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Attachment 13

Fire Protection Agreement
California Department of Forestry
and
the Bureau of Reclamation
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The cooperaive Draien i e arcommpished imder s Agrearcest e the SUDTTMSSCR O
witdland Sres on Resiamalon lands.

Tept of Agre-mant

Thit 2 gres
The Agreemaemt shail be affactive throngh the completion date of Septetmeer 30, 2003

Tt shall Derome edeciive tpon being exsomed by botk parties.

. Mumal Coopémation

Te accompiicn the purpose and objestive af this Agemmenr, cach party agrees o coopecals
with the other m fuifilling it abligatsns as hoem provided,

™. Specific Ohlismtions of the Paries

A, Stze's Obbigation

1

2z,

Lek

. Provide "Bane" Srs mppressions av against all wildfires on Reclamanog [znds.

The State shall, a5 sorn as is practicable, ootify the Reclamatog Officar, Rairy

manzpry, and meervolr mapagsr of Ares Xnown o east og Reclamatan lande, as
desmutdmhm:hmmﬁand showm an !h:ma:psmﬁﬂar.h:ﬂ-rf p.(‘ gt ke
Rt e ey P 24 TL SN

. Irrewpeemreof action of athers W supptess fires ocmrnng in or threatening the

proiestad Reclamation iands, the State ghall tzie cherge of control actor oo any
such e 20 soon after dissovery as ie practcable and will immediately take action to
suporess such fre in 2 cost-cfrcove mangsar consiEtent with policies,

- Afler sompletion of fre suppressisn acticn, transmit to Reciamation & copy of tha

Foresoy Ore report fhr ekeh fire on Reclamarion lands

. Mattmn adeguars recdrds and accounts of the costs for sach Sre forwhich

Reciarastion May be billed to such derall as will enable 2 qualihed persen to readily
determune fre sugpressiog costs which are reumbursabie wpdss s peresinent and
preserve such mecords for thres vears following payment. Ta the extent pracicad,
such recorde shal] inelude, b ot e limited w all apphicahis empioyes aendancs
reugrds, pavrolls, copies of sub-comrraets, porchace ordess, vyolces, Tom anl
peymems 10 any seheontacters and spplicrs.

. Premare sno ubmat igwibces for e nrpnre-smm 08t Telanmp 0 cack Ire sennming

oz Petlamanos ‘znds. [o ease of complex Sre acoons, St may sodmit partai
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lavoices With potanan ndicatng supplements invoices Wil fedow. A gTmeTai
gurnmany of 56 Zosts wiil be provided o Beclamanior, with zach invowe o 18
SHrare.

B. Ravigmation’s Obliganon

i. Furmesh State woth inaps of ar nefore shewing the Josation of Recizmanon \ands g
Be proteeted by State under this agresment.

Notify Brate (By April L=t sach vepr) during the term of this aprsemoert, ol

4=

a owmershio chaopes [m lands 1o be prodested by foresory; and
b. the acteage w be protected by State wnder this agrearnen:

3. Permit Suxie 1o ese ajl moads, truck wadis, springs, reservours, fire tanics, and ather
avallahle "as is" farilities maintained by Beclamation far State’s goc n fims
SUDPTSLOn AEHvIes

4. Previde a Resooree Advisor to the Sote spor request of the Incident Commander to
said adviser deiegated line autharity,

!..r-

gy the cost of fire suppression as specified in ftern o below.
& Tracsfer of funds:

a Raclamation agrees toc pay the State for actua] fire sumpression costs
ncurres by the Staty while suppressing fres oo Raclamation lands.
Reimbursement to be claimed by the State {as determined oy the Staie) mnd
approved by Reclamaton shall include:

1. Salaties and wapes for pecmansnt and scasonal State prrsonne] wsed
e sippress the frce. {Retmburserpegt for the salary or wags of any
caployes shall e comguied an the diret daily or hourfy wags af
that eprprleyes mrluding both asmel overtime paviments and reiated
¢tnploves benefit cogs,)

The acyal cogts to State for use of pargonge] from other agzncics,
and for paid “picinp™ ahor used o suppress g e,

|I.-J

The acinal cosi o Stare oo food serdcss, Cansporiaton, 2nd
sierping accommodations 1oy personne]l engapged 1o suptressing *he
fires.

!.il
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The acmosl scuipment cperRRon f0Sn sxmerded oy S1Te o suporeds

ine Erms JTaese 20ai stall be caloslated v wsing e nomclv or
e Ra-w

migage retes for sach Sigss of veSicle, as dsted o ths Foe Cogt
Reumburserzent Tebies prepared annually v the 3502 )

Tes toraj costte Siate for eouipiet rentad 1o suppress e Jras

Replacement or tepadr cost 1o Siz1e for equipment dnd t00ls
Jamagad, desroyed, or lost ag g senclt of 2 Are. Howzwr, any sueh
ciai shall be reduc=d by apy salvage vaiue and shall he based en
the depreciated value of steh equinment and tools prior to the fire. as
deterguined by Srare. Furthefthors, State shall elopmare from sad
claims snv cost direet]y attributable to the negligsnce of Stats
PETSOnNEt Operaiing the teol of cqpmeT

{Cost w1l imelude direet expenditares as weli 2 mdire or
afrmimstrarive cost.

7. Breimbursemst to State for Srer which bure inig Reclamanop iands shasl he
devezmined by the ratio which the buried acreage of Reclamaton lands pear
to the ugped acreage of State Responeibiliry Arsa Lande iovobved inthe
for, excliding any btrned acrrage which is the direct protector.
responsibility of avy other firr protecton apensy.

¢. Reunburse State within 60 d=ys of recetving State’s invoice for fire
suppression costs, Each paymers will b roeds wr the Dlepartment of
Forestry and Fire Protestior ang addressed mnd matied to the address set
ferth in parigraph "V~ below.

& Biling shal’ be submired to *he following address: LT AL

. Spesial Provisions

“Kegonal Dusstor; 5. Lwnon Tumuwse Gdpy

Mid Pacific Region &332
17 5. Buredu of Reclamanon (ME-2866] >4
2800 Cotage Way { Bw £ - 181TY
Sacramentn, CTA 958251 898

Capoeranorn for Fire Harzed Redyction:

it s munzally agreed thet potk partiss will coaperete in injsgtng programs ™ rednc s
dre hegards on, and promate Sre arsvemion sdicaton oo Feclamarion lands,
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Reconfs:

The Srale shall keop ang mammain adegunre reconds and accounts ol all Guancie
transachons anising ioder s Agrasment ang the same shail be subject to qulic by
Reclanation, The Stare ghod also zive Reclamation any availshie infonmiaton i
may reguizs relahive io the work of the State umder this Agreermient

LAt

Availabpility af Trnds:

Reclamarion obligadon for pecformence of this coutract is contingent upan the
availapility of appropriated funds fam which paypient for contract purpasss C4n be
made. o legal labtlity om the pzart of the Reciamation for any payment miay anse
for performane e under this comtract beyend FY-05, uptd] fimds are mads avulable o
the Cogtraciing OFcer fir peformance ad wmtil the Contragtor receives notice of
zvaiiability, 1o he confirmed in writing by the Conracting Office.

4, Avtherized Represenianves of Reciamazton shall e permitted to [aspect 2 ap
reasguable tme facilites and acthntes pertinent to the MlAliment of this

Agmmmnent.

W Projes: Officers

Al' notices and cotrespodrnes shali be degmed to have beon given when made in writdog and
deposited in the United States mail, catified md postage prepaid, and sddressed as foliows:

To Reclamation; Reagional-Dhrepber O op B n-c Tl & Comrre T
Mid Paific Regior FH AT P
", 5, Bureay of Reclamation (MP-3800) T2 ey -
2800 Cottage Way { e, & - 1219
Sasramentn, CA 95825-1598

TP e ;fi’d' :
To State: California Departrment of Forestry ang Five Protechon,
wraeres | Fezeant Cooptrative Fire Prolachion
P 0. Box, 544245

Sacmmmenes, TA Bal 4. 3480

Mothing herein comaioss shall preciude (e giving of apy such wiitten gotits by personal
SeTVICS.

V1. $PECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

THs Agremment (eTUNATEL Apd suparsedss the previons Agresment Satwrer the pamaes,
LAgreament No, §.5C. 20-08580).

[ | -
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Tris A zrewmany will ALICTG0aNy Inoiude Recianen Lande witkyn IO 5 direct pratzgliion
sunsdisten curmenty Lovored By separgie MRl semica” regmacts wath COF shouic any o hose

comTacts te tarmzaies.  “Full semvice conmarts comentivn foroe are sted It Atipokmet T

VI (ENERAL PROVIZIONS

Fr

n Amesdroenis, Any changes o s dgresment shall b2 made 0y mezns of @ wrinen
amendoeot. Changes dealing with ifminimrative MAners (such 45 cDACESS o Daving
afhos, changes of addoess, eic.) mav ke made 9y & qmilareral amendment, Az
amendmast pursgant to the below stagse &, Termepation for Cause, may also 1y nads
uriiateraily. Arny other changes £53°] be made v a bilaleral wnendment [signed by bola
parties). Mo writitn swiement by any other parson than the Granss and Cooperative
A preepaenis Oficer, and no oral statement of any person stall be allowed i any Tamner
or degree 1o modify or ¢therwise afest the tenps of the spresment,

b, Terminetien for Canse. Reclamatipn mry wrikate the agresment in whole, ot in part,
at any tme befor= the date of compienon, whanever it is desormined that COF hae faled
tr comply with the coadibons of the agreement Reclammation shall prompth potify
CDF, in writing, of the determmnation and e reasons For the ¢ertuinaniop, topether with
the sffestive dxte. Paymmemis made @ CDF or recoveries oy Reclamation vnder
agreemnems terminaicd for cagse shall be ia accordatier with the legal dghts and
liabilities af the partes.

c. Teminatioe for Cogvenience. Reclamarios or COF may torminate the agrearnent in
whole, ar in part, when both pagties agree that the contipustion of the project wowd not
produce beneficial remilts commensurate wiw the further sxpenditure of Amds. The oo
partes shall agres wpop the tpmrtaden coadigong, including the cffecive date, ad, n
the case of partiad tayminaticns, the porton i be wominated. CT0F spall nat ipour new
obligatons for the terminated portion after the eSective date, and shall cansef as many
outstandmg nhligations as possible, Reclamation shall allow Sl oradit o CDF fer
Retlamaton share of the vonsancelanle chilgarioes, properly dneurred by CDF puor to
the rminaticn

4. Utiliradon of 5tnall Busitess Concomns and Small Insadvantaged Business Concorms: .t
is the pelicy of the United Stares thar sroall business comeesns and smail bysiness
cogeerns owned and conrolled by sozially od esonomdcally disadvantaged indiwdeals
sizli have the maximumn practicable cpporfumly th pArNGpates 10 performung Grans and
Cooperanve Agrecments awarded by any redeal ageney.

CDF narsby agrens to sarry out this policy i the awarding of supagrecrnents and sonTacts
to the fuliest extent cansisient with sffiment GrontCooperanve Agre=inents perfonuanss.
CDF further 2grees w coopelatt m any smdes or surveys Ak may be condected by ihe
Trreted Staes Small Business Admimeasdwon orshe ewardiag agency of the Unived States a=
gy D8 RRSsEsAry To gemIke the mment of DDFs compizanes wotk fas clause. Al hsed b
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s pgTeamisnt, the tenn sroall buasmiess comcsma' shal, fmeir a small pueidess o5 GeLnal
rLIsuant fo seetoc 3 of the Small Businzss Aot and s sfevenr seguiarons promuaigaes
oursuani therete. The terss “tmal! kusingss coresm awned and soptcoiled oy seamlly and
eeoromoally Csadvaniapsd mndividnais” 3230l mean a sieall bsiness conctIn:

{1} Which s at .gast 5% percent ywped by ope of snore soeial'y apd eccooimicaliy
disadvaniaged adividuals; o o the mass of aoy prvlisly owned business, arleast %
rar contuy, of the stosk of which is owoed by ooe or more socialiy and
coobamicaliy disacvantaged ndivideais; md

(2} Whose monagement and Jaily business opsations ars cuntalled by ooe o mare of
such individuals.

. Egual Eraplovment Opporminity. Al coprasts awarded in excess of 529,000 by CDF
and its Coatracters or Subconmastors shall cantain 3 provision requiring corpliancs
writh Exscutive Order 11244, entitled "Equal Exan | oymeent Opportunity,” a5 amended by
Eecntive Order 11375, and a3 supplonentsd in Department of Laber regulafions (41
CFR, part &),

Procuremens Staodards. To reflest The Inrerior Depanment's mmplepentaton and
support of Executive Ordar 12432, dated Juiy 14, 1983, the Minority Business
Etterprise development, Departmental Clavse, "Procurement Standards™—Attichment &
i3 attached and mcorparated inte this agresment Accordingly, the CDF shail submit
uarterly Minoricy Budness THlizaton Reports, DH-1925 {copy meluded m A xachmeat
&t the RECT AMATICN within 10 davs after the ond of each Secal yoor quarter, apd
to the Deportmest of the Interier {001}, Office of Smal) apd Disadvagtaged Busmess
Un]lzal:m:l {'DSDBU] Roem 2527, 18k 24 P Strosts NW, Washington, DO 20240,

Artachens O

o

"1t 35 2 caponal pelicy to pizce a fair share of purchases with minority business firms, The
Department of the Iniesor is stongly commstied to the chjectives of this policy and acourages all
respients of 1S pranes and cooperative agr=ements to taks zfirmative stens o epuire soch Sirmass.
In particuiar, recipicats should:

1. Place minerity bisiness Soms on bidder's mailing Lists.

2. SHolicit these firms whepever they are pstential sources of suppijes, cquipmet,
gonsuction, or services,

Where feagitle, divide totdi requiremnents ine sicailer needs| and sei delivery schedules
that will emeourdis pacticipation by these Srms.

Lal

sa the assistance of tke Minonty Bunness Development Ageney of the Diepartment of
Camemeres, rthe Smail Busmess Admunisoration, the Office of Small ane Disadvaniaged

I
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Sumnsgs Urilzatnos, U0 the Buginess TnSzetien dng Drvelopmmert Speciatiar whe
spsig=am sgoh DO Durezn and 0Scs, and smilnr ot and loca? ofScoss where they
axist.”

:l'luJ.. D" -.-l 'Il: C::;ARF"

A, The fgilowing OMB Clrgelars avs pren inzoporated by referense ivte this
Cacperative Agreesmert.

ATATNTSTRATTVE COSTPRINCIFLES

A-102 RFAM 83-7, 857} A7
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EXHIBIT A - GLOSIARY OF TERMS

Tas folawing definiZons will e zpplcable in ks Agreenat:

EIRT PREVENTION:  Artwsbes duestec at redueing the nammker of fires that sarl, inclading puklic
edutzron aw enforcement, distenmation of mfotnation and the reguemior of hazards Swouph enpinecnny

methods,

FIRE PROTECTION: Is a general o implying ar everall Jefionse aghinst wildland Ores, I
cogsists of two majar elements; fire prevention and fire coptm] (which irgplies fire conRnment

and/or suppression or sxninguishment}.

FIRE SUPPRESSION: Refers o extingmishing or “puring cut” wiidland Hres,

STATE RESPONSIBILITY AREA {ER ALY  Refers to these lands classified by the St -
Bgard of Fertsoy {unday Public Resorces Code 4125 and following) &6 berng the arsas in which
the finapeini responsibility for preventing and seppressing fires (fxciuding thoge an Federalbe-
coptrollec lands, or thoss within city limps) is primarily the respongibility of the State.

WILDFIRE; Isdsfined a- a fire buming wmedamtrolled o lands covered whnlly or @ part by
tmber, brmsh, grass, grain, or other fznmable vegetton.

WILDL AND: Lands coversd wiaily or in part by imber, brush, grass, gram, or athet Sanrnable
vegsizton
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Arean of Reclamagsn Lands in Califorzia S be covared onder tiis Cooperacve Agreemn=m for
fre suppression #etponsipiiiny. :

T CDFREGION 7 COUNTIES " ES. ACREAGE | FACLIIES .
' Norhes Region NIpa-Saiano- Yol I F500 T Lakz Beryesss -
TNorhem Region T Srama-Trinity P T 100 | Shama yeserveir area
| Nortbom Regon - Glenn-Colesa | - THD East Park & Siony I
; ! . | Gorge B
-':S_r:i_u_‘thn:'u Remon | Fresno-hMadera B TBD © Millersan ™
' ) 1
- ‘ - : | '
_ 1 | . :

Addminnal Bureas of Reclamation Tands in Califprmia to e covered unde thas Cooperalive
Agrecmeny for fre superesson responsibilicy io the even: that a contract listed below should he
terminated.

[ CBF | COUNILES  EST. FATLITIES | CONIRACT

| REGION { ACREAGE | _ NUMBER
 Northern | Ei Dorade | TEL | Auburs rearzatot | Bo-FG.-20-0019

' Regiog | | Ema | CDF #7CA99664

| Sor@emm © Calavezas- T TBD Newidteams | 00-20-LIg06 |
+ Region | Tuoiume ‘recrmabipa ares ) TRET-(04 o
Southun | Merced-Santa i TED  Sas Luis reeovolr

R
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Waps of facilides waivded in thes agreement showing general feamrss and Reclamaton iand
boundanies 1o 90 inseted here.
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EECTION A. SCHECLILE

At BACKGROUND

The FHae of Caifema. Sepatrert of Forgsty & Sre Frotecior (recipest) had prowded T orevention and
SUPRINGS an sarvizes far e Bureac of Secarnalicn (e attatiar) since YEFE, Lreer Looseralve Agieerrenis 1 O7-
SEI1TE RPL-FNO0GIEC anc OCIZ0TAS

A2 PURPGEE

Trg ourpse o T agreemert s for the racipient lo prowce Mre srevenitae and sUg0reEson SENNCES 3t FE amatinn
faczlities at Lake Saryes58, Slany Gorge, East Pocs, Shasta, ang Mille mon aaoes,

&3 QBIELTIVE

Tre abjective of tus agreement = far he recpeent ta perfes the felowing specfic senwges: 1) dlan ‘o Rre
fippress.on, 2 patsf the dasignated areas, 33 operabe "e ovy couipment tpasnsrich and malrtain fre roads, brea's
and o reduce fee fyel, and 4, improws wOddfe ekt

A4 BENEFTZ

The banefis denved om bhs agreerent ahel Se the fortherance of RECAMatin's mussion D oraecs nese
desgmated lgnos wiieh are al @ rermote (poEtos. Protectcn of Gavarmment-owned |and serves @ pebtic pumpoze o
o501 the forests are sreservsed for ecakigwal and reseational bermalfing.

A5 RESROMSIEILTIES OF THE PARTIES

Rezpongigililgs of Reclamatan: Tha LUnited Satgs Quresy of Aeclamation (Reciamaban], agress ©o srovge
finanzal aasisancs (o the Sine of Califoma, Dupartment of Forestry & Fire Protecihon fronmt dale of eaxesulion of
s rough Saclember 30, 2008, Regamation's mspevshdite: shall incuce e Mollawng:

1. Fumish Slate of Cakfiomm with maps on or befgde shawing e locaticn of Recamation [znd; o be
ofulecid by S@ia yrder e agresmant

P Mclfy Smie of itz (by Aped 7% mach yer! ) durng 1Re teem of this =oraermen), of

d, owrerzhip ch@nges n lancs (o oy powedied by Fomesty) and
h. ™Me dcresga o be argtected by the Siade of California yader his agrasmanl

L

Permil Sl2ie 1o use all raads, truck trade, 3ocngs, eservoirs, firg lBnks, and ather availsble "as s
facilitier mamamec by Rec:analton for State's wee in fre supprassion activities,

&, Hrovide a Resource Amasar bz the Skate omon egues? of 'he IngZemt Commanaer 20 said advisar
deiegatec Lna agthorty,

cn

Fay T st of fire SuppTestion 2T spacfisd in tem B Deluny,
5. Trarste of hnea:

3. Fadumaticn agraes o oay e Siate for actia fine SUapresyion CosE NGy ed By the State wilig
LURSTessing ek an edamation lands. Rembursemert tao e olg;med Sy dhe Stae (@5
Aatarmuned DYy e Siale) ang aparcvec by Reclamalion snal gyaer

1. Sagnas snd wages 'af garmane) and seasonal State personnel uied o sugpreas the fres,
iRembursement or the saery or wags of any ampayes snall 98 compabes] on e et
cdity aF Seany wage of At emoayes aalyding Soth sciual overlime paymants and relates
TTEiOyEe bl SoEisl,
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Ve AiLA- onEIs o BiEre for gse of sersonne: Yom other sgencies, 2y T0r oo ook o
1I2Ear sEas W Sohpress RN

Tt SCWEY COREE Mo GIEle Y0 fooe SENGZes Iruf s L0TLANAN, ErC sieeping stcemcrdatines for
PEFSENNG BNGANALS T S.ROresEing the Fres,

The etual equiamant osraNcn Co%is exnenced Ty Stale ke Suppress e rres, SNEla costy
EN@ 1 g cRNUi A Oy LEING e hauy or m: eage tales Tor R0 Cdss 5 veheele, aghstesx
Ihe Fire Sost Reimoursemaont 7Takivs gregered anacal » by the Siaee).

The toia: cos? e Stte far squinment renes e Suppress e fires.

Fep!ateTan ar radair cogt to State for eguipment and 1o0ts demaged, destiyeo, orlos? as a
resull gfa fue. Howewer, ony 2uch claim shall be reduced oy ary sAaivage vawa ang shall by
Sazed g1 ihe depreciated vatae of such eelioment 2rd toals prigstg e fre_ a3 delesrnirad
by Btaie. Furthormore, State shall ebimagis from said daima zry cos? deecly atriboianle o
trg negligerce of Siate persannel aperating the teol ar equinment.

oSty wil inclyde direc: avpenditures g5 well a8 mdizess 6o admiristrative eagt.

b, Reimbwssment o Slate o fires whoh gurmnnie Rectenaten 'ands s=all o desrnieied by the
rato which e Bhumed acesge of Sedamation lands bheas 1 e burned acreage of Stae
Responzaitity Arga Lands imeolved in e fue, exciuding any bured acraage which as the gored:
protehon resgansiiity of any athar fire protechion SQendsy.

t. Resnburse S10M0 within B0 dayg of 1ecevirg) Stata's invorce 51 fire supprassion costs. Each
paymment will be mada io the Depanment of Fomestry & Fire Projection and acoresssd ang mzied
12 e adoiezs set fgtth in paragraph "Profeqt Difcers™ baitew,

[1

Biiing ghali submitted 12 e followng scceess:

Ms. Linda Turner

Med Pacfic Region (MP-3823)
.5 Burenn of Ratlamaticn
FEAD Sotage Way [Rm E-7213)
Sasamentg, Th 95B25-1ERB

Respartsilities of the Recipiant:

Frowvide “Bagic® e suppressions aganst ah widfres on Regiarmatan l=nds,

Tne Stzte shall. as scon =5 (5 praciicab's, notify the Recamanas Officer, 'aciity manase:, and resenr
manager of fitws knawn o exisl on reclametion lanos. a8 descrited it Attachment |l #ng shiown 20 The

hEaa% N ARAchment s

Regasc o5 of aciion of ajhers 0 suppress Tres accemng 14 o theeateping the pretected Reciamalion
fancs. 'RE S@Ele shall dake anare of cantrel action <9 ary such fire o coon afler cisc@vary ot s
Araciwiabde DNa wil mmeciately ke aclizn 19 sUpDMRS sueh fTeon a oosleethective manngt tangusinn

Wit PORCIDE,

ARer camztenon af ire 5L dare SFIOR adtians, rdnsm Ho Recramation s oy af Mg Foresiry hee racors far
2aizn s s SecArmanan lanos,
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S0k o220 a5 wili Erapea cualfies Serses g oreacly ooICHMiNe ﬁppressi:n COghs woliph are

e ot SEADH LICET 'S agrasmer! ang Mresprve such records for tiree yesr s folowing peyment. To e
exlafT prachoal such rgcard = shae! inchude, Bai ngl lirited o all ag aikcable aampoyee 418mcane: (Rooros,
ooyrohs, copies of 5 becariracts, purstace ornesy, irveices, fram and paymeants b any sukesniracons

ANE Fuopl:ers.

Pregare ard SLDm.t invaices for Fre suppression eosts reiating o e=ch Grg octumng o0 Rocamation
ignads. in case of compiewx Srp actons, Stats may suomi parkia vcices with notation indicating
sugplemental irymies wi ihow. & general summary of said ¢os0s will Te proviged to Reciamanon with
2anh e o the Siae,

Spaciar Pravisons

1. Cpopesatan for Fire Hozard Redugticn! It is tutually agreac Ihat hoth garies will coopersts in
inthatryg grogeams to redece fire hazards on, and promale fire prevddion edudator on

Reslamation [ande.

Z. Recorgs. The Skate shal keep gnd mantain adequate records and accsunts of all fnancis
fransactiong arining uncer tis Agresmant and the same shall be subject to aulil by Reclamation.
The State shall alsa give Recamaticn any available information i may mequire reditive 1g the
work of fie Siate ynde; this sgreement

3. Axailghiiy of Funos: Reclamaion ooligaton for serfarmance of the canlrect is Sonting 8t upon
tha evailehdity of appruigued fur de from which payrment for conbmot purRoses Can b made, Mo
legas liabilty o Uee gart af e Recamation for Any agyrment mey arisa for parformnsa ordar
s contract beyong B izeal Year 20005 (Fr05), inil funds are mada Hadable io tha Controsimg
Cfficer fid perarmances and crel the Sonracior receives nofes of svalability, jo be confrmend
wrng by the Sontrecting Sflear.

4, Authared Representaves of Recamation shall be permitted io inspect 3t any reascnable ira
racdities Bt aciivities perinent i thae fulfillment of this agreement.

Sropec: Offtsrs

& wohiges apg comes condense $5a7 ba dawmtd i have Heen geven when macs in weiking 2nd deposided in
e Linag Slates man, certfied and Josisge prepaid, anc godnessed as fatiows:

To Reslamaban- Conlmdting Critcar

U.5. Bwreau of Regsmation

Mid Pacific Regign (ME-28501
2800 Cottage Way (Rm £-1B15)
Sacrarenta. CA 258251858

o State e Ty Tt Sl g s = Al Lad
Py Caufrrrea Deranmmaent of Forestry & e Praleciion
W o /= s Coopergive Firg Beateciion L IEATAE
7 P.O. Box 944245 T L

Snpcraments. A S4242.2450

MERNEG Nerdin 35an 2resiude e grang of arw SuUnh we e nRlice gy persanal sotvich.
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AE BTATEMENT OF WCEK
Sap ATAzm=¢n ), Siglemant of Aare,

SECTIOK B, SPECIAL PROVISIDNT

E.T. PERFCORMANCE PERIGO

Tre performance gante of e Acreerent s oM Aate of ereculan traogs Sepiiebdr 30, JOC0E

B.2. BUDGET - RECLAMATION [MAR 4941)
Fupging wili Je provides o o Sos) remmbarsement 2a5is. arc 5 ooiw guthorzes for the astual cas: af SUsGeassier.

B.d, FUNDING
Reclamgion sHA| reimburse Lhe recipient far Allowasb'e ~ofls incuec, 0 accordan oo wsin appbkcante OME Sircg ar

gunnrg the a4ecive perod of thia agreamant,

B iz undersiood that zay estmared sraomts ase net binding on cither party and are for infornetional
gurpescs only, uotil such tme as a modificatien is 18sued 1w provide funding far thar period.

It is expressly undersioad that the Govemment bas no obligation, 1o provide fmds ie additien to thozse
reserved mwniting. Except as reguired by sther pravisions of this Agreement specifically citing and 2o e an
saeEmplon fforn this clause, Peciamauor shal] not os obligated jo reimburee (e Recipient for costs menired
n txcess of the sgtimared cost cet forth o the approved annuai budger

B.4. PROPERTY AND EQUIPMENT TO BE FURNISHEDR BY THE GOVERNMENT
Meanther property nar squipmen: will be provded By the Goveroment undes this agresment

B.S. REPORTING REQITREMENTS
Thr Recmpient will provide Reclamation with both a hatd copy and Acpoy disk eooy as specifiad m
paragraph snutled “Responsibilities of the Rectpient” pages 3 and 4.

6. DATE OF INCURRENCE OF COSTS - RECT AMATION (MAR 1992}

The Recipient snall be sntitled ‘o reicobuwssement of allowable costs incuared an or after daze of cxsceton,
whieh if inetrred affer this agneernent had been cnvssd o, would have besn relmbursziie wnder he
provisians of the agreoment.

B.7, INVIHCES AND PAYNIENT
Fayment wid be made for at sllownbis cosis inceTed wider e lerms of IG5 e TIent, (nwsitay shalL e SuSmRTes

1 durpticate o

roe 4 - - L'Imﬁth_.JhurT'-"f_‘% Whh | T e
PSRN E - PPt PRy Py
WM -Pachc Region @M—

Adertan, WP ZEZZ
Z300 Cotage ‘Aay, Roor B i3S
Sacramento DA ASEPG- RS

Pugices snall oe o Fuffioent del@s W Dermit revigw a0 arad,yii3 of tass noutred. Ggul nums shall nande, Sunol
nESES3Aly Denrnrled to categ ey ANO Rours Of | dbor exDonoRG, Mulendl 2rid 58000 G, AV and Der Cem. dnes
dreqt oosts and imGient f0ats Suspen dosumenighon ey 6 reguired 3l e ST af Mg Srarms and

e

Canperglive Agreemems Jfcer
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E.E. AFPOINTMENT OF GRAMTS AND COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS OFFICER'S REFRESENTATIVE
HGEADR,

Tro Geants od Dooperanve Agresmenis Officer rmay apownt 2 STAGR [ ach n rsMer behall The Recmuen wil ba
matfac of such apacintment, hedentty of tha S0ADK. und ary 2uihenies ancior dritations of the SCALR. Thy

INEseIC 130 may O may nal ba e rapresenmmnive ramed 0 Slacs § of T Tarn 72377,

SECTION €. GENERAL PROVISIONS

£.1. REGULATIONS AND GUIDANLE

The reguiations al 43 CFR, Farl 12, Subpens A - F gré nerehy (oo porated by reference 33 thaugh 50! daeth in Al
tart. The folewing Cthoe of Managermen and Budget (UM} Srculars. as applicanle, and 3% MPMTenedby 53
CER Pan i2_gre glso moovporaten by referance and magde 4 pas of this agreement. Falura of 3 cecipient i
AR with any orovision may be the s ke withtholding payratms for proger charges made Oy e racopen:
ad foe torminehicn of auppon. Copes of OMB Cirsulars are avadghle ar the Intemal at

ki, Hwnaes wihitohigy 59, pow MBICirCLIRIc M udex ksl The implamentation of the cuoJdlars 3t 43 CFR Farm 1215
Avarasde At NP Mwww AcLass RO, oovinaraleiicfr-athis-search. ntmdpag e,

a. Agroementa with colteges and universities shalt be in accordance with the following cirmulars:
Circular A-21, révised August 8, 2004, “Cost Phndples For Sdusatianat instifutions”

Cwouser &-110, a3 artended Ssglemo o 30, 19499, “LUniform Admicistatdee Recusrernents for Sran's and
AgrEements with |n3sutions of Higher Edumation, Hospita'a, and Omer Wan-Profit CroanzEtions”

Coregtye Ai33. reviaed June 24, 15387, "Audks of Statés, Locsl Governesen's and Nor-Fraft Organizatoans®

b Apgrasments with State and lecal governments Bhall be in accordance wilh tha provizions of the
Tollawing croulars:

Circular A-A7. 35 amenden Ayrgual 29, 1357, “Cost Prinmpies for State, Lol aad Indian Trival Gowaln ~eis”

Corediar A2, as amendes Augus? 29, 1857 “GErans and Cooperdtive Aqresmenis with Siate ang Local
Gowemments” {Grante Masagement Sommon Fe, Cadification by Separtnent of Interior, 43 CFR 12}

Circular 133, revezed June 24, 1997 Augdg af Siates, Local Governments. anc Nan-Prodit Srganizabans”

. Agrecmintas mede with nonprofit organieations shall ba in accortancs with the feilowing ¢lrewlars and
S St

Crter 4117, 23 amendsd Soplember 20, 1995, “andarmm Admearsrative Reguirements for Grants ana
Agraemenis Wik Insirbutians of Sigher Sducatien, Aesitals, 3ne Ther Noe-Profit Organczations®
Cittaiar =122, mwrsed May 19, 1938, "Cast Pringines for Mon-Prafit Drganczatons”

Corouldr 5-153, raviseo June F4, 19497, TAYGts of Stakes, Locd Govemmenis. anc NonPrafit Organcmalans”

4. Al agrasments with aorpanizatons othar than thase pdicaten ahgee SHAE b 0 aogordance weih (e Dase
orcipied of OMB Circwigr A-110. and cast grinciple: shad e 3500rJanes wlh 48 SFR Spaoart 31 20 itee
"Contass with Cammercial Qrgandmatbons” wh oh 9 avaian e on T 1Meme? al

hip e, 8 C0as £ .Qpo-Gow narasciioirdakils-seanilntm
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f.a MODFICATIONE

Ny ENasces N Thig SgrEnmiEst SN2 o rape oy means of i welen moddicanion  Chargies doaung wilt
TmEEalve makters (st 25 0 2avng ofice, changes of adoress, ate) ey B4 made 0y O wrilrorn!

THEACANDN A menificause fsgaed 52 ey S Lmgesg A Federai Fiaral Ywar &y aizo be macc dniigteraly &y
B 2t angRs Shal S mate oy 3 Dddieral mochizalnn fsiopAs Ang Mulualy Agrecs sDon oy oath aties The

Femsien! shall submd whmen "egUests for hiigilaral anfizationsg

£33, AESURAMCES 'NCORPORAYED BY REFERENCE

The prowsions of IRg Assurantss axesoied by thg Recipie 0 conaactan witd ths agrocment shali #pgy with Al
foree and effed o s Agreement a8 if ficly set forth in Mece Garerd Fravis'ons. Sugh Assuraness inchige. bt
dfm N0k rmed 0, (he dmmise e aornpdy wih 2 apalicanle mederal statiias ard orters felabng to
POMISEHmIr BN i kMg EnT. a5 tistance, and kausing: the Hatgh Ack Fegeral wiage and haur laws and
regulations and work place salaty stenforos. Federdi ervvronmertal laws and regulstians and the Endanganas
Spoces Acn and Federal prowcton of Avers ard walenways an4a Bisiors ang areneolagica. pregendaton.

C.d COVEMAMT AGAINST CONTINGENT FEES

The recizient warmants 31 1o persan &' agency nas been amployad or retaned to selich or secum this agreament
LATN AN B TEATENT & understanding for 2 cammission, parcantam. brokerage, o contingant fee, sacealing bena
fide empriayses gr bona fice gifices exiabiished and mantained Hy the resipient for the pumose of sadurey
agreeaeats or QuRrkess. For areach ar visleton of s wamanty, the Gavemment anatl peve the dght i aroo

This agresment withawt | abifity g, in itk disaretian, 9 Aeduc! from e agreamont amagnd o atherwias recover, he
full =mount of such comression, percantage, brokemge, ar contingeant oo,

C.5. CONTRACTING WATH SMall AND MINORITY FIRMS. AND WOMEN'S BUSINESS ENTERPHISES

115 g natorml cokicy to gward & [Bir share of contacs o small and minorty duxiness firms, The Dapartment of
the Irdnor (5 S Tangry commitied it the obhecives oF thrs policy and sncourages all recipiants of i gran's and
COOpEratve Fpfemmenty o Eke Afirnative steps o aneure fuch Bimaess,

"

8]

a. The grames and subgrantes shall BKE Al necessary a¥irmative sleps v assure thet mnonty Arms, and
WETIEN'S JUSMELS erlepritns are Joed Wwhsn gossiol,

b. AMfrmegisee slaas shall insude:;
1] Placing qualfied sma‘l 370 minonty Dusineszas and Samess BUsinegs amterpr ies an solistatan
lists,
(2} Aszuring that small @no mINce ity JuSinesses, and women's bugiiess entam=ses are solicited
whensvet Tiey are gotentiz sources:

{3} ONiging 12t reguicements, wher eepnomucally fassible, into smallor tesks ar quantibes ‘o germit

TaKiMmJm Jaricazhion by fmaul ang MmNorty Susess. @ne women's Susiness Smeprzes;

{4} E=izoiisnmg dervery 3cneauits. where tha reqyirement peATts, wiich encodrage parhoipaber ov
SMas anyd mursnTy ALEIneGS. And wWomEes's Budness anlmprses,

(91 Limoig e servces and assismanace of the 2mali Susiregs Admimsiraion, arnyd e Mipoiy
Suniness Develogmant Aggncy of 1he Departmer: of Commerce as apord prigle, and

(31 Regainrg the snme canl-actes, ! seaconfass are ta te et 10 0ke Mo sffichhuva sieps asted
2.7 throug- (%) aoove
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C.h MOTICE RESARDIMG BUY AMERICAM ACT
N 2prordance wits Sesban 502 ot the Snenry and Welar Deveiopmeni Agpocpnations Ac! JG0F Poer L U076

oleasc o8 acyvised af he fo owing:

Ifig the serse o e Congress Bl v the greatest exten: practicabie, al 8suipment and BrULE Durchauad
Wil fumcs mads gvdllab g i Fia A showid De Amerigac-made.

C.7. RESOLYING QISAGREEMENTS

wrer gnterng in 8 CrentiCooparative ggreaman: wih a recipient, Recaratior comimits iset towarking wth
iMm ecpienT T 3 harmgnIUs MENeer fo acheve e oboctves of the prpend successiully, WRar Cisgreemdns
aAnSe Datween the parties, they most be resolved Coora:ng o the progedures dincissed Lealow,

a. Feclamaies. 2hal 2Rempl firet 1o rpadive disagresmens wih the recigient tupugh alommai Saisson
among the Srans o Tenttact Spegahst, the Program Cfficer, and tw recipent's Project Direchor,

b. ¥ e disagqeeament cannal be resqdved shrougn milarmal Qissussion betwesn these parties, the Grants
Specizist and e Program Sfficer skal! dacument the matung of the cisagreemant and brng it o e attarticn of
the Grants Cffcer.

C. ARer reviewwng the ‘8els of the disaghesitient, as prazented oy the Granls and Fragram Oficas, the Grants
CHicar will 2mange 3 fsemal mewing.

If @gtwement sull cannol be machad, the pertes will tollectively decade an 37y varaed agpraoaches which might be
Vsed 1o resodve the dizagresment. The parties shaill ba respansible far ey indhndagl expenses realed (0 any
approach utilized to rescive the disagreement. I attempls 4t resoiving the disagremment faii, the Chisf,
Acquisition gne Assuands Managament Savices, or the Reglkenal Directer, whighever ig applicahle. shall meka a
decisipn whuch shall ba final ang condlusive.

%. Nething herea skall oe constued to deday of linnd Reclarmation's Aght 17 1axe Jmimadiate SR0 ARpraara
action. as sof farth ac 43 CFR Subpart * 2.83 or 12,952, 29 aaplicable, i the sven af matenial nantomniance oy
tre= recipiant, and RO alernpts 31 infomoal sesslution zhail be fecassay.

Any Jas1 award syue Wil be ocpen tor resal tion in acsordance with the goove protedurcs, with the excestion of
disdgreaments ragaging canbnuatian of the agresmant (Iermingation musl ba in accardance with 43 CFR 2] or
affher matlers speciically addressed by the agreement fsell,

C.8. LOBBYING RESTRICTIONS

 Bconrepncs with Section S04 of e Eremgy and Waler Cavslapment ApgTpriatiors Act, 20 Poh L 16766,
alease g adw et of g following,

Mane of the Tuncs aoprapratad by this Ac may e wsed 0 any way, directy ar indwrectly, to influgnse
SHngrasE-anal aclon of Iy 1Egisialinn or IRMOration matters penang Sefore Coangress, Aher than to
COMEMuicate 0 Members 3f Congress as desgribad A S8 US.CE5 A

G.2. ELECTRONIC FUNDS TRANSFER {EFT]

7 Acog-Cance with the Cebt Collechian knerovement Ag; of 1985, 31 OFR 208, ofmctive January 2, 1950, al!
Feoera: pavments (o reSprents must be mada oy EFT pnless & walear Nas heen granten i1 accamance with 14
CFRZ0E4, Upon Zware of 8 fnancial 3ssistance agreemient, Recanabon will pravide tho reciyien: wit lrirer
IREtuCkgnd for ndementation of SFT paymerts of @ censficaten form [ recuest axemoliar from SF .
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C.TC. INCREASING SEAT BELT USE WM THE UNTTED STATES - EXECUTIVE DRIER 15043

1 STEOMAENCE win 43 TFR E e Hyal are awarded 2 grar! & cooperdtive agraeman?. ik K Iow g orovis.as
IF AFAUEEEEE 320G AnAal e RCIrSarated o 2y rECD O oRoieralye aoresronl woich the recipiant rwards o 2
SUDrEC D 1AL

TeciErit of QraniSicoaperaliee SgrEEhenis AnTor 510 awasts SE enctutased oo adngt ann anfae onthe
SOF sea0 el use JoLTeS AN sragrams 1ar e g s yees when Saeaing comagny-cwned, renigs. or

EE: SO0 gliy uwre] »Ems et Thase measdres nclude, bt arg nol mited 10, corduchng BAL CAIA, Avarensss,
870 wiwr AZprearate pragrams foe ther emplayess ahgyt the mepo ance a7 wearng saal oells and e
carsegaenced 4 -of weanng ther,

C.1], TERMINATION OF THE AGREEMENT
Termungton «f Inrs ageesment, githar 707 cdUse oF S8rAvenidnce, will 92 iA agooroanca with the (ermmubalicn

grovisaons of the appreaate OME Cirular,

C.12. ENDORSEMENT OF COMMERCIAL PROQUCTS AND SERVICES

N Acoorgance with 43 CFR 122(d), this provisian 2pobes 1 grants ang cooperative agresnems whosa oandpat
AUREe is @ A9 nedchig Whare e resiment conmbates resouites o prorote apency programs, PUGHCZeE agancy
otivebes, 355iaks in fund-raising, of drovides assistance 10 the agancy, M the sgrecment iz awarced & a

regoient, athet than 3 State government, a local gavammen), ar 2 federally-recosnued Indian mbal govommert,
and e gqreament auihoeres Gt distemingtien of ifonrnsbon and proreeticn of acivitigs bang Suaparted, the
fedowimig aitwidca snall pe mede A Yerm and Ssodliion of the Fweaed:

Rec;poent shald nal pudhcize or Hherwise Sculghe, promatonal malenal (such as adwarfzements, ks
brochures, prass redeases, spepches, shll and motian piciures, arictas, manyseripts o other pubicabons)
wouchl slates of Mphies goviramestia, Segatmant, boredu, or govsmment emplayes endoraament of 2
araduct, servicg oF 20S/Beh whicn the regpient represents. Mo rehase of inforetion

relating 1o thix award may stata or impdy that the Govermiment sporoees-af the recipiant's wark procucls, o
Cerisiders e fecioeent's wivk, produ s 1o e superior 1o GHREr progUusts or services.

Al imtormatan subrmitted tar pradaion o ofher pulic reesses of imfgrmadan regarding s Jroect
anall carry 1he fallgwing Jigoaumes

"Tha views and concutkans confained 1 the dacurriant ane thasa of e aythors and

araulg nat e interprEted as represertng e apinions & palicies of the LS.

Gavernment. Mendign of trade names o sommarcse argdiests does not sonsinote her

endarsemersd by the U5, Goverrment”

Ruzipient mus: gdtan prior Sovernmant appraval ior any puitle tiformston releazes conclming
bua srwsare which refer @ the Depasrnent of he [ntenor or any Sureay of emploves by name ar fite). The
SHACic tex, upaut TholserEphs, wio. of M progcsed reiegge mysl be sbbmitteq with e request ‘or
ARAr oAl

A :ucipient LrNer agraes tponclode Bl grovision e sudaward 10 BNy sUBreQipiall, axcegt for 3
Swbawans 13 o SEie Joverrment, 2 ool government, or 1a 3 fed araly-recagnited Indlan irbad gavernmend.

Cos CERTIFIGATIONS

T loliowang cenficalicns fre Ncosrptralen by refarence and made a gart of this agreement:

Gurificaons Regarcing Jefarm et Susoensan, And Other Respansibiivy Matars, Cnsg fres Workglacs
Sec g rEnts NS coomang (T-20108
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Attachment 14

Napa County
State of California
Laws, Codes and Ordinances
for
Lake Berryessa
Bureau of Reclamation
Land and Water



NAPA COUNTY AND STATE OF CALIFORNIA
LAWS, CODES AND ORDINANCES
FOR LAKE BERRYESSA, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

LAND AND WATER



NAPA COUNTY CODE (F ORDINANCES
FOR
BEERYENSA LAKE AND PARK AREA

Chapier 12.0%

Secrions:
1208010 Definitinns.
12108020 Applicaticn of provisions—Statutory authorly.
1208030 Unbaowtul activities designated.
12.08.040 Eoacs and other vessels—Operation resirictions.
12.08.050 Eperd limit exem ptivas.
12.08.060 Enfoercemient aulhorily reparding parking violations,

1208010 Definitinos.

A s used o thas chapter:
“Bermvessa Lake and Park area™ means the Bederally ovned or controlled lands, rescrvgir

arews and watcrs known as Lake Berrvessa in the connty of Mapa. inclading bl not
bmited w the Capell Cove, $Smittle Creek Park and Oak Shores Park areas.

“Ruat™ s defined in Harkors and Novigation Code Section &3 L(d) o include any vessel
which iz any of the fallowing;

1. Manutaciured or wsed primarnty for noncinmme bl use;

2. Leased, rented or charered to anather for the lamer™s eommercial usas;

3 Engaged tnthe camrying af sixoor fewer passengers, including those for-hire
vissels vamying maore than three passengees while wsing inlend waters of the
state 1that arc mol declared navigahle by the United Siates Coast Guard., and

1. Casmmereial vessels required o be numbered pursuant to Section #8550 of the
Yehiple Code. “Boat™ means and includes jel skis, watercveles and similar
devices,

“bureau” means and is defned as the United Stauss Department of Intecior, bunsag of
Heelamarion.

“Cangping ' mcans snd o dulined as Ealles:

I, Erccting atentor shelter or amanging bedding, ar both, fir the purposes of or
in such o oway as will peemit remamang overnight:

X Useof any parked or standing vehicle B the purpose of sleeping during
nighttime lowrs is alsg incloded I the definition of camping:

1, Ulse of howseboats or boats Gir the porpose of sleeping ducing the nightiimse
hours, whether anchored, mocred or braclwed. is alsa delined as camping, and
may he permitied i cenain ancas by the burcay.

“Parasailing™ means 1he propelling of a person om water skis or onler simdlar deyice,
thrcugh the water, w0 1he sarfe of the wates or throgh the e, by means of 4 boy or
ather deyive.

“Wehicle™ means and includes all vehicles. including but o lianrited to astomaebiles,
trucks, off-road vehiches, Faue-wheel-drive vehicles, motarcveles, mimibikes,



snowmathites, dunebugeies, all-termain vehicles, trailers, campers, bicycles, or any other
such eguipment.

“Wessel™ means and incledes every description of watercraft wsed or capable of being
wsnd 7% & means of transpunation on water, cxcept the following:

[, A szaplane on ihe water:

2. Aowatergraft specifically designed 10 operate ona permenently Gsed gourse,
the movement of which is restricted or guided om such permanently lixed
course by weans of @ mechandcal device on oo Tied track of arm 40 which the
watererafl i attached of by which the watercrafl is conteolled, or by means of
a mechanical device attached to 1he watercraft iself. Harbors and Havigation
Code Seclion 65100

“Water skis or similar devices™ means and includes all ferms of warer skiing, barefom
skiing. skiing on ski boacds, Knee boards or ather contrivances, parasailing, ski kiting or
gny aclivity where @ person iy towed behind or alongside 3 boai.

B. Any waord that i not specifivally defined in 1his section shall by it peeted purswant to any
alher definition, i€ any, ws comamted it 1his eogde, the Califormia Harbors and Savigaien Code, ar
in other cases gocordeng fo the word s commaon maaning. (Ord. 1237 & 2 (part), 20047

12.08.028 Application of provisions—Statuiory authority.

& The provissons of this chapter shall he applicable 1w all of the waterways connected 1o Lake
Berreessa and shall be constroed w supplement federal and state 1aws and regalations when oot
expressly ineonsistent therewith oo all watepeays where such federal and seale Jaws and

reewlations are applicable.

3. This chapter is ¢nacted pursuant (o Section Ghikaf the Harbors and Navigation Code of the
state. and cther applicable federal and state laws. {Ord. 1237 4 2 {pan}, 2004}

12.08.030 Unlawful activitics desighated,

A Within the Berryessa Lake and Park area, it is unlaswful Tur any person;

I. Tapick flowers, foliage, berries wr fruir or cut, break, dig wper o any way mutilate
oF IEglere amy tret, shindy, plane, fem, grass, turt, fvwce, struclure or improvement of
auy kind, wdess an emploves of the ooty ar an employes ol the burean while in the
perfrmange of afficial doties ar unless aothorized by special permit by the bureau:
Unless authorized by vhe bureiu., 1o our, canae, paint. mark, paste of fasien o any e,
fonce, wall, rock. building, monwment or o1her object within the Hermvessa Lake and
Park area any bill, advertisemsnd ar inseriprion;

3. Unless authorized by 1he bureaw, 10 diy up or remove iy dirt, stenes, mcks or other
substance whatever, muke any excavalion, quamy any stone, of [ay of sct ofFany
hlast within the Berrvasss ik or Park area. Any proposed blasting rmuose fiest be
sithmitted Tor and regeive approval Trsm W colnty:

4, T leave orabandon in the Bemyessa Lake and Mark area. excepl in receptacles
desigrated for that purpose hy the bureaw, human waste, cans, bes, waste, paper,
troken plass or ofher mbbish or gacbape,

3. “I'nlight. baild or maintain in the Bermyessa Lake and Park area any open Org, with
the fellewing exceptions:

f
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a.  When a written pormit has been obiaed from the bureau,
b, When fires aec madntained in fireplaces, prills or aflies thcilitics provided and
desigrated for that purpose by the bureau, and
v. When tires arc i ol or gaseline stoves of gas grills in camps and picnic
areas imaintaincd and designated by e burcau:

Tea bring any dog or cat of any denestic animal o the Bermessa Park and Lake
ared except on & leash;
To pidee, drive, lead or keep 2 horse ar other [ivestock in (he Bemyessa Lake or Park
areq except upen roads and tails designated for that purpose by (he targau, or in
such afler areas as meay b designated as pastarage aceas under lease by the horeaw,
Mo horse of other livestock shall be hitched o any trec or shrub in such manngr as to
cause damage 1o siwch tree or shrub. This subseetion shall i apply 10 1he nse of
horses Tor law enfarcement pucposes, or il peior approval has been eblained throwgh
issuinge of 9 special permit By the bureau
T pursue, chase. unt, males, catch, caprure, mjwre or kill any bird, mammal or
reile or to amermpl to puarsug, chase, hunt, mclest. cateh, capture, injure ar kill, or 2
disturb any hird, mammal ur reprile’s habital in the Beenoessa Lake and Park area,
unless cectam areas are designated frorm linke to ting 1o be hunting areas by the
burcaw and the Calitoqia Deparrmend af Tish and Game,
To operate any vohicle al a speed in excess of fifteen miles pee hoor on any soad in
the Berrvessd Lake and Park area, vrhar than wpon state or county highyeay s, unless
atherwise posted:
To operate soy vehicle within the Bemmarisa Lake and Park arca except upon roads
and thoroughlares and areas designated for such purpose by the burcau;

. Tasell. peddle orws ofTer for sale any food, liguids, edibles For heman consumptisn.

GF ANy Eoods, wares, services of merchandise within the Berrvessa Lake and Park
arca, exce under peeme issucd by the hureao, and subgect 10 such laws and
regulanions 1s may now or herealier exist, promulpated by che bosrd el supervisors of
the cowaly, thue director of pubdic healih, or the director of environmertal health of the
GOty

. T comp n any portion af tee Berryessa Lake and Park area ather than in argas

designated for such purpose by the bureaw. unless putharized by special permit by the
bureaw,

- T made, swim. Dathe, operate 2 boar ac water ski within one thowsand five hundred

toet of Monticelle Do,

Ter ooprerate it ot or pass tircueh any kogbeom er Boe of buoeys desigaating a ¢losed
A,

T comtaminate of pelle the waters of Like Besryessa or the shore anea or the
tributaries theceof. o1 10 diseharpe any humaa waste, litter, garbage, il or other
debvis therein,

. Twenter any areas of the Bernyessa Lake and Park agea which are closed to entry by

18.

the bureau, and posted against trespassing in accorduncy with the provisions of
Seetion 60X of the California Penal Code;

Toearmy and possess any firearms in the Permeesss [ake and Fark arca withoue 3
valid concealed weapons permit or o pemil ssued by the bureio;

Ces destray, ingore, deface, remoesve andior alier public property, incleding bt not
limited o developed feilitics, natoral formations, graved, muwd, sand, mineral
deposits, desipnated historical or archavological features, cacept when in aecordance
with writien permisston lrom the burgan;

Tocut down or remewve live Trees, of gather wisd, without the welien pemoission of
the bureay:



X T bring inter the Berryessa Lake aned Park arer any howsehold or commercial
parhage, ieash, rubbish, debris, dead animal{s) or litter of any kind for disposal or
dumping withgut the written permission of the burcau;

21, Twengage inthe sport or aclivity of patasailing on Lake Berryessa in the followmng
AMCAs:

i, Within one thousand leet of any pawerline, or

b As posted onoat least w0 signs on share or on baoys i or near the prohibined
arei, or

<. Within pee thousand Feet of Montice o Tam.

22. To park any sehicle in a fire lane, in a red oo, of inany other area thal is not a
designated parking area watlin ehe Bermyessa Lake and "ark arca:

23, To bring any glass conainers to the day wse Bacilities al Cak Shores Pask ard Sminle
Creck Park areas;

M. Totie or attach any vessel, cepe, canopy, hammock ar shmilar itemis) to any Irge,
shrub, busk, vepetation, pole. pienic table, bench or other pack faciliy, impravement.
ur STuciure,

25, To ubandon & campdice or any epen e,

B. Laless otherweise provided, a siolation of any of the provisiens of this section, othoer than
provisions rekating to (he parking of vehicles, mas be charged a5 o misdemsancr or an
infraciion pucsuant ic Section |7 ot seq. of the Califomia Penal Code, and Chovernment Cuode
Section 25137 Vinlatian of any provision of this section relating o the parking of vehicles
sheall mot ke a crimingl violation bur shall instead be subject to civil penalty in accondance
wilh Vehicle Cede Seetion $OZ00 ¢t sey. and Chagter 10,32 of this cade. (Ord. 1237 § 2
[par}, 1004

1105.0:40 Boats and other vessels—Operation restrictions.

A, Mo persnn shall sperate or navigate any commereinl mpotorboat carrying, passenpers for hice con
or aceund the Bermyessa Lake and Park area wnless Geensed in accondance witl [aw.
Authorizaticen must also be ahtained Brom the bureay prior & engaging in such aclivities,

B o person shall moar amy boat, vessel, jed ski. wateroycle, warer skis innerube, aic mattress or
ofher device which can be used for Aoating on the waier, or desipeeed Jor travel gpon ehe water, 1o
the pillars, abotments or appendages of the Pope Creck Bridee or the Poah Creek Bridge. A
vialamon of this sabsection shall constitute an infraction, A second viglotion within omg year shall
censhitute 7 misdemeancor.

. No person shall pperate a motorboat or ather vess¢1al 8 specd i escess of five mides per hour
in any arca marked with i buoy bearimg the words "5 miles per howr™ or bearing the wonds “No
Wake" "3 miles an hour” shall be anterpreted to mean ¢reatimg g wake™ as the boat travels
through ar on the waler,

[0, Na dokk shall be constrocted im the Hermvessa Lake and Park arca without pricr approval from
0 bireau.

E A viel=tinn of ary subsoction of this section shall ennstitate 2 misdemzeanar unloss otherw ise
speceiTied. (0rd. 1237 & 2 (part), 20044

12.08.050 Specd limit cxempl o,



The sheriff and any of kis deputics are exempt from the spoed limics impesed by subsection
CAKS) ol Section 1208031 and subsection (O of Section 12.08.040 while driving 4 sherrffs
patrol buat under all of the fellowing conditions.

A If the boat 15 being driven in response 1o an emergency €all o1 is cngaged in rescue operations
aE i puarsuil of an actual or sespected violator of the law,

B. Il'hg driver of the bual sounds a sieen as may reasonalily be necessary in the circumstances.
and the buat displays a lighted blue lamp visible trem the bow as 8 waming 1o other persons using
the by of water in the vicinin of the boar. (CGed. 1237 4§ 2 {part), 2004}

12.08.060 Enforcenient avthority regarding parking violations.

The sherefl and any of his deputties, and. at the diseretion of ihe sheriff, any uniforned cmplovee
ol 1he United States Buceaw of Beclamation assigned to the Lake Berryessa and Pack Area, are
authurised 10 i5se notices of vialation 10 persens wha violawe pravisions of this chapier relating
to parking restrictions, (Ord. 1237 § 2 (part}, 2004

NAPA COLINTY CODE OF ORIMNANCES
UK
INAPING FROM PUTAN CREER AND FOPLE CREEK BRIDGES

Chapler 12,12

Bections:

| 2. 120041 Findings-- Perpose of provisions.
L2 32070 Unlawful activities destpnated.
L 12030 Vielation--Signs pusted--Penalty,

12.12.010 Findings~FPurpose aof provisions.

A The county board of supervisors makes the following tindangs:

L. That many porsens, particulary vouny persars, when engaging in recrealicnal porsuits at
Lake Berryessd, have jumped, and have attempied we jump, from the Pupe Crech Bridpe
and the Putsh Creek Bridee inta Be waters or tributarics fo the waters of Lake Bermyesue;

2. Thata nuimber of people bive been urt from 1his activity, and, panticolarly i years
where theee has been less thao rvecage rainfall, such an aeeivity poses a danyger to anvone
SHPEARINE I sHLme.

0. Therefore. the bourd of supervisaes also finds that it is in the mterests of the public health,
safety and welfare w spegihcalty proheba 1his acnivily, and enuel a substantial fise in order u
diseourage persons Froon parisipating in this dangercus activity, (Ord. 1237 % 3 (party, 2004; Ocd.
920 § 3 {pam), |989: priot cade & 8996

12.12.020 Linlaw Mol activities designated.

A ICis unlawlul foe anvone 19 jump, teap or ¢lherwise propel one’s own body ar the bedy of
anather from the Pope Creek Bridge or the Pursh Creeh Bredpe.



B It is unlaw ful Tor ansome o allach & rope or other apparatus 1o the Pope Creek Bridge or to the
Futah Creck Bridue, for the purpose of swanging fram cither bredye.

0 unlawfud to swing (rom cither 1he Pope Creck Bridge o to Pulah Creek Bridee 2t any
lime.

0. I is unlawful for anyone not atherwise autherized by lew 1o climb ooto, erwe jump, (cap. or
olherwise proqel one's aven bods oF that of anaother, fram the superstrugiure ol the Pope Creek

Bridgs ur the Putah Creek Bridee. For this purpose, “saperstmcture” mwans the parl of s bridge
which rests om th pigrs and abutments, but wlich s beneath the Yevel of the oead way,

L. It is unlawiul Eor aay person not otherw ise authorized by law ta allempt to commit any acl
maede wobaw fal by this section.

. N w5 uokaw fud Tor any person b stop or leier o the Pope Creck Mridpe or Puteh Ceeck Bridge,
(ed. 1237 5 3 (paet), 2004 Oed, 1701 5 3, 19906; Ond, 921 § 3 (part), (989 prior code § 39961

12.12.030 Vivlation--Signs posted—T'eoaliy,

A, Anvone veolating Section 12.12.020 of this chipter is guikty of a misdemeanor, and a fine shall
be iwnpased in the minimum amount of fwo handred Tefiy dollars for e first vielation, three
hundred Bfiy dollars for the seeond vielation, and ive handred dellars Tor nrd cr subsegquent
vizlations,

B. Before such mimimum tfines may be imposed, sipns must be posted af bith ends aF cach soch
Lridge stating the activity peohibited and 1he amount af fing whick may be imposed. (Ond. 1237 §
3 {pan), 2004 Ord 321 & 5 {part), 1989, pricr code § 35%6.2)
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Rz Take Berryessa 1%
Dicar Mr. Reed,

This letier 15 1o document part of the discussions we have had regarding the impact to
emergency services feom the current wse of Lake Berryessa The California Department of
Forestry and Fire Prolcction Sonoma- Lake- Napa Unil and the MNapa County Fire Departmen
arg the fire services that provide fire protection for the Lake Berrvessa area

Development in the Lake Berryessa anea consists of a small number of subdivisions, 4 small
amount of mercantile 1o support both the subdivesions and the take visitors, a2 small namber of
single family homes and the seven resorts, which curmrently have leases with the Bureay of
Reclamation for usc of trailer villages. 1 should alsa mention that the Bureao of Reclamaticn
has improved pontions of the shoreline for day wse, hiking, walking trails, picnicking and 2
bost launch and dock. The resonts and the commercial development which suppor! primarily
the rezorts and lake visttors moke up most ¢f the development in the area alibough a stody has
rwi heen dore o determine exactly how much developrent can be attributed to use of lake.

The Califwrnia Departmetit of Forgstey and Fire Protection (COF) has ore station af ¥panish
Flat apd the Napa Counly Fire Department (NCFIY) has twe starons in the area. Any fire
department response (o the resons or surmounding arcas would include a miniroem of one
CDF cogine and one NCFD engine. | have collected call volumes for 2082 from the CDF
Spanish Flat Station for review, The calls by month for the Spanish Flat Station arc as
follows:

January '3
February 11
March 15
April 13
bTay 41

June 45



Bl 52

RUTUHE S5
September 47
CRlober 20
Movember 17

[Yecember 17
Tuotal 359

During the winter monhbs the call volumes usually run below twenty per month. These ¢alls
refleet both responses o resorts and to the year mund residents who reside in subdivisions or
single family dwellings arpund the lake. In the summer the call volume increases by ower
1084 and clearly reflects the inereased activity atound the lake most of which is o amd
arourd the resorts,  Historically on holiday weekends during the summer teonths additional
volunteer firefighters and paid stafl are called in to sopplement the fire stations al Lake
Berryessa duc to the number and freguency of incidents. For example on Memorial Day
weekend a volunleer enpine from west Napa County 18 assipned (o Spanish Flat Station and
three voluntcer firelighters spend the weekend staffing that engios 10 help as=ist stations at
Lake Berrvessa On the July 4, 2003 weekend an additional 5 CDF Peace Officers were
cailed into werk and assigned (o the Berryessu resort arcas, lo years past the Burcau of
Feclamation funded an ambulance (hat provided serviee at Lake Berryessa from Memorial
Uay wockend until Labor Day weckend, initially it was seven days a week coverage and then
dropped down to weckend coverage, When the Bureau stopped providing that funding the
County of Napa provided it until the mid 1990"s when the ambulance was no longer stationed
al J.ake Berryessa but responded w the Lake from the Napa Valley or Angwin

Bogr of the ineidents at Lake RBeoyessa are medical aids or tcaffic collisions. For example In
August 2002 3T of the 53 calls at Lake Bemyessa wers either medhcal aids or trathe
collisions. An approgimale commitment time for equipment committed 1o thaose incidents is
vver one hour, Far example on a medical aul, two fire apparatus would be committed far aver
on haur. For a stmglore fire inone of the resorts an 2verage of five fire apparatus would be
commilied for severa] hours. Commitment tmes aod the number of rezources commitied vary

oh every ncpdent.

[t is cusiw 1o sec that both the COF and the NCFD arc impacted by the earrent use uf the iake.
What &5 Jess clear is W extent o which both departments are impacted. The CDF/Napa
County Fire Marghal s office requests that the impact ta emergency services specifically fire
services are studied as pant of the final Environmental [mpact Stedy (EIS). We also coranut
v providing any information thad s required 10 assiet in preparation of that study,

1f vou have any questions or would iike any clarification please do not Iesitate to call me at
(IOTY HT-1425.

Sitcereiy,



e
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Ciabrtelle Maurino Avina
Assistant Fiee Belarshal
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Concession Contract Development
and Commercial Facilities Design
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Reclamation Lands



Glossary (Explanation of Various Terms and Phrases Used in
This Yisitor Services Plan):

Flfowiny are s peades of explonation amd areay of focus for (e wear feva of
CORCUTTII Cebacty af Loke Berrvesse  Thiv expfanarion omd @oumeoach is intesded fo
exsure tul alf readers have the same basis of uedeestanding on varfols fecmrs amd
comcepty ir s ducument Bach of these arcas af discasiion should be comedered o
upmivieg o gl of the acrion altoraatives (2,3 & 45

Spceific Numbers and i ocations of Lodpinp, Bogt Slips, Camping/RY Sites, elc. -
This Vizsitoe Services Plan and these associsted alematives will not, in mest cases,
idemify exaci and speeific sizes, numbers and locations of vanous facilities. Information
that indicates there wauld be 56 cabin bvpe accommodations arranped ax]4 four-plexs
located ina specific arca at Spanish Flat weuld om be preseoted o soch dewil, Mo
tikely one wil note that & particotar resort, would develop, for cxample, an aray of mastic
loddging wnits, which would he sited in a location with Jake views and acccss and with a
desirable depree of individuaal privacy 1o enhance the experience of the rustomer.
Information is not more specific sinee Wiy 5011 5 10 6 years unti] the expiration of the
current contracls and establshment of new authorizations it i€ not necessary to lix gxacl
numbery, designs, and |ocations, i.e., when there may be several different types of {aetlity
design that could serve the same purpose,  [1is important to inswne sure that
conuesiionaires have the option 1o cxercise same 4 depree of creativily in the final Jayout
and design of new facilines. Therefore only basic parameters of the bvpes of facilitics,
services and proprams that would be acceptabie at cach location are provided.  Also
provided is a ranpe of likely numbers that, based on econommnic feasibility, would be
apprapiate and would reasonably serve the poblic needs, I is also Bkely that new
contracte coubd havy slan dates some vears in the funure where an operator would have
vertain spportanilics to develop additional Tacitics depending wpon cortain crteria
deimonstrsted, 1, public domand visitation, business level and saceess of il
operalions, ele. However, there will e epough specific data and descriptions in the
following altermatives thal the gencral Mavor of the types of opemtions at sach area will
be clear,

Required and Auwthorized Facilities, Programs apd Services - The profiles in cach
action alternative, by cortent resont tocotion, outline e likely typaes of “Reguired'
tacilitics, programs and serviees for Lake Bermvessa concessionaires. “Required” in
reference (o concession operalions within Reclamation simply means the vpes of
facilities, programs and services that 4 ¢oncessiongire would provide through the terms
and conditions of their contract. it is "Reguired” then the concessionaite mmast prooide
ihe service, At some puint there may also e senvices that are " Authooced” and these
may b provided with the concessianaire having some Nexibility in canceling iF i is
perecived as not peofilable or for some other appropriate reason. [T a Service, Progrum or
Facility is not identified in the congession contract as *Required o Aothorzel’ then o
may not be initiated by the concessionaire.




Retention or Replacement of Existiny Faciliths - When reviewiog Aliernatives 2.5 & 4
the reader should not assine that il a location calls for an activity or facility tha
curently exisls, e, camping, food & beverige, relail saies, marma ete. that the existing
facilities wonold be pohized. [n many instances existing facilitivs have no wselul |36
bevand the term of the current centracts and new facilities that can provide befler service
windld be necessary. Ireotber sitdations there ace actually code violations o regard o
salcty, building construction, or environmental sensitivity, Sull other situations are
simply inappmpriate becanse current facilities may not be properls placed 1o provide the
service antecipated i dhe aext concession contracts. [he individual alcmadives would
nitl cover which [acilittes would be retained vs. removed becavse the main issue fcuses
whal would be the new seope of the operation to the public. Elowever, for those readers
interested in ltkely retention/removal issues please sec the section on (CCOONBITION
ASSESSHMENT ANALYSIS™) i is possible that there could be many more facilities
and infrastricture requiring removal than retention bocause of the general paar condition,
Fezlamation will not awlomalically altempt (o retain all or mosi (actlitics becaose i1 is not
destrable 1o force new developments to fit the pararciers of development that was
established over 40 vears apn. T wouold ool be in the best interest of the public to tie
future cperations o past facilitics that were ool designed or construcied wath the same
intent as the needs of the 217 Century. Concessionaires will be contacted ndividuaily by
Reclamation regarding their individual locations and the likely retentionfremoval
seenano #4s they begin prepanag for their cumreol conteacls to expire.

Legal Nomenclature Re: New/Next Concessiopaire - Wording in the " Action
Altermatives'™ wonld refer o the *New” or the ‘Mext’ concesstonaire.  This simply means
whoever is selected having the best offer on the prospectus package and is assigned the
nexi concession contract following the expirmion of 1the exiztng contract. i dows nol
mean that the "INew” concessionaine can not be the same as the existing concessionaire
but it does imiply that who ever it is would be operating under a new contract and may
have significantly different responsibibities than present. However, none of the existing
concessionares have any prefercnee in consideration of the next contracts.
Concessionaies will be selected on a basis of competiion in response to an eventual
prospecius fand it 15 likely that many firms and individuats not currently operating at [ake
Bermyessa would submit ofers and compete for selection.

Eto Tourism and Sustainable and Thematic Prevign - All aperations in AHcmatives

2.3 & 4 would he developed and managed with a strong tic to enviconmenal ethics.
Yisitars should see many examples of the benefit of recyeling, grecn procurement,
passive energy use, and sther technigues that they can incorporate in their own homes
and communities. Some of this would be subtle and only known through direct
explanation or imerpretation while other aspects would be more obvious and direct.
These are all areas that are nol specifically described in the alternatives bt would
tecome & demanding part of an eventual prospectus for vach Jocation at the time of
cstablishtoent of new conteacts within the next $ or & vears,

The architeciural design of all Tacilities would be thematic for both the specific locatio
and peneral physical and culteral bentape of the Lake Bormvessa area. Road layvouts and



aeneva. landscaping would ke sccomplished with an eye wwards mainiainiog an overal|
peaceful flow amony the Tarvilites. This plan will ot sttempt w exict]y determnine the
site whure varions facilities would be lucated but will feave that up to the site plans of the
eventual Bidders an the new concession oppoartoniny (prospectus),. However, the overall
lewrpring would e watnn the arca cumenily devoted o comeession use and would nol
expand the present land area cegquined,

Frospectus - This term {Prospoctus) will be used im vanous areas of the aliematives
usually in discussions or descaptions of futare steps. In regard (o 1his DEIS and VP 4
PROSIECTUST refers to a future document 1hat weauld be issued by the Bureaw of
Ruclamation. This docurnent (prospectas) will ideoify an epportunity for ioterested
partics {businesses and individoals) W submit an offer 1o become a concessionaine at
Lake Bermvessa following the expiration of the existing eoncussion contracks apeeements.
The prospectus would be Dssued spproximately 2 vears before the actwsl expirtion of the
exisTngE contracts o assure Lthat final selection of a new concessionaire has already
ocewrred and that transilion w0 the new contract will take place without deday following
expiration. The peospectus would provide spevific data that st be addressed by
prospeetive bidders in order for (heir submittal 10 b2 considered as responsive. Oflers
that ignece the criteria and directions of the prospectus would not be conxidered. The
praspecios would be prepared, in part, using the information developed through the
DEISASE. Soin many ways the efforts at developiog the fellowing aliernalives amd e
cventual final approvaed plan are major steps in the preparation of e prospecius a few
YOALS aWaY.

Rustic Charm — This term will be seenoin various places wathio some of the following
allernatives, The definition of *Rustic Charm® Tor this plan is o denote a tvpe of
architecture and a level of service, Headers should disregard any wther defimitions or
understandings they may bave regarding this lerminalogy. Rustic Charm identilies that
the peneral architceture woukd te of @ rustic nature vs. o contempocany of medern vpe.
Such 2 facility would appear a3 a lodge or cabin type structure oflen seen in older
national park type areas. The “Charm” part of the phrase identifics a higher Jevel of
amenitics and appointmunts in the particalar faeility where it applies. Lowould denote
hucwries of @ notore muol seer i a more standard or mederate poced facility. 5o, "Rustic
{hanm’ discusscs a favilisy that appears rustic and meaybye 2 Httle regged bun with services
and interions that mipht feature rustic appeanng fumiture and intenor design bot
tneorporated into an oversl| package of above average amentics.

Chber facilines would be deseribed as simply rutic which would also identify the
appearance. There would be a fewer number of facilities that are “Heosic Chanm” than
those that are simply eustie. 1 should be remembered that on any new facilities that the
Lermn rwstic' ieself really relfers to an appearsnee and not what i aetually delivered.
“Rustic” helps o typidy the facilities but not the compliance (o health and safery
requircments or general comfort

Mobil Travel Gruide Star Rating Svetemn - To all the action altematives there will e
references o3 level of gvernight accommaedarion based wpor the ' hMobil Trawe]l Cuaidle




Star Rating System’. This will help readers gain a better perspeciive e the diffcrences
hotween various operations And alsa help geta general idea of Tikely price mnges in
comparisan o facilines outside of Lake Bermgssa.

Bobil Corporation (now known as Exxonhohil Corparation. follewiang a 1999 merger)
bepan praducing the Mobd Trave! Caide following the introdection of the 1S Taterstare
Hiphway system in V958, The [est edition covered only § southwestern states, Sinee
then, the Mohil Travel Guide has boecome the premies travel guide in North America,
covenng the 48 contiglous states and major cities in Caradian provinees.

The current Mohil Travel Guide/Begional Travel Guide product consists of 10 volumes.
Each volume represents a geographical region of the United States, the Guide provides
for the traveling public 4 comprekensive reference that identilies and describes 4,000
focations, 21,000 points of interest, 140K motels, hotels, inns, resorts, guest ranchus and
many others, phus 8,000 rextaarants.  Litdizing this svstem and forman 1o descnbe
intended aspecis of any new lacilities at Lake Bermvessa provides a reazonably universal
approach o assist in grasping and understanding general type and level of proposed
opCTalions.

Selection of establishments for listing in the Guide is geared toward providing the
mavieler with a representative samplc of restaurants and accommenlations available in
vach area of the country. Establishments ane described by their distinguishing
characienstics, prce range, the quality of service and faeility, and by the arca
surrounding ihem.

Rarings are determined from wpon writlen establishment inspection reports, Mebil Travel
Guide management determines those establishments efigible for Hsting. Ondy facilities
meeting Mobil Trave]l Guide standards of cleanliness, maintenance and stable
management are listed in the Coide. Deteriorting, poorly manage:d establishments are
deleted. A listing in the Mobil Travel Uuide constitules a posilive guality
recommendalion; every rating 15 an accolade; 2 recognition of achievement.

Ratings are assigned according to the ilowing scale:
{FFive Stary - One of the bestin the country
{Four Skar) - Ouistanding-woenh a special trip
{Three Star) - Well-appoinied establishment, wath full services and amenities
{Twa Star) - Comfortable calablishmen! with expanded services and amenilies
(e Star) - Clean, conveniend gxablishment with limited services

All ratings are reviewed annually and are the responsibility of Mobil Trave] Code
management. Hach property lisicd in Mobil Travel Guide is rated aveording to nstivoal
stanelards and requirements. Additonal information on the Mobil Travel Guide may be
seen on the web at <htpfwewonobiltravelguide comindex jspTmeny tating_critena,
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US Fish and Wildlife Service
List of
Threatened, Endangered and Rare
Species
that may be present 1n the
Lake Berryessa USGS Quadrangle
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AETTARCHMENT A
Errdangered and Threalendad Species thal May Dooin
ar e sfecied by Projeds in the Quads Listed ai the =nd of this Aeport
Lake Berryessa Area Project

June 18, 20G2
Lisfed Spacies
Birds
bald sagle, Haiacelus fovcooepitaiu: (7]
nordherm spofied dwl, Siry Soooentals fawti1ad (F)
Replilas
giant geder snake, Thamoophis (rras [T)
Amphitian s
Caiforma red- legaed fnog. Rana dmrora draytong (T
Fish
deha smelt, Hypomesus banzpocicas (T)
Central California Coaslal Seelhead, Dnepdiynichins mykiss (1)
warler-run chincok salmon, Googrhpnchng Isfiawplschae (B}
Samramento splittall. Fogoesictdhys macroepidodas (T}
Inverebrates
vemal poal fajry shimp, Branchimecta fyrchi {T)
vallay elderbemy koghom beedle, Oesmoments californicrs dirorius  {T)
vemal po tadpole shrimp, Leprduus packardf  [E]
Ciarli bowmuiad frsPnamater shrimp, Sprkears paclica ()
Flamis
Ciara Hont's milk-vedch, Astragalus danars (E)

Confrg Coda goldhekds, Lasthenia conitgens (B}
{Thawght 1o be extirpaled fram ali or pae ol this aea )
few-Fowered navameha, NavaTelid eucooephale o5, pavcifiora (£}
Candidate Spesies
Amehibians
Caltomuz higer safamander, Ambysloma colfmmionse (T
Fish
Cerdral Valley faliflate fall-ryn chinaok saiman, Oneatiynchus fSshawyplscha  (C)
cpecies of Concern

Marmimasz



Facilic westem big-eaed bat, Conpnorhingg (=Fleeofes) mensarad fonngendi (57

greater weslem maslif-bal, Swrope peralis calfermcns (50}

small-fooie:d myods bat. Mpads cibolaorym £55)

lomy-wared myols DA Mpadiz eeclizs (50

Trireded myndis bat, Myodi= Hpesanodes (55

boieg-leged myakis Dal, Myolis woldns  {S0)

Yuma myii= bat, Myohs pumanensis  (5C)

San oAy pocket mouzs, Ferognsiites omates (S0
Birds

triconed blackbird, Agelaius micolor {50

grasshopper spamow, ATmodrams savannarsn (50

Beill's sage spamow. Ampiuzpiza beid Delr  [50]

short—eanad owd, Aser Bammeus {30

wostemn burowing owl, Afhene cuniculada Nypugass  {SC)

cak Llitmouse, Baeaiophus rovmates (S0

Aleutian Canada goose, Sranda canadensis ibvcopansda (D)

Swaintson's hawk, Bidee Swaimsord {T4)

femminous hawk, Suwleo regals  (S0C)

Lawrence's goldfinch, Carduels wranced (S0}

Vaux's mwill Chaetira vauxr {50}

Black tern, Chflgkarizs mioer (SC)

back =wift, Cposehides nigar (20]

whirle-laiied {~black sfoakdeied) kite, Elanuy pucuorrs: {50

little willow fNpcatcher, Empikmax fraifi rewsiaT CA]

Afrtencan peregrine lalcan, Fako peregrims ansfu (N

grealor sadhill cxane, Gros canadorsis fotkds  (CA)

boggerhead shiike, Laius fudovicianes (50

Lewts' wondpecker, Mefzrwrpes ewrs  [540T)

lurg-tilled cutlew, Mymenivs amencanus (S0

wiite-laced ins, Pregadts chifi (52

bank swallow, Brpana mogans  (CA)

rufous hummirgbind, Sefasomarus s (50)

Allan's Bumerangird, Selesphomrs sasi (B0

Calioma theasher, Toxosfama redivivam (500
Repures

Aartirwestam pond forlic, Slerymys marmordfa mtachoraia (S0
Amphirians

Fooehill yelipw-ieqged fraq, Rara hopl {BC)



5T

wester spadafont inad, Soes hemmandil

Frah
green gluigeor. Acipeassy mediresine (30C)
e lammprey, Lamoetra aprest (50}
Facilic lamprey  Lampefne mdentata (50
ipngfin smet. Spinnchus Frakichihys  [(ST)
imvetebrates
Medvalley tairy shrimyp, Branchinesla mesovaliansis  (50)
Calilorma tinderiela fairy shamp, Lindardela ocodentals  (S0]
P ants
bent-fowsred hddleneck, Amsincka funats  {5LC)
Japson's milk-velch, Astragalus raffann var jepsoniaius  (SLE)
naarow-anihersd Califomiz rediaes, Brodizea califmica var flppdandra (SLC)
holly-dearyed ceancthis, Ceanoffss puopuress  {SLE)
semerine =Clovelark]™s) crypéantha, Crvpdanitha clevelands (SLC)
narmw-leaved daisy [=sempenline fleabane), Srigovon anguatalng (510
Tiburon buckwheal, Enogmrurn canimisar {SLG)
adobe lily, Frivdtavia pludffora (SC)
bwomypeled dwarf-Ray {(=wesiem flax), Hespecodnon biearpelatum  (S0)
Erewer's dwarf-flax (~wesiem flax), Hespeyolnon brewani (55)
Mapa weslem Rzx, Hesperolnon sepedinum {50}
Marlhem Califormia biack walrut, Jepizns calformes vae, hindsd {503
Colusd laya (-Colusa lidylips). Layz sepiendmonaliz  (SLC)
depron's linanthus, Cinarithoes jepsani (SLC)
Hall= rmadia {=Hall's hammonia), Madia hall (=Harrmorwa haliy (50
kiznn County navametia (=San Ansctmo navaretia), Navarelfd roswata  (SLC)H
Gairdner's yampan, Perfderidliz gardnet ssp. gardnend  (50)
{IEEn (=5arpenting] jowel-flower, Stroptandlins Oremve var Aesperidis (=5, hesparidf)  (500)
Threg Peaks jewellower, Sireplaniiug rmrommsoai ssp afes [(SC)

Cteads: Used in Report:

=1 SR
G4
L% L
Ri1fRo
S3RR
L1617
AG%A



K=Y

(£} Emdangered  Listed (o ihe Federal Regesier] a5 Demng in dangss of axtinglivn.
(T} Theatarnsd  (ssted 5 dkely 1o become endangered within (e frveteeable Ao,
[F1 Frannsed Offcixily propased fin the Federal Regisfer) fiw fi0g a5 endanderad or fruatirmd,
(X)) Proposed Fropased a5 an area cLsenial {0 fie consenyalion of (e Species.
Cimeal Habdat
iy Candwdare Candidate 1o IHcome 3 propased SENCIES.
(S0 Spothes of May be endangared or iresfoned Nof cnowgh hickogicen Riforrmalior hax bearn
COneam gathered o sopoo? isfing af firs iine.
(ME)  Mixalory Migeatony hird
ard
i Delted Detizled Slaluz fo be montored fov 5 paars.
fOA) Siale-listeg Lisfed as tveatersd of endgnoercd by fhe Siafa of CaliRrnig
(') Extroated Fossibly exdrpadad from ihs quad.
[ ™) Extinet Possibly extens

Coitical Habia? Area vssenkal (o the monservadon of 3 smecies.



ATTACHMENT &
Endangarce anc Threatenes Specied that 12y Oszur e
ar ne Atfecled Uy Preacsols in the Selencd Quads Listed Bolow
Aetenanes Fla Ha, -
Auer 28, 2002

DUAaT: 499 LAFE.VALLEY
Liglno Species

firs
vad eagle, Haltzeains levsoccphiius “T)
noham spoted owl, Siie soodentalis caudna (T)

Aramhbians
Siolfornza tiger salamandar, AmbyAomis coffomense (CIEN
Coldorne red-lepged frog, Rana suoca deaytond (V)
Z-tcal habdar, Cahlomag red legges frag, Rana aurors drawtond (1)

Fish
dewa smafl, Hypomesos transnacticus (7]
Zankul Valley stealhead, Oncorrerchyrs mykizs (T NMES
wAber-Fure Shirdak, sromaon. Crcorhyichus Ishawyischia (E) WBFS
Cenfral Valley spring-run clunock salmon, Crepiivnechus ihawpischta (Th NRMES
Socraments 51RRY, Aagonichifps macolepidates (T)

Invenah alns
vl ley &by lungharn heet ¢, Desmacenus carfarmecs dimwerpitirs [T
Calilom:a Feshwate: shozng, Spneonis paciice (Ej

Flams
Conlra Costa galdfiess. Lasthowis comfugens (E) "
fowe-Tiowwzred navarresia, Navareliz lpueocoplaly ssp, poleefiora [R)

Candidale Saecms
Eran
Cenlral Waney falflzle fall-run chirook safman, Oncadiprchos ishawptsehs {01 MMES
Lpeciex af Concern
MMarn-dls
Panhc weslern hig-eared hat, Conynomiacs [(=Secalus,; lawrssndi Iovnsendh {50}
grezte- waslarn masit-bal, Sugrops perolis calfornizus (500
g Carce myvabia Dat, Myor's evadis (5307
fruovgesd miyabs bal, Mpois Fiesatoders (57
[ang-ienqes Tyalin Dat, Mpobs valans (53}

oma reyotis bel, Meolis pemacseenie (53



Puoferencn mie b, - Fage 2

San Jeagquin cashot ks Sarcnainue nralus 150
g
fizoiored Waskhicc, Agsfais feals (520
DIRSNIORHST SO0, AMMoanils sdvannarm  30)
shomt-eared owl, Aais fammews 'S0
western busrowing 3w, AlGens sonisulara hypugaca  [50)
ook Ltmouse, Baaniephus nomates [ SLTT
Lawronge's gotdfinch, Ceardaedls Jaarencai (B4
Wamd's st Clactins vaokd (SC)
blags t2mn, Chiidanias mger (SC)
black swdfl, Cypseioudes aiger (SO
while-taiied {=black shouldersd} kite, Elamus Jppoums  {S0)
ltwz wiligw fyratcher, Empidangs ienlii Frawsten  [DA4)
Amusicnn poregnng falcor, Fakce peenogrities snafum (5]
Inggertiead shrke, Lans edaviciaras (50
Lowis! wondpenkar, Melarwwaes ouwis  {50)
wong-billed curew. furteniles arerizanus  (SC)
aark swallow, Rinara dpana  [CA)
rufaus hummirgbird, Safzsphores rufes [SC)
fuler's hurmrringlhird. Sefesphonis sssin {(3C)
Califainia thrazher, Tarastarms rediavan: (S0
Reqabike:y
noithwesten pond unle, Cismmys mavnorala marmazrate (55)
Admn e
foathil welow-legoec frog, Raas ol [BC)
westen $aadefont tnad, Spea hortmendd (SC}
Fi%n
graur sturgeon, Aspansar madicostrs (S0
lonir smelt, Spiincios hoateizhtaps (SC)
Pty
nai o anered Califormia brodiaes, Srodizes codorara var fepland-a (SLC)
hollv-lezyved ceanmibus, Ceanathos guporeas (33)
sorpenting [ =Dlave and'e) orypianina, Creplantia Seveianagd (SLT)
Tinaron buckahesl, Siogonus camnum (S
Brewss's dwaffiar (mwestern fael, Azgnarolinon Deewen (30]

—

Medhnern Calisor e Wack wzlnce, Joglane selirmce var il (50



Aslarencs rie b, -

Jusgon's Hnanthys, Linaathus jensoal (SLCH
Gai-vne's yanipah, Serdoridia galrdner S5 gairdnern (50

TUAD: GtaR uUB00KS
L fster Species
Brids
sind eagle, Haliwmadus feveoorphatus (T
nothem spolled owl, 5w oscideniale caumdaz (T
Brripnioans
Calfomira red legped frog, Sats swuons draond (T

Fish
della smolt, Hypomasns Fanssaciices  [7)
wier-run chingok salme, Cvcodwmchus tshawydscha {Z) WNMFS
Certral Valay sgriig-run chinesk salmen, Oacorinchus Izhawpdscha (T NMES
Sacramenla sohittal, Poagonichifys masrolepidodus (T
Ivirerlenrates

wermal podd faky sbnmp, Sranchitects Ivach {T)
vl evdarbery longhoem hieetle, Desmocenrs cabfomizus dimorphus (T}

warng. pool sadpade sarimp, Lepawtes peckardl (B
California frestwaler shrmp, Spocads pacifica (E)
Candidate Species

ish

Ceniral Valley fallfate fAl-run chinoek salman, Oncofnchues Ishawptzcha () MMFES

Epecies af Concern

Mammals
Pacih; western b eared bal, Conppamimies [=Fiecotus] iownsendi lownsandi (S0

waater weslern inaslif-bat, Fumaps peaotis califoerichs {SC;

smal -foted rivotis bat, Myans ciliolaarm (S92

long-games mryolis bal, Myohs alods  IECY

Tpged myds bal, Myobs thesanades (1500

wng-pgged mynbs bat, Mvolis vedaas (50

W s Bal, Molis yumanensis (5G]

Sar: Jongn nockel mouse, Pergastins omafus (50
iroa

frecoiared blackird, Agalivs tixafar T30

craschonner spariaw, dmmodramoes s vannarom 150

Sage 3
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shof-gared owl. AR lammecs (20
wisslarr buniowing aed, Sihens corpoeiana npuiaea (o0
nak titmouse, AagXontus noragfus 5L
errugifous kawk, utes ragalis (3T}
Lawrene's goldingn, Cardugls fpwrencel (507
Vaux's swill, Chaaghers vauxn (52
iack bern, Clithdonizs rogee (57
white-tai'ed [(=hlack shouldered) kite, Slanus fevcures (3]
little wallonr Mlycaicaer, Empidonar raifll brewslen (A
Amnzan peregreng faloon, Falca penegrines anatem (D)
Gresled Sanchill crane, Seus cenadonss abwds (Ca)
loggerhead shrke, Laius ludowicianus  [S0)
iaws' woonpacker, Malamemes fewis [5C])
wng-billed cuslow, Murmaows amerfcanes (5]
v Roed sy, Plagadis Shhitd (ST}
Lank swalkhw, Fusarsr apara {CA)
rufous nuramingbed, Sefasphorus rufus (SC)
Aller's humminghicd, Sofasphorus sosin (35
Caifornia thresher, Toxasfonsa rediviviim {50)
Feaplies
nothwestern poad ludie, Clamanys mamarala marmorals (50}
AmMinians
Toathill walloaweJoggesd 1hag, Rorma Lopli (S0
weslern spadeion icad, Spea hammanai  [(5C)
Fizh
e Sl paein, Asieonser msdrostry (S0)
fiver lamprey, Lampoira aprcsi (520
Facitic lamprey, Lampelrz Ifdemaias (5C)
lareaticn wrreell, Spimoctas Shoteichthps (500
e loorates
Caifomua linderiella fairy shrimp, Lindericla acoideniats [S0)

LAl B12Z LAKE BERARYESSA
Ligten Spirenes
Hirds
haid eagle, Halzeeius lbucoceghiaivs |T)

OEETAREN BEONEC o, SN onsiaenials zawning (T)



roforence Sie Mo, - Fage o
Arrabibians
Catfamia liger salanance. Ambestann calfornienss  [$0E)

Califarnia reg-leoged frig, Mans aurora drayiom [T

Crilizal Fatatat Calidori red-legoed Doy, Bies quony dnaadori T

F:xh
della sHiell, Froomeses franspaclicas {T)
wintar-rur. Chineok satman, Oncadmnrachus Ishawetsche (E] NMFS
Centra Vaolley speing-run chinook salmon, Cheomynshos ishawdicka {T) MNIAFS
Sacramento sRitall, Fogorichifyes masraienidoius [T
[wertebrates
valley exderberry longhom beelie, Desmocerys catifornicus cimarphes {T)

Calilgrnia freshwater hrimp, Syacans paeifice  (E)

- adidale Species

Fizh
sentral Valley fallate &ll-ran chinook salmon, Oncerbvnchus izhawyischa (O] NMTE

Species of Concera

hlarnrmals
Fadfic westem Yig-sared bal, Conmortuinus [=Fecotus) fownseadi fowosenar  [SC)

greater westem mastifi-hal, Sumaps porodis caffornizus (503

snal-foolsd myols hat, Mpohs ciliofabrom §50)

long-eased myohis bal, Myabs cwalis {30)

Frnqed myoses nal, Myalis thysanodes  [50C)

[og-regaesd Inyans Bal, Myals wiars  {(S0)

Yuma myotis Sat, Myolis yumenonsiz [(5C)

San Joagunz pocked mouse, Perogaathes inamalus 50
Buds

isolored blackbid, Aogigm: theoiay {S0)

grasshoopar spamroes, Ammndramiss savamrnanuem (S

shot-cared owl, L5 Rammeas (50)

wiELET Durrdneing owd, ARharks cunieiiana hynogaes (500

agk titmcuse, Beedaphis aomateas (SLC)

femuginogs bawk, Buteo ragelic 30

Lawrences gordiinch, Carduabs iwrencel (50]

Vaur's swilt, Shaefurd vapxd (30

niack tern. SHildanias niger (S5

white-taiize (=tiack shouldered) Kite, Slanes gongres (50



Setarenoe File b, -

il wihn Tyoalchor, Eiaiganar fiailil drewsten (04

Arrensa T perey e falcan, Fal peregonues ansafuny (2

arem Gendnill crane, Srus canadensis fabeas (TG

lngze-masd shrike Candis fodowcianus (30

Luwis' wandaesker, Malanorpes lewis (50)

[ong-billed cuslew, SNarrepras armencanis (S4S)

white-fared s, Plagades i {505

hank swalkow, Fiozma rozis  (Ch)

afous hummingbind, Sclasphons ndus {50

Alien's hrsnmghig, Selasphons sasin {SC)

Calfomia tirasher, Tososioms redaniorm (52
Repties

narthrvesier pond hirde, Slemmys mamrmoraty msmaeondice (52
Amphibians

toothill veilowdogoed frog, Fana Doyl (S0

westen spadefon) inad, Soea hammandi  [(50)
Fizh:

groen siurgedn, Asipenser medirosis  {S50)

fheer laniprey, Largpedra ayres (540}

Pacific lampray. Lampedra bidemlaty (502

langfin srmel, Spidnchues thaleictdhys (350

QUAD H10A WELTER SPRINGS
Listed Species

[Hirels
bLald cagle, tHakanelus mucocegiaius {T)
rice et spotiesd owd | Siric scoidemalis cowrding [T

Anrprhilvizng
Catifemia red-legged Fog, Rana aurnrs dratond < T)
Crinesl Babdat, Calfomia red-logaed frig, Hang aurars drapom 1)

IFish
delz small Hyromases ranspasificus (T)
Socraement spliteil, Pegonichihys mac Hopigsos [T

Ivriasty glis

watiey 2lderhern inaghom beelle, Despocens califarmicurs gimomhus

Caiiformiz Fostwrate shhmp, Spocars saciics {E)

rage o
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Species af Carttern
Mamrals
Faciic weastorn wg-sared bat, Coneadhinles mMeoORE] mersendl owasendh (50)
greate wesslorn masifi-ban, Eunmes perclis naiforaices  (5C)
long gared myHs hat, Mypoiis ewalis (5]
[manguest rnrolis Dol Aynls Baypranndss (50)
lang-isgged myotis hal Mpos w'ans (5C)
Yuma mvotis bz, dyolis pumanaesis {50
San Joaquin pecket mogse, Perogaalhus inomaius  [(S0G)
Eirds
trecod ved blackhisd, Agefaius ook (5400
grasshinper spamow, ARModramos savdnoarom  [S0)
sharl-carcd owl, A0 Rammeus (S0}
weslen burowing owd, Alfeae cunicwlana fiyprgaos £503
ok, titmnouse, Faeaophys inomalus (5LC)
Law~onoss galdfineh, Coarduels faweeneai  [(5C]
Waun's swill, Chaalura vausm (5C)
Black lern, Chtdones migar (S}
while-taited (=black snouiterad) kite, Efanus feicores (305
Il willowr Shycatehor, Empskwiax tranhy brewstern  [Ch)
AN poregne Taion, Falos peregrnus aialum (D)
lzggemead sheike, Lomivs wdoviamnes (53]
Limmnzs' widadprechsd, Afeianc s lewrs {50}
Iz -billwd curlew, Mumonies amessanus {S0)
bank swallow, Rinara mpata  (CAY
rufpus hummingbird, Seizsphiors afus (S0
Abe's horeminabicd, Selaspharas sasin (5}
Caiifania Lthrasher, Torasiam rodivivians  (50)
Feptiles
noritweeostorn pond lurlle, Clemmys marmorais mamorafa (542
Amphibians
fosthill yal.ow-legoes frog, Aena bowi (50
westen spadefo toad, Sged famnwede (S0
Fizh
Grérn SLIrsensn, Asiwnser madirosics  [SC)

ing®n amell, Spiinchos thaloisihys (S0}



Refare-co Fie Mo, - rrage &

EeHE
Jdzp=zon's mils-velch, Astrasalus cillann var fapsanianos (303
Taaron buskwhest, Froganum caninem  (3LEY
sdobe hly, Fratilage clorfara (5C)
twir-Carmaled dwad-few [Cwestem flax), Aespercliog Sicarpetalom (500
Crusa laya {=Colusa hewlps), Laper soptenkTonalis (5160
Jepsor's [martus, Linanthes ioneead (S5_0]
grzan {=sarpenling wwel-flower, Streplantius brewsen var hespancis (=5, hoespoendd  15LE)

la0: S16E AETMA SPRIMGS
Listed BEpecies
Bir==
baid eaqe, Heliagess lsucocephalus  [T)
rrocthar spodied owf, Siei ocedenfalis coerna (T)
fet e T TET
Cadifomia red-egged frog, Rana e drayfand (1)
rilical habitat, Caltomia red-egoed frwy, Rarta acrora draptond (T
Figh
delia smli, Hypormieswes frorespaciiows (T
Sacramento splittail, Pogomichilps masrolepidotus (T}
Iwenetyates
waliey gtierbemy longhom beelie, Desmocarus caiformcws dimomhrs (T}
Caiflomia freshwaler shrimp, Syncars paciicr (EY

Species of Concern
Miammafs
Facifes wiester Dig-azad hal, CorptoThimes [=sFlecotus] fownieadt lwensendd (50
g s westos | st oD, B e saliiomicos  [50)
lang-earcd myotis bal, Myatis ewnfis  [SC)
finged myntis bat, Myolis thysansdes [5G
bang- egoed myahs bol, Adeohs volars 150
W il bol, Myols paganenss (500
Han JoRTuUn pocket Mouse, Feragnatios feomales  (50)
S
trcolored b.ackbird, Agelaius finador (58
CIAENDT T BRI, AMMOIrARILS FArannamiT  (F0)

Bel 's sooe s0aTow, Amplrgmima hall beit (52



drefersnze Fas B, - Pages @

E-eaeed awl, Azl Fammaus (52
WS T Dt g Ova, Alfens melitana hpaugass
ok ttmaesa, Basoipars inermaas {(SLEY
Lawrenior™s wondhrch, Sandusls fzwrenzel (S5
Waus's swit, Dhaghira vaux (350
Mlack for, Chvdoiias orger (58]
Slack swill, Cypsoinkdes niger  (5C)
wihile-tailed (=hlgck shoulderad) kite, Sfanos Bosunny (551
itk wlow yealcher, Empidonay traifr brawsled (A}
Aunerica peregsine Tacon, Falcg peregriaus aaatum (L)
wpgertead sh-ike, Laniws ledowicimws (S0
Lesmas” woddlpechke:, da'gnemeas lawin [5C)
long-hilled curlew, Noumenits amercanes (507
oank Swallow, Rioans fpare LAY
nEoLs hummingbird, Selasphorus efes (50)
Allens umrmingbicd. Selasphorus sase (S50
Caldomia thrasher, Torosfinmd rediviase (SC]
Raqtiles
nothwesteT pond terle, Clemmps marmorata manmenza  [3C)
A nbinsans
ferhill yellaw-legpes frog, Rans oy (S0
western spadefucl foa, Spes kameonai (5]
Fish
gresn slurgean, Acipgaxor medivasias (53]
lonugfen smelt, Spidachus Bakrchthes (S0
Flans
barl-Nawer sd hddleneck, Arsinokia lupads (5L0)
depson's milk-weted), Asfeagahes ranend var fopaoarangs (SLC)
bwvo-carpiid dwinT: fizs (=weslem lax), Hespemlinen bicarpoefafur 1 5C)
Mapa woslem Hax, Hesperelingn sopealinur (501
Colasa gy (=Colusa tidyding), Lapie septentaonatis {(5LC)
Jensan's knanthus, Deonitws jepsani (510
ol Maunizin legine, Luapnes sedcaties §3LC)
Hal's madia (=Hal"s harnoniz), Madiz Aalif (=Harmame halii; 150
Gairdne's yorapah, Perdonidia gordnog $50. gairdnenr (5l
groen (-seraenlng ) jewe-flower Sirooionihes brawer var kosperi?s (=5 hozopeady (5LC)
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e Puans isweilloweer, Shentsmthus nagrcong 60 it
Q1AD: 31605 CHILES vALLEY
Lisied Specics
Brls
haid eagle, Aakaccius osccephates {T)
naAnens 3xa%ed ow!, Sikfv ocoiderialis csening [T
Amohibians
Cralforn.a red-ieqqed Troq, Bung aurora draptone 1T
Critical habiat, Ca'ifornia red-tegoed frog, Rans surora draviand (T)
Fsh
delta smelt, Hpoomesus transpacificus [T
Centra Caldornia Cozstal stewlhead, Dooowlynchivs mpkizs (T) BNAMFS
Ceniral Valley steethead, Cnoorfipnchey mykiss (71 HMFS
Sacramento splittail, Pogonichitp: masreleprirus [T
Inwereb-aies
valley elderbemy longhorn bectle, Qesmoceres califurnes dimarphus (T
Calfomiz freshwater shremp, Syrcans pacifica {E)

Plants
CEma Hanl's mdk-vetch, Astragalus Sharanus  TE)

Specics of Concorn

MMamimals
Pacitic weslern hig-eared hal. Corgnorinus (SPcoous] lowrmread sl (S0
grealer western rastif-hat, Fumons pernlis califormicus {50
{ang-sarsd myotis bat, Myobis cwoliz 500
fringed movolis bal, AMyodis ivsanodaes (S0)
Inag-legned myotis bat, Myalis volans (540
Yiuma involis bal, Myolis yurmanensis (S0
San foAquin pocket manse, Perognathus momatus (S0
Harrls
tncolored Mackuic g, Agetaing thcoker 1500
crasEhooper SPRmey, AMMmSd=EmLs sarsanaum (S0}
Eells sage spamow, Anehisoiza e boll (S0
shan-eared awd, Az Gammeus (54
wislerr Durrsawing owl, Athene cuewmars hppiigaeas (50
Gak tmoise. Sasofphes inamatus 1500

Al

Lawrcnoo's ga.dancn, Corducis fawramcel (540
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Vaur's et SDREetura vaux! (500
Sigok tern, CObdonias gy (50
biack swifi, Cpaselades niger [502)
wanr tales {=alack shodkderec) ke, Efanes iposurus (305
ittie willow Fyoatchar, Smpitdonax iraifl brewslon (T80
Songriean o egrme alean, Fales peregapus aaatum 40N
sgerneacn shiise Lanias ludovicianas 150
Leswns™ wwarod accinur, Mifencrpes lews  (50)
lors}-billed dew,. Mumaaivg amansanus (55
bank swaliow, Rigama mparia  {GA)
rufous nemmingiig, Selaspihoms adus  (540)
Bllizm's bumminghad, Selaspharts sasin (5C)
Calfamia lhrasher, Tovostzma edivivom {SC)
Repiaes
nerhwestam oond teriile, Clemmys marmorals marmoraly S50
Amphihians
fawcrihil werhener-egaed fring, Rava bl (S0
wistern soadedool inad. Spes hammordi  [5C)
Fish
green sturgeon. Acigensor moednsiis (5G]
lengh sealt, Spidochus fhalzichihes (50
Prarts
narowdeaved daisy [=semenine ficadane), Eagemn angustaius (5C)
Twer covprrend dwn - {—woctemn flax ], Hesporaiinan hicamoliatum (5C)
Maga weslom flax, Hesnerginon serporbirm (50)
Colrss layvia (=Colesa 1dvtips), Lapiz septeninomats {SLE)
Jensan's inanthes, Limanthus fepsonr (500G
Marnin County navarmetia {=San Ansclme navametia), Mavametia roswata (510}
green [=serpenite) jeweflower, Strepfantics treven var hespends (=5 hespood) (S0

Fajye 1
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Endangarad
Threatenod
Pronpeed

Eronagad
Trtvoal Habil

e e b T
Species of
R L

S of

Locsl Corroern
Moratory Girg
kMFS soecies
Delisfad
Stated isted
Extirpatzd
Extinet

Cridhcerl flertadiel

Listed fini the Federat Ragisler) as heing in dangey of gxtinzlion.

Listed 25 likay 1o bevarne endangered within the facesesable futire

DEfzizlly proposed (n he Fedoia Beqister) far lishng 25 endanaercd or inreatenesd,
Fropozed as a1 &-aa cesenlial 1o the consenvaniar of The Sposies

Candidzle to become a prapoeed species.

May b endangered or thrsalencd, Mot enough Diakegeca! infamnation has ecn
gatheered 10 suppon lsting 23 this lirne,

Spneces o Ioma o redional concern o consenalion sEnibanoe.

kligratary bird

Under the jursdichizn of the Natianal Mazine Freheties Service. Contant them: directy.
Duheted. Siates to he monilored for 5 years.

Listed a5 Brgatencd o endangered by the State of California.

Proessinby axtirpaled from his quread.

Fassibly extino,

Ared exseniial io the conservalsaon of 3 spacics.



Important lnformation
About Your Species List

How We Make Species Fists

We grace information shean =adangered and threalensd species Jists by 105 Geolowmcyl Somey 75
rinute guads. The T rited Suazs 15 doaded into these quads, which are about e size of Sen Francisen,
I w0 rezpuessied wone liss by quead ratae or pumber, 1hat 15 what we wsed. Otheraise, woe wsed the
Information vou sant us W determing which guead or quads ta pse.

Animals

The animals an vour specics fist are socs that occur within, ar meey be affecied &y projeca within, the
quads covered by the list. Fish and other aguanic specics appear on vour s if they are in the same
watershed as vour quad o if water use in your quad might affect them.

Plants

Any plants on vour list are ones that have actually been efixerved in the quad or quads covered by the
list We bave also incluled either 2 countly specics st or a Hst of specics in peabhy quads. We
recammerd that you check your project area {for these plants. Plants may exist 1o an ared agthoul cver
haviag ke detecied there.

Surveying

Soame of the species on your list may not he alfected by your project. A trained bologist or botanist,
familiar wiil: the kabitat requirements of the specics on vour Ty, should desermine whether they or
bubitais suitalle for them: may be aflected ' wowr project. We reeommend thas voor sunveys 1nclok:
any proposed and candidate speaes on your st For plast suréeys, we recominend vsing the enciosed
frnnadeliacs for (Conducting and Reportivg Rulusicad taventuries for Federalfly Listed, Proposed and
{Tundiddate Species. The rzsulis of your survews should he peblished in any environmental docwements

prenared for wour propect.

Stafe-Livéed Specics

17 2 speeios has been listed o threatencd or sndanpered by she State of Califomia, bor oot by us nor by
Ui Matioral Manne Fisheries Seevice, it will appear on vour st @6 3 Species of Coneern. Aowever
vou shonld comtact the Califernia Depariment af Fish and Came for efficial inflirmation about these
soecios, Uall 9109 3222493 or write Marketing Manaeer, California Department of Fish and (Game,
seatarat Diversity [inta Tese, 1416 Xiuth strect, Sacrameoto, Celifomia 95814,

Your Responsibilitics Under the Endangered Species Act

At plarts and aninals identificd as fred oo Enclosure & 2o fullv protecied under the Endappemd
Spaciss Actof 1973 ac amended. Secticn 9 of the Actand ot implementing comalations prohiit the
fake of a fecioraliv Baed wildhife specics. Tlake 15 defined by b At &5 ™o harass. lacm passue, ouny



shool, womd, ksl ey, ceplure. or coliest” any such animal. Take meay inelude sicoificam habitat
modifizziion oo Jupradaiion whire actually ks or mijures wildlede by sienilizaoiie impainiog
casential belavions! patems, inJuding heeeding, feoding, or shelter (30 CFR 81720

-

Take inedenta wooun aiheowise law e asivity mav be autharieed by oee of v procederes:
¥ a Federal agensy s ipvelved with the pemmittiag, fanding, of carmarg ot of 8 project than
Ay resuit oo take, then iat gpency mast cngase ioa formal conmitziion wiil the Senvice,
Suck comsultaiion woald mesiedt ina Sioleeical apfuen addressing the anticipated oifeot of
the project oo listed and proposed specizs. The opineoen iy authomize a lmited lovel of
moi:ienta! take.

[f oo Federa] 2geney s involved wish the protect, and federally Tisted species inay be taken
as pan of the project, thin v, the applicant, should apply for an frcideaid iabe pormrr. e
Service may dssue such a pormit I pou subiudt 2 satisfactory conscreation plen for thee
species that would be affected by wour praject. Shoeuld vowr seneey determine that federally
ltsted of proposed spoeckes ool 0 the arcs and ace Bkeby ta be affected by the project, wae
reoomumend that vou work with this offiee and the Califormia Eepartment of Fish and Gamne
(0 devielop s plan thal indrpates for the project's dircet and Indirect impacts to lisied specics
apd compensates for project related loss of habitat. Yeou should inclade the mitijgaetion
plan in any crvironmental decuments you Sle

Critical Habiiat

When & species % disled 26 andansercd or threatsned, areas of habitar considered cssential 1o it
conservation may be designated as cricica’ Aafitar. 1hese ansts may cequine special smanagciment
considerancns of protection. They provide needed space for prowth and nommal behavior; feowd, water,
air. Light, athar notntional o phvsinlogizal eequiremends: cover of shelter and sites & orecding,
reprarduction, rearing of oflspring, peroination or seel dispersa’,

Alhough c1inical babitat mey be desiymated on privale or Smie lands, activities on these lands are oot
restncied wnless thers B Fedoral invoivement Inthe activities or dicce bamm 4o Tisted wiidiifs.

I amy speries nas proposed o1 desipnated crtizad babitat within a gquasd, tese will be s separate Yo for
this om the snecics st Maps and houndasy deseriptions of the cridcal kahitat may be foupd in te
Federal Register. The information i= abso reprinted io the Cnde of Foderel Reguedadons (30 OFR

17.95),

Candidate Speries

We recommend that vou addiess impacts o condidore species. W put plants and animalis on our
caadidate Ust when we have enouph scientifie infomnaticn 10 cvemaally propose them for Jisting as
threatened or codantered. By considering thess species early i your planning process vou may be
able 1o avoid the prablen tbar cowld develop f one of Giese sandidotes wes 1isted belore the eod of
SOUT DFozt,

-
-

YouIr sl moy comstain: & arsland crlied Seecior of Codoern ThiIR lesan inelades [rmer cqirpary
2 ' ! A



cobeadidae specics and vihan planis apd ardmals of coacern 1o Tae Rervige and other Fedsral, State and
ITIVATE canssrvation azoncies and erpanizations. Some olfthess speciss may become camlidane speciss

n thy future

ﬁ-’et!ands

i vowr profect will impact wetlands, ripacian hubiiar, or other juriadicional walers 25 dofined by
sogtion e of the Clean Water &t andior section 10 of the Rivers and Tlarbors At vou will nesd i
ohlabn @ permit from the LS. Anny Comps of Erginesrs, Impacts io wetlamd habiiats roguime side
specific miigation and momoring, For gquestions regarding werlands, pleass contact Mark Lilefield
of this office al (91463 41 3-4380.

Ulpdates

Chur datsbase 15 comstantly updated a< spevies are proposed, lsed and delisted. i you ad dresy
propostd | candidate and special concem species B your planang, this showld oo be 2 problem. We
also contioual’y sive to make our informatinn as accurzie a5 possible. Somelimes we Jean that 4
particular species hag a differend rangy than we thought. This sheadd oot e a problem of you consider
the species on the coumy or surreunding -quad lists that we have enclosed. If vou have 4 fonp-torm
project ar if vour project is delfeyed, please feel free to contact w8 ahout geting a curreol 15t Yew can
alse find ot the current stans of » species by going to the Service™s Internet pape: wuw fes gov



CLIDELINGS FOR CONDUCTING ANT REPORTING BOTANICAT INVINTORIES
FOR FRDERALLY DISTED. PROTOSED AN CANTINATE PLANTS
¢Sepiamiber 235, 19

These pubdelines Jdesorile protocols for cenducting boanical inventames for federaliy lsed, proposed
and candidais piants, aed describe mininom stancdards for reposting resoles. The Secvies will e, in
st the inforenation cutlined helow io detssminime whether the pecjoct endes considezation mey
atieey any listed, proposed or candidate plangs, and in determining the direst, indinect, and cumudanive

e fecis,

Field inveniories should be conductsd i a manner that will §ecate lisied, vropased, or candidate
spogies (Rarget species) that mey be present. The entire project arca requires & etanical inveniory,
excepl developed apriculivral lands, The field ievestgatorns) shoald:

Conduct inventurizs at the appropeaie tmws of vear when areet specics are pressnt and idemifi-
able. Tnventonies will include all potential huhetats, Muhiple site visits durinye a Geld season may
Lo mecessary to make ohscratons duriag the appropome phenoloviesl stage of all target species.

1. IFavailabie, use 2 regional or locul 1eference popudation o nbain a visual image of the target
spcctes and associaled habitat(s). 1f acoess 1o reference populations 15 oo avaiaile, invesogators
should sty specimens Tratn loca! becharia,

Ligt every species observed and compile a comprehensive lst of vascular plants for the catine
project site. Yascular plagts need 1o be identified to 2 waxenemic level which allows radby to be

L]

determinel.
d_ Feport resulys of botanical Geld invererses that include:
x  adescoption of the biokesica’ setting, inclading plant cormunity, topography, solls, poteniial
habital of tepst species, and an evaluation of sivironmenral conditions, such as timing oF

gquantity of rainfall, which may mfloeoce e perfrmanae and cxpression of target species

b,z map of projuat location showing scale, oricniation, projest boundacics, parcel] size, and
map gquadransle name

¢, survew dales and survey methedology(ies)

il ifa refereoce popalation is available, provide a written aorrative descobing the Garost spegies
refetence populationds) waed, and dateds) whon ohicresiions were mads

& sorprehensive list o =1l vascular plants ooewrring on the praject site for cach habitat tpe
. ewrent and hisiorc land vses of the habhan'si sod degrec nf sie allemban
i presence of tariet spacics off-shie on wliacent paccels, if kroam

Lo ap asssssmeni of the Siolocieal sipnieanee o coolouisal quadity of the prodect sie 1o a locz]
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Environmental Protection Agency
Regulatory Announcement
420-F-02-037
Emission Standards for
New Non-Road Engines
09/2002
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TeRuIanAne S An b oty

Regulatory
Announcement

Emission Standards for
New Nonroad Engines

Tne L5 Enviroamantal Frotection Agency (EF4] i adapling emission
slandaeds for severa vpes of currently unregoiatad nonrgad engines
and vohreles, These standands apely sy o nowly manufaciured
products. This fact shaol gives a0 ovenvew of e now standards, See
the fact sheels and other documents referenced Ealoa for @daitinnal

inform.ation,

Which engines and vehicles are covered?

W are adopting pew standards for emissiens of exides of niuogeo

i W0%0 hvdrocarbens (RO, wnd carbon menexide (OO0 Trom severa:

arcups of provicusly cnregulated nonroad engines. Eves thoups tiess
different kinds of enignes are cormbined into ene eletnaxing, the new
requirerents reflect differences i the way each tvpe of enpine is de-

siroed und uged.

+ Large [nduatnial Spark-lomitien Dnidnes: Spark-ienitios: noaroad
engines pewered by paseline, liquid propanse gas. of compresse:d
naural gus rabed aver 19 Ralewarts COW 25 hocsepower These
engings ane wazd in commercial and indusimal apphications. inchd-
ing Gorklfis, elecric penecuzers, aizpos beggngs mansport venicles.
aed o variely of fim and coksoetion applications.

= Recieational Vehicles: Snewmobn’cs, alf-Righa oy mctoreseles, and

ai.-lemman-vehaelss

o Megei Maeye Fpegness Deese] encines cver 37 KL AiTa R 30

Marrsapower Al in reoretional Sout, socl se s 3ehis 2 coser

£

TSt LT Sas, I'pd Y1
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Why is EPA regulating these engines?

The e rovernd b this raie ars A sigmaficant soucce of &1 polition.
Taey correnly wrcount Jor about @ pessent of HU sovissions, 4 aerzeni of
L0 eprissions, Fopercent of MO emsasions, and 2 pescent of FA 2mis-
sions 1tami moebiie sanrces 17 e unconrolled, by 2000 these sngine:
will cantitnie 24 percenl nof natisnal FUC conisaions, © percent of OO0
erizsions, ¥ porcend af NOx enissens, and 5 percent of PA emiasians
e mebile sources. B and Ml erizsicas Farm stop and condaiz
loxic compounds sach as benzens. so reducing them will Derelit our
healih and exvirmupen, espesialy in terms of respiratocy mpairment and
related ilinesses. Some of thoyse enpines also et high levels of {0,
which is especialiy problemane for people who work with a7 e othe-
wise aclive near thesr enpings. Many engines operate in warehonses, ive-
skaung rinks. or othes enclosed areas. whene persocne] whe work with or
near the equupment can expedence incteased oxposure. The new stan-
dards ase expected to reduce BT emisstons by 71 percent. WO endzsinns
by B0 peroent and OO0 emisstons by uboul 57 aereend from these souraes.

These new emission standards continue the provess of estahlishiog ie
guicernents for low-emitting eegines 25 required by Conecess, Inthe
Clean Air Act, Congrags directed ws o siudy smissions frone all cokroad
cengines and vehicles and 1o set enission sandards i the these saproes
vause of significant]y contniote o air pollunan and, mere specrfically. i
thie smissiens of OO, MO o HO conmbuie significantly to erone and
carbon monocide polluten. In (1, we published the Monroad Engine
and Vehicle Ermisston Stude. Following that suuly, we completed a pablic
nrixeess 1 1994 wo conciude thar nanresd engines enatribute significanly
i air guality prehlems related w azone. €0, and other poliutan:s. Since
then we have scl smission standards for mest monroad 2ngines, including
thase wsed i farsy and consiruciion equipiment, locomutives, commuersial
rrarine wesses, and Teazmeowess, Thos finat cole sers ecnssion standaods
fur additienal categonies wf nomcad crgines and veiicles for which we
I ner yor sel emmission stacdaids

What are the New Requirements?

The ew requizectents vary dependice on the kind of sngine or vehicly,
taking into aczeuml emvirenenral impacis, usage razes, the need for high-
perfonnuece models, costs aod other {actors. Tae ermission siandasds
apply W gl new enpines soid in e Dmed Statey and 2oy impericd
engines manufeciured afier shese standarss pomin. Tle reajuirsmests Tor
2asn epe uf engine includy e following:



Large
mdustnial
EDErk-
ignition
engines

Thess Mo SPREL-1AMIGinn emTsas omeenes rafed oy 19 23R 2ol 0o
warjery af cammercial appiicetions e cetes W feae a5 Larpe AT en-
siness mos vse onelied pomalenm gk, with othiags GRerEing nm sasa-
i or nanws: g, Thess cnzings cont=hute 1o orime Soomation and
ambiezt OO0 and PA Jevels moachan areas. [naldizion, mony engnies
Gperaie IE warchouses, imo-sEning mnks or athes eaciosed aras, whers
peosonne] whe work with of near the cgeipoment can sipenenoe nereissed

CXPOILLY.

Wee arer adopling (wa tieds of cmission staindands for Lacee 50 engimes (see
Table 13 The itest e af standards, scheduled wo soart 0 2004, are hased
ool 3 Smpie aboratory mensurement wsiog steady-sene procodures. Toe
Tier i standards are che same as those adopeed eariier by the Califismia
Aar Bezources Board for engines used in California

The Tier 2 standards siarting i 2007 are based on ransicnt sesteg in e
laharragury. which ensures than the engines will contral eimussions when
they operane undes chanping spesds and foads in the different kinds of
equipmead. We are inciuding an option far meanofactmers o cerilyv their
enmizes o Jdifferenr eoussion bevels oo cefect the fact that decreasing
WO1x emnissions wnds v inercase CUF emissions (and vice versa) Mand-
faciurers mnay geoerally mest A less siongent OO staadard of they cernfy
ar engine witt Jower HO = S0% emissions. This apprsach adds ar neen-
tve for mapeaciurers t redoss HO- WO cnmssions belia tie standand,
withowt taking away the optien of prodecing engines with very ww (40
Jevels Fur costumers concemed ahoul exposing iecividusls o exhaus:
cmissions. Tn addiion o fwse cxhaust-emission conloals, rrnyiactiress
muast Lake sleps sberiag in 286 o reduce evaporalive eissions, such ag
gsing prossuagzed Tuel ranks.

Tabie | Emission Stendards for [aree 81 LEngines*

Trer e HO =M1 T
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Manroad

recreatianal

engines
and
venicles

W nre adan adopTing roguiements o syere et engine s SoNL B

s Jming ail Bnds of moang epemiion in e feid Ties 2 enaones
mzar vy anmine dagenostic capehiiites U3 aen e nporalon o tal.
function: e enplne s ennssion-conol system, Tee roie alse includes
spocial standurds antd procedures o aliow To0 ©Reasasne ernissons
withanl remaving entings fram saniprment

These reereational applocatons melede saownobiics off-hipleaay
mctaneyvales, and al-termain-vehicles CATV:) Thess vobacies contmbune
ter veone formianon and ambiend T and P levels. They can alsa
cominkube o regicnal haze aed other visibiuily problems o naticnal
and stare packs. Table 2 shows the cxhaust emiasion stacdards that appdy
tr recreatina! engines. In acdizien. we are [mahizing standards that will
miramize Muel lest throvgn de walls of piastie el tanky and rebler
LOSCE cpernesiion;. These standards are presenicil in Tabie 3.

Tahle Z:
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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 Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). More than 2,300 comment |etters were
received, and 89 people provided ora testimony at the public hearing. In addition, a petition with more
than 11,000 signatures was submitted.

The National Environmenta 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 especialy voluminous, the agency may summarize or
consolidate similar comments. Inthis Final EIS common concerns were identified, consolidated and
responses were created to address substantive comments.

NOTE: Therewereanumber of comments that were Ste-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“ CNOO1” and may be considered as Reclamation moves forward with site-specific
proposals. Further environmental impact analysiswill be prepared as site-specific proposals are

devel oped.

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 |etters were received, and any
substantive comments are dso 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 |1
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 |etters were not printed in their entirety due to the extensive amount of comments received.
The compact discs (CD) included contain all letters and documentsin 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 | & |1

Comment

Response

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

AEO001

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 isimplied in the DEIS, more
shoreline and land arealis currently devoted to
short-term than long-term uses.

AEOQ03

Within the developed recreational areas that are
available to the public, the vast mgority 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 aternatives don't reflect actual demand.

AEO04

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

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

AEO006

The No Action Alternative (Alternative A) serves
as abenchmark for comparison to the action
aternatives and is not required to meet the purpose
and need for the proposed action or satisfy
Reclamation policy. Alternative C was devel oped
in response to numerous comments from current
long-term trailer owners, would require achangein
reclamation policy, and is not the preferred
aternative.

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

AEO008

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.

AEO009

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

Comment

Response

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

AEO012

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.

AEO013

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

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

AEOQ14

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

AEO016
The EIS does not describe the features, use, and Please refer to Chapter 3 of the EIS.
condition of BOR managed facilities at the lake

AEQ025

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

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.

AEO028

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

What is the mean €levation above sea levd at
Pleasure Cove?

AEQ30

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

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

AEO040

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 | & |1

Comment

Response

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

AEO041

Thisis 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?

AEO042

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

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

AEO043

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...isthislega?

AEO044

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

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

AEO045

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?

AEO046

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.

AEO047

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
dternatives

AEO048

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?

AEO049

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 | & |1

Comment

Response

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

AEO50

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

The DEIS analyzes an inadequate range of
aternatives.

ALO001

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

The EIS should evaluate the LBV SP Task Force
7IA+ dternative,

AL002

This suggested aternative 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 aternatives has been added to the
Final EIS, “2.2.1 Alternative Concept Proposals.”

Alternative D should include al resortsin
government/private management.

ALOG3

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

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

ALO006

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

ba ance 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.

ALO007

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

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

ALOO8

Alternative D would reduce overal development at
the north end of the lake.
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PART 1-COMMENT PERIOD | & |1

Comment

Response

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

ALO13

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 aternative.

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

ALO18

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

ALO20

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.

ALO024
The EIS does not identify which resortswould be | Pleasure Cove and Putah Creek
operated by BOR under Alternative D

ALO27

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

“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 integra
part of the natural world and that nature must be
preserved and perpetuated if the human community
itself isto 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 | & |1

Comment

Response

The project would creste adverse socia and
economic impacts for the community.

ECO001

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.

ECO003

During the short term, as current recreational
facilities are redevel oped, 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 financia 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.

ECO006

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

Fire danger should be addressed.

ECO07

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

Safety issues associated with personal watercraft
should be addressed.

ECO008

Safety issues involving motorized recreation are
now discussed in Section 3.10.2
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PART 1-COMMENT PERIOD | & |1

Comment

Response

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

ECO009

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

ECO11

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.

ECO012

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 aternatives.

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

ECO013

Improving the quality of the available facilitiesis
expected to attract day usersthat are interested in
traditional camping and boating activities, rather
than those negative activities cited by the
commentor. Essentia 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.

ECO014

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

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.

ECO016

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 redevel opment would benefit local
businesses.

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

EC018

Costs were not included in the EIS because they
are not a NEPA requirement and are not afactor 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.

ECO019

At thistime, 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 failsto project future levels of boat use
and associated water quality impacts.

ECO023

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

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
ppoisoning.

ECO024, 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 failsto
consider impacts on sensitive uses and users.

ECO30

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

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

ECO31

The EIS provides a genera discussion of impacts
from motorized watercraft. Because no projections
of persona watercraft use have been made, the
impact analysis does not depend on emissions data
for that type of vehicle. To address potentid 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.

ECO032

The EIS provides a general discussion of impacts
from motorized watercraft. Because no projections
of persona 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.

ECO33

No significant noise impacts from personal
watercraft have been identified in the EIS. Noise
monitoring would be conducted under the action
aternatives. Discussion of noise monitoring has
been added to Impact 3.6.2.2.
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PART 1-COMMENT PERIOD | & |1

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.

ECO35

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

The DEIS should analyze how devel opment 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 agricultura
uses.

ECO37

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

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

ECO38

As dtated 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.

ECO039

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 remova and other
project components are addressed in Impacts
3.2.2.3,3.2.2.9, and 3.2.2.15. Soil erosion would
aso 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 loca and regiona transportation
agencies, that action would not likely increase the
number of traffic accidents.
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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
Cdlifornia 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.

ECO046

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 athreat of discharge into Lake
Berryessa.

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

ECO47

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 adversdly 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 aternatives.

The DEIS does not adequately evauate the
socioeconomic impacts of the aternativesin the
regional context.

ECO51

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.

ECO53

The mix of uses and facilities proposed under the
action aternatives would return Lake Berryessato
the recreational resource originally planned and
would redlign it with modern Reclamation policies
and traditional recreational models.

The DEIS does not assess the economic impacts of
the aternatives. The loss of revenue from the
preferred aternative 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 afactor for the operations of afuture
concessionaire who would determine the feasibility
of the future contract and revenue.

The DEIS does not eva uate 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.

ECO55, GN194

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

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

ECO056

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 facilitiesis
complete.

ECO57

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.

ECO059

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

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

EC061

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

ECO064

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

ECO065

Marinas would not be €liminated from the lake.

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

ECO066

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

Asaresult 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 aternatives, therefore,
the impacts from the action aternatives have been
correctly assessed and identified in the EIS.

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

ECO069

Removal, retrofitting or replacing the recreation
areainfrastructure will be based on the demand
relative to the specific features of future concession
facilities, services that will be part of the proposa
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.

ECO70

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

ECO72

The WROS process incorporates adaptive
management, therefore monitoring of the land and
water use classifications (zones) designated for

L ake 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 trailsin Alternative B on
grazing

ECO73

Additiona 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.

ECO75

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

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

ECO76

Any impacts on public health and safety, 1oss of
revenue, and loss of visitors during construction
would be short-term impacts and would be
reversed once the area has been redevel oped.

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

ECO77

Over the short term, remova 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 isincorrect. Reclamation
does not identify or discuss significant impacts,
and therefore does not discuss mitigation. Reduced
public use would be unavoidable under Alternative
B.

ECO78

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 devel opment 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 devel opment of
atrail design.
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The significance of the impacts cannot be properly
evauated, and therefore cannot be termed minor, in
the absence of specific, detailed project design
plans.

ECO083

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 evauate the
traffic impacts of specific components, such as the
trailhead parking area proposed at Steele Canyon
road, where there is a dangerous blind curve.

ECO085

Once site-specific proposals are devel oped,
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.

ECO087

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.

ECO088

The conclusions are based on the income data in
3.9.1 of the EIS. Theincreaseinincome 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 1osses for
trailer owners and concessionaires

EC091

The trailers are the persona property of the
owners. Concessionaires will be compensated for
facilitiesthat Reclamation intends to continue into
the future.

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

EC09%6

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

Thereis no evidence to support the statementsin
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
invisitor use of the lake, as presented in Impact
36.2.1

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.

EC102
The EIS does not identify regiona revenue impacts | Please refer to 3.9 of the EIS.
or direct and indirect impacts to Napa and Solano
counties

EC105

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

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

Additiona 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
Quiality Control Board, and Napa County agree that
the age and condition of the waste disposa system
at al 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 timetabl e 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.

GNO012

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

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

GNO013

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

Alternative B is not economicaly viable

GNO014, GNO15

In February 2005, Reclamation issued a Request
for Information, requesting statements of interest
and opinions regarding the financia 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 |etters on the CD included in the EIS.

Y ear-round revenue generated by the mobile home
leases provides needed financia support for
management of the lake

GNO019, GN372

Many business models at flat-water based
recrestions 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

GNO022

The trailers are the persona property of the
owners. The land occupied by thesetrailersis
owned by the Federal Government. Thereisno
persona property that Government wants to
acquire.

Exclusive uses of public recreationa land should

GNO028

Alternatives B and D in the EIS would eiminate
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be prohibited

exclusive use.

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

GNO30

While resort operations may change when the
concession contracts expire, the EI'S 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

GNO36

The Klienfelder Report, California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, and Napa County agree that
the age and condition of the waste disposal system
at al 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 athreat of discharge into Lake
Berryessa. Remedying these deficienciesisa
benefit to the public.

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

GNO38

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

GNO53

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 datawill be shared with agencieswith
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 financid loss to Spanish Flat 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
aternatives.

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 EI'S 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 datawill be shared with agencieswith
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 materias

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

Woater 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 till 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

Asdiscussed in Section 1.1, exclusive use of public
property conflicts with current Reclamation policy.
However, aternatives which require achangein
the policy have been included in the EIS for
consideration.

The DEIS does not clarify whether Reclamation
prefers for the resorts to become salf -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 devel oped.

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

GN207

Yes. Thiswould 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 devel opments.

GN250

Additiona 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
dternative 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 afire risk reduction plan in the
Visitor Services Plan.

GN297

A plan of thistype would be prepared under the
cooperative agreement presented in Attachment 13.
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Suggest the planning process address the impact on
water pricesin nearby residentia areas from
redevel opment of Steele Park and Spanish Flat,
which share water districts.

GN299

Water consumption and pricing are not expected to
change under the action aternatives. 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
aternatives, but would result from an increasein
regiona demand. The effects of the proposed
aternatives 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 officids, no
increase in law enforcement requirementsis
foreseen from the alternatives. As stated in section
3.10, asurvey of the law enforcement workload
could be undertaken to identify staffing needs.

Where will the trailers be disposed of ?

GN337

Each owner isresponsible 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

Asidentified 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 doesnt approach this.
Reclamation would survey and adjust management
if use approaches thislevel.
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Existing roads can't take the increased traffic.

GN340

Asdiscussed in Section 3.5, projected traffic levels
are not expected to exceed the capacity of Lake
Berryessaroads.

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 alowed to renew or renegotiate
the current contracts. This dternative aso
provides that the majority of trailerslocated 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 included in the EIS because
they are not a NEPA requirement and are not a
factor in the impact anaysis.

There was no General Plan Description of the
redevelopment scheme.

GN352

Chapter 2 includes text and maps describing the
land use designations for each aternative 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 vaue 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 EI'S because
they are not a NEPA requirement and are not a
factor in the impact anaysis.

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 a Putah Creek.

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

Have site layouts been designed for
redevel opment?

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
aternatives 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 genera 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 accessto 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 anywhereis
illegal.
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Suggest grandfathering a limited number of long-
term mobile homes that are well-maintained.

GN378

Alternative C alows limited long-term exclusive
use.

Shutting down the lake for the minimum two year
redevel opment 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 subgtitutes one aesthetic (in favor of
low impact recregtion) 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 redevel opment at the lake.

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

GN425

Thistool 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
dternatives.

GN436

The National Environmenta Policy Act (NEPA)
alows federa land managers to identify the
preferred action to alow 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
iswilling to invest in a concession operation to
make it viable. Not al 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 unofficia 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.

ElSfailed 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.

ElISfailed 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.

ElISfailed to discuss establishment of afire 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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Comment

Response

ElSfailed 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 recrestional
featuresfor 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 sawage 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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Comment

Response

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,
ec.?

GN4x4

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.

Hasafull 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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Comment

Response

Will the BOR hire additiona 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.

Wheat 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 facilities,
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
aternatives described in Chapter 2, not on any of
the project descriptionsin previoudy prepared
reports and studies.

Reclamation should consider an aternate plan that
would alow for both mobile homes and day use.

GN502

Alternative C alows alimited number of trailersto
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 permitteesisfase
and is not supported by data.

PNOO1

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.

PNOO02

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.

19 -

33




PART 1-COMMENT PERIOD | & |1

Comment Response
PN004
Was a heeds assessment conducted to survey day- | Yes, surveys were conducted in 1988, 1997, and
and weekend-users needs? 1998.
PNO05

The EIS does not include information from BOR The EIS refers to the policy, directives, standards
Directives and Standards LND 04-01 and guidelines for Bureau of Reclamation
concession standards.
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COMMENT PERIOD 11
Draft Environmental |mpact Statement
Comments and Responses

The following public comments and agency responses are presented in a somewhat different manner than
the comments/responses aready presented. The main reason for this change is that the comments
represented here are the threelengthiest 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.

Thefirst is from the Lake Berryessa Resort Owners, it istitled 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 mgor comment is from Mr.
Henry Howard, along-term trailer owner and permittee, at Lake Berryessa.

Because these two documents went into significant detail covering nearly al 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 OWNERSPROPOSAL - COMMENTS

Following are comments that have been excerpted from the Lake Berryessa Resort Owners Proposal
(ROP). The ROP isintended to be a fully developed alternative for future concession operations at Lake
Berryessa to replace the action aternatives presented by Reclamation in the 2003 DEIS. While
Reclamation does not agree that the ROP was fully developed (“ Far from being merely conceptud . . .”),
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 al of the
individua comments Reclamation aso provides a summary response in an effort to bring al the points
together in a more philosophical and global approach. The Response Code for this section is ROPO2.
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Resort Owners Plan - Response Code ROPO2

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 individua 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
devel oped 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 asfollows:

“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,
Cdlifornia. Such agreements shall be for aterm
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
mor e 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 Californiawater 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 aternatives will have a
positive effect on regiona 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 origina PUP never anticipated or discussed the
development of long-term trailer! 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).

! 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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Resort Owners Plan - Response Code ROPO2

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. Thisincome 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 Federa land.

During drought conditions, recreationa use drops
dramatically, especially short-term use. Long-term
users visit less, but their rents create a stable
financia 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 annua 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
sze 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 Approva” 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 changesin the
contractual obligations of the concessionaire may
only occur with the agency’s approval.

Lake BerryessaInclusive 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 devel oped
for visitor use were chosen because those areas
offered the best points of accessto the lake. The
shoreline that is currently undisturbed is outside the
area of consideration for devel opment.
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Resort Owners Plan - Response Code ROPO2

ROP Comment

Reclamation Response

Reclamation has alot 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
aternative or combination of alternatives chosen in
the Record of Decision.

PUP 1959 Area Descriptions for Public Agency
Devel opment [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 cavest that, “The plan isintentionally 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 Al — 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 areais 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” isfairly 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 dong the shore
line. The action aternatives 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 AreaB. 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 thisarea. The areaiis currently used for
education and research. The only public access to
thisareais from the lake. All other accessis by
easement over private land. The lake shore is till
open for public use.

[R] Reclamation Area#4 - Capell Cove — Capdl
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 asaturnout.

The development of this site was funded by the
State of Californiathrough 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 alaunch ramp,
70+ parking spaces, and arestroom facility. The
areaaround Capell Cove is prone to landdides and
further development is not planned.
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Resort Owners Plan - Response Code ROPO2

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 areais currently behind locked gates, no access
sSgns, etc., reserved for the exclusive use of
Reclamation. There is no vehicle access or
handicap access to the Reclamation office without

specia 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 —AreaF —
1,000 acres of land and water, over haf of whichis
land: 250 acres of land in Oak Shores Park with 11
miles of shoreline, 250 acres of land on Big Idand,
50 acres of land on Small 1and, and about 50
more acres distributed among other smaller idands.
A portion this major area has been partially
developed as Oak Shores Park. The areais
underdevel oped and access is limited.

Reclamation manages Oak Shores as a day use area
that highlights picnicking, swimming, and small
norn-motorized boat use. Reclamation has budgeted
for and isin 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 areawill be determined after the ROD is
devel oped.

[R] Reclamation Area#9 / Undeveloped
Concession - Resort #3- Never Devel oped Resort -
Pope Creek Area— AreaJ - 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 islocated below
Berryessa Pines subdivision and other privately
held property. It has alocation 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 devel oped
for visitor use were chosen because those areas
offered the best points of accessto the lake. The
shoreline that is currently undisturbed is outside the
areaof consideration for development.
Development of the shoreline will depend on the
aternative or combination of aternatives chosenin
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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Resort Owners Plan - Response Code ROPO2

ROP Comment

Reclamation Response

[R] Reclamation Area#12 — East Side. East Shore
has 11 miles of Reclamation shoreline road, of
which the north half is awaterfowl and eagle
nesting area, with limited trail access. The
shoreline has the easiest topography for trail

devel opment; 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 apart of an eventua 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 origina
reservoir development took place.

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

Since the DEIS was published, the Boy Scouts of
Americadecided to no longer use the area because
of necessary coststo repair failing infrastructure. It
is anticipated in the action alternatives for this area
to be continued as an improved group camp site
avallableto 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 overal project parameters to guide the
developments at Lake Berryessa. Following isan
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. Theseitems will be identified as a
part of the response to this section. Reclamation
also notes that the actua projects described in the
RAMP were not mandatory especidly 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.

Thisis not something that is anticipated by
Reclamation. It isfdt that the existing land base is
satisfactory.

Land Disposa
Reclamation should consider disposing of or

exchanging lands around Lake Berryessa that are
not required for either the gperation 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.

Thisis planned in the action aternatives.

Develop minkinterpretive center in the dam area.

Thisis being considered in the interpretive plan for
Lake Berryessa.
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Resort Owners Plan - Response Code ROPO2

ROP Comment

Reclamation Response

Have overlooks at appropriate locations aong
roads.

Some currently exist. No new ones are planned.

Add interpretive trails.

New trails that are developed as identified in the
action aternatives 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 beneficia
opportunities for underserved communities.

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

Have waste reduction and recycling programs at
each resort.

Thisis the intent of any of the action aternatives.

Dispersed Recreation Area |mprovements

Reclamation to improve and/or devel op Dispersed
Recreation Aress (Class I11), 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
aternatives will provide adequate opportunities for
developed recreation areas. To the extent that other
undeveloped areas can be accessed by hiking or
boating they will aso be available for appropriate
public use.

Improve accessibility for specia needs populations
in al facilities at Lake Berryessa, including
CONCession aress.

Thisis 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.

Thisareais 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 Areato be developed to
accommodate user trends, public demand, and
specia needs populations. Oak Shores could be
open for overflow camping. Construction of afull
size alaunch ramp and courtesy dock implemented.
Improve and/or develop General Outdoor
Recreation Areas (Class 11). Consideration should
be made for the Oak Shoresto be included and/or
managed by a concessionaire or resort. It hasthe

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 isaso not intended to
use Oak Shores as an overflow camping area. The
idea of additional development to accommodate
“specia needs populations’ isin process at this
time. Although not anticipated at this time, the
assignment of Oak Shores to a concessionaire for
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Resort Owners Plan - Response Code ROPO2

ROP Comment

Reclamation Response

potentia be aHigh Density Recreetion Area (Classl).

their management is possible if conditions develop
that preclude Reclamation from continuing
oversight.

Use and Development of Smittle Creek Area:
Smittle Creek Areato be further developed. Resort
Owners Proposal reincorporates Smittle Creek with
L ake 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 Areafor concessionaire use nor asa
developed commercia area. Theexisting
footprints of the concession areas provide adequate
space for the development of public recreation and
commercial areas following the redignment of use

types.

Idand Uses and Improvements:

Provide dispersed recreation area improvements on
Small and Big Idand (450+ acres). Thiswould
change the exigting land-use classification from Semi-
Primitive (Class N) to Dispersed Recregtion (Class

11).

The areas of shoreline that are currently devel oped
for visitor use were chosen because those areas
offered the best points of accessto the lake. The
shoreline that is currently undisturbed is outside the
area of consideration for devel opment.
Development of the shoreline will depend on the
aternative or combination of aternatives 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)
gpecial uses of lands around Lake Berryessa,
including those shoreline areas exposed due to
extreme drawdowns, only if such uses are not
incompatible with other recreationa activities.

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

Special Events on Land:

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

To some extent this type of useis 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 useis
anticipated. Specia 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 | —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| High
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Resort Owners Plan - Response Code ROPO2

ROP Comment

Reclamation Response

Areas.

Density. The WROS is becoming the standard for
planning water based recreation areas. Itisamore
dynamic planning tool that measures visitor
expectation and desired experience. The WROS
process provides managers with information that
alowsfor 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 I11) and Semi-
Primitive areas (Class V).

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. Thisis
an intended action of the action alternatives within
the WROS process.

Boat Access Camping:

Establish alimited 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 alowing such use at the former
“outback area” of Pleasure Cove. Werecognize
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.

Thisis the intent of the action alternatives.

User Fees:

All developed areas to be alowed 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 Federd land are
appropriate. Approved feesfor actualy using
concession managed facilities—i.e., RV site usg,
campgrounds, launching facilities, etc.—are

appropriate.
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New Fees could be charged for:
1. Day useat Oak Shores.
2. Camping at Oak Shores.

3. Group or overflow camping a 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. Specid events

10. Specia permit processing.

1. Thisisapossbility.

2. No camping at Oak Shores.

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

4. Thisisthe intent of the action alternatives.

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

6. No full-service launch facilities 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. Thisisthe intent of the action alternatives.

10. Reclamation agrees. Included in action

alternatives.

Specid Water Use Events:

Allow specia water use events and/or activities
(races, regattas, swims, fishing derbies, etc.) that
may temporarily displace other recreational uses on
alimited irregular basis through a permit system.

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

To some extent this type of useis and will remain
appropriate. However, Reclamation will be very
watchful of scheduling specid events or uses that
may remove public areas from general use during
times of the year that substantia or heavy useis
anticipated. Specia 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 historicaly been
available at Skiers Cove under the oversight of the
Monticello Ski Club.

Water Surface Zoning

Lake Berryessais one of the few lakesin Northern
Cdliforniaideally 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 additiona authorities, loca
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 devel op 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
congtructed. Since 1985 it has only reached 444
feet once in 1998. It istypicaly at or below 440
feet (height of the morning glory spillway). These
facts need to be considered when evaluating the
economic impacts of various actions on the lake.

It is amatter of time before the maximum lake
levels and discharges will occur. The maximum
probable lake elevation in the future is 463 feet
above mean sealevel. That is 23 feet above the
crest and 3 feet above therailing of Monticello
Dam. It may be afact 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 aso 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 facilitiesin the
reservoir floodplain.

Some facilities within the floodplain will be
permitted.

Removal of Structures and Facilities for
Environmental Causes:

Structures and facilities may be eiminated 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 thisis a moot
point because preferred aternative 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 essentia 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
previoudy, 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 commercia 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 Federd 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
“nontexclusive 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 individud trailers
or other facilities for rent to the public. Such aplan
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 locationsin
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 aternatives.

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 alowed 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
shordine 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
asappropriate.

Land Use Planning, Facility Development and
Design Standards.

Land use criteria shal be developed to assist in the
master planning of each developed area.

The existing action aternatives have been
developed utilizing land use criteria. The new
concessionaire(s) may be required to obtain
additiona 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 EISis
establishing the core parameters of development,
and fina configuration and numbers will be
determined by the eventua concessionaire(s) as
approved by Reclamation.

Health and Safety Standards:
All facilities will be upgraded to current health and
safety standards in Phase | 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
aternatives.

Fire Safety:
Trees and vegetation should be maintained in afire

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. Thisis
an intent of the action alternatives.

Concession Areas/ Land Development:

Resorts may develop lands in the concessions areas
not yet developed. Additiona land may be added to
existing concession boundaries for development of
additional short-term facilities, when al suitable
land isin 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 actua 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.”
Thisisthe intent of Reclamation.

Houseboats/Overnight Occupancy Vessels
(OQVs):

Asamethod to provide access for diverse
recreational opportunities and additional short-term
users, allow 100 commercia and 100
personal/private houseboats, or other types of
commercial OOV's to occupy Lake Berryessa

The present limit for commercial and private
houseboats on Lake Berryessais 75 each. Thereis
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,
S0 there is adequate room for expansion.

Sewage and Gray Water Holding Facilities:

All vessdls, 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. Thisisa
realistic suggestion and although not specifically
mentioned in the EIS it represents the type of intent
considered for the new concession contractsin
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
Cdlifornia 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. Thisisa
realistic suggestion and although not specifically
mentioned in the EIS it represents the type of intent
considered for the new concession contractsin
regard to environmental sengitivity.

Fee Structure:

In accordance with the concessionaires’ right to
make afair 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 afair 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
Stuations. This requirement is Reclamation policy,
is prominently identified in current contracts, and
will be afactor 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 capita
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 againgt this
approach. It will be a part of the overdl 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 al
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 isa
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 afair profit and alows 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, aterm 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
Classfications.*

Following are the classifications and map as cited
in RAMP and subsequently used for this ROP.

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

CLASS Il — Dispersed Recreation Aress -
Minimally developed areas, generaly with
road access, minima sanitation facilities, road
pullouts, and trails, intended for less intensive
use with no mgjor improvements.

CLASSIV — Semi-primitive Aress -
Undeveloped natura areas, with limited or
constrained access, intended for limited
recreational use; minimal improvements, such

As dtated previoudy, the Land Use Classification
System used for the RAMP was specifically
developed for the planning of the RAMP. The
WROS Urban Classification is smilar to the Ramp
Classification of Class |, High Density. The WROS
is becoming the standard for planning water based
recreation aress. 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 decison making. Managers will be
more informed and better able to meet the needs of
the visiting public, while protecting the resource.

19- 49




PART 2-COMMENT PERIOD ||

Resort Owners Plan - Response Code ROPO2

ROP Comment

Reclamation Response

as fencing and trails would be alowed.

CLASSV — Areaswhich 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 Berryessain
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 aready built-in support center supplied
from outside of the immediate area. Current
external businesses do not appear to be financialy
robust, and several of them have failed wit hin the
last 20 years.

The resorts have individual master plans (each of
the seven present resorts) that would have at |east
two phases each. For example, Phase | would be
accomplished within 2 years, Phase || would be
accomplished within 5 years. All resortswould
make hedlth and safety issues a priority.
Infrastructure and upgrades to existing facilities are
incorporated in the plans. The fundamental change
to “nonrexclusive use” at al 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 | High Dendty
Recreation Areas. Following are brief descriptions
of what the resorts are proposing, and current to
proposed comparisons.

Having individua “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 increasesin all
categories of short-term use facilities.

The retention of 1,144 long-term sitesis not
compatible in a Federal Recreation Areawith 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 anew contract, Markley Coveis anxiousto
implement avision of what this very small, scenic
resort should offer. Because of the limited amount
of space available, it is smply 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 amanner sSimilar 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 alikely solution.

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

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

Markley Cove could be devel oped 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 isdeveloped at Lake
Berryessa any of the concession locations could
serve as ajumping off point for trail use.

A vigitor 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 afacility 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 severa areas including Markley Cove.

The ROP proposes extensive improvements to the
exigting long-term sites at Markley Cove to assure
ahigher 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 Coveis 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 eevation 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 aPhase Il continuation of
improvements, i.e., maintenance shop relocation,
garbage collection, upgrading the launch ramp,
landscaping, hiking access, and new restrooms.

Reclamation agrees philosophically with al of the
identified improvements detailed in this comment.
Although not specifically identified in the EIS they
arerepresentative of the intent of genera
improvements anticipated.

The Markley Cove launch ramp fees, currently
controlled by the Bureau of Reclamation, are under
market. The fees alowed 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 approva on a
comparability basis as required by agency policy
and contractual conditions.

The ROP proposes a Phase |11 devel opment for
Markley Cove that includes some upgrades to long-
term site infrastructure, new docks and covered
dips, additiona parking, “high-end” renta units,
and asmall conference center.

Only the docks and dips 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 Coveto create a
minimum of 80 additional parking spaces.

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

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

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

A smdll 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 |ocations that should
aso be considered once the ultimate configuration
of al 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 atype of secondary use of long-
term trailer sites (“vacation rental management
program”) for rental to the short-term public at all

Thisis not a compatible approach to providing a
quality experience to short-term users. It retains
the undesirable close proximity mixing of densely
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of the concession areas except Markley Cove.
Under this system the actua permittees (trailer
owners) would make their units available to the
genera 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 traditiona short-
term users and is not an approach that Reclamation
intends to consider. The current development and
use at Lake Berryessais an anomay within Federa
land management areas, and the new proposal
maintains that unacceptable situation.

The centerpiece of Pleasure Cove Resort’s proposa
is the congtruction of a 60-room hotel that includes
anew 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 seemsin conflict with
the focus intended for the area.

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

This proposa 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 devel opment of areas
adjacent to Steele Park that are currently not
developed with the goa of adding various short-
term facilities. They aso 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 | mprovements;
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 seasond 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 |east 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 md contour.

Assure al sites are on a sewer system.

Thisis a basic requirement that is necessary just to
meet current applicable standards.

The resort would offer arental service and
reservation network where a site could be placed in
arenta 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 isin
conflict with agency policy.

Phase |1

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 aconcession
operation (on government land). The placing of
such afacility 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
agood addition to the area under any of the action
alternatives.

The day use areawould 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
agood addition to the area under any of the action
aternatives.

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 Berryessawould 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 recogni zes 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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ROP Comment

Reclamation Response

The owners of Spanish Flat Resort also own
approximately 225 private land acres on both sides
of Knoxville Road. About half of thisland 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
devel opment, 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 al of the
approved rates at Spanish Flat and indicated that
they are dl currently at artificialy low levelsand
they have adjusted them for the sake of their
€conomic 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 arate 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
aredl tied to comparable rates. Making
independent assumptions and determinations of
what rates should be as outlined here is problematic
and could result in unredlistic projections.
Concessionaires can not divorce themselves from
the rate approval actions of Reclamation. The
procedure for determining ratesis clearly stated in
the contract.

The most significant proposal for Berryessa Marina
Resort isto 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
themsel ves some distance from the current store
and marinaarea. The action alternatives, by
reducing or eliminating the long-term trailer use
would make the present area available to al short-
term users and would confine the devel opment of
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added campsites and RV sitesto 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 unitsin 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
COoNCession 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, isan
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 devel oped 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 dternatives.
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 thetotal areais currently
developed, al at the northern end of the resort.

This comment is not exclusive to Putah Creek
Resort. It isthe intent of Reclamation to keep all
new development and redevel opment within the
current concession footprint. The RAMP identified
as apreferred 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, aretail area, amotel, RV sites,
day use parking, and long-term sites.

Comment noted.

Phase|:

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

The Putah Creek sewage treatment systemisa
major problem, asit 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 al 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.

Phas 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-
gation.

Motel replaced with atwo-story hotdl.

The above phased scenario would require the use of
undevel oped 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
degtination. 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 philosophica 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 asis 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 Berryessais 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 Berryessais to have an operation that is more traditiona 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 asfollows):

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 genera 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 atimely opportunity to
revisit 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 dites,

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,
B5-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 acresof 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 aress.

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 avalid aternative.
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The following comments wer e provided by Summers & Summers (S& S), management consultants
hired by the concessionaires to provide this analysis of the subject plan. They wereincluded in the

ROP as Attachment A.

PART 2-COMMENT PERIOD II

Summers and Summer s— 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 aso 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
financialy successful recreation hospitality
operations are more physically attractive than Lake
Berryessa or as near to alarge 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 anaysis accomplished for this stage of an
EIS. Whichever dternativeis 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. Thevalue of afinancia 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 eiminate
competition among the concessionaires and might
harm lake visitors as a result.

This concern is unfounded. The Nationa Park
Service (also in the Department of the Interior) has
nearly 80 years of experience in dozens of park
areas throughout the country where asingle
concessionaire is satisfactorily serving the public.
Those contracts aswell 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. Thiswas a suggestion by the
Dornbusch feasibility contract but it will not be
ingtituted. Instead, there will be periods of time at
various areas where access and overall useis
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 facilitiesimprovements likely
violates Public Law 96-375. |If the Bureau isforced
to reimburse concessionaires for facilities not
included in the Alternative B plan, this fact aone
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 alegal 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 EISis
supportable and appropriate.

The assumption that demand will be enhanced,
given the drastically reduced facilities available
under Alternative B’s “Phase |,” 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 increaseif Alternative B isimplemented is
unsupported and highly unlikely.

After following the NEPA process, Reclamation
bedieves that the information provided in the EISis
supportable and appropriate.

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

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

or the new contracts. There is no stipulation that
the new contracts at L ake Berryessamust generate
at least as much revenue as the current concessions.
What is most important financidly is that the new
businesses can readlize a reasonable profit based
upon the risk assumed and the investment made.
However, Reclamation believes the potential under
Alternative B for revenueisin excess of the
existing levels.

Numbers crucid to the feasibility analysis, such as
the 15 percent discount rate and earnings of 35
percent of gross receipts, are exceedingly

optimistic. Especialy 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 EISis
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 EISis
supportable and appropriate.

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

Severa 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 Areais 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 potentia lake visitors.

This comment reflects a misunderstanding of how a
concession management programs work in many
areas. It isnot 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 aso true
where the government builds and operates the bulk
of facilities. The key isthat concessionaires are on
the Federal estate as a privilege and not aright, 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. Asthese contracts cometo
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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 mgjority 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 aternative.
Rather, it stays within the boundaries of the current
DEIS and offers ablend 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
Federaly owned land.

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

Reclamation takes serioudly its obligation to
maximize access to public lands and not
discriminate against any users of those lands. An
eventua fina alternative and ROD will be aresult
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 aong 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. Thisrepresents arate increase of over
84 percent.

Franchise fees are not available for improving
facilities at Lake Berryessa. It isthe 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 trailersisthe final
dternative 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. Itis,
for the moment, assigned for the use of the current
concessionaires under their six contracts, which
expire in 2008/20009.

Some resort owners have complained that their
alowable price increases have not kept up with
increases in expenses, or even inflation, over the
past few years. The ROP cdlsfor 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
processis 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
officia policy and the individual contracts.

The ROP provides a detailed plan for both phases.

There is no demonstration that Phase Il can be
accomplished by the ROP proposal asit will

depend upon the success of Phase |, 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 alow the resorts to remain open while
facilities are being constructed or renovated.

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

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

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-
termusersor conflict with other greater public
needs.

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

The planning period for this EISand 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 agreementsfor all
seven resortswill have expired and new or
expanded reorganizations may occur.
(Preferred Actions and Alternatives, p. x)

The intent of the Preferred Actionsisto provide
for the majority, not a select minority.
(Recregtion, 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
a Lake Berryessa found them not adequately
developed. The GAO report found that al seven
concessionaires had concentrated on development
of mobile home parks instead of the Public Use
Plan’s recommendations for campgrounds and day
use aress. 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 al year. Certainly launching
and many other marina services would be open but
it is very common throughout State and Federa
recreation areas to have many seasona operations.

If Alternative B (or any other single action
aternative) 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
remova might simply remove their belongings
from the trailers and leave the structures behind.

Such episodes could occur, but thisis 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 resultsin an
environmental plus following a season of recovery.

Fifteen million dollarsis 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 isespecially 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 severa
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 | 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
failsto consider the strong anecdotal evidence for
success provided by the experience at other similar
areas around the country.

Capital Investment

As noted previoudly, the ROP actually calls for a
greater capital investment than the
Dornbusch/Alternative B plan during Phase |.

Dornbusch’s work was theoretical, asis the ROP,
and what the actua investment ends up being is
speculative and will be based upon actual
performance of business during Phase | in either
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Since this investment will likely be spread out over
adightly 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 asingle
concessionaire. Suffice it to say, the resort owners
propose atotal capital investment (over both
phases) of nearly $42 million.

scenario. Furthermore, comparing the level of
investment is invalid because the two proposas
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 callsfor 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 actua length of the contract will not be
determined until the selection of and fina
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
potentia 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
fed that, given the size of the investment required
and the likely benefits to lake users, atota contract
period of between 40 and 50 yearsis justified.

Based upon current conditions of facilities under
the existing concessionaires and contracts, thereis
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 criteriafor evaluation in
bids from companies; i.e., al other aspects being
equal, a shorter term is better.

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

Concessionaires should have some type of mutualy
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 isfar superior to
Reclamation’s Preferred Alternative B in providing
recreational opportunities for long-term, short-term,
and day-use visitors dlike. 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
potentia short-term visttors 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 viawinning bids) and continue
the same (or similar) business models, but they
must also address health and safety issues raised by
Reclamation.

Theidentified safety and health corrections are
required in al of the action aternatives.

Under the ROP, approximately 85 percent of the
traillers 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 generd 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 qudifying as the current concessionaires.

Deterioration of Facilitiesin Advance of
Contract Expiration

If Alternative B were to be selected by Reclamation
as the development plan for Lake Berryessa,
instead of the ROP, thereis a very red 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 aternatives
to effectively evict the existing concessionaires.

It would be inappropriate for Reclamation to base
its determination of afina 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 officias 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 federa 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 than any other specific public group. Their exact
services at the lake and fails to embody a proposal may not end up as the find plan, but their
cooperative vision of existing stakeholders. 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 originaly 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,” aso by S&S. This
document was initialy 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 aso 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 aready responded to al of these
points either in the preceding comments and responses to this ROP, directly to Summers & Summersin
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 eventua 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 afactor 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 origina
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 villagesin 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 asto 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 Regiond Director of the Mid-Pacific Region,
on July 7, 1975)

Amendment 3

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

Asyou 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 plansto determine
how each of the resort areas should be redevel oped 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 agenciesin an effort to find
out how the public wishes this |ake to be developed and managed. We are committed to
managing Lake Berryessa so as to provide the optimum socia 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.

* *x * * *x * * * *
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Mobile home/trailer sites which were devel oped 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 EISVSP
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 |etter.

The ROP and S& S propose to retain long-term trailers in essentially the same configuration as presently
existsin al 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 dips, 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 ouitlines the need to use presently undevel oped 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 contral.

Reclamation will not consider the commercia 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 appea 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 everyoneis 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 adifferent 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 aready 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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COMMENTSFROM 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 commentsin
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 (Ieft side) presents Mr. Howard' s exact wording but there are afew 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 Caode for this section is HHO02.

PART 2-COMMENT PERIOD II

Mr. Henry Howard — Response Code HH002

Mr. Howard’s Comments Reclamation’s Response
| have dways remained solid in my quest to find Reclamation has made every effort to comply with
out the total cost of this project and who has NEPA, making constant checks and internal
authorized the expenditures so far and what was the | reviews. The EPA has reviewed the document and
enabling documentation and | remain resolved to found it to be in compliance. It is not known what
obtain afull disclosure of the federal funding and the ultimate costs of developing new facilities at
third party monies to enable this project. Lake Berryessawill 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 devel opment
of the subject EIS and have followed al required
public notification/communication documentation
standards. Many informational meetings and
presentations have been conducted throughout the
area, severa public mailings have been sent to alist
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 dternatives. Thisis not a situation
unique to Lake Berryessa and isacommon
occurrence in fulfilling plans for new areas and
new development. At some time thisfigure will be
available, but the fact that it is not yet known is not
afailing 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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Reclamation’s Response

I remain concerned about BOR officias inputs and
providing false and mideading 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 formaformat 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 Nationa Environmental
Protection Act . . . . The Berryessa Project will
degrade the landscape and substantially interfere
with the region’s economic vitality and renai ssance.

The potential impacts aleged in this comment are
unsupported. The EIS adequately outlines those
impacts anticipated by the proposed action
aternatives. The proposed changeswill actually
result in along-term positive change to the area
through the dimination 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, dl
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 redevel opment at Lake Berryessa
does not embody environmentally responsible
growth consistent with the spirit of NEPA and the
Presidential Executive Orders. The DEISis
fundamentally flawed and incomplete because it
failsto 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
federa 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 Federd land managed by the
Federal Government.

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

The proposed changes present options for use of
Federa land, more appropriate for the traditiona
short-term public than the present focus on
exclusve long-term use by over 1,300 private
trailler owners. Comments from groups and
individuals that represent traditiona recreational
usersindicate strong support for change at Lake
Berryessa. Thereis positive public interest in any
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option that results in more accessto the lake in
areas presently devoted to long-term trailer
villages.

The Project, as currently planned, pits the persona
BOR official’s visions and the financial interests of
aproposed 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 yearsthere have
been severa discharges from either inadequate
concessionaire sewage systems or knowingly and
directly from some trailer owners' persona
systems.

Although the Bureau of Reclamation pledgesto
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
genera public and Federa 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 congtruction of regiona water
filtration and sewage plants.

...the Project, at its present scale, is not
compatible with the existing L ake Berryessa seven
resorts. The Project is unprecedented in size and
projected cost, within not only the Mid-Pacific
BOR Region, but aso 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 usersis 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 dopes in excess of 25 percent,
along the Lake Berryessa Reservoir. Thisisa
recipe for the contamination of the Northern
Cadlifornia (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 individua
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
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adoption of one of the action alternatives.

The Federal EPA addressed thisissue in the
Federa Register asfollows: 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 V SP could result in negative impacts to
air and water quality. EPA requested information
on estimated future use and environmenta impacts
be included in the FEIS.

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

BOR has completely failed to analyze any other
reasonable aternatives of smaller scale or
magnitude . . . the analysis of reasonable
aternatives must be evaluated as ameansto
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 thisEIS
and associated planning processes to be largein
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
demongtration project on vacant land is not an
appropriate suggestion and would only serveto
create anew environmental disturbance where none
currently exists. Other proposals were considered
but rejected asidentified 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 areathat historically supported such
development locally and on a former long-term
scale.” TF-7 will present evidence that DEIS
treatment of community character is criticaly
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 aternatives 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. Asidentified in the EIS, there may

19-75




PART 2-COMMENT PERIOD ||

Mr. Henry Howard — Response Code HH002

M r. Howard's Comments

Reclamation’s Response

be some minor initia 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
centra to the regional economy, Northern
California has never seen aresort development akin
to the proposed Berryessa Resorts. . .

This statement is not accurate, as there are
commercid recreational developments within
Northern Californiathat are larger in scope and
numbers than proposed for Lake Berryessa—e.g.,
Lake Shasta, Lake Tahoe, Y osemite Valey, Napa
Valley, and perhaps others. Reclamation
recognizes that changes at Lake Berryessawill 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 afive 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, aso 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 areais
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 arecognized or valid “ study”
but was an earlier comment/proposa submitted by
Task Force-7, agroup composed of long-term
trailer owners at Lake Berryessa. The action
aternatives 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 Anaysis,” an optiona
feature Reclamation chose not to include in this
document. Specifically, an EISis 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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aswildlife 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 amarket 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 legidative directives and project focus,
the Lake Berryessa Project should take a total
economic valuation perspective and include an
economic anaysis of the proposed management
aternatives that takes into consideration non-
market benefits and costs.

wildlife habitat and scenic landscapes) if such an
analysisis not relevant to the choice between action
alternatives. Snce none of the above resources are
impacted and the focus remains on the existing
resort footprint, a discussion of norn-market goods
and servicesis 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 regiona 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 jobsin
the regiona economy is not adequately
demonstrated.

... resort site redevel opment 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 dternatives will
not reduce soil productivity or biomass. It will
reduce the actua 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
mai ntenance-redevel opment costs of resorts until
public land managers make a decision to allocate
budgets to assume operationa 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 declinein
customer satisfaction, lost business and tax
revenues, or lost opportunities to attract-retain jobs.

The implication that alogging 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
issmilarly inaccurate. The removal of over 160
trailers from Pleasure Cove in 2002/2003 was
relatively smooth and did not disrupt local or
regiona activities.

The large scale of the bark beetle, sudden oak
disease and Spanish moss was not addressed in the
DEIS. Thereis 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 overdl effect on the areas immediate
small communities, e.g., Berryessa Highlands.

overal disruption of areafdiage 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
facilitiesis accurate and is based upon a thorough
analysis by aqualified 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 afinal 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 ater the character of Lake Berryessa,
which now can boast arelatively “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 elsawhere in Mr. Howard' s submittal and
Reclamation does not perceive the intent.

Increase the parking at Smittle Creek.

Build aregiona 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
aress. 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 eventua
new concession contract(s) at Berryessa.

Develop Pope Canyon bridge areainto 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 aviolation of Public Law
96-375.

Require al 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 EISdong
with al other long-term sites.

Open Government Point shoreline accessto all
users.

Government Point access will remain smilar to its
current situation in part because of nationa security
concerns at al Reclamation administrative
locations. It is currently utilized on an informal
basis by severa 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 asa
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. Thisis, in part, an effort to reduce
the level of impact by not disturbing a currently
undevel oped 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 idand 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 undevel oped 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.
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Establish a Citizen to Protect Advisory Board for
oversight of BOR at Lake Berryessa. Adopt the
DOI's new palicy for 4- C's.

Some type of a user advisory board may be of
vaue a Lake Berryessa but it is not the intent of
this EIS to address its structure and function.

Develop two additiona 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
isvery 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 EI'S 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 servicesare 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 al existing trailers must be
anchored as required in the building code.

However, in the preferred alternative, thisissue
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 al 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 al weather access roads from Winters,
Napa, and Fairfield with federa funding highway
maintenance funding. Eliminate unsafe turns and
improve grades and road surfaces.

Development of new highways or accessroadsis
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
Cdifornia or other Western States.

The Blue Ridge group has aready 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
al resorts pay to Napa County.

Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) is not specificaly
discussed in the EIS, athough overall manpower
and financial impacts to Napa County are outlined.
It should be noted, however, that officials of Napa
County have stated both oraly and in writing that
they strongly support Reclamation’s preferred
Alternative B and further fedl it will result in an
increase of TOT to the county.

Groundwater | mpacts
The DEIS does not adequately evaluate the

hydrogeology of the area, which is criticd 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, al serving
to continue to protect potentia 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 eiminate the kinds of
water quality violations that have occurred in the
past. Other than the provisions cited above, the
hydrology of the areawould not be affected by any
of the action aternatives as the planned new
developments at LB are occurring on the same
footprint aready affected by current operations.

... Virtualy no attention has been given to
protecting the historic Indian artifact sites found in
the lakes remaining boundaries, especidly 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 statesthat 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
ElIS 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 mgjor drainages and are now well
below low-water levels. No documented sites are
listed on or potentialy 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 amined 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. Thisisanon-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
BerryessaProject.

The EI'S does address concern on existing
pesticides stored by current concessionaires 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 stipul ates
absolute criteriato be followed in advance of an
aoplication.

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 filesin order to insure meaningful,
much less full participation of the public and all
involved agenciesin the review of the DEIS. The
BOR's Decision not to require this level of the
transparency constitutes a failure of the BOR inits
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 requirementsin
the NEPA process.

... The Task Force - 7 notes that severa “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 disclamer 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 andysis. Marshdl &
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 wishesto 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 asignificant 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 mgjor 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 DEISfails 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 agquatic species
habitat. There could aso 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 potentia for runoff and
erosion within construction areas. Not all of the
construction will occur simultaneoudly. The EIS
addressed aspects of the construction as outlined in
the following examples:

Reclamation would require that Best
Management Practices be included in al
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 Americanswith
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 changesin
traffic flow.”

Asoutlined 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, Cdifornia Department of
Trangportation (CaTrans) 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 ssimulations were
completed from the seven resorts, the Berryessa:
Knoxville Road exposures, dopes or CA Route
128, the areas most likely to be impacted within the
five-mileradius. . . . Based on areview 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 visua 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
aternatives.

Visual impacts of clear-cutting over 500 acres and
turning much of the areas into Recreationa 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. Thereis aso 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 trestment issues during the eight-year
construction period for the project . . . . The
proposed 8-year construction activity isa
significant number of construction workers on site
without adegquate 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 fina 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 isan FEIS, and ROD, and eventualy a
new concessionaire(s). However, the EISdedsin
detail with the current failings of existing
wastewater systems that serve some of the
concession aress, 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 amajor failing at some of the present
areas. Thereisno indication in the EIS of an“8
year construction period.” WWTP sarean
operationa 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. ThiSEIS
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 aternative.

Wildlife And Habitat Impacts

... The DEISfailed to adequately address the
significant adverse impacts on wildlife, habitat and
fauna. . .

As gated in Alternative B, for example, some
potentia impacts would occur to wildlife, common
birds, amphibians, reptiles and vegetation as a
result of the proposed developmentsin the resorts.
Further, some wildlife would be temporarily
displaced due to noise, dust, and human activity,
and some vegetation would be removed during
congtruction 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 envircnment 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 M obile Home- Comment Response ABO01
Spanish Flat Proposal would retain and upgrade the | Comment noted
long term usage and further expand our short term
business
Long term sites needed for year round income Comment noted
Resort would comply with health and safety Comment noted
standards
Napa County (Dillon) - Comment Response AB002
Napa County endorses Reclamation’s plan for Comment noted

change

A plan for redevelopment is needed. That isthe
only way revenue can be generated

Reclamation and Napa County shall work together
to find ways to ba ance the budget associated to
recregtion.

We need better public access to existing public
lands

Comment noted

The best areas to access the lake iswhere trailers
are

Comment noted

We desperately need to improve public safety
programs

Reclamation and Napa County will work together
to meet these goals.

National M arina M anufactur ers Association -
Comment

Response ABOO03

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. Accessto the lake will be
maintained throughout the redevelopment period.

Boat dip from 1349 to 601

The carrying capacity for boats on lake Berryessa
remains 3,000, asit was in the 1992 RAMP. There
is no planned change in boat dlips over the course
of future development.
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AMI - Comment

Response ABO04

Boat dip from 1349 to 601

The carrying capacity for boats on lake Berryessa
remains 3,000, asit was in the 1992 RAMP. There
is no planned change in boat dlips over the course
of future development.

Berryessa Garbage - Comment

Response ABO005

We would not survive atwo year shutdown of the
lake

No closure of the lake is planned or desired by
Reclamation. Accessto the lake will be
maintained throughout the redevelopment period.

Personal Water craft | ndustry Association -
Comment

Response ABO006

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 till 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 aress. It isa more dynamic
planning tool that measures visitor expectation and
desired experience. The WROS process provides
managers with information that alows for
flexibility in decison making. Managers will be
more informed and better able to meet the needs of
the vigiting 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. Accessto the lake will be
maintained throughout the redevel opment period.

The cal for ban of PWC has no scientific basis

Under the VSP Persona Water Craft will still have
access and use of the lake, no ban on PWC'sis
caled for in the EIS..

19 million American ride PWC each year

Under the V SP Personal Water Craft will till 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 Persona 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 decibeals when measured from shordine

Lake Berryessa, thiswill 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 I nland Fisheries Foundation - Response ABQOO7
Comment
Our successful Trout Pen Project isat Markley Comment noted

Cove

Another Trout Pen project is needed at another
marina

Comment noted

V SP should include current concessionaires

Current concessionaires may compete for new
concession contracts when offered to competitive
bids prior to contract termination.

Boon€e' s Saloon - Comment

Response ABO008

Proposed closure of Lake Berryessa (devastating)

No closure of the lake is planned or desired by
Reclamation. Accessto the lake will be
maintained throughout the redevel opment period.

Local businesses would be devastated by closure

No closure of the lake is planned or desired by
Reclamation. Accessto the lake will be
maintained throughout the redevelopment period.

Some resorts have to clean-up certain areas

Comment noted

Most of the resorts redlize that they have to clean
up certain areas.

Comment noted

Sierra Club - Comment

Response

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 Cdifornia

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

19 - 88




PART 3-COMMENT PERIOD ||

Agency, Business, Organization

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 avariety of recreationa experiences for visitors
to Lake Berryessa. While current boating activities
will continue, Reclamation hopes to create Five
MPH zones and non-motorized zonesto help
separate uses and address safety concerns that have
resulted in conflicts.

Recommend campsites, protected swimming areas,
kayak launch ramps and a shordline trail

Comment noted.

Strongly recommend more 5 mph zones asin Alt.
D

Comment noted

The Narrows, in particular, should be a5 mph zone
asinAlt. D

Comment noted

Recommend establishment of remote campsites

Comment noted

Ban jet skis asthey are loud, unsafe, and pollute Comment noted
L ake Berryessa News - Comment Response AB010

| have seen the economic climate in the area
deteriorate significantly 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
detrimenta to my business

Comment noted

Alternatives B, C and D are not in the best interest
in the local community (economically/socialy)

Comment noted

Advertisers are dependent on the resorts, on their
long-term site owners, as well as the short-term

Short-term users will likely 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, theloca paper may fill the advertising needs
of new facilities and services available at these
local businesses.

L ake Berryessa Chamber of Commerce -
Comment

Response ABO011

Weal 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 recreationa
demands that is determined by Reclamation to be
necessary and appropriate on federal land

The LBCC believes that the Summers and
Summers Economic Analysis cdls into serious
guestion the financia 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 al of the local,
aswell as regiona businesses would be devastating

Access to the lake will be maintained throughout
the redevelopment period. The increase in short-
term users following redevel opment would benefit
local businesses.

Severa Groups have proposed economically-viable
plans that would increase access for short-term
visitors

Comment noted

The California Parks Company - Comment

Response ABO012

| agree with the Bureau's redevel opment plans

Comment noted

LB has unattractive trailer/MH installations.

Comment noted

Long-term users are dong 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 Berryessaisawonderful location for agroup
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 — Response AB013

Comment

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

Trangition period must be a participatory process

Comment noted

The BRBNA would like to participate in the
trangtion process

Reclamation, BRBNA and other partners shall
work together to meet the shared goals.

Solano County Board of Supervisors - Response AB014
Comment

Supports Alt. B Comment noted

Eliminates pollution from concessions and trailers | Comment noted

Currently underutilized public recreationa resource | Comment noted

Lake Berryessa should be more like Lake Solano Comment noted

Park, which provides easy, inexpensive, likely

available public access on a public resource

Berryessa Trailsand Conservation - Comment Response ABO015

Specid interest group's aternative plan is a fiasco.
(Alt A+ and ROP)

Comment noted
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Strongly support redevelopment of the Lake
BerryessaRecrestion 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 rea property is public land and should not be
signed as private.

The lake serves only a narrow segment of the
market

Comment noted.

L ake Berryessa concessions charge high prices

Comment noted.

Napa County (Luce) - Comment

Response ABO016

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 ABO17

Resolution No. 2004-34 passed 10/20/04 declaring
V SP could cause negative fiscal impact to Winters

Comment noted

Estimate it could cause more than $100,000 of
saes 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 ABO18

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 ABO019

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 redevel opment 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, LL C - Comment

Response ABO020

Lake Berryessais very physically attractive for
new facilities

Comment noted
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Proximity to nearby population is more positive Commernt noted
than most
Forever Resortsis willing to compete for new Comment noted

contracts

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

Vigitors are looking for a positive and unique
vacation experience

Comment noted

The aternatives that you have outlined are
wonderful changes for the public

Comment noted

These alternatives provide a positive financia
opportunity to the eventua concessionaires

Comment noted

Napa Sierra Club - Comment Response AB021
The current concessions are hazardous, unsafeand | Comment noted

thresten water quality

The 1995 audit by the Office of Inspector General
was negative of the concessions

Comment noted

The 2000 audit indicated that "L ong-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 sewersarein 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 thereis 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
al of the resorts"

Comment noted

Alt. A+, the status quio, 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
financialy successful lake

Comment noted

Tuleyome Inc - Comment

Response ABO22

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 recreationa 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 recreationa
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 aternatives to help separate
conflictsin 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 Comment noted
County
Concessionaires should be considered by economy | Comment noted
of scae
A larger company better staffing and planning. Comment noted
A larger company have experience with healthand | Comment noted
safety
Recreation Del Sol - Comment Response AB024

Alt B is economicdly viable Comment noted
Dornbusch correctly expresses the economic Comment noted
viability of Alt B and we disagree with the
Summers anaysis

Bay Area Open Space Council - Comment Response AB025
As more than 90 percent of the non-camping Comment noted

accommodations at Lake Berryessa are currently
reserved for private use, redevelopment that would
open those areas up to the public accessis
particularly welcome.
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