuser ponds with chemicals? 

GN451 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 
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Will water entitlement level be required to change 
due to CDF onsite fire water demand storage 
requirements and additional demands? 

GN452 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

Will additional electrical substations and power 
needs to new structures be required? Who will fund 
and pay for new power requirements? 

GN453 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

Who will pay for the restoration and re-
establishment of utilities, telephone, satellite, gas, 
etc.? 

GN454 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

Where will garbage and recycling assets be 
landfilled and transported to for disposal or 
retention? 

GN455 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

Has a construction site trash program and removal 
plan been established? 

GN456 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

Has a full OSHA review of the project been 
established? 

GN457 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

Who will design, and who will have opportunity to 
review, the layout and appearance of structures and 
features? 

GN461 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 
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Will the BOR hire additional people to monitor the 
contracts of the selected builders? 

GN462 

Specific features of future concession facilities, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

What are the limits of the concessionaire's 
responsibility in regard to resort design, permit 
applications, and funding construction, utility set-
up, etc.? 

GN463 

Specific features of future concession facilitie s, 
services, operations, and maintenance of site 
specific development will be identified after the 
concession contract is awarded. 

 

The DEIS does not incorporate by reference or 
present pertinent information from recent studies 
that contain important project information. 

GN488 

The EIS and its impact analysis are based on the 
alternatives described in Chapter 2, not on any of 
the project descriptions in previously prepared 
reports and studies. 

 

Reclamation should consider an alternate plan that 
would allow for both mobile homes and day use. 

GN502 

Alternative C allows a limited number of trailers to 
remain while increasing the amount of shoreline 
available for day use. 

 

Boaters prefer to use launches at the resorts rather 
than the Reclamation launches, suggesting that the 
DEIS doesn't correctly state visitors' preferences. 

GN515 

The visitor preferences and desired recreational 
facilities supporting the proposed alternatives have 
been studied in surveys conducted in 1992 and 
1997. 

 

The statement justifying the need for action 
regarding long-term trailer site permittees is false 
and is not supported by data. 

PN001 

Retention of long-term trailer sites is not consistent 
with Reclamation Policy LND 04-01. 

 

The statement that a significant number of resort 
facilities are in violation of environmental and 
public health and safety laws and regulations is not 
supported by data. 

PN002 

Environmental and safety and health issues 
identified in resorts are supported by 
documentation from by Kleinfelder, CDF, 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, and Napa 
County Department of Environmental 
Management. 
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Was a needs assessment conducted to survey day- 
and weekend-users' needs? 

PN004 

Yes, surveys were conducted in 1988, 1997, and 
1998. 

 

The EIS does not include information from BOR 
Directives and Standards LND 04-01 

PN005 

The EIS refers to the policy, directives, standards 
and guidelines for Bureau of Reclamation 
concession standards. 



 

19 - 35 

COMMENT PERIOD II 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement  

Comments and Responses 

The following public comments and agency responses are presented in a somewhat different manner than 
the comments/responses already presented.  The main reason for this change is that the comments 
represented here are the three lengthiest comments received during the second comment period, and the 
reviewers believed this approach was the most thorough manner in which to address them.  There are 
basically three submittals here. 

The first is from the Lake Berryessa Resort Owners; it is titled the Resort Owners Proposal (ROP) and it 
also includes within its body some associated input and comments from the second commenter, Summers 
& Summers, a private business advisor hired by the resort owners.  Responses to both the resort owners 
and Summers and Summers are included within the ROP section.  The third major comment is from Mr. 
Henry Howard, a long-term trailer owner and permittee, at Lake Berryessa.   

Because these two documents went into significant detail covering nearly all parts of the EIS it seemed 
appropriate to break them out from the other comments mainly for the ease of response and not because 
of any added level of consequence over other comments. 

 

RESORT OWNERS PROPOSAL - COMMENTS 

Following are comments that have been excerpted from the Lake Berryessa Resort Owners Proposal 
(ROP).  The ROP is intended to be a fully developed alternative for future concession operations at Lake 
Berryessa to replace the action alternatives presented by Reclamation in the 2003 DEIS.  While 
Reclamation does not agree that the ROP was fully developed (“Far from being merely conceptual . . .”), 
as identified by Summers and Summers, it did provide an adequate overview of the types of operations 
intended by the current concessionaires.  Reclamation has made every attempt to respond to the individual 
comments in a thorough manner to assure that the government position is clear.  At the end of all of the 
individual comments Reclamation also provides a summary response in an effort to bring all the points 
together in a more philosophical and global approach.  The Response Code for this section is ROP02. 
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Resort Owners Plan - Response Code ROP02 

ROP Comment  Reclamation Response 

The RAMP is the document that currently guides 
the concessions and management of Lake 
Berryessa, but it does not become effective for 
implementation in the concession areas until the 
end of the current contracts . . . 

In addition to the RAMP, the individual contracts, 
agency policy, and applicable regulations also help 
guide concessions management.  The RAMP 
within its “Purpose and Need” Statement identifies 
its longevity and limitations as follows: 

“The planning period for this EIS and ultimately 
the RAMP will extend to the year 2009 when all 
existing concession agreements for privately 
developed resort areas will have expired.”   

[PL 96-375] Section (a) authorizes the Secretary of 
the Interior to enter into new negotiated concession 
agreements.  Those agreements must comply with 
the 1959 National Park Service Public Use Plan for 
Lake Berryessa, and Reservoir Area Management 
Plan. 

The opportunity to renegotiate was a one-time 
opportunity, as indicated in the actual wording of 
the law as follows:  

“SEC.5(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to 
enter into new negotiated concession agreements 
with the present concessionaires at Lake Berryessa, 
California.  Such agreements shall be for a term 
ending not later than May 26, 1989, and may be 
renewed at the request of the concessionaire with 
the consent of the Secretary of the Interior for no 
more than two consecutive terms of 10 years each.”  
(Emphasis added.) 

Effects from the decisions regarding the future of 
the lake expand from the resorts and the lake, to the 
entire Lake Berryessa community, Napa County, 
Northern California water recreation, visitors from 
the Sacramento and San Francisco areas, including 
Santa Clara and Sonoma Counties, and vendors 
nationally, including boat manufacturers.  

Impact analysis in the EIS demonstrates that 
decisions made for the future of Lake Berryessa 
based on the current action alternatives will have a 
positive effect on regional business and recreation. 

The resorts have met the user needs with facilities 
and services, while meeting the recreation 
management objectives mandated by the PUP. 

The original PUP never anticipated or discussed the 
development of long-term trailer1 villages at Lake 
Berryessa, as has happened over the past 45 years.  
Amendments to the PUP in the mid-1970’s made it 
clear that long-term trailers would be transitioned 
out at the end of the current contract terms 
(2008/2009). 

                                                 

1 Throughout the ROP there are various references to long-term sites, travel trailers, mobile homes, modular homes, 
etc.  For the sake of response and in consideration that they are all owned by permittees and assigned trailer sites, 
Reclamation will refer to them in total and individually as “trailers.” 
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ROP Comment  Reclamation Response 

Lake Comanche / Long-Term Sites:  
“It is recommended that the mobile homes be 
retained for the following reasons: They contribute 
substantial revenue regardless of the reservoir 
water level. This income is particularly important 
during the years of major rehabilitation expenses 
and during drought years.” 
 – 1990 Comanche Recreation Area Plan. 

The land at Lake Comanche is owned by East Bay 
Municipal Utility District and has no bearing on the 
appropriate use of Federal land. 

During drought conditions, recreational use drops 
dramatically, especially short-term use. Long-term 
users visit less, but their rents create a stable 
financial base on which concessions can maintain 
and operate facilities for all the public. 

Due consideration must be given to the dozens of 
other businesses throughout California and the 
hundreds throughout the west that operate 
successfully on fluctuating reservoirs.  In fact, over 
the last 5 years (2000-2005), many areas display a 
more significant annual fluctuation than Berryessa 
(e.g., Shasta, Oroville, Trinity, and New Melones), 
yet all of their concessionaires remain successfully 
in business without income from long-term trailer 
owners. 

Lake Berryessa Resort Owners Plan / Elements of 
Viability: 

• Pricing to fluctuate with the market. No Bureau 
of Reclamation price fixing.  

• Contracts for the concessions to be 30 years 
with two 10-year extensions, consistent with 
size of the investment needed to complete the 
ROP. 

• Concessionaire performance review every three 
years, with performance rewards. 

• Operations will be the right and responsibility 
of the Concessionaire under the appropriate 
Reclamation Policies. 

• Bureau of Reclamation to allow 
Concessionaires an opportunity to review their 
business plan / operations, and make changes, 
with mutual consent, in order to meet changing 
market demands. 

Reclamation does not participate in “Price Fixing” 
but in “Rate Approval” based on comparables as 
part of the responsibility for management of public 
land. 

Contract terms that result in a 50-year contract 
length are very unlikely.  Concessionaire 
performance reviews will be done annually and 
may or may not be tied to “performance rewards.”  
Reclamation agrees that any changes in the 
contractual obligations of the concessionaire may 
only occur with the agency’s approval. 

Lake Berryessa Inclusive of All Public Lands:  

Reclamation directly manages 135 miles of 
additional shoreline, of which the PUP identified at 
least 58 miles suited for day use, short-term use and 
boat-in camping. 

The areas of shoreline that are currently developed 
for visitor use were chosen because those areas 
offered the best points of access to the lake.  The 
shoreline that is currently undisturbed is outside the 
area of consideration for development.   
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ROP Comment  Reclamation Response 

Reclamation has a lot of undeveloped land at Lake 
Berryessa that should be considered for new 
services other than those lands within the current 
concession areas. 

Development of the shoreline will depend on the 
alternative or combination of alternatives chosen in 
the Record of Decision. 

PUP 1959 Area Descriptions for Public Agency 
Development [separate from Concessions] 

[R] = Reclamation 

These areas were identified as possibilities along 
with those that were ultimately selected as actual 
concession areas.  The NPS submitted the plan with 
the caveat that, “The plan is intentionally broad in 
concept in order to afford the administering agency 
appropriate latitude of judgment in adapting it to 
realities which may be encountered.” 

[R] Reclamation Area #1 - Markley Cove Turn Out 
– Markley Canyon – Area A1 – 8 acres of land. 
These public lands in Markley Cove are not 
included in the resort area. They are located on the 
east side of the cove, the area is currently 
unimproved except for dirt turnouts and forged 
unimproved trails. The result is an unsanitary and 
unsafe area that is not monitored. 

The summation of “Area #1” is fairly accurate. 
However, at least part of the use and impact that 
occurs here is because the public may not enter the 
concession area with the intent of swimming, 
fishing or other short-term uses without paying a 
fee and then find that they are unable to 
functionally participate in their desired activities 
because of the long-term trailers along the shore 
line.  The action alternatives intend to add to and 
improve formal trail systems all along Lake 
Berryessa.  Litter and some of the abuses at this 
location do need to be addressed as part of the area 
management. 

[R] Reclamation Area #2 - 500 Acres,  Additional 
Area of Wragg Canyon Area B.  The PUP 
identified 500 acres of public land, most of which 
is currently only available to limited tours. 

Reclamation has entered into a memorandum of 
understanding dated November 22, 1991, with the 
University of California–Davis for the management 
of this area.  The area is currently used for 
education and research.  The only public access to 
this area is from the lake.  All other access is by 
easement over private land. The lake shore is still 
open for public use. 

[R] Reclamation Area #4 - Capell Cove – Capell 
Creek Arm – Area D – 30-35 acres.  Current 
development includes the Capell Cove free launch 
ramp, which was against the recommendation of 
PUP. A launch ramp was recommended in a 
different location. Reclamation controls 2.9 miles 
of Capell area shoreline. The Capell Cove area, as 
identified in the PUP, has not been developed, 
except as a turnout. 

The development of this site was funded by the 
State of California through the Boating and 
Waterways program. One of the stipulations to 
receive funding was to keep the area free for a 
period of 10 years. 

The Capell Cove area was developed for boat 
launching and parking, providing a launch ramp, 
70+ parking spaces, and a restroom facility.  The 
area around Capell Cove is prone to landslides and 
further development is not planned. 
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ROP Comment  Reclamation Response 

[R] Reclamation Area #5 - Reclamation 
Headquarters – Area F – 25-30 acres - Park 
Headquarters 25-30 acres.  Five to seven of these 
acres were intended for the headquarters; the 
remainder was to be for public access.  However, 
the area is currently behind locked gates, no access 
signs, etc., reserved for the exclusive use of 
Reclamation. There is no vehicle access or 
handicap access to the Reclamation office without 
special permission. 

The present situation, in which the administrative 
area requires access through a locked gate, is due to 
national security requirements as a result of 9/11.  
An area accessed through the administrative 
complex is frequently used by senior citizens for 
fishing and picnicking, and they easily gain 
vehicular access through the intercom system at the 
gate. The area called Government Point is opened 
to public access by boat. 

[R] Reclamation #6 - Oak Shores Park – Area F – 
1,000 acres of land and water, over half of which is 
land:  250 acres of land in Oak Shores Park with 11 
miles of shoreline, 250 acres of land on Big Island, 
50 acres of land on Small Island, and about 50 
more acres distributed among other smaller islands. 
A portion this major area has been partially 
developed as Oak Shores Park. The area is 
underdeveloped and access is limited. 

Reclamation manages Oak Shores as a day use area 
that highlights picnicking, swimming, and small 
non-motorized boat use.  Reclamation has budgeted 
for and is in the process of improving facilities and 
access for the public. 

[R] Reclamation Area #7 - Smittle Creek – 
approximately 10 acres for Reclamation and 30 
acres for the Berryessa Marina Resort –West Shore 
North of Smittle Creek – Area G – Map Sheet No. 
5.  Smittle Creek is underdeveloped, and the 
signage is either unfriendly or uninformative. The 
30 acres of the Berryessa Marina Resort was 
returned to Reclamation. 

Plans for future development of the Smittle Creek 
Day Use area will be determined after the ROD is 
developed. 

[R] Reclamation Area #9 / Undeveloped 
Concession  - Resort #8– Never Developed Resort - 
Pope Creek Area – Area J - Map Sheet No. 6.  This 
land, south of Pope Creek was to be the location of 
the eighth concession, but it has no pull-off access, 
road access or trail access, even though it has more 
than 1,000 feet of road frontage.  It is located below 
Berryessa Pines subdivision and other privately 
held property. It has a location suitable for 
launching ramp but is not suitable for a marina or 
rental docks due to exposure to the winds. 

The areas of shoreline that are currently developed 
for visitor use were chosen because those areas 
offered the best points of access to the lake. The 
shoreline that is currently undisturbed is outside the 
area of consideration for development. 
Development of the shoreline will depend on the 
alternative or combination of alternatives chosen in 
the Record of Decision. 

[R] Reclamation Area  #10 – Pope Creek Bridge 
Substation. 

The identified substation does not seem to be 
needed at this point.  Communication systems 
(radios and cell phones) not anticipated in 1958 
make patrols by boat, by car, and on foot adequate 
to maintain necessary control and knowledge of 
area conditions. 
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[R] Reclamation Area #12 – East Side.  East Shore 
has 11 miles of Reclamation shoreline road, of 
which the north half is a waterfowl and eagle 
nesting area, with limited trail access. The 
shoreline has the easiest topography for trail 
development; access could be restricted during 
sensitive nesting times, etc. The road should be 
accessible to the public with turnouts for parking 
and trails to the lake at regular intervals. 

The action alternatives do call for trails on the east 
side as a part of an eventual new system at Lake 
Berryessa.  The opening of the road may not be 
possible as identified by ROP because of earlier 
agreements with landowners when the original 
reservoir development took place. 

The DEIS/VSP recommends termination of the 
lease with the Boy Scouts. 

Since the DEIS was published, the Boy Scouts of 
America decided to no longer use the area because 
of necessary costs to repair failing infrastructure.  It 
is anticipated in the action alternatives for this area 
to be continued as an improved group camp site 
available to all users.  Reference to the BSA has 
been removed in the FEIS. 

The RAMP ROD, in 1993, identified specific 
recreation management actions to be taken, and 
provided overall project parameters to guide the 
developments at Lake Berryessa. Following is an 
update to RAMP ROD reflecting current 
information and ROP criteria, to meet objectives 
for recreation and use, determined by identifying 
visitor profiles. 

A review of the RAMP indicates that many of the 
following headings and quotes attributed to the 
RAMP section on “Preferred Actions and 
Alternatives” by the ROP did not come from that 
section.  Furthermore, some of the actual 
summaries provided here also did not come from 
that section.  These items will be identified as a 
part of the response to this section.  Reclamation 
also notes that the actual projects described in the 
RAMP were not mandatory especially in a 
subsequent contract term. 

Land Acquisition  
Reclamation may acquire additional lands to 
improve recreational access and services to public 
lands and minimize impacts to adjoining lands. 

This is not something that is anticipated by 
Reclamation.  It is felt that the existing land base is 
satisfactory. 

Land Disposal 
Reclamation should consider disposing of or 
exchanging lands around Lake Berryessa that are 
not required for either the operation of the Solano 
Project, watershed protection, or recreational or 
wildlife purposes. 

Land disposals or exchanges are not an action that 
is anticipated by Reclamation at this stage. If future 
concerns arise that can be addressed through 
disposal it will be considered. 

Expand visitor information services — could 
include interpretive center facilities and activities.  

This is planned in the action alternatives. 

Develop mini-interpretive center in the dam area. This is being considered in the interpretive plan for 
Lake Berryessa. 



 

19 - 41 

PART 2 - COMMENT PERIOD II  

Resort Owners Plan - Response Code ROP02 

ROP Comment  Reclamation Response 

Have overlooks at appropriate locations along 
roads. 

Some currently exist.  No new ones are planned. 

Add interpretive trails. New trails that are developed as identified in the 
action alternatives would be accompanied by 
interpretive brochures to point out interesting 
natural and cultural features. 

Have additional signing that directs visitor access 
and distributes information. 

Comment noted. 

Encourage positive programs that increase the 
recreational as well as socially beneficial 
opportunities for underserved communities. 

Enhanced opportunities for school and other special 
groups are anticipated both as day trips and through 
the use of group camping and environmental 
education programs currently under development. 

Have waste reduction and recycling programs at 
each resort. 

This is the intent of any of the action alternatives. 

Dispersed Recreation Area Improvements  

Reclamation to improve and/or develop Dispersed 
Recreation Areas (Class III), which could include 
shoreline areas, access trails, sanitation facilities, 
garbage collection, parking, visitor information 
signing, etc., providing for the health and safety of 
the public and protection of resources. 

Reclamation believes that the existing action 
alternatives will provide adequate opportunities for 
developed recreation areas.  To the extent that other 
undeveloped areas can be accessed by hiking or 
boating they will also be available for appropriate 
public use. 

Improve accessibility for special needs populations 
in all facilities at Lake Berryessa, including 
concession areas. 

This is the intent of the action alternatives. 

Administration Point Day Use Area: 
Reclamation to improve access to Administration 
Point to provide a dispersed/semi-primitive day use 
experience. 

This area is currently used informally by some 
senior citizens as a secure area for fishing and 
picnicking.  It may not be appropriate to further 
develop or encourage use in this area due to 
security stipulations. 

Use and Development of Oak Shores Area:  
Oak Shores Day Use Area to be developed to 
accommodate user trends, public demand, and 
special needs populations. Oak Shores could be 
open for overflow camping. Construction of a full 
size a launch ramp and courtesy dock implemented. 
Improve and/or develop General Outdoor 
Recreation Areas (Class II). Consideration should 
be made for the Oak Shores to be included and/or 
managed by a concessionaire or resort.  It has the 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP.  Full size 
boat launching facilities at Oak Shores are not 
anticipated because there are eight other areas 
where this activity occurs.  It is also not intended to 
use Oak Shores as an overflow camping area.  The 
idea of additional development to accommodate 
“special needs populations” is in process at this 
time.  Although not anticipated at this time, the 
assignment of Oak Shores to a concessionaire for 
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potential be a High Density Recreation Area (Class I). their management is possible if conditions develop 
that preclude Reclamation from continuing 
oversight. 

Use and Development of Smittle Creek Area:  
Smittle Creek Area to be further developed. Resort 
Owners Proposal reincorporates Smittle Creek with 
Lake Berryessa Marina Resort (PUP), for 
placement of cabins / park models. Boat rental 
operations of the resort to be moved to the Smittle 
Creek Area. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP.  
Reclamation does not intend to develop Smittle 
Creek Area for concessionaire use nor as a 
developed commercial area.  The existing 
footprints of the concession areas provide adequate 
space for the development of public recreation and 
commercial areas following the realignment of use 
types. 

Island Uses and Improvements: 
Provide dispersed recreation area improvements on 
Small and Big Island (450+ acres). This would 
change the existing land-use classification from Semi-
Primitive (Class N) to Dispersed Recreation (Class 
III). 

The areas of shoreline that are currently developed 
for visitor use were chosen because those areas 
offered the best points of access to the lake. The 
shoreline that is currently undisturbed is outside the 
area of consideration for development. 
Development of the shoreline will depend on the 
alternative or combination of alternatives chosen in 
the Record of Decision. 

Group Campground/Overflow Campgrounds:  
Develop a high-quality campground/day use area 
northeast of the Putah Creek Bridge with Camp 
Berryessa, the North Area Campground, as its core. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP but has 
been included within this heading by the ROP.  
Reclamation believes that adequate camping will 
be available following the realignment of use types. 

Limited Special Uses of Lands:  
Allow limited (e.g., specific days, dates, and times) 
special uses of lands around Lake Berryessa, 
including those shoreline areas exposed due to 
extreme drawdowns, only if such uses are not 
incompatible with other recreational activities. 

Areas exposed by drawdown are already available 
for appropriate uses, and that authorization will 
continue. 

Special Events on Land:  
Allow special events and/or activities (equestrian 
activities, races, bicyc ling events, etc.) that may 
temporarily displace other recreational uses on a 
limited irregular basis through a permit system. 

To some extent this type of use is and will remain 
appropriate.  However, Reclamation will be very 
watchful of scheduling special events or uses that 
may remove public areas from general use during 
times of the year when substantial or heavy use is 
anticipated.  Special events may need to focus on 
shoulder seasons or otherwise avoid creating an 
inappropriate level of exclusivity. 

Land Use / Recreation: 
Plan for recreation at Lake Berryessa based on the 
RAMP land use classification system. Concessions 
operated under Class I – High Density Recreation 

The land use classification system used for the 
RAMP was specifically developed for the planning 
of the RAMP. The WROS Urban classification is 
similar to the RAMP classification of Class I High 
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Areas. Density.  The WROS is becoming the standard for 
planning water based recreation areas.  It is a more 
dynamic planning tool that measures visitor 
expectation and desired experience.  The WROS 
process provides managers with information that 
allows for flexibility in decision making. Managers 
will be more informed and better able to meet the 
needs of the visiting public, while protecting the 
resource. Further, this subject was not a part of the 
RAMP section on “Preferred Actions and 
Alternatives” but has been included within this 
heading by the ROP. 

Trail Development: 
Develop a predominantly unsurfaced multi-purpose 
riding and hiking trail system (30 to 150 miles) in 
Dispersed Recreation (Class III) and Semi-
Primitive areas (Class IV). 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP.  This is 
an intended action of the action alternatives within 
the WROS process. 

Boat Access Camping:  
Establish a limited trial program to explore the 
value of boat access camping for restricted areas, 
administered by Reclamation. 

Because of the potential of negative impacts and 
the challenge to appropriately monitor such a 
program, Reclamation is not anticipating a major 
boat access camping program, with the possible 
exception of allowing such use at the former 
“outback area” of Pleasure Cove.  We recognize 
that this has been discussed in the past and even 
positively considered by Reclamation, but at 
present the negatives outweigh the positives.  
Future consideration may be possible based upon 
specific proposals and evaluation at the time. 

Boat Launching:  
All developed areas should have appropriate 
launching facilities incorporated into their design. 
All boat launching should charge a competitive fee. 
Designate appropriate non-motorized boat launch 
ramps. 

This is the intent of the action alternatives. 

User Fees:  
All developed areas to be allowed to charge fees 
for entrance, launching, day uses, camping, RV site 
use, short-term use, long-term use, docks and boat 
storage, to support the facilities and services. 

Reclamation does not believe that entrance fees for 
entering a concession area on Federal land are 
appropriate.  Approved fees for actually using 
concession managed facilities—i.e., RV site use, 
campgrounds, launching facilities, etc.—are 
appropriate. 
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New Fees could be charged for:  

1. Day use at Oak Shores.  

2. Camping at Oak Shores.  

3. Group or overflow camping at Camp 
Berryessa. 

4. Launching at Capell Cove. 
 

5. Launching at Oak Shores. 
 

6. Launching at Camp Berryessa. 
 

7. Houseboat inspections. 
 

8. Boat access camping program services. 
 

9. Special events 
 

10. Special permit processing.  

 

1. This is a possibility.  

2. No camping at Oak Shores. 

3. Definitely for group camping, but may not 
be appropriate for overflow. 

4. This is the intent of the action alternatives. 

5. No full-service launch facilities at this 
location anticipated. 

6. No full-service launch facilitie s at this 
location anticipated. 

7. The specifics of this suggestion are 
unclear, and so no response is offered. 

8. Except at Pleasure Cove under 
concessionaire oversight, no such a 
program is anticipated. 

9. This is the intent of the action alternatives. 

10. Reclamation agrees. Included in action 
alternatives. 

Special Water Use Events:  
Allow special water use events and/or activities 
(races, regattas, swims, fishing derbies, etc.) that 
may temporarily displace other recreational uses on 
a limited irregular basis through a permit system. 

Limited Special Uses of the Water Surface:  
Allow limited special uses such as water skiing 
instruction, or slalom courses in designated coves 
and other specific water surface areas. 

To some extent this type of use is and will remain 
appropriate.  However, Reclamation will be very 
watchful of scheduling special events or uses that 
may remove public areas from general use during 
times of the year that substantial or heavy use is 
anticipated.  Special events may need to focus on 
shoulder seasons or otherwise avoid creating an 
inappropriate level of exclusivity.  Reclamation 
intends to retain the uses that have historically been 
available at Skiers Cove under the oversight of the 
Monticello Ski Club. 

Water Surface Zoning 
Lake Berryessa is one of the few lakes in Northern 
California ideally suited for water skiing and power 
boating. Power boating should not be unduly 
restricted. 

Reclamation estimates that approximately 95 
percent of the lake surface will still be available for 
power boating.  A review of the original PUP 
shows that it had projected much more restrictive 
use of low speed zones and non-motorized use than 
currently exists or is planned. 

Water Craft Carrying Capacity / Water Safety 
Boater safety and education information is to be 
provided through Reclamation and the resorts. 

This is the intent of the action alternatives. 
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Local Government Services: 
Through agreements with local enforcement 
agencies or through additional authorities, local 
government support services will be adequately 
maintained to provide for the health and safety of 
visitors and protection of resources. 

This statement is very positive but is not supported 
with a plan on how to accomplish its intent.   
Reclamation believes that revenue to Napa County 
will be enhanced through direct contributions 
required in new concession contract(s) and through 
the increase in transient occupancy taxes because 
of added overnight facilities. 

Flood-proofing and Anchoring Structures and 
Facilities  
Resorts to develop approved emergency flood-
proofing plans for securing water, sewage, and 
utility systems within the reservoir floodplain 
against contamination due to high water. Structures 
and facilities in the reservoir floodplain (440–455 
foot level) will be flood-proofed and/or anchored. 
Reclamation’s definitions of various flood stages 
are shown below. The lake level has never been 
higher than 446.7 feet (1983) since the dam was 
constructed. Since 1985 it has only reached 444 
feet once in 1998. It is typically at or below 440 
feet (he ight of the morning glory spillway). These 
facts need to be considered when evaluating the 
economic impacts of various actions on the lake. 

It is a matter of time before the maximum lake 
levels and discharges will occur.  The maximum 
probable lake elevation in the future is 463 feet 
above mean sea level.  That is 23 feet above the 
crest and 3 feet above the railing of Monticello 
Dam.  It may be a fact that in 99 years out of a 
hundred the perfect combination of events needed 
to result in water this high will not occur.  
However, not to plan for it would be potentially 
devastating given the potential losses. If the storms 
of 1995 that made the lake raise 60 feet had 
occurred in 2005 when the lake level was not as 
low, the catastrophic flooding condition would 
likely have occurred.  It is also important that 
Reclamation require protection that recognizes the 
parameters under which Monticello Dam was 
actually developed.  The dam has certain features 
that limit the amount of discharge and, under 
certain weather conditions, flooding will occur in 
the indicated zones. 

Limit future construction of facilities in the 
reservoir floodplain. 

Some facilities within the floodplain will be 
permitted. 

Removal of Structures and Facilities for 
Environmental Causes:  
Structures and facilities may be eliminated in 
unstable or environmentally unacceptable areas, 
provided no effective mitigation measures can be 
implemented. 

It is unclear here what type of structures and 
facilities are referred to.  If these include long-term 
trailers, then Reclamation believes this is a moot 
point because preferred alternative B calls for those 
facilities to be removed or at least to be 
substantially reduced in number with none closer 
than 100 linear feet (not vertical feet) from the 455-
foot elevation contour. 

Long-Term Sites:  
Long-term sites are essential as a balanced portion 
of any concession at Lake Berryessa. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP.  As stated 
previously, Reclamation disagrees with the 
philosophy of the economics outlined here and 
believes that Lake Berryessa provides an 
outstanding opportunity to private businesses 
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operating traditional commercial outdoor recreation 
facilities (marinas, camping, cabins, retail, etc.) 
without depending on exclusive-use long-term 
trailer villages. 

Phased Upgrades / Long Term Sites and Permittee 
Facilities: 
A phased program, will be developed to upgrade all 
long-term sites and permittee travel trailer/mobile 
home/modular units to 1998 HCD standards and 
new setback requirements, within 10 years. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP.  
Reclamation finds this suggestion to be in conflict 
with the action alternatives.  Amendments made to 
the PUP in the mid-1970s, when Reclamation took 
over from Napa County, specified that such use 
would end at the expiration of the current contract. 

Relocation of Long-Term Sites:   
Sites offered for long-term use, including modular 
units, mobile homes, travel trailers, cabins, etc., 
which are displaced due to new development plans 
may be relocated to another site within the resort 
provided space is available, or to another resort that 
has available space. 

This scenario is an inappropriate use continuation 
on Federal land. This subject was not a part of the 
RAMP section on “Preferred Actions and 
Alternatives” but has been included within this 
heading by the ROP. 

Future Long-Term Use / Non-Exclusive Use: 
Flexibility for “use” can be accommodated by a 
“non-exclusive use” program.  The program 
involves units available for short-term use; these 
units include long-term units that are in a pool of 
available units. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP.  
Reclamation does not support the sub-letting or 
development of privately owned individual trailers 
or other facilities for rent to the public.  Such a plan 
would not provide adequate assurance of health and 
safety and is not appropriate on Federal land but is 
the type of activity that might develop on private 
property.  

Short-Term Sites: 
Provide additional short-term facilities (cabins, 
camping, day use, etc.) in designated locations in 
accordance with proposed zones and new 
development plans. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP.  
Reclamation believes that traditional short-term use 
is adequately addressed in the action alternatives. 

Limitations on Shoreline Modifications Below 440 
Feet: 
Modifications of the shoreline (dredging, filling, 
earth shaping, revetment work) below 440 feet 
mean sea level will only be allowed as required for 
maintenance of existing facilities, to improve 
aesthetics or day-use public access, or to alleviate 
health and safety problems. 

To the extent that this comment does not include 
long-term trailer facilities, Reclamation agrees.  
This type of work, however, will be minimal, as 
clearances and permits from the Army Corps of 
Engineers are required for any such disturbance. 
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Erosion Control:  
Erosion control should be implemented where 
practical using acceptable materials and methods, 
for the protection of the land, environment and 
integrity of the dam. Riprap [rock fill] to be used 
whenever possible. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included in the ROP.  Erosion control on the 
shoreline will be minimal, as permits from the 
Army Corps of Engineers are required for any such 
disturbance.  Other land-based control within 
developed areas will be encouraged and permitted 
as appropriate. 

Land Use Planning, Facility Development and 
Design Standards: 
Land use criteria shall be developed to assist in the 
master planning of each developed area. 

The existing action alternatives have been 
developed utilizing land use criteria.  The new 
concessionaire(s) may be required to obtain 
additional clearances (e.g., environmental 
documents) as applicable for new development. 

Resort Master Plans: 
Master plans created by each resort will follow land 
use guidelines and provide thematic, resort-unique, 
design and development criteria. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP.   The 
Visitor Services Plan portion of the EIS is 
establishing the core parameters of development, 
and final configuration and numbers will be 
determined by the eventual concessionaire(s) as 
approved by Reclamation. 

Health and Safety Standards: 
All facilities will be upgraded to current health and 
safety standards in Phase I of the development. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP.  All new 
and existing facilities that remain are to meet 
applicable health and safety standards in the action 
alternatives. 

Fire Safety: 
Trees and vegetation should be maintained in a fire 
safe manner, particularly in the resorts and where 
there is significant public use. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP.  This is 
an intent of the action alternatives. 

Concession Areas / Land Development: 
Resorts may develop lands in the concessions areas 
not yet developed. Additional land may be added to 
existing concession boundaries for development of 
additional short-term facilities, when all suitable 
land is in use within a particular concession. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP.  
Reclamation has made a commitment as a part of 
this planning process that the existing footprints of 
concessionaires will not be enlarged.  It is not the 
intent of Reclamation to develop more lands but to 
more appropriately use the existing assigned lands 
for short-term uses. The actual wording in the 
RAMP section on “Preferred Actions and 
Alternatives” states:  “Delete undeveloped, unused, 
and/or inappropriately used recreation land and 
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water areas from within the concession boundaries 
and modify concession agreements as appropriate.” 
This is the intent of Reclamation. 

Houseboats/Overnight Occupancy Vessels 
(OOVs):  
As a method to provide access for diverse 
recreational opportunities and additional short-term 
users, allow 100 commercial and 100 
personal/private houseboats, or other types of 
commercial OOVs to occupy Lake Berryessa 

The present limit for commercial and private 
houseboats on Lake Berryessa is 75 each.  There is 
no intent at this time to raise the overall level.  It 
may be reviewed in the future but the current 
number of commercial houseboats is less than 10, 
so there is adequate room for expansion. 

Sewage and Gray Water Holding Facilities: 
All vessels, including houseboats, cruisers, patio 
boats, etc., capable of discharging sewage and gray 
water shall be equipped with holding tanks that can 
be discharged by vacuum pumping only. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP. This is a 
realistic suggestion and although not specifically 
mentioned in the EIS it represents the type of intent 
considered for the new concession contracts in 
regard to environmental sensitivity. 

Marina Pollution Prevention: 
Reclamation will actively support partnerships with 
other public agencies and non-profit groups to 
promote marina pollution prevention programs 
such as the Napa/Sonoma Marina Program and the 
California Coastal Commission's Dock Walkers. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP. This is a 
realistic suggestion and although not specifically 
mentioned in the EIS it represents the type of intent 
considered for the new concession contracts in 
regard to environmental sensitivity. 

Fee Structure: 
In accordance with the concessionaires’ right to 
make a fair profit, concessions will have the right 
to charge according to the market, and fair business 
practices, for comparable facilities and services. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included in the ROP. Concessionaires do not have a 
“right to make a fair profit,” but they do need a 
“reasonable opportunity to make a profit.”  
Concessionaire rates are to be based upon 
“comparability” with similar businesses in similar 
situations.  This requirement is Reclamation policy, 
is prominently identified in current contracts, and 
will be a factor of any new contract(s).  
Reclamation intends to enforce comparable pricing. 

Variable Rate Franchise Fees: 
Reclamation to establish and implement variable 
rate franchise fees with concessionaires that will 
serve as an incentive to emphasize capital 
investment, health and safety, maintenance levels, 
public access, and/or other recreational objectives. 

Variable rates can take several different forms, and 
Reclamation is not specifically for or against this 
approach.  It will be a part of the overall mix of 
considerations for new contract(s).  The National 
Park Service has frequently utilized fluctuating fees 
to accomplish various mutual goals and objectives. 

Ownership of Improvements:  
All permanent and concession funded 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
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improvements, and modifications to facilities, shall 
be considered the property of the respective 
concessionaires, encouraging capital investment 
and optimum facilities for public use. (Public Law 
96-375 will be clarified to include all 
concessionaire-funded improvements). 

included within this heading by the ROP. Public 
Law 96-375 does not apply to any contracts beyond 
those that existed in 1980 when the law was passed. 
Once those contracts expire, the law no longer is a 
factor. However, the new contract(s) will contain 
very clear wording that outlines ownership and 
compensation to assure that both parties know 
exactly the ownership and compensation 
parameters.  Reclamation agrees with the need to 
have “in place” protection for concessionaire-
owned property. 

Contract Term:  
Reclamation, with the consent of the Secretary of 
the Interior, to incorporate a contract term and 
provisions that are based on the concessionaires’ 
right to make a fair profit and allows the 
concessions the ability to provide services that the 
public demands and that improve facilities and 
services for future recreational use. Based on the 
extensive investment ($87 million) required to 
implement this plan, a term of 30 years with two 
10-year options is reasonable. 

This subject was not a part of the RAMP section on 
“Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but has been 
included within this heading by the ROP.  
Reclamation does not agree with this summation 
and believes it very likely that an opportunity for 
an eventual 50-year term is not necessary to attract 
bidders on a new contract opportunity at Lake 
Berryessa. 

Lake Berryessa – RAMP Land and Water Use 
Classifications:* 
Following are the classifications and map as cited 
in RAMP and subsequently used for this ROP. 

CLASS I – High Density Recreation Areas - 
Intensely developed and managed areas 
intended for mass public use, such as resorts 
with restaurants, marina, mobile home parks, 
campgrounds, restrooms, day use areas, etc.  

CLASS II – General Outdoor Recreation Areas 
- Substantially developed areas intended for 
specific recreation uses (e.g., camping, 
picnicking, boat launching) but of lower 
density than Class I.  

CLASS III – Dispersed Recreation Areas - 
Minimally developed areas, generally with 
road access, minimal sanitation facilities, road 
pullouts, and trails, intended for less intensive 
use with no major improvements.  

CLASS IV – Semi-primitive Areas - 
Undeveloped natural areas, with limited or 
constrained access, intended for limited 
recreational use; minimal improvements, such 

As stated previously, the Land Use Classification 
System used for the RAMP was specifically 
developed for the planning of the RAMP. The 
WROS Urban Classification is similar to the Ramp 
Classification of Class I, High Density. The WROS 
is becoming the standard for planning water based 
recreation areas. It is a more dynamic planning tool 
that measures visitors’ expectations and desired 
experiences.  The WROS process provides 
managers with information that allows for 
flexibility in decision making.  Managers will be 
more informed and better able to meet the needs of 
the visiting public, while protecting the resource. 
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as fencing and trails would be allowed.  

CLASS V – Areas which have restricted 
recreation potentials due to their use for project 
administration and operation, or where flood 
easements are involved.  

Many residents have moved to the Lake Berryessa 
area to enjoy water recreation and to have the use 
of and access to the resorts. 

Comment noted. 

Businesses in the Lake Berryessa Area need to be 
considered in the master plan of Lake Berryessa in 
order to better serve the public and develop the 
areas in a consistent and supportive manner. 

External businesses have been considered as part of 
the EIS/VSP.  Reclamation sees added 
opportunities for businesses in the area with the 
addition of more short-term visitors that do not 
have an already built-in support center supplied 
from outside of the immediate area.  Current 
external businesses do not appear to be financially 
robust, and several of them have failed within the 
last 20 years. 

The resorts have individual master plans (each of 
the seven present resorts) that would have at least 
two phases each. For example, Phase I would be 
accomplished within 2 years, Phase II would be 
accomplished within 5 years. All resorts would 
make health and safety issues a priority. 
Infrastructure and upgrades to existing facilities are 
incorporated in the plans. The fundamental change 
to “non-exclusive use” at all the resorts includes 
resort-owned and permittee-owned units for short-
term rental. The resort proposals implement 
changes mandated by the RAMP in accordance 
with NEPA.  All resorts are Class I High Density 
Recreation Areas.  Following are brief descriptions 
of what the resorts are proposing, and current to 
proposed comparisons. 

Having individual “master plans,” for each of the 
seven concession areas, presents a potentially 
fractured approach to re-developing Lake 
Berryessa. 

The ROP proposes retention of 1,144 long-term 
trailer sites plus significant increases in all 
categories of short-term use facilities. 

The retention of 1,144 long-term sites is not 
compatible in a Federal Recreation Area with 116 
hotel/motel rooms, 350 short-term cabin rentals, 
675 tent sites, 440 RV sites, and significant group 
site camping facilities.  Reclamation would not 
suggest or require that the investment to develop all 
of the additional facilities in an appropriate manner 
is desirable in an area where substantial long-term 
trailer installations are present in the current 
configuration adjacent to the shoreline in the prime 
areas of all the concession areas.  Public comment 
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has indicated that any short-term facilities adjacent 
to or encumbered by significant exclusive use long-
term facilities are not desirable. 

Under a new contract, Markley Cove is anxious to 
implement a vision of what this very small, scenic 
resort should offer. Because of the limited amount 
of space available, it is simply not possible to 
develop high quality overnight camping or RV 
sites. 

Reclamation agrees and does not include such 
development in Alternative B. 

Markley Cove could not properly maintain a fleet 
of rental houseboats if one considers the space 
required for maintenance and off-season storage of 
the boats. 

Reclamation believes that houseboats are a good 
use at Markley Cove and could be provided by a 
company in a manner similar to many other 
locations in the state.   

Day use launching at Markley Cove is currently 
enjoyed by large numbers of boaters. This day use 
would be adversely impacted by the parking 
requirements of houseboat clients. 

Reclamation believes that the continuation of 
launching is important, and providing off-site 
parking with shuttle transport for houseboat 
customers may be a likely solution.  

Markley Cove does, however, have a wonderful 
protected harbor that serves well as a location for 
covered boat slips and private houseboat mooring. 

Reclamation intends for such use to remain under 
all action alternatives. 

Markley Cove could be developed into a starting 
point for hiking trails, and the accessibility to the 
highway encourages all new visitors to stop in for 
information and to purchase food and/or souvenirs. 

Once a complete trail system is developed at Lake 
Berryessa any of the concession locations could 
serve as a jumping off point for trail use. 

A visitor center is very important at this end of the 
lake, as was proven by the extensive utilization of 
the small center at Markley Cove until it was 
removed. 

The final configuration of visitor facilities has not 
yet been determined but such a facility would be 
appropriate and the Markley Cove location will be 
considered along with others.  Final determination 
may not be made until the technical negotiation 
period with a new concessionaire(s). 

Markley could continue to be a gateway by 
sponsoring boat regattas. 

Reclamation believes that special events have a 
place in several areas including Markley Cove. 

The ROP proposes extensive improvements to the 
existing long-term sites at Markley Cove to assure 
a higher level of compliance with health and safety 
issues and a more appealing level of appearance 
through resort-wide requirement for conversion to 
park models and landscaping. 

Markley Cove is not a desirable location for 
development of long-term sites even under 
Alternative C because it is not possible to be 100 
linear feet away from 455-foot elevation contour. 

Markley Cove currently operates under price 
controls through the Bureau of Reclamation.  Once 

By policy, Reclamation will continue to approve all 
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these controls are removed, the remaining 31 long-
term units will generate income equal to what all 
the previous sites produced. 

rates in advance based upon comparability. 

The ROP proposes several improvements for 
Markley Cove in a Phase II continuation of 
improvements, i.e., maintenance shop relocation, 
garbage collection, upgrading the launch ramp, 
landscaping, hiking access, and new restrooms. 

Reclamation agrees philosophically with all of the 
identified improvements detailed in this comment.  
Although not specifically identified in the EIS they 
are representative of the intent of general 
improvements anticipated. 

The Markley Cove launch ramp fees, currently 
controlled by the Bureau of Reclamation, are under 
market. The fees allowed are currently the lowest 
on the lake. If the fees were raised, the added 
income would offset some of the cost to upgrade 
the day use facilities. 

Reclamation intends to continue rate approval on a 
comparability basis as required by agency policy 
and contractual conditions. 

The ROP proposes a Phase III development for 
Markley Cove that includes some upgrades to long-
term site infrastructure, new docks and covered 
slips, additional parking, “high-end” rental units, 
and a small conference center. 

Only the docks and slips are appropriate, as 
Markley Cove will not have long-term sites or a 
conference center in any of the action alternatives.  
Those uses are not compatible with the topography. 

Build a parking ramp at Markley Cove to create a 
minimum of 80 additional parking spaces. 

 

Build a coffee/sandwich kiosk in vicinity of the 
current retail area to attract and serve drive-by 
traffic as well as Markley Cove clientele. 

 

Work with Reclamation to develop a visitor center 
for Lake Berryessa at Markley Cove. 

The comment does not indicate where this ramp 
would be located.  However, it is a reasonable idea, 
as added parking would be helpful for a rental 
houseboat operation. 

A small food and beverage facility may be a 
workable idea but is the type of activity that will be 
determined at the time of final negotiation of the 
eventual new concessionaire contract.  

A visitor center at Markley Cove is a possibility but 
not one that can be finalized at this stage and until 
final negotiations for a new concessionaire 
contract.  There may be other locations that should 
also be considered once the ultimate configuration 
of all concession areas is determined. 

The Dornbusch report mentions a 20-year contract 
term.  Dornbusch states that an investor should 
reasonably expect a 15 percent rate of return. The 
above calculations indicate this would be difficult 
to achieve. 

Reclamation believes that the target 15 percent rate 
would be achievable with the type of houseboat 
rental business anticipated in Alternative B. 

The ROP proposes a type of secondary use of long-
term trailer sites (“vacation rental management 
program”) for rental to the short-term public at all 

This is not a compatible approach to providing a 
quality experience to short-term users.  It retains 
the undesirable close proximity mixing of densely 



 

19 - 53 

PART 2 - COMMENT PERIOD II  

Resort Owners Plan - Response Code ROP02 

ROP Comment  Reclamation Response 

of the concession areas except Markley Cove.  
Under this system the actual permittees (trailer 
owners) would make their units available to the 
general public when they were not going to be 
using them.  The permittee would collect the 
revenue. 

packed private trailer facilities in the prime areas 
with adjacent, compromised short-term facilities.  
This situation is not appealing to traditional short-
term users and is not an approach that Reclamation 
intends to consider.  The current development and 
use at Lake Berryessa is an anomaly within Federal 
land management areas, and the new proposal 
maintains that unacceptable situation. 

The centerpiece of Pleasure Cove Resort’s proposal 
is the construction of a 60-room hotel that includes 
a new restaurant, adds meeting rooms, a spa, and 
other contemporary amenities found at hotels. 

Reclamation perceives Pleasure Cove as an area 
more devoted to camping and RV use.  Perhaps 
some rustic cabins might also be appropriate but 
the development of a hotel seems in conflict with 
the focus intended for the area. 

The narrow water channel that the resort is located 
on is also ideal for berthing (including houseboats). 
We would increase our houseboat/OOV docks to 
50. Other docks at the resort would increase to 200, 
all covered. Pontoon and ski boat rentals will be a 
new service offered 

This proposal is reasonable so long as there is 
enough space for the added development. 

Campsites will be increased to 200 large sites. An 
additional group camping site, capacity 50, will be 
added. 

Improvements to the camping facilities are a 
positive addition. 

The ROP proposes the development of areas 
adjacent to Steele Park that are currently not 
developed with the goal of adding various short-
term facilities.  They also intend to retain all 
existing long- and short-term facilities. 

The action alternatives indicate ample existing 
acreage in the currently developed area for the 
planned short-term facilities.  Retention of the 
long-term uses is not anticipated. 

Spanish Flat Resort / Proposed Improvements: 
Long-term sites would be retained. 

Reclamation does not agree with the need to retain 
long-term sites in order to assure “year-round 
income.”  There are hundreds of recreation 
businesses throughout the country that are 
successful on a seasonal basis without year-round 
income. 

All roads would meet the ROP standards. It is unclear whether the indicated ROP standards 
are compliant with Reclamation and/or State 
standards. 

Provide handicap access to at least one dock.  Reclamation agrees and has such intent within the 
follow-through of the proposed action alternatives. 

Remove long-term sites in the 440-450 base 
floodplain. 

Alternative C indicates that no long-term sites 
would be permissible within 100 linear feet of the 
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455-foot msl contour. 

Assure all sites are on a sewer system.  This is a basic requirement that is necessary just to 
meet current applicable standards. 

The resort would offer a rental service and 
reservation network where a site could be placed in 
a rental pool whenever the owner would not be 
using it. 

Please see earlier comment on “vacation rental 
program.” This particular proposal for Spanish Flat 
spells out the process of direct rental from the 
trailer owner and the availability only when the 
“owner would not be using it.”  Reclamation finds 
that this is a sub-concession program, which is in 
conflict with agency policy. 

Phase II 

Powerboats would continue be the major users 
during the high season. Marketing would increase 
off-season uses of fishing, boating, cabin rentals, 
and the conference center. 

Reclamation has no prohibition or pre-conceived 
disagreement with the concept of a conference 
center at Lake Berryessa as part of a concession 
operation (on government land). The placing of 
such a facility will be addressed in the Request for 
Proposals for new contracts and will depend on the 
outcome of the ROD. 

The marina would be updated and the services 
expanded. 

Basically the suggested improvements are 
acceptable and would individually or as a group be 
a good addition to the area under any of the action 
alternatives. 

The day use area would be expanded and 
improved. It would feature a pool splash area, an 
increased picnic area, and a volleyball court. 

The improvements to the day use area are 
acceptable and would individually or as a group be 
a good addition to the area under any of the action 
alternatives. 

Build a completely new boathouse and launch 
system on the private property lands off Spanish 
Flat Loop Road. 

Development on private land is not a consideration 
of the EIS.  However, any actions that would help 
support visitor use at Lake Berryessa would be a 
positive addition and perceived as an asset to public 
use by Reclamation. 

Improve the camping facilities so that all lakeside 
sites could accommodate RVs. 

The resort store would be completely redone with a 
new building. 

Reclamation agrees with the intent of these 
improvements and recognizes that they are needed 
and could be accomplished within any of the 
existing action alternatives. 

Spanish Flat Water District would provide water to 
serve the resort for fire protection, and the resort 
would provide standpipes approximately every 
1,000 feet throughout the resort.  

 

The intent here is positive but the details may need 
to be upgraded. 
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The owners of Spanish Flat Resort also own 
approximately 225 private land acres on both sides 
of Knoxville Road. About half of this land is above 
the Spanish Flat Village on the west side of the 
highway. The other half adjoins the government 
land on the east side of the road. 

At present, the land is zoned agricultural watershed 
and underutilized. If zoning were changed to permit 
development, day use spaces could be significantly 
increased, and affordable housing could be 
constructed. 

This section on “Zoning Changes” of private land 
is outside the scope of the EIS. Napa County is 
responsible for zoning of private land in this area.  

“Spanish Flat Appraisal Statement.” Comment noted. 

The ROP indicated dissatisfaction with all of the 
approved rates at Spanish Flat and indicated that 
they are all currently at artificially low levels and 
they have adjusted them for the sake of their 
economic projections. 

All of the comments regarding rates are 
unsupportable as presented.  Rates at Lake 
Berryessa are to be approved based upon 
comparability.  Reclamation is currently in the 
process of a rate comparability study that is being 
conducted by an independent contractor. 

Concessionaires at Lake Berryessa and at other 
Reclamation areas as well as hundreds of 
concessionaires within the National Park Service 
are all tied to comparable rates.  Making 
independent assumptions and determinations of 
what rates should be as outlined here is problematic 
and could result in unrealistic projections.  
Concessionaires can not divorce themselves from 
the rate approval actions of Reclamation.  The 
procedure for determining rates is clearly stated in 
the contract.  

The most significant proposal for Berryessa Marina 
Resort is to re-incorporate Smittle Creek into the 
resort. 

It is not the intent of Reclamation to authorize the 
expansion of the footprint of any of the concession 
areas. 

Rancho Monticello Resort / Proposed 
Improvements: 
Roads designed to ROP criteria.  

Any road improvements will have to meet the 
Federal and State guidelines and regulations. 

Big Flats and North: 

• Add campsites. 

• Add RV sites. 

• Add launch ramp, store and cafe. 

These comments appear to refer to facilities added 
to better serve the short-term visitors who find 
themselves some distance from the current store 
and marina area.  The action alternatives, by 
reducing or eliminating the long-term trailer use 
would make the present area available to all short-
term users and would confine the development of 
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added campsites and RV sites to the areas presently 
used for long-term trailers.  

Long-Term Sites:  
New design solutions for units to have smaller 
footprints:  e.g., two-story, duplex, and zero 
clearance units. This will improve views and access 

Comment noted. 

 

Short-Term Sites:  
Add short-term rental units in Big Flat.  Offer 
rentals of varying sizes—studio, one, two, and 
three bedrooms—to accommodate more public 
needs.  

The type of detail that is being described will be 
part of contract proposals. 

Increase camping and RV sites, a portion of which 
would be on undeveloped lands within the resort. 

Reclamation has made a commitment to not 
increase the footprint of any of the existing 
concession areas. 

Convert long-term sites to non-exclusive use by a 
resort-operated vacation rental management 
program, which would rely on a short-term rental 
pool using permittee- and resort-owned vacation 
units.  

Third party agreements are outside the scope of this 
document. Reclamation does not feel the “vacation 
rental program,” as described in the ROP, is an 
appropriate consideration for Lake Berryessa. 

Move some dry storage to nearby private lands. Comment noted. 

Consider smaller footprint solutions for storage. Comment noted. 

Correct roads to fire standards. Comment noted.  

The PUP called for an eighth resort at Lake 
Berryessa, which starts at the north end of Rancho 
Monticello Resort and extends to the Pope Creek 
Bridge, and which could be developed to provide 
additional day use and camping. 

Reclamation does not intend to establish an eighth 
concession area or to expand any of the existing 
areas because there is adequate acreage to serve the 
public as identified in the action alternatives.  
Actually the PUP identified this area for possible 
development but did not “call for it” as stated by 
the ROP. 

Putah Creek Resort Area: 
Less than one-third of the total area is currently 
developed, all at the northern end of the resort.  

 

This comment is not exclusive to Putah Creek 
Resort.  It is the intent of Reclamation to keep all 
new development and redevelopment within the 
current concession footprint. The RAMP identified 
as a preferred alternative the need to remove such 
land from the assigned concessionaire lands, as 
follows: 

“Delete undeveloped, unused, and/or 
inappropriately used recreation land and water 
areas from within the concession boundaries and 
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modify concession agreements as appropriate.” 

The east side of Knoxville Road contains the 
majority of the development at Putah Creek Resort, 
including a marina, a retail area, a motel, RV sites, 
day use parking, and long-term sites. 

Comment noted. 

Phase I:  

Sewer system is enlarged, a fourth pond is added, 
and the pump house is upgraded. 

The Putah Creek sewage treatment system is a 
major problem, as it has had several past formal 
violations.  A fourth pond may not be an adequate 
solution to correct this problem. 

Roads are brought into compliance with ROP 
standards. 

Mobile home site facilities modernized. 

Mobile home sites in the floodplain will be 
relocated. 

Mobile homes are upgraded or replaced as needed 
to meet 1998 HCD standards. 

Vacation unit rental program is implemented. 

The reintroduction of all exclusive long-term use 
sites would not be possible at Putah Creek because 
there is not enough assigned land more than 100 
linear feet from the 455 feet above mean sea level 
contour to make such an installation suitable and 
reasonably profitable. 

Third-party agreements are outside the scope of 
this document. Reclamation does not feel the 
“vacation rental program,” as described in the 
ROP, is an appropriate consideration for Lake 
Berryessa. 

50-unit boat garage will be added above the current 
group camping site. 

Campsites enlarged and improved. 

Enlargement of campsites is definitely a necessary 
conversion for Putah Creek.  A boat garage may be 
appropriate but final determination will be based 
upon overall needs of entire lake. 

Store is remodeled. A new facility may be more appropriate. 

Phase II: 
Land development in Pope Creek Area — open 
new entrance and add RV park, snack bar and 
weight room, launch ramp, and fire emergency sub-
station. 

Motel replaced with a two-story hotel. 

The above phased scenario would require the use of 
undeveloped lands and continues the mixing of 
short- and long-term uses that are undesirable and 
inappropriate at a contemporary Federal recreation 
area.  It does not fulfill the intent of the “Purpose 
and Need” of this project. 

Boat storage units [50] added above current group 
camping site in the side of the hill – total 100. 

Restaurant and bar replaced with architectural 
design that utilizes the view and lake access better. 

These seem like appropriate projects for Putah 
Creek, to be ultimately determined upon final 
contract negotiation and recognition of overall 
developed area needs. 

Theater and/or Amphitheater – create entertainment 
destination.  Store and snack bar added to north end 
of resort to accommodate the RVs and campsites. 

Comment noted. 
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Summary Response from Reclamation Re: the Entire Resort Owners Proposal 

The Resort Owners Proposal (ROP) has been reviewed in detail by Reclamation.  It does not present an 
approach believed to be acceptable or desirable in response to the stated “Purpose and Need” of this EIS.  
The preceding pages highlight many of the comments from the ROP not already addressed in earlier 
comments and responses to the EIS.  The ROP submittal comprises a significant level of effort on the part 
of the resort owners.  Reclamation provides the following narrative to summarize the general tenor of all 
of the preceding points and the philosophical character of the ROP.  This narrative is intended to highlight 
the differences between Reclamation’s responsibilities as the land owner and managing agency and the 
desires of the resort owners to retain the same approximate level of long-term use in the form of trailer 
villages. 

Overall Response on Resort Owners Proposal (ROP) – The proposal is a variation on the earlier “A+” 
proposal submitted during the initial comment period of the EIS/VSP.  Like the “A+” submittal, this 
proposal has a core assumption of retaining the use of long-term trailer villages in basically the same 
configuration as is currently present.  It does suggest the removal of approximately 200 of the existing 
inventory of approximately 1,350 trailers.  Most of the removed trailers are within the floodplain, sites 
without sewage hook-ups, and smaller travel trailers and their proposed removal is welcomed by 
Reclamation.  However, the retention of approximately 1,150 trailers at Lake Berryessa is not a type of 
use that Reclamation finds desirable. 

The ROP proposes some new opportunities for short-term users directly associated with the long-term 
trailers.  They call this opportunity a “vacation rental program” and “rental mobile homes.”  The 
“vacation rental program” is the renting of long-term private trailers to the public by the trailer owners 
when they do not wish to use them.  The “rental mobile homes” program was not defined but is probably 
trailers owned by the concessionaire that are available for public rental in a similar manner as the existing 
cabins.  Reclamation’s goal for Lake Berryessa is to have an operation that is more traditional in nature 
for concession operations in Federal recreation areas.  The ROP is an attempt to mainly retain the private 
exclusive long-term trailer use with an attempt to address necessary short-term improvements.  However, 
it does not satisfactorily accomplish the goals of Reclamation’s “Purpose and Need” identified in the EIS 
(in part as follows): 

The project is needed to correct over four decades of resort operations under which prime 
recreational areas have been reserved for long-term trailer site permittees, to the exclusion of the 
majority of visitors to Lake Berryessa. Such practice is in conflict with modern Reclamation 
policies regulating exclusive use of public property. 

Studies show that the general public prefers short-term day-use facilities such as campsites, picnic 
areas and boat launches. Existing facilities are few in number and relegated to less desirable 
shoreline areas because trailers occupy the preferred areas. 

In addition, a significant number of facilities operated by the resorts are in violation of 
environmental and public health and safety laws, regulations and codes.  The current concession 
operations agreements expire in 2008-09 and the existing concessionaires have no right of 
preference for renewal. The upcoming expiration of the agreements offers a timely opportunity to 
revis it the concessions operations and change management direction to better serve the public. 

The ROP indicates significant increases in facilities for the short term public, e.g.: 

• 77-percent increase in overall short-term sites, 

• 98-percent increase in RV sites,  

• 34-percent increase in tent sites,  
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• 367-percent increase in cabins, 

• 1,450-percent increase in mobile home rentals 

• 390 permittee trailers to rent (vacation rental program) 

• 41-percent increase in group camping maximum occupancy, 

• 55-percent increase in picnic sites, 

• 65-percent increase in docks, 

• 88-percent increase in launch ramps, 

• 100- to 400-percent increase in various types of boat rentals, 

• 75-percent increase in restaurants. 

In order to accomplish all of these increases the ROP is relying on many acres of private land and 
increased development acreage at several of the present concession areas.  Reclamation can not make 
obligations or assume any level of control or ability to direct the use of private land for the sake of this 
EIS/VSP.  Furthermore, Reclamation has committed not to develop outside the footprints of the existing 
concession areas. 

The ROP would result in an even larger development and subsequent impacts at Lake Berryessa, and 
these impacts are not addressed by the respondents.  The ROP would maintain the current character of the 
concessionaire areas that is not acceptable to Reclamation and to many potential users.  For these reasons 
and for reasons stated in the preceding responses to specific comments, the ROP as presented will not be 
considered as a valid alternative. 
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The following comments were provided by Summers & Summers (S&S), management consultants 
hired by the concessionaires to provide this analysis of the subject plan.  They were included in the 
ROP as Attachment A. 

 

PART 2 - COMMENT PERIOD II 

Summers and Summers – Response Code SS002 

Summers & Summers Comments  - SS002 Reclamation Response 

Elimination of long-term use sites would destroy 
the current (and future) concessions revenue stream 
and the feasibility of Alternative B. 

Alternative B will be successful in its identified 
configuration without the long-term installations.  
The findings of S&S ignored the aspect of Lake 
Berryessa’s use pattern that discourages thousands 
of traditional short-term users from visiting:  
specifically, they do not wish to spend their limited 
free time and disposable income in an area whose 
most notable feature is the presence of large 
permanent trailer parks located in the prime 
shoreline areas of the assigned concessionaires.  
S&S also did not address the anecdotal evidence of 
numerous other Federal recreation areas located on 
reservoirs that have historically and continuously 
been financially successful without long-term 
installations.  The fact that very few of these other 
financially successful recreation hospitality 
operations are more physically attractive than Lake 
Berryessa or as near to a large pool of users (8-10 
million within 3 hours) further discredits the 
assertion that a traditional operation cannot be 
successful at Lake Berryessa.   

Only the “Phase I” subset of Alternative B is 
analyzed (since even Dornbusch determined that 
Alternative B in its entirety is not feasible).   

Dornbusch determined that Alternative B is 
conceptually feasible.  Dornbusch provided some 
suggestions in regard to how best to approach 
Alternative B to enhance feasibility, and one of 
those was to phase the development.  Secondary 
phases are dependent upon financial triggers not yet 
established that would be put in place with an 
eventual new concessionaire(s).  Reclamation had 
adequate analysis accomplished for this stage of an 
EIS.  Whichever alternative is selected, a 
prospectus will be issued by Reclamation, and 
those companies and individuals that wish to 
compete to be the future concessionaires will 
provide their individual feasibility and financial pro 
forma.  The value of a financial analysis from a 
company willing to spend their own money in 
developing new businesses at Lake Berryessa will 
be more applicable than either the conservative and 
limited analysis provided by Reclamation or the 
critique of that analysis by S&S.  
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The single concession contract would eliminate 
competition among the concessionaires and might 
harm lake visitors as a result. 

This concern is unfounded.  The National Park 
Service (also in the Department of the Interior) has 
nearly 80 years of experience in dozens of park 
areas throughout the country where a single 
concessionaire is satisfactorily serving the public.  
Those contracts as well as contracts at Berryessa 
have very strict and manageable stipulations that 
require the government to take actions in regard to 
rates and operational performance to assure that the 
public is being fairly dealt with. 

The elimination of concession activity at the lake 
for two years would negatively affect visitor 
demand (and cause the Bureau to forego fees paid 
to it by the concessionaires). 

Reclamation has no intent to eliminate concession 
activity for two years.  This was a suggestion by the 
Dornbusch feasibility contract but it will not be 
instituted.  Instead, there will be periods of time at 
various areas where access and overall use is 
impacted and perhaps even inconvenient for a 
period.  Not unlike what happens when major 
projects take place throughout communities and 
neighborhoods around the country to replace, 
upgrade or repair outdated facilities and 
infrastructure. 

The lack of compensation to outgoing 
concessionaires for facilities improvements likely 
violates Public Law 96-375.  If the Bureau is forced 
to reimburse concessionaires for facilities not 
included in the Alternative B plan, this fact alone 
might render the entire plan unfeasible, as the costs 
to the Bureau (or a future concessionaire) would be 
enormous.   

Reclamation will adhere to public law and has 
provided a legal interpretation of the applicable law 
that outlines what occurs when the current contracts 
expire.   

Infrastructure and other significant costs are 
underestimated or assumed away in the Dornbusch 
report and Alternative B. 

After following the NEPA process, Reclamation 
believes that the information provided in the EIS is 
supportable and appropriate. 

The assumption that demand will be enhanced, 
given the drastically reduced facilities available 
under Alternative B’s “Phase I,” by purportedly 
improving the quality of concessions is highly 
unlikely.   

Reclamation believes that the information provided 
in the EIS is supportable and appropriate.  
Numerous comments from short-term users have 
expressed this philosophy. 

The assumption that per capita spending of visitors 
will increase if Alternative B is implemented is 
unsupported and highly unlikely. 

After following the NEPA process, Reclamation 
believes that the information provided in the EIS is 
supportable and appropriate. 

The assumption that the loss of business due to the 
elimination of trailer sites may be made up by the 

The assumption that any revenue has to be “made 
up” is inappropriate and not applicable to this EIS 
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trailer owners returning as visitors or by others who 
are attracted to the new facilities is highly unlikely. 

or the new contracts.  There is no stipulation that 
the new contracts at Lake Berryessa must generate 
at least as much revenue as the current concessions.  
What is most important financially is that the new 
businesses can realize a reasonable profit based 
upon the risk assumed and the investment made.  
However, Reclamation believes the potential under 
Alternative B for revenue is in excess of the 
existing levels. 

Numbers crucial to the feasibility analysis, such as 
the 15 percent discount rate and earnings of 35 
percent of gross receipts, are exceedingly 
optimistic.  Especially troubling is the fact that 
Dornbusch’s $8.5 million revenue feasibility 
threshold is reduced to $7.2 million in later sections 
of the report (when concessions are broken down 
by type) without explanation!   

After following the NEPA process, Reclamation 
believes that the information provided in the EIS is 
supportable and appropriate. 

Assumptions of facilities revenues, including 
occupancy and usage rates and the length of the 
peak season, are overly optimistic. 

After following the NEPA process, Reclamation 
believes that the information provided in the EIS is 
supportable and appropriate. 

Reclamation’s concession contract management is 
poor and must be improved.  Most, if not all, of the 
concerns raised by Reclamation regarding the 
existence of long-term use sites—including health 
and safety concerns—can be resolved by simply 
clarifying and enforcing concession contract 
provisions, which the concessionaires support but 
the Bureau has been unwilling to consider. 

Several of the existing concessionaires have 
ignored various contract provisions relating to 
environmental contamination, administration of 
long-term permittee sites, etc., and some of them 
have failed to address direct requests and 
stipulations from Reclamation.  These offenses 
have resulted in determinations of default, citations 
from the State of California (health and safety), and 
in one instance contract termination. 

Reclamation’s management of the Lake Berryessa 
Recreation Area is poor and must be improved.  It 
seems hypocritical of Reclamation to complain 
about the quality and/or quantity of concession 
facilities available to day users when it has not 
done its part to offer recreation opportunities to 
current and potential lake visitors.   

This comment reflects a misunderstanding of how a 
concession management programs work in many 
areas.  It is not uncommon in National Park and 
U.S. Forest Service areas throughout the country 
for a concessionaire under contract to the 
government to provide the bulk of public facilities 
in excess of that provided directly by the 
government.  Certainly the opposite is also true 
where the government builds and operates the bulk 
of facilities.  The key is that concessionaires are on 
the Federal estate as a privilege and not a right, and 
they are to provide the types of services outlined by 
the land owner (the Government).  They operate 
under contract to the Government and should not 
expect to have unfettered determination of exactly 
what they wish to offer.  As these contracts come to 
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expiration in the next few years it is appropriate for 
Reclamation to re-identify the types of facilities 
and services necessary, as the needs have changed 
since 1958 and 1959 when the current contract 
were established. 

This cooperative environment is much more 
constructive than Reclamation’s past attempts to 
unilaterally impose its vision upon those that 
actually provide the vast majority of the services at 
the lake. 

This comment incorrectly implies that the existing 
concessionaires have had no input into this process.  
To the contrary, Reclamation has had many more 
meetings and discussions to focus on information 
sharing and discussion with the concessionaires 
(resort owners) and representatives of long-term 
trailer owners than with all other stakeholder 
groups combined. 

The ROP does not represent a new alternative.  
Rather, it stays within the boundaries of the current 
DEIS and offers a blend of Alternatives A and C. 

The ROP does not utilize the existing footprint or 
boundaries of the existing concession operations.  It 
outlines the need to develop numerous areas that 
are currently undeveloped and also relies on the use 
of private land, which cannot be addressed as part 
of this EIS because this EIS applies only to 
Federally owned land. 

It (the ROP) signifies an effort to find a 
compromise with Reclamation and to be consistent 
with the administration’s stated goals to maximize 
access to public lands and not discriminate against 
any current users of those public lands. 

Reclamation takes seriously its obligation to 
maximize access to public lands and not 
discriminate against any users of those lands.  An 
eventual final alternative and ROD will be a result 
of Reclamation’s analysis of the multiple years’ 
worth of work in reviewing the issues. 

Notably, the concessionaires have agreed to reduce 
the number of long-term sites by 15 percent. 

Reclamation does not perceive this reduction as 
significant and it would not provide a meaningful 
relief from the concession operations that are 
focused on long-term trailer parks.  The bulk of the 
existing trailers along the lake shore would still be 
present and those areas unavailable for traditional 
short-term uses. 

Under the ROP, franchise fees would be raised to 
5.0 percent.  This represents a rate increase of over 
84 percent. 

Franchise fees are not available for improving 
facilities at Lake Berryessa.  It is the Government’s 
responsibility to determine appropriate franchise 
fees.  They could be reduced in favor of some type 
of other obligation with more direct local benefit to 
the public. 

In addition, the ROP would improve the look of the 
resorts by renovating facilities and adding new 
graphics, signage, and facades. 

If Alternative C or some derivative that includes 
any number of long term trailers is the final 
alternative and identified in the ROD, then this 
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comment would be appropriate. 

The resort owners have committed, in the ROP, to 
create additional areas along the shoreline for day 
use recreation and access. 

The ROP’s approach to providing better facilities 
and opportunities for short-term visitors is through 
further development.  Reclamation believes that 
adequate areas currently exist within the existing 
footprints for better handling short-term use.  The 
15 miles of developed shoreline is not property that 
should be treated as though it were private.  It is, 
for the moment, assigned for the use of the current 
concessionaires under their six contracts, which 
expire in 2008/2009. 

Some resort owners have complained that their 
allowable price increases have not kept up with 
increases in expenses, or even inflation, over the 
past few years.  The ROP calls for an end to this 
government price fixing, and rightly so. 

Rates are approved based on comparability and not 
by “cherry picking.”  Further, there never has been 
any guarantee that price increases will always keep 
up with inflation, only with comparability.  This 
process is part of agency policy and is not exclusive 
to the Bureau of Reclamation. 

These business decisions must be made by resort 
owners operating in the market sphere, not 
bureaucrats operating in the political sphere. 

Reclamation agrees that basic business parameters 
and day-to-day decisions about how to conduct 
business—within the terms and conditions of the 
contract—are the purview of the concessionaire.  
However, Reclamation intends to continue 
approving concessionaire rates as defined in 
official policy and the individual contracts.  

The ROP provides a detailed plan for both phases. There is no demonstration that Phase II can be 
accomplished by the ROP proposal as it will 
depend upon the success of Phase I, the same as the 
Dornbusch report.  The plan as presented is not 
supported by any meaningful economic data 

Far from being merely conceptual, the ROP 
provides specific numbers of facilities to be added 
or renovated for each type of concession for each 
phase for each resort.  It should be clear that the 
concrete and specific plan offered by the resort 
owners represents a superior plan of action. 

Reclamation prefers an approach that would 
encourage the actual concessionaire(s) selected to 
receive the next contract(s) to be the primary 
architect in establishing both the general layout and 
specific plans, within the core parameters provided 
by Reclamation. 

While Dornbusch assumes a “full cessation of 
concession activities at the lake” during Phase I’s 
two-year construction/renovation period, the ROP 
would allow the resorts to remain open while 
facilities are being constructed or renovated. 

Dornbusch may have assumed such a closure but 
Reclamation has NO INTENT to permit such a 
closure.  See earlier comments on this topic. 
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As the 1992 Reservoir Area Management Plan 
notes: 

Long-term exclusive uses will be allowed in 
concession areas.  Current long-term exclusive 
uses assist in supporting necessary services for 
the short-term users and low cost public 
access . . . 

The remainder of this quote from the 1992 RAMP 
says: 

These long-term exclusive uses will be located 
or relocated in areas that are neither prime 
shoreline locations that are desirable for short-
term users or conflict with other greater public 
needs. 

Also from the RAMP are the following quotes that 
are applicable to this general issue of long-term 
trailer use: 

The planning period for this EIS and ultimately 
the RAMP will extend to the year 2009 when all 
existing concession agreements for privately 
developed resort areas will have expired. 
(Purpose and Need, p. viii) 

By 2009 the concession agreements for all 
seven resorts will have expired and new or 
expanded reorganizations may occur. 
(Preferred Actions and Alternatives, p. x) 

The intent of the Preferred Actions is to provide 
for the majority, not a select minority. 
(Recreation, p. xiii) 

These agreements [trailer site permits] do not 
convey any permanent right to occupy the site 
and the tenants should not conclude that their 
privilege to occupy public land for recreational 
purposes would continue indefinitely.  As such, 
with any land use change they could expect 
their rental agreements to be terminated at any 
time after being given suitable notice.  
(Resort Tenants, p. xv) 

In 1971, a GAO study of public recreation facilities 
at Lake Berryessa found them not adequately 
developed.  The GAO report found that all seven 
concessionaires had concentrated on development 
of mobile home parks instead of the Public Use 
Plan’s recommendations for campgrounds and day 
use areas.  In general, the mobile home 
development had occurred on prime public access 
areas, encumbering the shoreline with exclusive 
long-term uses.  
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There are many other similar comments.  It should 
be apparent that the RAMP did not provide 
guidance in perpetuity but mainly just through the 
existing term of concession contracts and/or until 
another planning process occurred that updated the 
information provided. 

Without the long-term sites, full services would 
likely be offered only during the peak season, with 
scaled-down operations (i.e., fewer available 
facilities and services) available during the majority 
of the year. 

Reclamation sees no incongruity with all services 
not being available all year.  Certainly launching 
and many other marina services would be open but 
it is very common throughout State and Federal 
recreation areas to have many seasonal operations. 

If Alternative B (or any other single action 
alternative) were to be implemented, all vacation 
mobile homes would have to be removed.  This 
would present a number of problems.  Removal of 
the trailers would entail enormous costs.  Some 
trailer owners might refuse to leave, resulting in 
legal and perhaps even public safety concerns.  
Others, unable or unwilling to bear the costs of 
removal might simply remove their belongings 
from the trailers and leave the structures behind. 

Such episodes could occur, but this is not a 
sufficient reason for dismissing Alternative B.  
There are literally hundreds of facilities and 
practices that used to be present or occur on public 
lands that have changed.  The experience with 
removing over 160 densely positioned trailers at 
Pleasure Cove in 2002/2003 has indicated that it 
can be accomplished in a manner that results in an 
environmental plus following a season of recovery. 

Fifteen million dollars is quite a sum to pay for the 
removal of structures that pose no serious threat to 
public safety, the environment, or the enjoyment of 
the lake by others, however. 

Reclamation disagrees with the assumptions of this 
comment.  It is especially inaccurate to say that 
there are no threats to public safety, the 
environment, or the enjoyment of the lake by 
others. Numerous incidents over the past several 
years have resulted in environmental contamination 
and public exposure due to concessionaire or 
permittee system failures. 

Dornbusch assumed that a prospective investor 
would require at least a 15 percent return on his 
investment to undertake the project outlined in 
Phase I of Alternative B (and, thus, to make the 
plan feasible).  To illustrate how unlikely such a 
scenario would be, consider that the resort owners 
currently earn an average return on investment of 
about 9 percent.  Even after the final phase of the 
ROP is completed, the concessionaires anticipate a 
return of just under 10 percent. 

Reclamation disagrees with this analysis because it 
fails to consider the strong anecdotal evidence for 
success provided by the experience at other similar 
areas around the country. 

Capital Investment 
As noted previously, the ROP actually calls for a 
greater capital investment than the 
Dornbusch/Alternative B plan during Phase I.  

Dornbusch’s work was theoretical, as is the ROP, 
and what the actual investment ends up being is 
speculative and will be based upon actual 
performance of business during Phase I in either 
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Since this investment will likely be spread out over 
a slightly longer time frame, however, it should not 
be overly burdensome to the concessionaires.  In 
addition, the costs are divided among the seven 
resort owners, rather than being borne by a single 
concessionaire. Suffice it to say, the resort owners 
propose a total capital investment (over both 
phases) of nearly $42 million. 

scenario.  Furthermore, comparing the level of 
investment is invalid because the two proposals 
have different objectives and incorporate different 
component sets. 

According to the ROP, concession operating costs 
as a percentage of gross receipts are approximately 
61.0 percent.  In contrast, Dornbusch assumed that, 
under Alternative B, operating costs would be only 
about 54.7 percent of gross receipts 

Both proposals are theoretical and very well may 
have different percentages for operating costs 
depending upon the differing types of facilities etc. 

Contract Length 
The Dornbusch analysis assumed a contract length 
of 20 years.  The ROP calls for a 30-year contract 
with two 10-year extensions.  As noted above, 
Dornbusch assumed a capital investment of 
$23,093,000.  The ROP’s capital investment of 
$41,683,300 is approximately 80.5 percent greater. 

The actual length of the contract will not be 
determined until the selection of and final 
negotiation with a successful bidder(s).  It will 
reflect the actual risk and investment. Reclamation 
acknowledges that a length of more than 20 years 
may be necessary, but it is very unlikely that 
Reclamation will negotiate a contract that has 
potential for 50 years without some level of 
government ability to make changes without 
mutual agreement for any extensions. 

Moreover, the ROP’s investments will result in a 
significantly greater quantity and quality of visitor 
facilities, while the plan analyzed by Dornbusch 
would result in significantly fewer facilities. This 
added benefit to lake visitors would seem to 
command an even longer contract term.  Thus, we 
feel that, given the size of the investment required 
and the likely benefits to lake users, a total contract 
period of between 40 and 50 years is justified. 

Based upon current conditions of facilities under 
the existing concessionaires and contracts, there is 
no reason to expect that new facilities under the 
ROP will be superior to those that would occur 
under Alternative B.  Discussing contract lengths of 
40-50 years at this stage is premature and it could 
very well be one of the criteria for evaluation in 
bids from companies; i.e., all other aspects being 
equal, a shorter term is better. 

Compensation is provided for facilities 
improvements . . . .  Under the ROP, the resort 
owners would be fully compensated (by 
Reclamation or a subsequent concessionaire) for 
improvements made to their facilities. 

Concessionaires should have some type of mutually 
agreed upon investment protection process that 
appropriately recognizes their assets at the 
termination of a contract. 

The ROP represents a good blend of current DEIS 
Alternatives A and C and is far superior to 
Reclamation’s Preferred Alternative B in providing 
recreational opportunities for long-term, short-term, 
and day-use visitors alike.  Implementation of the 
ROP will result in some concessions, and some 
gains, for Reclamation and the concessionaires and 

This comment disregards the fact that many 
potential short-term visitors avoid Lake Berryessa 
because they do not believe it provides a quality 
recreation experience. 
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trailer owners, but the ultimate winners are lake 
visitors of all types. 

Concessionaires have the opportunity to remain in 
operation at the lake (pending successful contract 
renewal or award via winning bids) and continue 
the same (or similar) business models, but they 
must also address health and safety issues raised by 
Reclamation. 

The identified safety and health corrections are 
required in all of the action alternatives.   

Under the ROP, approximately 85 percent of the 
trailers would get to remain on the resorts’ lands, 
but the concessionaires would address the exclusive 
use issue by offering a considerable portion of them 
as vacation rentals to the public. 

As noted above, Reclamation finds the sub-leasing 
or renting of private trailers to the general public to 
be inappropriate within a Federal recreation area. 

While it may have been unrealistic to expect resort 
operations and economic conditions to remain the 
same, those anticipated in the Dornbusch report’s 
analysis of Alternative B were even more 
unrealistic.  The ROP makes a number of the 
changes sought by Reclamation while drawing 
upon the experience of those who have run 
recreation and hospitality businesses successfully 
for many years. 

Reclamation does not perceive any unique 
complexities regarding Lake Berryessa concession 
operations to the extent that appropriate 
professional experience within the “hospitality 
industry” and other similar locations are not equally 
as qualifying as the current concessionaires. 

Deterioration of Facilities in Advance of 
Contract Expiration 
If Alternative B were to be selected by Reclamation 
as the development plan for Lake Berryessa, 
instead of the ROP, there is a very real possibility 
that concession facilities would be allowed to 
steadily deteriorate until the end of the resorts’ 
current contracts in 2008 and 2009.  Such a 
reaction by the concessionaires would come as no 
surprise, and would even be considered rational, 
given (1) the intention under the action alternatives 
to effectively evict the existing concessionaires. 

It would be inappropriate for Reclamation to base 
its determination of a final approved plan, even 
partly, on the implication here.  Many of the 
existing facilities already show signs of 
deterioration and insufficient maintenance. The 
contracts are expiring through a normal course that 
has been well known since they were signed and 
agreed to over 45 years ago. 

Some public officials and residents in Napa County 
have raised concerns that police and other 
emergency services to Lake Berryessa are costing 
the county a significant amount of money.  They 
are displeased that county tax dollars are being 
used to subsidize property that is owned and 
operated by the federal government. 

Reclamation agrees that county expenditure issues 
and low revenue levels to Napa County are an 
important issue for any alternative. 

 The ROP represents the visions of the 
concessionaires, whereas Alternative B was formed 

This comment is incorrect.  The concessionaires 
and trailer owners had more input into this process 
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without the input of those providing facilities and 
services at the lake and fails to embody a 
cooperative vision of existing stakeholders. 

than any other specific public group. Their exact 
proposal may not end up as the final plan, but their 
input has been carefully considered. 

 

Summary of Summers & Summers Comments – Part of ROP 

The ROP included, as “Attachment A” a document titled “Analysis of the Resort Owners Plan for Lake 
Berryessa.”  This attachment was provided by the company of Summers & Summers (S&S).  This 
company was originally hired by opponents of Reclamation’s action alternatives who favor the retention 
of the long-term trailer installations at Lake Berryessa.   Attachment A provides 19 pages of support for 
the ROP. 

Also included, as “Attachment B,” is a document titled “Economic Analysis of the Dornbusch Associates 
Report and the Bureau of Reclamation’s ‘Alternative B’ Plan for Lake Berryessa,” also by S&S.  This 
document was initially submitted to Reclamation in October 2004, and Reclamation issued a detailed 
response in November 2004.  Attachment B provided 45 pages of data attempting to discredit 
Reclamation’s economic feasibility work as well as suggestions on how to better approach the issues 
surrounding the upcoming expiration of concession contracts at Lake Berryessa.  It also included nine 
specific recommendations to Reclamation that were specifically and individually addressed in the 2004 
response. 

The entire 64 pages of these two S&S documents were presented as a part of the ROP.   Reclamation does 
not agree with the tenets outlined in the documents that indicate there will not be an economically feasible 
business opportunity without retention of the current long-term uses.  Furthermore the documentation by 
Summers & Summers and other portions of the ROP disregard certain salient factors regarding the issues 
of feasibility and appropriate use of Federal lands at Lake Berryessa as the current concession contracts 
come to the legal expiration of their 50-year terms.  Reclamation has already responded to all of these 
points either in the preceding comments and responses to this ROP, directly to Summers & Summers in 
November of 2004, or in earlier responses to other comments from the first comment period for this EIS.  
However, Reclamation provides the following general response to these two documents in the interest of 
thoroughness. 

Reclamation’s Response to Summers & Summers Support Attachments A & B – Since the current 
contracts were developed and signed over 45 years ago, the eventual expiration of those contracts and the 
requirement for Reclamation to recognize the need for a change in focus has been evident to both parties 
of the contracts (Reclamation and the individual concessionaires).  Similarly, the Public Use Plan (PUP) 
has been clear for the last 48 years and the Amendments to that PUP for the last 30 years as to the specific 
preferences for short-term use and the apparent end to the current long-term focus.  Public Law 96-375 
has been a factor for 25 years and the RAMP for 13 years.  None of these NEPA compliant and/or legal 
documents indicate that the original concessionaires have any preference or heightened expectation of 
remaining into the next term.  (They can compete with others.)  Similarly, there has not been any 
indication that the original facilities, services, and programs would continue in perpetuity.  In fact, there 
are many indications in the PUP amendments and the RAMP that the existing reliance on long-term 
trailers was only continuous through the current contract terms ending in 2008/2009.  The original 
contracts and the PUP never anticipated or provided language that directly permitted or encouraged the 
development of trailer villages as they now exist.  However, Napa County and Reclamation, in the early 
years of these 50-year contracts, did permit the development of trailer villages in part to augment revenue 
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for the concessionaires.  The PUP was amended three times in the early 70’s to recognize, among other 
things, the existence of the trailer installations, but these amendments gave no assurances that long-term 
trailer use would continue beyond expiration and were very clear that short-term use and development 
was preferred.  The following excerpts from the PUP Amendments state those positions as follows: 

Amendment 1 

This amendment did not deal with any detail of operational preferences.  It became effective on July 1, 
1975 and simply noted the change in area management from Napa County to the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Amendment 2  

Wording within this still-applicable amendment: 

This plan (PUP), as amended, may be revised and amended on a continuing basis and in sufficient 
detail so as to bring it into conformance with currently prevailing circumstances and to reflect 
applicable goals, objectives, and policies of the Bureau of Reclamation of the United States 
Department of the Interior. 

Conflicts between short and long term users for available space, facilities, and services will be 
reconciled in favor of short-term users. 

(Approved and Signed by B.E. Martin, the Regional Director of the Mid-Pacific Region, 
on July 7, 1975) 

Amendment 3 

This amendment specifically addressed Reclamation’s policy for long-term use at Lake Berryessa.  The 
cover letter signed by Regional Director B.E. Martin on May 27, 1976, included the following statements 
(emphasis added):  

As you will note, the policy provides for an orderly long-term phase-out or conversion of existing 
long-term uses based upon public need.  At the same time, it provides for near-term corrections of 
substandard conditions in existing mobile home and travel trailer parks.  Those trailer sites which 
conform with applicable standards may continue to be operated by the resorts and used by their 
tenants at least until the expiration of concessions agreements.  

Prior to the expiration of these agreements, we must make land use studies and plans to determine 
how each of the resort areas should be redeveloped and managed in the future.  Such plans will 
help us to make judgments and decisions of public need.  In these study and planning efforts, we 
will seek comment and advice from all interested parties, groups and agencies in an effort to find 
out how the public wishes this lake to be developed and managed.  We are committed to 
managing Lake Berryessa so as to provide the optimum social benefit on a sustained basis over 
the long-term. 

The text of the amendment itself included the following (again, emphasis has been added): 

The sites on which these long-term uses are permitted will be converted to short-term use as 
public needs develop and in accordance with the Public Use Plan (PUP) or to revisions or 
modification of this plan that may be adopted by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

* * *   * * *   * * * 

No additional sites or facilities will be developed for long-term use and existing long-term uses 
(mobile homes and travel trailer sites) will be phased out as public needs develop. 

* * *   * * *   * * * 
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Mobile home/trailer sites which were developed under proper approval granted in writing by 
Napa County or jointly with the Bureau of Reclamation, and meet applicable current County, 
State and Federal health and safety laws, rules and regulations will be permitted to remain in use 
for the remaining term of the existing concession agreements (emphasis added) provided the sites 
continue to meet the standards. 

These declarations were made 30 years ago and were reaffirmed in the RAMP of 1992.  The EIS/VSP 
process that Reclamation has been working on since 2000 is the very effort identified in one of the above 
italicized comments from Director Martin’s 1976 cover letter. 

The ROP and S&S propose to retain long-term trailers in essentially the same configuration as presently 
exists in all seven of the concessionaire areas and along the same lakeshore locations.  The ROP promotes 
the concept of letting trailer owners rent their trailers out to the public at those times they do not wish to 
be there themselves.  The ROP and S&S suggests also responding to the needs of short-term users by 
adding a significant number of new facilities—campsites, RV parks, cabins, boat rental slips, launch 
ramps, concessionaire-owned trailer rentals, food and beverage outlets, etc.  In short, it proposes a 
scenario that would provide the apparent substantial needs and support facilities for both long-term and 
short-term users.  In order to do this the ROP outlines the need to use presently undeveloped acreage 
adjacent to many of the existing concession areas as well as the need to use many acres of private 
property external to Reclamation’s land base or area of influence or control. 

Reclamation will not consider the commercial use of existing private trailers as such arrangements do not 
meet the expectations of the short-term public and appear to be a fabricated approach to retain trailers and 
provide some level of appeasement for short-term use.  As described in the ROP, this “vacation rental 
program” is a sub-concession operation and would be a violation of agency concession policy.  
Furthermore, the general short-term public has expressed significant disapproval and negative appeal with 
the very proximity of private long-term trailers and no interest in vacationing within those installations. 

The ROP and S&S approach to increase the land base to provide something for everyone is also 
discounted by Reclamation as unnecessary and inappropriate use of Federal land.  Reclamation believes 
we are at the stage identified by both the PUP Amendments and the RAMP where the agency is preparing 
for a different use pattern at Berryessa than has taken place over the last 45 years.  Regardless of the 
Summers and Summers input and their earlier evaluation of the Dornbusch feasibility report, Reclamation 
does not agree with the philosophy that removal of the long-term trailers will destroy the economic 
feasibility for Lake Berryessa concessionaires.  Lake Berryessa, because of its size, physical attraction, 
and proximity to large population centers, presents an outstanding economic opportunity if properly 
developed without long-term trailer usage. 

The ultimate economic viability test will be provided by qualified interested bidders to a new concessions 
opportunity.  These companies must consider the economics in advance of submitting their offers and 
committing their funds.  Reclamation believes this interest, which has already been expressed, will 
demonstrate a more important level of confidence or lack thereof than the theoretical work provided for 
Reclamation by Dornbusch or for the ROP by Summers and Summers. 
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COMMENTS FROM MR. HENRY HOWARD 

The following several pages of comments all come from a single commenter, Mr. Henry Howard.  Mr. 
Howard submitted a large document during the second EIS comment period presenting his thoughts.  He 
also submitted numerous comments during the initial “EIS comment period.”  Many of his comments for 
the second period were duplicates of or variations on his earlier submittal.  Also, some of his comments in 
this second period were the same as or similar to those of the Resort Owners Proposal or other 
respondents, which were already responded to above.  The comments included below represent those 
areas where the reviewers perceived a new comment or a need to clarify.  Generally the “Comment” 
column (left side) presents Mr. Howard’s exact wording but there are a few instances within the following 
comments/responses where the reviewer condensed a lengthy (perhaps a page or more) comment from 
Mr. Howard in the interest of space and clarity.  The Response Code for this section is HH002. 

 

 

PART 2 - COMMENT PERIOD II 

Mr. Henry Howard – Response Code HH002 

Mr. Howard’s Comments  Reclamation’s Response 

I have always remained solid in my quest to find 
out the total cost of this project and who has 
authorized the expenditures so far and what was the 
enabling documentation and I remain resolved to 
obtain a full disclosure of the federal funding and 
third party monies to enable this project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reclamation has made every effort to comply with 
NEPA, making constant checks and internal 
reviews.  The EPA has reviewed the document and 
found it to be in compliance.  It is not known what 
the ultimate costs of developing new facilities at 
Lake Berryessa will be for either the Federal 
Government or new concessionaire(s), and it will 
not be known until the actual final plan and phases 
are being completed. Reclamation managers have 
authorized expenditure of annually appropriated 
funds for the planning activities and development 
of the subject EIS and have followed all required 
public notification/communication documentation 
standards.  Many informational meetings and 
presentations have been conducted throughout the 
area, several public mailings have been sent to a list 
of over 2,000 interested persons and organizations, 
and the formal public comment periods were far in 
excess of the minimum NEPA requirements.  There 
are many unknowns in regard to the actual future 
expenditures for the implementation of any of the 
proposed action alternatives.  This is not a situation 
unique to Lake Berryessa and is a common 
occurrence in fulfilling plans for new areas and 
new development.  At some time this figure will be 
available, but the fact that it is not yet known is not 
a failing or otherwise unique.  It would be 
inappropriate for Reclamation to ask for or take any 
third-party monies to assist in the development of 
this plan. 
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I remain concerned about BOR officials inputs and 
providing false and misleading information in the 
Dornbusch Study and in violation of Title 18 
U.S.C.PART 1, CHAPTER 2, § 35 Imparting or 
conveying false information. 

Reclamation has not provided false, misleading, or 
otherwise untrue information.  Any economic 
projections on this or other government or private 
projects that are presented by Reclamation or any 
party in a pro forma format is theoretical to some 
extent and only provides a general guide for the 
next steps. 

The Lake Berryessa BOR Project will result in 
significant and unmitigated adverse environmental 
impacts which will have a critical bearing on the 
future of the Lake Berryessa, the City of Napa and 
Winters, the California Route 128 corridor, the 
supporting communities and the Solano County 
Drinking Water Supply . . . . Moreover, multiple 
aspects of the Berryessa Project do not meet permit 
standards pursuant to the National Environmental 
Protection Act . . . .  The Berryessa Project will 
degrade the landscape and substantially interfere 
with the region’s economic vitality and renaissance. 

The potential impacts alleged in this comment are 
unsupported.  The EIS adequately outlines those 
impacts anticipated by the proposed action 
alternatives.  The proposed changes will actually 
result in a long-term positive change to the area 
through the elimination of some and reduction of 
other current negative natural environmental 
impacts attributable to existing failing 
infrastructure, inappropriate landscaping, existing 
fire safety hazards, and unapproved failing 
shoreline stabilization attempts.  None of the other 
regulatory agency comments have reflected any 
concerns similar to those presented in this 
comment.  Following their review of the EIS, all 
adjacent local governments, with the exception of 
the Winters City Council, have expressed their 
support of the proposed changes at Lake Berryessa. 

Task Force – 7 believes that the proposed 
Berryessa Resorts redevelopment at Lake Berryessa 
does not embody environmentally responsible 
growth consistent with the spirit of NEPA and the 
Presidential Executive Orders.  The DEIS is 
fundamentally flawed and incomplete because it 
fails to satisfy NEPA and the California 
Environmental Quality Review Act (CEQA) and 
the rules and regulations enacted to govern such 
reviews. High-ranking officials of BOR 
management have stated this project does not 
require CEQA review since it takes place inside 
federal draw lines. 

The EIS has satisfactorily addressed the appropriate 
issues and expressed the appropriate concerns.  The 
other reviewing agencies, e.g. EPA, found no 
serious flaws in the document.  CEQA regulations 
are not applicable to Federal land managed by the 
Federal Government. 

The Task Force - 7 considers the proposed Lake 
Berryessa Resorts redevelopment to be an ill-
advised and inappropriate use of the land 
surrounding Lake Berryessa.  

The proposed changes present options for use of 
Federal land, more appropriate for the traditional 
short-term public than the present focus on 
exclusive long-term use by over 1,300 private 
trailer owners.  Comments from groups and 
individuals that represent traditional recreational 
users indicate strong support for change at Lake 
Berryessa.  There is positive public interest in any 
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option that results in more access to the lake in 
areas presently devoted to long-term trailer 
villages. 

The Project, as currently planned, pits the personal 
BOR official’s visions and the financial interests of 
a proposed single developer against the character of 
the local community, against the long-term users, 
against the beauty of an important natural resource 
and the integrity of the Berryessa Watershed. 

There are no personal considerations from 
“Reclamation officials” regarding the EIS.  
Reclamation’s planning and the decisions that are a 
result of that planning are driven by policy and law. 
The process that led Reclamation to consider 
“Alternative B” was driven by historic and current 
uses that contributed to the degradation of area 
resources.  Over the last several years there have 
been several discharges from either inadequate 
concessionaire sewage systems or knowingly and 
directly from some trailer owners’ personal 
systems. 

Although the Bureau of Reclamation pledges to 
limit environmental impacts through the use of 
“space age” technology, Task Force – 7 regards this 
proposed experiment as irresponsible, given that a 
failure of the Project’s mitigation measures could 
necessitate the construction of regional water 
filtration and regional sewage plants at a cost to the 
general public and Federal government of 
approximately $6 billion. 

The EIS never mentions the term or concept “space 
age” technology.  The Lake Berryessa project is not 
an “experiment” but a required management action 
to address the expiration of seven concession 
contracts that will come to their legal terminus at 
the end of 50 years in 2008/2009.  Reclamation 
does not understand the comment regarding $6 
billion for the construction of regional water 
filtration and sewage plants. 

. . . the Project, at its present scale, is not 
compatible with the existing Lake Berryessa seven 
resorts. The Project is unprecedented in size and 
projected cost, within not only the Mid-Pacific 
BOR Region, but also indeed, the entire Western 
United States…It would be the first Federal 
precedent setting project to remove 1300 
established vacation homes and trailers from the 
seven resorts under the cloak of “exclusive use 
removal.” 

Reclamation agrees that this is the first time that 
1,300 private exclusive use trailers have been 
proposed for removal from Federal recreation 
lands.  The existing situation that has resulted in 
large areas of prime Federal property being 
managed for exclusive long-term users is not 
compatible with appropriate use of limited public 
recreation lands and water but more akin to private 
land use. 

From an environmental standpoint, the proposed 
Project requires dramatic disruption in a 
particularly sensitive and valuable area. The Project 
is within Blue Ridge Watershed. The resorts sites 
are located on steep slopes in excess of 25 percent, 
along the Lake Berryessa Reservoir. This is a 
recipe for the contamination of the Northern 
California (Solano County) water supply… 

The present installations are problematic not just 
because of the use type but also because of failings 
of some concession owned and operated sewage 
treatment facilities and similar failings and illegal 
discharges that have often occurred from individual 
private long-term trailers.  Any of the action 
alternatives will correct these deficiencies and 
reduce the opportunity for environmental 
degradation.  Reclamation considers the concerns 
brought forth by this comment as support for the 



 

19 - 75 

PART 2 - COMMENT PERIOD II 

Mr. Henry Howard – Response Code HH002 

Mr. Howard’s Comments  Reclamation’s Response 

adoption of one of the action alternatives. 

The Federal EPA addressed this issue in the 
Federal Register as follows: April 9, 2004 ERP No. 
D-IBR-K65262-CA Rating EC2, Lake Berryessa 
Visitor Services Plan, future use and operation, 
Solano Project Lake Berryessa, Napa County, CA.  
Summary: EPA expressed environmental concerns 
that significant increases in visitor use under the 
proposed VSP could result in negative impacts to 
air and water quality. EPA requested information 
on estimated future use and environmental impacts 
be included in the FEIS. 

A more detailed assessment of potential impacts to 
air and water quality associated with possible 
increases in visitor use is included in the FEIS, as 
suggested by the EPA.  

BOR has completely failed to analyze any other 
reasonable alternatives of smaller scale or 
magnitude . . . the analysis of reasonable 
alternatives must be evaluated as a means to 
eliminate, avoid or mitigate the significant adverse 
impacts, which will result from the proposed 
Berryessa Project. In light of the significant adverse 
environmental impacts associated with 
development on the west side of Lake Berryessa, a 
separate Federal demonstration project on vacant 
land must be evaluated. 

To adequately address the significant needs at Lake 
Berryessa after nearly 50 years of the existing use 
types and aging facilities it is necessary for this EIS 
and associated planning processes to be large in 
scope.  The resulting new facilities and uses will 
reduce the existing negative impacts and result in a 
use type that more appropriately serves the general 
public.  There are no “significant adverse 
environmental impacts” anticipated.  A 
demonstration project on vacant land is not an 
appropriate suggestion and would only serve to 
create a new environmental disturbance where none 
currently exists. Other proposals were considered 
but rejected as identified in the EIS and in some of 
the direct responses to other public comments. 

The DEIS’ conclusion that there will be no impact 
upon community character is based upon its 
assertions that: (1) “the Resorts will be fairly self-
contained [and thus] there will not be an affect on 
community character;” and (2) the Project will 
merely “re-introduce resort development uses into 
an area that historically supported such 
development locally and on a former long-term 
scale.” TF-7 will present evidence that DEIS 
treatment of community character is critically 
flawed . . .  

Neither of the quotes attributed in this comment to 
the EIS exists as identified. 

Approximately 9666 acres of forested, open space 
land will be directly altered if the Berryessa Project 
is approved . . . this proposal will overwhelm and 
destroy the diverse and intermingled land uses that 
currently characterize the area. 

Any restructuring of resort areas will take place 
within the current footprint of the concession area.  
Each of the action alternatives will result in 
reduced levels of impact to the Lake Berryessa area 
through the elimination or reduction of the areas 
presently impacted year-round by the long-term 
trailer villages.  As identified in the EIS, there may 
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be some minor initial impacts due to removal of 
some existing facilities and the construction of new 
facilities, but the long-term effects are positive as 
compared to the present situation.  Reclamation is 
unsure of the calculation and location of the 9,666 
acres described in this comment, as it was not 
identified in the EIS or other Reclamation 
documents regarding this project. 

Though tourism generated by the area’s plentiful 
natural resources and ready opportunities for year-
round recreation has been and continues to be 
central to the regional economy, Northern 
California has never seen a resort development akin 
to the proposed Berryessa Resorts . . .  

This statement is not accurate, as there are 
commercial recreational developments within 
Northern California that are larger in scope and 
numbers than proposed for Lake Berryessa—e.g., 
Lake Shasta, Lake Tahoe, Yosemite Valley, Napa 
Valley, and perhaps others.  Reclamation 
recognizes that changes at Lake Berryessa will be 
major because they will be new and will replace an 
existing type of use that has been present for 50 
years. 

Economic studies of the region have indicated that 
tourism may be best revitalized through “a focus on 
existing destinations and a series of niche-based 
accommodations,” including wineries, Bed and 
Breakfasts and shops.” Such development is most 
appropriate in areas which have unique character 
and can become focal points for development.” 
Significantly, one study, “Lake Berryessa Visitor 
Planning A+,” recommended: “Rather than recreate 
the over-sized resorts of Napa County, four or five 
100-room facilities built over a five to ten year 
period would be far more viable than either a 
multiplicity of smaller units or dependence on 
redeveloped new resorts.”  This A+ Study, authored 
by a Committee Chair, Task Force – 7, Peter 
Kilkus, also noted that the local community 
“recoils from the idea of over-population,” that 
“assaults on our watersheds would be tragic” and 
that “the Disneylandization of the Berryessa area is 
unthinkable.” 

There is no indication from the commenter that 
identifies the “economic studies of the region” 
highlighted in the first sentence here.  The second 
study identified as one by “Lake Berryessa Visitor 
Planning A+” is not a recognized or valid “study” 
but was an earlier comment/proposal submitted by 
Task Force-7, a group composed of long-term 
trailer owners at Lake Berryessa.  The action 
alternatives do not and did not propose any form or 
reference to making Lake Berryessa similar to 
Disneyland. 

 

After reviewing the DEIS it is apparent that many 
of the benefits from the proposed management 
focus on non market goods and services such as 
concession management by a proposed single 
provider. The focus on non-market goods and 
services is appropriate for land management 
agencies responsible for stewardship of the public 
estate. For the non-market goods and services such 

The reference to “non-market goods and services” 
is not applicable in the Lake Berryessa FEIS as it 
refers to an “Economic Analysis,” an optional 
feature Reclamation chose not to include in this 
document. Specifically, an EIS is not required to 
contain a “cost-benefit analysis,” which includes a 
discussion of non-market goods and services, 
(watershed and old growth forest restoration, 
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as wildlife habitat, migratory corridors, watershed 
protection, and scenic landscapes, are under 
produced by private market forces. The under 
production of non-market resources is an example 
of a market failure and provides the economic 
justification for public ownership (long-term 
vacation homes) and investment in Lake Berryessa 
and federal properties. 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
The DEIS does not account for the changes in non-
market goods and services. 

Based on legislative directives and project focus, 
the Lake Berryessa Project should take a total 
economic valuation perspective and include an 
economic analysis of the proposed management 
alternatives that takes into consideration non-
market benefits and costs. 

wildlife habitat and scenic landscapes) if such an 
analysis is not relevant to the choice between action 
alternatives. Since none of the above resources are 
impacted and the focus remains on the existing 
resort footprint, a discussion of non-market goods 
and services is not applicable. 

Federal lands in the Lake Berryessa Basin generate 
over 1.5 million visitors annually for recreation 
activity, representing a minimum of $150 million in 
willingness-to-pay (WTP) benefits, and supporting 
5,000 jobs in the regional economy. 

Reclamation agrees on the approximate visitation at 
Lake Berryessa, but the concept of willingness to 
pay” of $150 million or the support of 5,000 jobs in 
the regional economy is not adequately 
demonstrated. 

. . . resort site redevelopment will reduce soil 
productivity. Of potential importance for the DEIS 
is the impacts on site productivity and the removal 
of biomass. 

The adoption of any of the action alternatives will 
not reduce soil productivity or biomass.  It will 
reduce the actual ground impact due to the removal 
of over 1,300 trailers and open up additional areas 
for increase of natural “biomass.” 

Long-term users are continually financing resort 
maintenance-redevelopment costs of resorts until 
public land managers make a decision to allocate 
budgets to assume operational cost for running and 
maintaining the resorts. 

It is not the intent of Reclamation to assume the 
cost of operating and maintaining a private 
concession business.  

The site clearance and logging operation has the 
long term potential to mar scenery, impact wildlife 
populations and degrade the aesthetic appeal of the 
Lake Berryessa Blue Ridge basin. Both the short 
and long-term damages may have economic costs 
for local businesses in terms of potential decline in 
customer satisfaction, lost business and tax 
revenues, or lost opportunities to attract-retain jobs. 

The implication that a logging operation of any 
type will occur as part of the redevelopment is not 
accurate.  Furthermore, the picture painted of vast 
negative and disruptive impacts throughout the area 
is similarly inaccurate.  The removal of over 160 
trailers from Pleasure Cove in 2002/2003 was 
relatively smooth and did not disrupt local or 
regional activities. 

The large scale of the bark beetle, sudden oak 
disease and Spanish moss was not addressed in the 
DEIS. There is significant impacts on local basin 

The scope of this EIS is not impacted by nor does it 
impact the mega geographic areas impacted by bark 
beetles, sudden oak disease, or Spanish moss.  The 
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aesthetics and overall effect on the areas immediate 
small communities, e.g., Berryessa Highlands. 

overall disruption of area foliage will be minimal 
and will result in less ground area impacted on a 
long-term basis. 

The resort health and code crisis is exaggerated. The statements by Reclamation in the EIS 
regarding the condition of concessionaire-owned 
facilities is accurate and is based upon a thorough 
analysis by a qualified engineering company of all 
seven concession areas. 

Recommendations  
The following are long range planning 
recommendations whereby the BOR could begin to 
concentrate its efforts to restore its position and 
image and create recreation opportunities with 
existing resources and budgets:  

 

Develop ten government funded vista pullouts, 
equipped with port-lets, paved parking, picnic 
tables, and shaded covers. 

The development of vista pullouts may be a good 
idea but 10 are not necessary.  There are already a 
few areas that serve that purpose and general 
upgrades of them would be appropriate but not 
until a final determination is made regarding 
changes to the concession areas and how their new 
services would figure into the overall mix of short-
term visitor support. 

Complete the road around the lake on the eastern 
shore and surface with asphalt. 

Construction of a paved road around the lake or 
even on the east side is not desirable as it would 
negatively alter the character of Lake Berryessa, 
which now can boast a relatively “wild side.” 

Complete overhaul of Oak Shores and Smittle 
Creek. 

The comment regarding a “Complete overhaul” at 
Oak Shores and Smittle Creek is undeveloped here 
or elsewhere in Mr. Howard’s submitta l and 
Reclamation does not perceive the intent.  

Increase the parking at Smittle Creek.  

Build a regional water plant and sewer treatment to 
service Berryessa basin, Berryessa Highlands, 
Berryessa Estates, Circle Oaks, Spanish Flat area, 
all resorts. 

It is not an appropriate Reclamation function to 
build any infrastructure to serve private housing 
areas.  Involvement in development of a water plant 
or other infrastructure systems that may serve 
multiple Reclamation concession areas may be 
considered as part of the negotiation of an eventual 
new concession contract(s) at Berryessa. 

Develop Pope Canyon bridge area into a vista area 
and picnic area. 

With the completion of more appropriate access to 
the concession areas for the short-term public the 
additional development of Pope Creek along the 
major access route is not desirable or necessary. 
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Camp Berryessa overhaul, new roads and 
structures. 

New development at “Camp Berryessa” will be 
necessary but will be the function of a new 
concessionaire selected to manage that area for 
public use. 

Extend all resort contracts an additional 20 years, 
require that majority of upgrades to structures 
comply with Alternative B, except the remove 
trailer extraction provisions. 

Extension of current concession contracts for any 
period of time would be a violation of Public Law 
96-375.   

Require all dry site trailers not hooked into existing 
utilities and sewage/water control. All dry sites not 
able to upgrade would be remove from sites within 
2 years.  

The failure to address the issues surrounding long-
term private trailer installations at Lake Berryessa 
in this EIS would be negligence.  Dry sites 
currently under use are addressed in the EIS along 
with all other long-term sites. 

Open Government Point shoreline access to all 
users. 

Government Point access will remain similar to its 
current situation in part because of national security 
concerns at all Reclamation administrative 
locations.  It is currently utilized on an informal 
basis by several senior citizens that appreciate its 
level of safe and secure setting and that type use 
could be encouraged. 

Open North Shore campground run by BOR as a 
demonstration project in accordance with 1992 
RAMP Plan. 

Regardless of the identification in the RAMP, a 
North Shore campground is not perceived as 
necessary nor is one planned, as adequate camping 
is anticipated among the new concession 
developments.  This is, in part, an effort to reduce 
the level of impact by not disturbing a currently 
undeveloped area. 

Prioritize efforts in motorized boating 99.5 percent 
usage.  Since kayaks and canoes are basically one 
person or two users reduce emphasis on the agenda 
of Sierra Club groups. 

The comment regarding motorized boat use, 
canoes, kayaks, and the Sierra Club is vague and 
Reclamation is unable  to perceive the point or 
develop a meaningful response. 

Develop campgrounds on small and big island IAW 
1992 RAMP document. 

No camping development will occur on any of the 
islands at Lake Berryessa as those areas have 
become more important as undeveloped natural 
areas (e.g., for eagle nesting), and management of 
visitor facilities at those locations would be 
unnecessarily costly.  Reclamation recognizes that 
this determination is somewhat different than 
originally expressed in the RAMP, but it is 
appropriate based upon current knowledge and 
preferences for proper environmental stewardship. 



 

19 - 80 

PART 2 - COMMENT PERIOD II 

Mr. Henry Howard – Response Code HH002 

Mr. Howard’s Comments  Reclamation’s Response 

Establish a Citizen to Protect Advisory Board for 
oversight of BOR at Lake Berryessa. Adopt the 
DOI’s new policy for 4- C’s. 

Some type of a user advisory board may be of 
value at Lake Berryessa but it is not the intent of 
this EIS to address its structure and function. 

Develop two additional boat launch ramps with all 
amenities and fuel capability. 

Additional boat launch ramps at Lake Berryessa are 
not necessary with the proper management and 
maintenance of the existing eight ramp areas. 

Implement user fees system for Capell Cove boat 
launch and use of BOR developed and dispersed 
sites, follow the President’s Executive Orders. 

Final determination regarding user fees for Capell 
Cove and Oak Shores has not yet been made but it 
is very likely that new fees will be instituted by 
either the government or a concessionaire.  The 
actual opportunity to collect and retain such fees 
was not a factor when the EIS was developed but 
has become so in the last few months with the 
inclusion of Reclamation in the national Fee 
Demonstration Program. 

Establish law enforcement capability for BOR park 
rangers, or contractor. 

Reclamation does not have any authority to 
independently conduct law enforcement operations.  
Continuing efforts to contract such services are a 
part of the EIS. 

All mobile homes would be anchored and flood 
proofed in a measure to comply with 1992 ramp 
within five years or removed. 

Reclamation agrees that all existing trailers must be 
anchored as required in the building code.  
However, in the preferred alternative, this issue 
becomes moot. 

The BOR would remove its storage yard to higher 
ground below Government Point. 

The storage yard at Government Point is adequate. 

Within two years all resorts would be characterized 
and master planned IAW Napa County guidelines. 

The comment regarding master planning is vague 
and Reclamation is unable to respond.  

Develop all weather access roads from Winters, 
Napa, and Fairfield with federal funding highway 
maintenance funding. Eliminate unsafe turns and 
improve grades and road surfaces. 

Development of new highways or access roads is 
beyond the scope of this planning effort.  
Reclamation and various highway officials have 
examined the existing systems and have deemed 
them adequate. The existing roads are not high-
speed routes, and they will likely remain in their 
current character, which is not unlike that of access 
routes to many remote recreation areas within 
California or other Western States. 

The Blue Ridge group has already acknowledged 
that the potential for overuse of the Forest lands 
presents its greatest danger even before the 
Berryessa Project was proposed 

The Blue Ridge Berryessa Natural Area (BRBNA) 
Partnership has submitted a formal comment 
supporting Alternative D. 
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At no time does the DEIS discuss the loss of 
Transient Occupancy Tax charged by resorts and 
forwarded to Napa County. Secondly the DEIS 
fails to discuss the heavy loss of revenues sent to 
Napa County under the Resort Tax ordinances that 
all resorts pay to Napa County. 

Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) is not specifically 
discussed in the EIS, although overall manpower 
and financial impacts to Napa County are outlined.  
It should be noted, however, that officials of Napa 
County have stated both orally and in writing that 
they strongly support Reclamation’s preferred 
Alternative B and further feel it will result in an 
increase of TOT to the county. 

Groundwater Impacts  
The DEIS does not adequately evaluate the 
hydrogeology of the area, which is critical to 
preparing an accurate water balance for the sites. 

As stated in the EIS, Reclamation would limit 
structures from being placed below the 455-foot 
MSL contour and would require that best-
management practices be employed. These 
practices would include landscaping, facility siting, 
road alignment, and drainage abatement, all serving 
to continue to protect potential surface and ground 
water (none of which include wells) and to 
minimize impacts to nearby reservoir water 
sources.  These restrictions and modernization of 
the treatment plants would eliminate the kinds of 
water quality violations that have occurred in the 
past. Other than the provisions cited above, the 
hydrology of the area would not be affected by any 
of the action alternatives as the planned new 
developments at LB are occurring on the same 
footprint already affected by current operations. 

. . . Virtually no attention has been given to 
protecting the historic Indian artifact sites found in 
the lakes remaining boundaries, especially its two 
historic Patwin settlements listed in CA-DWR 
documents. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The EIS, under the section on Cultural Resources, 
outlines the current known parameters of American 
Indian artifact areas.  It indicates that extensive 
surveys have been conducted in the past to identify 
such resources and that most known areas are now 
submerged in the lake.  It also states that on 
occasion artifacts are turned up in the normal 
course of area management and public use but that 
no known sites exist within any of the current or 
planned concession areas.  One statement from the 
EIS says: “Documented archeological sites at the 
reservoir consist of isolated artifacts, artifact 
scatters, artifact concentrations, campsites and large 
village sites. The large village sites were located 
adjacent to the major drainages and are now well 
below low-water levels. No documented sites are 
listed on or potentially eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places.” 

Mining and Financial Assurance  
The BOR sponsor of the redevelopment of 

The concern listed in this comment does not apply 
to proposed activities at Lake Berryessa.  Section 
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Berryessa Resorts has not sought, nor has the BOR 
considered the need for a mined land reclamation 
permit. 

2714 of the subject act stipulates that construction 
projects similar to those anticipated at Lake 
Berryessa do not fall under the requirements for 
any type of mining authorization.  If such mining 
statute applied it would have been applicable since 
1975.  This is a non-issue. 

Pesticides 
The Task Force - 7 contends that the DEIS did not 
adequately address the potential impacts from 
pesticide that may be used on the proposed 
Berryessa Project. 

The EIS does address concern on existing 
pesticides stored by current concessiona ires and 
among the 1,300 trailer owners as an issue needing 
appropriate attention during removal of facilities.  
This same issue was successfully addressed during 
the removal of over 100 trailers from the Outback 
at Pleasure Cove in 2002/2003.  There are no 
pesticide applications planned or intended as a part 
of the development of new facilities.  Any new 
concession contract(s) will include a section on 
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) that stipulates 
absolute criteria to be followed in advance of an 
application.   

Process 
The Task Force - 7 objects to the decision by the 
BOR not to provide access to the comments 
materials in the DEIS through the provision of 
searchable files in order to insure meaningful, 
much less full participation of the public and all 
involved agencies in the review of the DEIS. The 
BOR's Decision not to require this level of the 
transparency constitutes a failure of the BOR in its 
role as lead agency to provide a complete and 
impartial review and to facilitate “the weighing of 
social, economic and environmental factors early in 
the planning and decision-making process” 
(NEPA). 

This comment’s intent is not clear, but Reclamation 
has followed all of the stipulated requirements in 
the NEPA process. 

. . . The Task Force - 7 notes that several “planning 
studies” cited in support of the proposed project 
were proposed by and written under the direction of 
BOR principals, Dornbusch, Marshall Swift, 
Kleinfelder.  The Dornbusch Study on Page 49 
takes great measures to elaborate a disclaimer that 
information provided to them by BOR was 
basically flawed and incorrect. 

It is an acceptable practice for an agency to contract 
with an external individual or company as was 
done by Reclamation with Dornbusch and 
Kleinfelder to provide expert analysis.  Marshall & 
Swift is not a contracted company by Reclamation 
but an estimating firm that provides estimating 
guides and approaches to any company, individual, 
or agency that wishes to use their service and data 
bases.  The Dornbusch study does not indicate on 
page 49 or anywhere else that data provided by 
Reclamation was flawed or incorrect.  It does 
indicate there was a significant level of unknown 
factors because of the lack of applicable data from 
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the existing concessionaire and because the 
proposed Alternative B was such a major change 
that the current data would not be applicable.  It 
further recommends that additional financial 
analysis would be required at some future point 
when more specific development criteria are 
available.  Reclamation agrees with this need and 
intends to accomplish that through the Prospectus 
process and critical review of pro forma 
information from interested bidders for new 
concession contract(s). 

[The DEIS fails to properly consider impacts and 
associated NEPA requirements from storm runoff 
when the new construction occurs at various 
locations.  Soils runoff could negatively impact 
water quality, and fish and other aquatic species 
habitat.  There could also be significant runoff of 
pollutants from land sources.  It does not discuss 
the treatment of storm water to mitigate any 
pollutants.]  

Construction practices will be required that take 
into consideration the potential for runoff and 
erosion within construction areas.  Not all of the 
construction will occur simultaneously.  The EIS 
addressed aspects of the construction as outlined in 
the following examples:  

Reclamation would require that Best 
Management Practices be included in all 
construction activities to minimize potential soil 
erosion during resort construction. 

Rehabilitation and new construction would be 
accomplished within parameters of  
“Sustainable Design” and in compliance with 
commonly accepted environmentally sensitive 
practices, e.g., energy efficiency, water 
conserving fixtures, and recycling. All 
concession areas would take an Eco-Tourism 
type approach to facility development and 
operation.  Construction standards would follow 
“Reclamation’s Recreation Facility Design 
Handbook” and meet Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) requirements. 

The EIS also adequately addressed potential 
impacts to wildlife, birds and air as result of the 
construction period. 

The DEIS clearly does not accurately depict the 
traffic increases likely to be engendered by the 
proposed resort and expansions of the Berryessa 
resorts. It also does not adequately mitigate the 
problems associated with expected changes in 
traffic flow.” 

 

As outlined in section 3.5 of the EIS, “No traffic 
study comparable to the study prepared for the 
1992 RAMP was undertaken for the purposes of 
this planning effort. However, traffic engineers for 
NAPA County, California Department of 
Transportation (CalTrans) experts and traffic 
officers with the California Highway Patrol were 
consulted regarding existing traffic conditions on 
the corridors serving Lake Berryessa.”  All of the 
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experts counseled in completion of the EIS 
indicated that the traffic patterns and loading 
factors examined for the 1992 RAMP remain 
applicable and accurate, and they could perceive no 
reason for reworking the data. 

Visual And Aesthetic Impacts  
No visual assessment or simulations were 
completed from the seven resorts, the Berryessa-
Knoxville Road exposures, slopes or CA Route 
128, the areas most likely to be impacted within the 
five-mile radius . . . . Based on a review of the 
surrounding topography, the worst-case scenario 
for visual impacts will be from across the lake and 
adjacent to government areas at Oak Shores and 
Capell Cove and west shore resorts, namely Putah 
Creek, Rancho Monticello, Spanish Flat and 
Berryessa Marina.  

Visual impacts will be similar to the noticeable 
construction activities throughout cities and towns 
and rural areas nationwide.  The construction is 
temporary and will result in an overall 
improvement to the visual resources of Lake 
Berryessa.  The RAMP and other earlier reviews of 
recreation activities at Lake Berryessa continuously 
highlight the unappealing visual aspects of the 
current trailer installations, and this will be 
corrected by adoption of any of the action 
alternatives. 

Visual impacts of clear-cutting over 500 acres and 
turning much of the areas into Recreational Vehicle 
and tent camping areas, and buildings; Loss of 
forest land that includes the destruction of over 
10,000 trees. 

The EIS has absolutely no mention of clear cutting 
any acreage let alone a specific number such as 500 
acres.  There is also no mention of the removal of 
over 10,000 trees.  Both of these comments are 
invalid assumptions by the commenter. 

The DEIS does not adequately address the 
wastewater treatment issues during the eight-year 
construction period for the project . . . . The 
proposed 8-year construction activity is a 
significant number of construction workers on site 
without adequate wastewater management. The 
DEIS also does not address when the WWTPs will 
be put on line or the operation of the WWTP under 
low flow conditions until final build out. 

 

 

 

 

 

Consideration of wastewater treatment during 
construction of new facilities will be addressed as 
the type and level of construction becomes apparent 
once there is an FEIS, and ROD, and eventually a 
new concessionaire(s).  However, the EIS deals in 
detail with the current failings of existing 
wastewater systems that serve some of the 
concession areas, e.g.: “. . . the sewage systems at 
some resorts are aging and deteriorating, and are 
expected to require major improvements within the 
next 15 years.”  The EIS identifies that new 
systems are necessary, and it seems apparent that 
the intent is to properly address these issues, which 
are such a major failing at some of the present 
areas.  There is no indication in the EIS of an “8 
year construction period.”  WWTP’s are an 
operational requirement and not something to be 
addressed in the EIS. 

The DEIS fails to adequately address applicable 
water rights issues as it may impact the 

Reclamation intends to utilize the same water 
privileges and rights that currently exist for the 
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concessionaire areas and other private areas 
adjacent to Lake Berryessa that may be impacted 
by the plan. 

concession operations at Lake Berryessa.  This EIS 
cannot address the requirements and issues 
regarding areas outside of the planning area.  
However, there is no expectation that the new 
operations will impact available water resources for 
potable sources to any degree different than 
presently exists. 

The project has not been designed to avoid and 
minimize wetland impacts. 

Wetlands were addressed in several areas of the 
EIS, and the determination was made that they will 
not be impacted by the construction portion of the 
preferred alternative. 

Wildlife And Habitat Impacts  
. . . The DEIS failed to adequately address the 
significant adverse impacts on wildlife, habitat and 
fauna . . . 

As stated in Alternative B, for example, some 
potential impacts would occur to wildlife, common 
birds, amphibians, reptiles and vegetation as a 
result of the proposed developments in the resorts.  
Further, some wildlife would be temporarily 
displaced due to noise, dust, and human activity, 
and some vegetation would be removed during 
construction in the resorts. However, these effects 
would be mitigated as discussed in 3.3.2.12 through 
3.3.2.24, and are not considered significant.  

Any order of BOR to remove them (private and 
concessionaire-owned substandard boat docks) 
would cause a substantial environment disaster to 
the immediate Lake. 

Similar docks have been removed in the past, but 
the removal must be done properly to assure that 
un-encapsulated foam and other materials are not 
released. 
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West Coast Mobile Home - Comment Response                             AB001 

Spanish Flat Proposal would retain and upgrade the 
long term usage and further expand our short term 
business 

Comment noted 

Long term sites needed for year round income Comment noted   

Resort would comply with health and safety 
standards 

Comment noted 

Napa County (Dillon) - Comment Response                            AB002 

Napa County endorses Reclamation's plan for 
change 

Comment noted 

A plan for redevelopment is needed. That is the 
only way revenue can be generated 

Reclamation and Napa County shall work together 
to find ways to balance the budget associated to 
recreation. 

 

We need better public access to existing public 
lands 

Comment noted 

The best areas to access the lake is where trailers 
are 

Comment noted 

We desperately need to improve public safety 
programs 

Reclamation and Napa County will work together 
to meet these goals. 

National Marina Manufacturers Association - 
Comment 

Response                            AB003 

WROS The WROS process incorporates adaptive 
management, therefore monitoring of the land and 
water use classifications (zones) designated for 
Lake Berryessa and adapting for appropriate or 
necessary change will be an ongoing process. 

Two year closure of the lake for development? No closure of the lake is planned or desired by 
Reclamation.  Access to the lake will be 
maintained throughout the redevelopment period. 

Boat slip from 1349 to 601 The carrying capacity for boats on lake Berryessa 
remains 3,000, as it was in the 1992 RAMP.  There 
is no planned change in boat slips over the course 
of future development.   
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AMI - Comment Response                           AB004 

Boat slip from 1349 to 601 The carrying capacity for boats on lake Berryessa 
remains 3,000, as it was in the 1992 RAMP.  There 
is no planned change in boat slips over the course 
of future development.   

Berryessa Garbage - Comment Response                            AB005 

We would not survive a two year shutdown of the 
lake 

No closure of the lake is planned or desired by 
Reclamation.  Access to the lake will be 
maintained throughout the redevelopment period. 

Personal Watercraft Industry Association -  
Comment 

Response                            AB006 

Support the Summers Economic Analysis of the 
Dornbusch Report 

Comment noted, see comment SS002 

Main interest is continued access to the lake for 
PWCs 

Under the VSP Personal Water Craft will still have 
access and use of the lake. 

WROS classification system does not make sense. The WROS is becoming the standard for planning 
water based recreation areas. It is a more dynamic 
planning tool that measures visitor expectation and 
desired experience.  The WROS process provides 
managers with information that allows for 
flexibility in decision making. Managers will be 
more informed and better able to meet the needs of 
the visiting public, while protecting the resource. 
Further, this subject was not a part of the RAMP 
section on “Preferred Actions and Alternatives” but 
has been included within this heading by the ROP. 

Concern about a 2 year closure while facilities are 
improved 

No closure of the lake is planned or desired by 
Reclamation.  Access to the lake will be 
maintained throughout the redevelopment period. 

The call for ban of PWC has no scientific  basis 

Under the VSP Personal Water Craft will still have 
access and use of the lake, no ban on PWC’s is 
called for in the EIS.. 

19 million American ride PWC each year 
Under the VSP Personal Water Craft will still have 
access and use of the lake. 

PWC emissions have been declining since 1999 
due to EPA standards and CARB standards 
effective 2001 

Under the VSP Personal Water Craft will still have 
access and use of the lake. 

Since 2005 it is unlawful for boats in CA to exceed Napa County has law enforcement authority for 
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75 decibels when measured from shoreline Lake Berryessa, this will remain in effect with 
regard to all unlawful behavior. 

PWCs are no more likely to disturb wildlife than 
other boats 

Comment noted 

PWIA supports mandatory boater education, age 
requirements and strict enforcement of regulations 
for PWCs 

Comment noted 

California Inland Fisheries Foundation - 
Comment 

Response                        AB007 

Our successful Trout Pen Project is at Markley 
Cove 

Comment noted 

Another Trout Pen project is needed at another 
marina 

Comment noted 

VSP should include current concessionaires Current concessionaires may compete for new 
concession contracts when offered to competitive 
bids prior to contract termination. 

Boone’s Saloon - Comment Response                                 AB008 

Proposed closure of Lake Berryessa (devastating) No closure of the lake is planned or desired by 
Reclamation.  Access to the lake will be 
maintained throughout the redevelopment period. 

Local businesses would be devastated by closure No closure of the lake is planned or desired by 
Reclamation.  Access to the lake will be 
maintained throughout the redevelopment period. 

Some resorts have to clean-up certain areas Comment noted 

Most of the resorts realize that they have to clean-
up certain areas. 

Comment noted 

Sierra Club - Comment Response                               AB009 

Sierra Club has more than 800,000 members 
nationwide 

Comment noted 

Strongly endorse no entrance fees for minimal 
developments 

Comment noted 

Lake Berryessa has more accidents than other lake 
in California  

Reclamation will continue to work with the State 
of California, Napa County and other partners to 
create and implement education programs to teach 
recreationists to use precautions while recreating at 
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Lake Berryessa.  

Current user conflicts between motorized and 
nature based recreationists 

Reclamation recognizes that conflicts exist 
between some types of recreationists. It is one of 
Reclamation’s priorities to provide opportunities 
for a variety of recreational experiences for visitors 
to Lake Berryessa. While current boating activities 
will continue, Reclamation hopes to create Five 
MPH zones and non-motorized zones to help 
separate uses and address safety concerns that have 
resulted in conflicts.  

Recommend campsites, protected swimming areas, 
kayak launch ramps and a shoreline trail 

Comment noted. 

Strongly recommend more 5 mph zones as in Alt. 
D 

Comment noted 

The Narrows, in particular, should be a 5 mph zone 
as in Alt. D 

Comment noted 

Recommend establishment of remote campsites Comment noted 

Ban jet skis as they are loud, unsafe, and pollute Comment noted 

Lake Berryessa News - Comment Response                             AB010 

I have seen the economic climate in the area 
deteriorate signif icantly in that amount of time (11 
yrs) 

Comment noted   

The uncertainly of the future of the lake has been 
the biggest contributor 

Comment noted   

Subscribers and advertisement revenues have 
dropped dramatically 

Comment noted   

The seven resorts are the key to economic of the 
local business community 

Comment noted 

They and the long-term site owners have been the 
foundation of my newspapers revenue 

Comment noted   

Anything that detracts from the resorts will be 
detrimental to my business  

Comment noted   

Alternatives B, C and D are not in the best interest 
in the local community (economically/socially) 

Comment noted   

Advertisers are dependent on the resorts, on their 
long-term site owners, as well as the short-term 

Short-term users will like ly be more dependent on 
local businesses to provide their short-term needs.  
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visitors. Since most vacationers are not as familiar with the 
area, the local paper may fill the advertising needs 
of new facilities and services available at these 
local businesses.   

Lake Berryessa Chamber of Commerce  - 
Comment 

Response                      AB011 

We all want LB to be accessible to the public  Comment noted 

Provide the infrastructure necessary to service a 
broad range on needs  

Reclamation agrees that the infrastructure should 
be replaced or retrofitted to meet the recreational 
demands that is determined by Reclamation to be 
necessary and appropriate on federal land 

The LBCC believes that the Summers and 
Summers Economic Analysis calls into serious 
question the financial viability of Reclamation’s 
Plan  

See Response SS001   

If BOR should carry out the proposed closure of 
the Lake and complete demolition of the existing 
infrastructure the consequences for all of the local, 
as well as regional businesses would be devastating 

Access to the lake will be maintained throughout 
the redevelopment period. The increase in short-
term users following redevelopment would benefit 
local businesses. 

Several Groups have proposed economically-viable 
plans that would increase access for short-term 
visitors 

Comment noted   

The California Parks Company - Comment Response                   AB012 

I agree with the Bureau's redevelopment plans  Comment noted   

LB has unattractive trailer/MH installations. Comment noted 

Long-term users are along the most desired areas Comment noted 

Current Short-term campgrounds are unattractive Comment noted   

Campgrounds are not responsive to visitor demand Comment noted 

Good business opportunity for houseboats Comment noted 

Camp Berryessa is a wonderful location for a group 
camp 

Comment noted 

Potential for tent cabins and rustic lodging Comment noted 

Potential for upgraded camping and RV use Comment noted 
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Potential for consolidated marinas at 3 to 4 
locations 

Comment noted   

The Bureau should pay the removal costs Comment noted   

The Bureau should pay the rehabilitation costs Comment noted   

Leaving behind the shell of the recreation complex 
for incoming concessionaires 

Comment noted   

A reasonable investment can be envisioned  Comment noted 

Sub-contractors should be devised Comment noted 

We continue to support Alternative B Comment noted   

Blue Ridge Berryessa Natural Area –  
Comment 

Response                             AB013 

First the trailers and the mobile homes must go Comment noted   

Second, redevelopment must serve diverse 
recreational users 

Comment noted 

Third, transition period must be open and 
transparent 

Comment noted 

Transition period must be a participatory process Comment noted 

The BRBNA would like to participate in the 
transition process 

Reclamation, BRBNA and other partners shall 
work together to meet the shared goals. 

Solano County Board of Supervisors  - 
Comment 

Response                             AB014 

Supports Alt. B Comment noted 

Eliminates pollution from concessions and trailers Comment noted 

Currently underutilized public recreational resource Comment noted 

Lake Berryessa should be more like Lake Solano 
Park, which provides easy, inexpensive, likely 
available public access on a public resource 

Comment noted 

Berryessa Trails and Conservation - Comment Response                                AB015 

Special interest group's alternative plan is a fiasco. 
(Alt A+ and ROP) 

Comment noted 
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Strongly support redevelopment of the Lake 
Berryessa Recreation Area. 

Comment noted 

Lake Berryessa now poorly serves the recreational 
needs of the public  

Comment noted 

Motorized recreation fosters an atmosphere of 
lawlessness 

Comment noted 

Napa County incurs extra enforcement and EMS 
costs 

Comment noted 

Support open areas to public access Comment noted 

Change character and perception of the lake from 
motor boating to nature based family friendly 
recreation 

Comment noted 

Eliminate current health, safety, fire and floodplain 
problems 

Comment noted 

Add new investments and development to benefit 
economy  

Comment noted 

Current concession model hinders public use comment noted 

Concessionaires are in violation of many state/local 
codes 

The old contracts adhere to grandfathered 1950s 
codes.  New contracts will follow current federal, 
state and local codes, comment noted 

Current concession model cost Napa Co. millions Comment noted 

The public has complained about private vacation 
sites 

Comment noted 

Concession areas are signed private property The real property is public land and should not be 
signed as private.  

The lake serves only a narrow segment of the 
market 

Comment noted.   

Lake Berryessa concessions charge high prices Comment noted.   

Napa County (Luce) - Comment Response                           AB016 

Napa County supports Reclamation's overall 
efforts, addressing health, safety and fire hazard 
problems, recreation access problems, and water 
quality and aesthetic problems. 

Comment noted 
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LB should offer a high quality visitor experience Comment noted 

Napa County supports the VSP Alternative B, with 
some of D 

Comment noted 

BOR use water and land use developments of Alt 
D. 

Comment noted 

City of Winters - Comment Response                           AB017 

Resolution No. 2004-34 passed 10/20/04 declaring 
VSP could cause negative fiscal impact to Winters 

Comment noted 

Estimate it could cause more than $100,000 of 
sales tax revenue annually to Winters 

Comment noted 

We want to offer our input regarding ways to 
mitigate the impact to our community 

Agencies and partners should work together to gain 
the greatest benefit possible.  

Solano County Water Agency - Comment Response                                AB018 

Supports VSP and Alt. B in particular Comment noted 

Alt B better serves short term visitors Comment noted 

Alt B best protects water quality Comment noted 

Water quality is our primary interest in the VSP Comment noted 

Costly improvements necessary for being brought 
into compliance 

Reclamation will work with the State, Napa 
County and other partners to improve, retrofit or 
replace infrastructure to lower the operation and 
maintenance costs. 

Pope Valley Repair and Towing Inc - Comment Response                           AB019 

Shutting down the lake for 2 years would create a 
hardship on Pope Valley Repair and Towing 

No closure of the lake is planned or desired by 
Reclamation.  Access to the lake will be 
maintained throughout the redevelopment period. 

Pope Valley Repair and Towing is the closest 
towing and is busy all year 

Comment noted 

Pope Valley Repair and Towing depends on 
revenue from the lake 

Comment noted.   

Forever Resorts, LLC - Comment Response                            AB020 

Lake Berryessa is very physically attractive for 
new facilities 

Comment noted 
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Proximity to nearby population is more positive 
than most 

Comment noted 

Forever Resorts is willing to compete for new 
contracts 

Comment noted 

Millions of people are eager for an appropriate 
range of quality outdoor recreation 

Comment noted 

The current facilities and atmosphere does not 
welcome or encourage new vacationers 

Comment noted 

Visitors are looking for a positive and unique 
vacation experience 

Comment noted 

The alternatives that you have outlined are 
wonderful changes for the public  

Comment noted 

These alternatives provide a positive financial 
opportunity to the eventual concessionaires 

Comment noted 

Napa Sierra Club -  Comment Response                                    AB021 

The current concessions are hazardous, unsafe and 
threaten water quality 

Comment noted 

The 1995 audit by the Office of Inspector General 
was negative of the concessions 

Comment noted 

The 2000 audit indicated that "Long-standing 
health and safety deficiencies have not been 
corrected" 

Comment noted 

Six of 7 resorts were issued Notices of Violations 
from 12/2000 to 02/2001 

Comment noted 

Kleinfelder Report in 2002 'the sewers are in a 
generally deteriorated condition and need 
replacement" 

Comment noted 

DEIS notes sewer systems are "aging and 
deteriorating" 

Comment noted 

DEIS further notes that facilities and long term 
sites are located in the reservoir flood plan and 
pose a threat to the lake water quality" 

Comment noted 

Kleinfelder Report concluded there is 12 million 
deferred maintenance of infrastructure and facilities 

Comment noted 
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November 2001 Napa County Fire Safety Analysis 
reported that "fire and safety problems existed in 
all of the resorts" 

Comment noted 

Alt. A+, the status quo, is "unworkable" Comment noted 

Neither Alt A or Alt A+ is "an acceptable or even 
reasonable environmental alternative" 

Comment noted 

The Summers Report contains "numerous 
unsupported allegations and assumptions" 

Comment noted 

Providing facilities and opportunities to meet 
recreational needs will bring the public and create a 
financially successful lake 

Comment noted 

Tuleyome Inc - Comment Response                           AB022 

Disappointed comment period reopened as time has 
been lost  

Comment noted 

Waste water pollution continue Current concessionaires have made improvements 
and Reclamation has improved monitoring of 
waste systems.   

Negative economic and recreational impacts also 
currently continue 

Comment noted 

Currently limited recreational options and places of 
quality to stay 

Comment noted 

Motels currently are sub-standard Comment noted 

Both motels and campsites are over-priced 
currently 

Comment noted 

Trailer parks are unsightly Comment noted 

Re-develop the lake to provide greater recreational 
options particularly hiking trails, kayak launch 
ramps and swimming areas 

Comment noted 

Increase non motorized and 5 mph zones Five MPH zones and non-motorized zones are 
included in each of the alternatives to help separate 
conflicts in uses and safety concerns that have 
resulted in the past to bodily injuries and death to 
recreationists. 

We want new facilities of good quality which 
comply with current codes and reasonably priced. 

Comment noted 
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Napa County CEO (Watt) - Comment Response                             AB023 

BOR planning for implementation with Napa 
County 

Comment noted 

Concessionaires should be considered by economy 
of scale  

Comment noted 

A larger company better staffing and planning. Comment noted 

A larger company have experience with health and 
safety  

Comment noted 

Recreation Del Sol - Comment Response                       AB024 

Alt B is economically viable  Comment noted 

Dornbusch correctly expresses the economic 
viability of Alt B and we disagree with the 
Summers' analysis 

Comment noted 

Bay Area Open Space Council - Comment Response            AB025 

As more than 90 percent of the non-camping 
accommodations at Lake Berryessa are currently 
reserved for private use, redevelopment that would 
open those areas up to the public access is 
particularly welcome. 

Comment noted 

 


