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Use of an integrated Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR) is encouraged by both the National Environmental Policy Act NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA and its guidelines have numerous
provisions allowing state and local agencies to use an EIS as a substitute for an EIR. This
Plan for the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area, including the environmental analyses, is
consistent with NEPA and CEQA requirements. The Plan in its entirety constitutes an
EIS/EIR, as requited by NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), CEQA (California Public
Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations Section 15000 et seq.).

Letters received during the public comment period on the Folsom Lake State Recreation
Area and Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Patk General Plan/Resource Management
Plan, Volume I: Preliminary General Plan & Resource Management Plan (Preliminary
GP/RMP), and Volume II: Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (Draft EIR/EIS) are provided in their entirety in the following pages. Responses
to each comment are provided on the facing page. The letters are numbered sequentially.
Specific comments are annotated in the margin of each letter. When cross-referenced in the
text, the comment is referred to as #-# where the first number refers the letter and the
number following the hyphen refers to the comment within that letter. For example,
comment 24-4 refers to the fourth comment within the twenty-fourth letter. Where
applicable, individual responses refer the reader to the Master Responses provided in

Volume 1 of the Response to Comments document.
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Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 1, page 1

O ST

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX
75 Hawthome Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

e

e

20 et

March 24, 2008

Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Folsom Lake State
Recreation Area and Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park Preliminary
General Plan/Resource Management Plan, El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento
Counties, CA (CEQ# 20080040}

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-
referenced document pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CER Parts 1500-1508), and our
NEPA review authority under Seztion 309 of the Clean Air Act.

We commend the efforts of the California State Parks and the Bureau of
Reclamation to address key resource munagement issues such as boating noise; the
demand for marina facilities, trails, and camping sites; wildfire risk within the wildland-
urban interface; and increasing user conflicts. EPA particularly commends the proposals
to develop a central database for timely input of water quality results from all sampling
programs, add more water quality monitoring stations, continue the weekly
bacteriological sampling program, and to promote use of reclaimed or recycled water.

‘While there are positive management goals proposed in the General Plan, we have
rated the DEIS as Envirohmentai Concerns — Insufficient Information (BC-2) {see
enclosed “Summary of Rating Definitions”) due to the need for additional information
regarding air quality effects, funding, enforcement, and commitments to futare
environmental analysis. We recommend the final environmental impact statement (FEIS)
describe and evaluate air emissions from current and proposed recreational uses,
demonstrate general conformity to the applicable State Implementation Plan, and
describe proposed funding and enforcement to ensure implementation of the General Plan
priority actions. Our detailed comments aie enclosed.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 1, page 2

‘We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. When the FEIS is released for
public review, please send one hard copy and one CD ROM to the address above (mail
code: CED-2). If you have any questions, please contact me at (415) 972-3846 or Laura
Fuijii, the lead reviewer for this project. Laura can be reached at (415) 972-3852 or
fujii.laura@epa.gov.

Sincerely, \/

E/éwoﬂg 7 C;/U»/ éﬁ‘\”

Nova Blazej, Manager

Environmental Review Office
Enclosure:

Summary of EPA Rating Definitions
Detailed Comments

cc: Laura Caballero, Bureau of Reclamation

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
Response to Comments
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Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 1, page 3

SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system was developed as a means to sumimarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action.
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

"LO" (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

"EC" (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of
mitigation measures that canreduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency
to reduce these impacts.

"EQ" (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the ne action alternative
or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts,

"EU" (Environmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at
the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1" (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and
those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

""Category 2" (Insufficient Information)
The draft BIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce
the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion
should be included in the final EIS.
"Category 3" (Inadequate)

EPA does not believe that the draft E1S adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts, EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions
are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the
draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally
revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the
potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.”
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Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 1, page 4

EPA DETAILED DEIS COMMENTS FOLSOM LAKE SRA & FOLSOM POWERHOUSE SHP
PRELIMINARY GENERAL PLAN/RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN, EL DORADO,
PLACER, SACRAMENTO COUNTIES, CA, MARCH 24, 2008

Air Quality

Demonsirate general conformity to the applicable State Implementation Plan. The draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS) states that the proposed General Plan/Resource
Management Plan (General Plan) is consistent with local land use General Plans and
therefore docs not conflict with any Air Quality Management Plans. However, the DEIS
does not appear to evaluate whether the direct and indirect emissions from the federal
action conform to the applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP) as required by the
General Conformity Rule (40 CFR 93.150).

Recommendation:

Include in the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) a description of the
General Conformity regulatory framework and how it applies to the proposed
General Plan and future project-specific implementation. The FEIS should
demonstrate conformity for all pollutants for which the Mountain Counties and
Sacramento Valley Air Basins are nonattainment or maintenance, and whose
construction or operational emissions exceed the applicable de minimis levels.
Conformity may be demonstrated by a showing that the total direct and indirect
emissions from the action are specifically identified and accounted for in the SIP.
If analysis of general conformity to the SIP is more appropriate at the project-
specific analysis level, we recommend the FEIS include a specific commitment to
future project-specific general conformity analysis.

Provide a description and impact analysis of air emissions from the proposed marina
expansion and increased number of boats, personal watercraft and recreational
vehicles, Marinas, boats, personal watercraft and off-highway vehicles such as all-terrain
vehicles (ATWV) are significant sources contributing to ozone or carbon monoxide (COY)
nonattainment.' Part of the emissions are aromatic hydrocarbons, including polyaromatic
hydrocarbons, which are considered to be the most toxic component of petroleum
products. Aromatic hydrocarbons are also associated with chronic and carcinogenic
effects. The proposed marina expansion and increased use of boats, personal watercraft,
and recreational vehicles could increase pollutant emissions in locations that have
frequent inversion conditions and periods of poor air dispersion; contributing to the
existing nonattainment for ozone (p. IV-320).

Recommendations:

We recommend the FEIS provide a description and impact analysis of the
potential accumulation of hazardous pollutants and ozone from the proposed
marina expansion and increased number of boats, personal watercraft and
recreational vehicles. Of specific concern are potential increases of emissions in
use areas subject to frequent inversion conditions.

" EPA Fact Sheets on Spark-Ignition Engines, E and Vessels; Snowmobiles, Dirt Bikes, and
ATVs; and Marinas/Boating. http://www.epa.gov/otag/regs/nonroad/marinesi and
hitp://www.epa.gov/OWOW/NPS/marinas.itml,

1-1:

General conformity is the federal regulatory process for preventing major
Federal actions or projects from interfering with air quality planning goals.
Conformity provisions ensure that federal funding and approval are given only
to those activities and projects that are consistent with state air quality
implementation plans (SIPs). The General Conformity Rule (40 CFR 93.150)
states that no agency of the Federal Government shall engage in, support in
any way or provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve any
activity which does not conform to an applicable implementation plan.

Section 93.150 also indicates that a Federal agency must make a determination
that the Federal action conforms to the applicable implementation plan.

A conformity determination is required for each pollutant where the total of
direct and indirect emissions in a nonattainment or maintenance area caused
by a Federal action would equal or exceed the “de minimis” thresholds
established by 40 CFR 93.153(b)(1) or (2). Direct emissions are caused or
occur at the same time and place as the action, such as operational emissions
from a facility or emissions from equipment. Indirect emissions are those
caused by the Federal action, but may occur later in time or are farther
removed in distance from the action itself. Direct and indirect emissions must
be reasonably foreseeable and the Federal agency must be able to practicably
control them. When the total direct and indirect emissions from the project or
action are below the de minimis levels, the project or action would not be
subject to a conformity determination.

The de minimis levels are established by pollutant and nonattainment or
maintenance designation of the air basin. In 2004, the Sacramento region was
classified as a “serious” nonattainment area with an attainment deadline of
June 15, 2013. However, since the Sacramento region needs to rely on the
longer term emission reduction strategies from State and Federal mobile
source control programs, the 2013 attainment date cannot be met.
Consequently, on February 14, 2008, the California Air Resources Board, on
behalf of the air districts in the Sacramento region, submitted a letter to EPA
requesting a voluntary reclassification (bump-up) of the Sacramento Federal
Nonattainment Area from a “setrious” to a “severe” 8-hour ozone

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
Response to Comments August 2009
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nonattainment area with an extended attainment deadline of June 15, 2019.
Table 6.A (Table 11.D from the Draft EIR/EIS Section 4.4.11, Air Quality)
shows the attainment status for the two air basins the project is in.

Table 6.A: Attainment Status for the two Air Basins in the Plan area

Criteria Pollutant |

Federal Designation

State Designation

Mountain Counties Air Basin

One-hour ozone (O3) Revoked June 2005 Nonattainment
Eight-hour ozone (O3) Nonattainment Not Established
Carbon monoxide (CO) Attainment Attainment/unclassified
PMio Attainment/unclassified Nonattainment

PM; 5

Attainment/unclassified

Attainment/unclassified

Nitrogen dioxide (NO)

Attainment/unclassified

Attainment

Sacramento Valley Air Ba

sin

One-hour ozone (O3) Revoked June 2005 Nonattainment: Serious
Eight-hour ozone (O3) Nonattainment Not Established
Carbon monoxide (CO) Attainment Attainment

PMio Nonattainment: Moderate Nonattainment

PM, 5 Attainment/unclassified Nonattainment
Nitrogen dioxide (NO) Attainment/unclassified Attainment

Source: ARB, May 2006. Table

11.D in EIR/EIS.

Under the existing regulations, the following de mznimis emission levels are

applicable to the p

roposed project:

Table 6.B: De Minimis Threshold (tons/year)

Pollutant Project Emissions Threshold
Ozone (VOC or NOx)? 6.6 (VOC + NOx) 25
Carbon Monoxide 27 100
SO, or NO, 3.7 100
PM; 11 100
Pb (too small to calculate) 25

2 Based on the severe 8-hou

Source: 40 CFR 93.153(b)(1

r ozone designation.

) and (2).

1-2:

In addition, when the total of the direct and indirect emissions of any criteria
pollutant do not exceed the de minimis levels in 40 CFR 93,153, but represent
10 percent or more of a nonattainment or maintenance area’s total emissions
inventory for that pollutant, the provisions of the General Conformity Rule
will apply. For the Sacramento nonattainment area, 10 percent of the total
2002 VOC emission inventory is 5,700 tons per year and 10 percent of the
total 2002 NOx emission inventory is 6,900 tons per yeat.!

Project-related emissions are not estimated to exceed either the de minimis
levels listed in Table 6.C or 10 percent of the area’s total emissions. Therefore,
a conformity determination is not required.

The proposed project includes an expansion of the marina and overall
increases of the number of boats, personal watercraft (pwc), and recreational
vehicles on Folsom Lake. To characterize the boat operations on the lake, the
latest Folsom Lake State Recreational Area Water Recreation Opportunity Spectrum
Final Inventory Report (WROS) (March 2006) and the State Park Rangers who
patrol the lake supplied the following info:

-Typical size of boat on the Lake — 20-22 foot waterski or wakeboard boat
with 350-500 hp engine.

-Largest boats on the Lake — 40 foot “formula” type boat with twin engines —
800-1000 total hp.

Table 6.C: Types of Boats in Use on Lake Folsom

Percent of boats by boat type

Non-motorized 3%
Outboard Engine 40%
PWC 39%
Inboard Engine 18%
Houseboat 0%

Soutce: Folsom Lake WROS, March 29, 2006.

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, 2008. Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone
Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan. Draft Report. September 10.
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Boats congregate at a number of locations including the following areas:
-5mph zone line on the North Fork
-Oak Beach/Dotons Point — (mostly personal watet craft [pwcs])
-Granite Bay/5% boat ramp (lots of pwcs)
-Hobie Cove (mostly pwcs)
-NY Creek (inside the 5mph zone line on this inlet)

The pwec users like to hang out near some of the boat ramps and jump wakes
of boats. Also many of the pwc users are just going for short jaunts and

coming back to beach areas.

The main areas where larger boats are congregating in numbers are at the

representative wind speed and direction to predict the dispersion of pollutants
through the air and resulting concentrations. Based on the typical rafting
activity described by the State Park Rangers above, it was assumed that 150
boats spend 8 hours rafting together, and when “occasionally firing up their
engine to keep things charged”, they run the engine for 15 minutes. It was also
assumed that there would be the mix of boat types as listed in Table 6.C. The
outboard and PWC exhaust emission standards have been phased in over nine
years from 1998-2006, is was assumed that enough of the boats are less than 5
years old so that cutrent EPA boat emissions factors would apply.? Table 6.D
shows the predicted concentrations of NO,, CO and PMj at the residences
near Rattlesnake Bar where the rafting occurs.

Table 6.D: Increases to the Pollutant Concentrations at Nearby Residences from

5mph speed zone line on the North Fork Arm and to a lesser degree the speed Boat Rafting

zone area on New York Creek inlet on the South Fork Arm. On the North

Fork, there may be 100-200 boats parked and gathered just over the speed 1-Hr 8-Hr 24-Hr

zone line. Many of these boats raft together and hang out, party, swim, etc. It Concentrations (6(0) PMy

can be a problem. These boats are primarily hanging out with engines off, o NO;! co Concentration | Concentration

though they do occasionally fire up their engines to keep things charged. Direction pg/m? pg/m? pg/md pg/m?
at121b/day | at2731b/day | at2731b/day at 0.14 1b/day

The expansion of the marina is primarily an increase of the boat storage West of 17 102 135 0.091

capacity. There is not expected to be a large increase in the number of boats Rattlesnake Bar ' )

operating at any one time in the marina area. The increased boat operations in North of 0.23 34 o4 0.0044

the overall Lake Folsom area will generally be dispersed sufficiently so that any Rattlesnake Bar ' )

potential increase in pollutant emissions will not result in significant increases AAQS 339 23,000 10,000 50

of pollutant concentrations at on-shore locations. However, in some locations Significant?

on Lake Folsom, boaters tend to congtregate in large “rafts” to socialize. (West/Nortth of No/No No/No No/No No/No

Boaters will stay in these “rafts” for extended periods, up to 8 hours in a day. Rattlesnake Bar)

Air dispersion modeling was conducted to determine the likelihood of these
activities resulting in a significant air quality impact to residences near the
“rafting” activity.

Thus, it is felt that the most likely location of a significant air quality impact is
nearby one of these rafting locations. There is no known data showing existing
air quality impacts at the nearby residences from current rafting activities, so
air dispersion modeling was conducted using the EPA-certified AERMOD
model in combination with meteorological data from the Sacramento Airport
(the closest available). This model incorporates the actual terrain and the

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., February 2009.

Note 1: NOx concentration includes the NO, to NOx ratio.

As these two locations are considered to represent the highest concentrations
of pollutants from the rafting activities of boats on Lake Folsom, this table
shows that the air quality impact of the boat rafting activity is less than

US EPA Exhaust Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling: Spark-Ignition, EPA420-R-05-

019, December 2005 and Exhaust and Crankcase Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling--
Compression-Ignition, EPA420-P-04-009, April 2004.

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park

Response to Comments August 2009
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significant at all residences surrounding Lake Folsom. Note that adding the
ambient concentrations of these pollutants, as documented in the Air Quality
report in Table 11.E, does not change these conclusions except for PMjo. The
ambient concentration of PMyy is already above the AAQS, however, the
increase shown in Table 6.D is less than 0.2 percent.

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park

Vol. 2, Individual Letters and Responses
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Letter 1, page 5

We recommend tracking the results of studies regarding the air emission and
noise effects of personal watercraft, ATV, and recreational vehicle use and
factoring these results into future management direction. Where appropriate we
recommend the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA) Interpretive Program
include information on the air emissions, noise, and safe and minimal impact use
of boats, personal watercraft and recreational vehicles.

Describe and commit to aggressive air quality mitigation measures during future
project-specific construction. The SRA is located in a nonattainment area for ozone and
fine particulate matter (p. IV-320). Future construction-related emissions of nitrogen
oxides (NOx), a precursor for ozone, and particulate matter less than 10 and 2.5 microns
in diameter (PM10 and PM2.5) could exacerbate nonattainment air quality standards and
contribute to adverse cumulative air quality impacts (p. IV-394). Mitigation measures
will be necessary to reduce these construction emissions,

Recommendations:

In addition to all applicable local, state, or federal requirements, we recommend
the FEIS include in an appendix a list of mitigation measures to consider when
designing specific construction projects. Possible measures to include are:

Fugitive Dust Source Controls;

Stabilize open storage piles and disturbed areas by covering and/or applying
water or chemical/forganic dust palliative where appropriate. This applies to
both inactive and active sites, during workdays, weekends, holidays, and
windy conditions.

Install wind fencing and phase grading operations where appropriate, and
operate water trucks for stabilization of surfaces under windy conditions.
When hauling material and operating non-earthmoving equipment, prevent
spillage and limit speeds to 15 miles per hour (mph). Limit speed of earth-
moving equipment to 10 mph.

Mobile and Stationary Source Controls:

Reduce use, trips, and unnecessary idling from heavy equipment.
Redistribution of material hauling and disposal to minimize haulage miles,
Maintain and tune engines per manufacturer’s specifications to perform at
EPA certification levels and to perform at verified standards applicable to
retrofit technologies. Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to limit
unnecessary idling and 1o ensure that construction equipment is properly
maintained, tuned, and modified consistent with established specifications.
Prohibit any tampering with engines and require continuing adherence o
manufacturer’s recommendations.

If practicable, lease new, clean equipment meeting the most stringent of
applicable Federal or State Standards. In general, only Tier 2 or newer engines
should be employed in the construction phase.

1-4:

1-5:

Comment noted. State Parks and Reclamation welcome future, independent
studies on the effects of air emissions and noise effects of personal water craft,
ATV, and recreational vehicle use and will incorporate, as appropriate, findings
of these independent studies into future management decisions.

Comment noted.

The construction discussion has been augmented to include additional
mitigation measures, as recommended. Please see Section 4.3.2, Recommended
Changes to the EIR/EIS, in Volume I of this Response to Comments document.

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
Response to Comments
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Letter 1, page 6

1-5
cont.

* Utilize EPA-registered particulate traps and other appropriate controls where
suitable to reduce emissions of diesel particulate matter and other pollutants at
the construction site.

= Use of electrical power for all stationary equipment,

»  Use of the most recent pollution control equipment for all off-road equipment.

Administrative controls:

+  Identify all commitments to reduce construction emissions and update the air
quality analysis to reflect additional air quality improvements that would
result from adopting specific air quality measures,

e Identify where implementation of mitigation measures is rejected based on
economic infeasibility.

+ Prepare an inventory of all equipment prior to construction and identify the
suitability of add-on emission controls for each piece of equipment before
groundbreaking. (Suitability of control devices is based on: whether there is
reduced normal availability of the construction equipment due to increased
downtime and/or power output, whether there may be significant damage
caused to the construction equipment engine, or whether there may be a
significant risk to nearby workers or the public,) Utilize cleanest available fuel
engines in construction equipment and identify opportunities for
clectrification. Use ultra low sulfur fuel (diesel with 15 parts per million or
less) in engines where alternative fuels such as biodiesel and natural gas are
not possible.

¢ Develop a construction traffic and parking plan that
traffic interference and maintains traffic flow,

» Identify sensitive receptors in the project area, such as children, elderly, and
infirm, and specify the means by which you will minimize impacts to these
populations. For example, locate construction equipment and staging zones
away from sensitive receptors and fresh air intakes to buildings and air
conditioners.

* Identification of available air quality emission credits.

* Scheduling and sequencing work so there is not a significant overlap with
other activities that contribute to air quality emissions.

Provide information on the presence of naturally occurring asbestos on trails and
roads and the potential effects on upland recreation. Serpentine and other soils in the
SRA have been found to contain chrysotile and amphibole asbestos (pps. IV-314, 322,
367). While the DEIS considers the effects of construction activities in the presence of
naturally occurring astestos (NOA), it does not describe potential risks to current and
future visitors who may be exposed to NOA on existing trails and roads through
recreational activities.

1-6:

The Air Quality Section 4.4.11 provides a detailed discussion of the potential
for NOA-related impacts starting on page IV-336 and includes Mitigation
Measure AIRQ-2b that is based on all applicable NOA regulations from both
local and State agencies. It is beyond the scope of this EIR/EIS to identify
detailed amounts of NOA at specific locations within the SRA. While the SRA
may not be bound by local agency regulations, compliance with NOA-related
regulations, including the California Air Resources Board regulations and the
Department of Toxic Substances Control report, will minimize exposure risk.
Further analysis of naturally occurring asbestos would occur as part of the site-
specific environmental analysis for particular facility development or
improvement projects as appropriate.

Vol. 2, Individual Letters and Responses Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
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Letter 1, page 7

Recommendations:

‘We recommend the FEIS provide information on the presence of NOA on trails
and roads within the SRA and the potential for exposure to elevated levels of
NOA from common activities such as Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) use, hiking,
mountain biking, camping, and patrols and road maintenance activities.

‘We recommend review of the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
regulations and guidance at http://www.arb,ca.gov/toxics/asbestos/asbestos.htm.
which addresses California’s Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measures for
Surfacing Applications which apply to unpaved roads. Managers of the SRA may
also wish to review the results and road surfacing recommendations in the
Department of Toxic Substances Control report "Study of Airborne Asbestos
From A Serpentine Road in Garden Valley, California" (April 2005) at:
http://www .dtsc.ca.gov/loader.cfm?uil=/commonspot/security/getfile.cfm&pageid
=33546.

As appropriate, we recommend posting signage to inform users that NOA is
present in areas found to contain asbestos in amounts greater than 0.25 percent
(per specimen) or where airborne asbestos is found at hazardous levels,

Traffic .
Warlk with local, state, and federal transportation agencies to promote use of the 1-7: Please see Master Response TR-16 (SeCthfl 3.7.1 6)
existing bike, bus, and light rail access and consider a Folsom Lake SRA Public
Transit Hub. The DEIS reports increasing traffic congestion, traffic backuping onto
major access routes, and filled parking facilities at major day use areas (pps. II-77, IV-
278). As a result there are traffic delays, illegal parking, pedestrian hazards, noise, and
access difficulties for neighbors. To address these traffic issues, the General Plan
proposes reconfiguration of entrances at major day use areas and use of temporary
electronic message boards and radio announcements to report use area closures and
parking lot conditions (p. 1I-78). While most visitors access the SRA by vehicles, access
is available by bus, bike trails, and light rail (p. IV-270).

Recommendation:

‘We recommend SRA management and Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation)
work with local, state, and federal transportation agencies in promoting use of the
existing bike, bus and light rail access. If not already in existence, we recommend
evaluating the benefits of a Folsom Lake SRA Public Transit Hub to promote
access by different transportation modes.

1 [13 kel M 1
Proceedural and Full Disclosure Comments 1-8: The Draft EIR/EIS provides a “program” level of analysis, intended to
Commit to future detailed environmental analysis of project-specific impacts. The DEIS disclose general areas of impact. The description of proposed improvements is
has inconsistent statements regarding future project-specific impact assessments. . « ; 5s .
Therefore, it is not clear what future environmental analysis will oceur. For example, the very general and not SpCClﬁC enough to conduct a pro]ect level of analysm.
DEIS states both that subsequent environmental review may be limited or not required if zon
there are no new effects or new mitigation (p. IV-6) and that specific projects will be The Dltaft .EIR/EIS'evalua.tes the proposal for each manageme.nt one to
subject to further environmental review (p. IV-76). determine its potential environmental effects to the extent details of the
proposal are known. At this time, it is not possible to determine whether or
4 not specific proposed activities would require additional environmental review.

Howevert, language has been added to the Draft EIR/EIS to further describe
the tiered environmental review process and specify the types of proposed
actions that

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
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Letter 1, page 8

This DEIS is a programmatic evaluation of the General Plan and does not contain or
support project-specific impact analyses (p. IV-3). As an example, the General Plan calls
for 30-50% expansion in boat slip capacity at the existing marina including additional
upland facilities and infrastructure changes, potential dredging to extend the boating
season due to low water, and possible construction of an artificial whitewater kayaking
course. All of these projects could have significant impacts that are not described or
evaluated in this programmatic DEIS.

Recommendation:

‘We recommend the FEIS include a clear commitment to future detailed
environmental analysis of project-specific impacts. One option is to augment the
table in Appendix E: General Plan Implementation and Monitoring with a column
specifyving the proposed level of environmental analysis for each listed action.

Spring of 2002. Both California State Parks and Reclamation anticipated that both the
long-term lease agreement and General Plan would have been completed prior to the
expiration of the existing lease agreement in April 2006. Both agencies are committed to
finalizing the lease agreement and General Plan. However, the DEIS states that should
the two agencies fail to reach a new agreement, all or portions of the proposed
management plans may no longer be valid and would need to be revised, amended or
redone (p. I-16).

would be subject to additional environmental review. Please see Section 4.3.2,
Recommended Changes to the EIR/EIS, in Volume I of this Response to
Comments document.

. ., . . . .
Include a description of funding and management resources to ensure implementation 1-9: It isn’t the purpose ofa general plan to 1dent1fy the SpCClﬁC fundlng sources to
of General Plan priorily actions. Appendix E: General Plan Implementation and accomplish the broad goals and guidelines articulated within it. There are many
Monitoring provides a list of proposed actions, the responsible Ageney/Group and L . i N K
estimated timeframe. However, there is no description of the funding sources and potenual fundmg sources for SpCClﬁC ptO]CCtS and fundmg sources can vary
resources to support implementation of these actions or of the consequences of not . . P
meeting General Plan goals and guidelines, annually depending on factors outside the scope of the Preliminary GP/RMP.
& i New funding sources continually atise. The Preliminary GP/RMP does
ecommendation: . .. . ; . ..
We recommend the FEIS include a brief description of funding and management provide some priotitization for implementation of the Preliminary GP/RMP
resources available to support implementation of the high priority proposed : : L :
actions. We recommend describing the consequences of not implementing high goals and guldellnes (See Prehmmary GP/ RMP’ Ap pendlx E) :
priority actions, especially if sensitive or valuable resources may be at risk.
Describie measures to enforce General Plan guidelines, The DEIS describes General 1-10: The Prehmmary GP/RMP PrOVIdCS broad management direction in the form
le_a guidelines that rcs.s[rict or prohibit specific activities such as.vchiclc use outside of goals and guide]ines. It does not detail all of the SpCCiﬁC methodologies or
designated roads, parking areas, and travel routes; expanded 5 mile per hour boat speed 2 . .
zones; and a proposed trail classification scheme for shared-use dirt trails with alternating deslgns to accomphsh the gOﬁlS. The State Parks Planmng Handbook
dayiti ti tion (X1-102, IV-365, T1-83). . : . : et : :
eyftime separation option ( ) provides direction regarding the level of specificity to be included in general
Recommendation: plans. Information regarding the Planning Handbook can be found at the
We recommend the FEIS describe the enforcement program to ensure . . 5 Sy
implementation and compliance with General Plan guidelines. fOllOWlﬂg State Parks web site, http://www.parks.ca.gov/Ppage id=21299.
State the reasons for the delay in finalizing the revised General Plan and long-term . . L.
lease agreement The DEIS states that work to revise the General Plan began in the 1-11: The delays n completmg the Prehmlnary GP/RMP have been due to other

projects and priorities and staff workload on the part of State Parks,
Reclamation and the consultants. The development and negotiation of a new
long term agreement between State Parks and Reclamation for the
management of Folsom Lake SRA is occurring separately from the Preliminary
GP/RMP process. Reclamation felt it was important to include information
regarding the status of the long term agreement in the Preliminary GP/RMP
document.
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Letter 1, page 9

Recommendation:

Six years have elapsed since initiation of work on this General Plan. We believe it
would be useful for the public and decisionmakers to understand the context for
this delay. We recommend the FEIS include a short description of the reasons for
the delay in finalizing the revised General Plan and long-term lease agreement,

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
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Letter 2

§LATE OF CALIFORNIA—RUSINESS, TR

HOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, €

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 3 — Sacramento Area Office

VENTURE OAKS, MS 15

P. 0. BOX 942874

SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001 Flex your power!

PHONE (916) 274-0614 o ener b iont!
AX (916 7740618 Be energy efficient!

TTY (530) 741-4501

March 25, 2008

08SAC0026

03-SAC-50

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area and Folsom Powerhouse SHP General Plan/Resource
Management Plan and DEIR/DEIS

SCH# 2006062110

Mr. Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Dear Mr. Micheaels: 2-1: Comment noted. State Parks will provide Caltrans with copies of further

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Folsom Lake State actions regardmg the SRA. No further response 1s fequlfed-
Recreation Area and Folsom Powerhouse SHP General Plan/Resource Management Plan
and DEIR/DEIS. At this time, we have no comments; however, please provide our office
with copies of any further actions regarding this project. If you have any questions
regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact  La Nae Van Valen of my
staff at (916) 274-0637.

Sincerely,

DAWN CHESER, Acting Chief
Office of Transportation Planning — South

cc: State Clearinghouse

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Letter 3

STATE CF CosUFORNIA = THE

{E RESOURC ¢ ARNOLD SCHWARIENEGGERS
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
1436 NINTH STREET, P.O. BOX 942836

SACRAMINTO, CA 942360007
1916) 6535791

March 6, 2008

Jim Micheaels

California Department of Parks and Recreation
7806 Folsom Auburn Road

Folsom, California 95630

- Folsom Lake State Recreation Area and Folsom Powerhouse SHP General
Plan/Resource Management Plan and DEIR/DEIS
State Clearinghouse (SCH) Number: 2008062110

The project corresponding to the subject SCH identification number has come to our
attention. The limited project description suggests your project may be an
encroachment on the State Adopted Plan of Flood Control. You may refer to the
California Code of Regulations, Title 23 and Designated Floodway maps at
http:/frecbd.ca.gov. Please be advised that your county office also has copies of the
Board's designated floodways for your review. If indeed your project encroaches on an
adopted food control plan, you will need to obtain an encroachment permit from the
Central Valley Flood Protection Board prior to initiating any activities. The attached
Fact Sheet explains the permitting process. Please note that the permitting process
may take as much as 45 to 60 days to process. Also note that a condition of the permit
requires the securing all of the appropriate additional permits before initiating work.
This information is provided so that you may plan accordingly.

If after careful evaluation, it is your assessment that your project is not within the
authority of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board, you may disregard this notice.
For further information, please contact me at (816) 574-1249.

itt
Staff Environmental Scientist
Floodway Protection Section

Enclosure

cc:  Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, CA 95814

3-1:

The Folsom Lake SRA ovetlaps with the State Adopted Plan of Flood Control
in the area below Nimbus Dam. Management direction for the Nimbus Dam
management zone calls for examining the potential for overflow parking in
this area as well as construction of a multi-use trail bridge or separated path
across the American River below Nimbus Dam as part of the Hazel Avenue
widening project. These projects, if implemented, are unlikely to cause a flood
hazard that would require an encroachment permit from the Central Valley
Flood Protection Board (pers. comm. Steve Dawson, Floodway Protection
Section, California Department of Water Resources, November 2008).
However, if it is determined that an encroachment permit is required for
implementation of these guidelines, no work would be initiated prior to
obtaining the required permit.

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
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Letter 4

Page 1 of 1

ckson. Alan (MSA) [jacksona@ sacsewer,.com E
v, March 06, 2008 1:09 PM
To: Micheaels, Jim
Subject: general plan
Dear Mr. Micheaels,

m As a mountain biking trail user in the Foisom Lake State Recreation Area, | support the motions in the
DEIR/DEIS that call for more mountain bike legal trails. | fully support the ideas of a mountain bike-
legal dirt trail that goes all the way around both Folsom Lake and Lake Natoma. | will happily volunteer
my time and energy for any trail building or trail maintenance work in order to make this happen.

m I would also like the General Plan to address and allow legal trail riding at night. During the Fall and
through the Winter months, when it gets dark at 5pm, | would still like to get my mountain biking
exercise in after work without breaking any laws or rules.

| think the DEIR/DEIS does a great job addressing needs of the huge mountain biking user group. With
that said, | would hope your Agency gets moving on the "Trail Master Plan" sooner than later. It would
be a shame if it took another two years or more for that plan to be finalized. | Thank you for all of your
hard work thus far and moving forward.

Best Regards,

Alan Jackson
Mountain Bike rider

EMAIL DISCLAIMER:
This email and any attachments thereto may contain pri
privileged material for the sole use of the in
copying, or distribution of this email (or any ¥
than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited.

, confidential, and
ipient. Any review,
thereto) by other

tact the sender immediately
of this email and any

If you are not the intended recipient, pleas
and permanently delete the original and any
attachments thereto.

file://P:\Folsom (WRT230)\RTC\WRT230 Letters\Email Public Comments on EIR\A. Jackson.htm  9/12/2008

4-1:

4-2:

Please see Master Response TR-6 (Section 3.7.6).

Please see Master Response TR-9 (Section 3.7.9).
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Letter 5

COUNTY OF PLACER
FACILITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

Phone 530-886-4900 Fax 530-889-6809
wew.placer.ca.gev JAMES DURFEE, DIRECTOR
MARY DIETRICH, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
ALBERT RICHIE, DEPUTY DIRECTOR
WILL DICKINSON, DEPUTY DIRECTOR
JOEL SWIFT. DEPUTY DIRECTOR

April 23, 2008

Jim Micheaels )

Folsom State Recreation Area
7806 Folsom Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Dear Mr. Micheaels:
The Placer County Parks Division has the following comments on the Folsom Lake State

Recreation Area General Plan Draft EIR/EIS. | was not able to locate a potential trail routes map
in the document, so please consider the following comments:

1. The attached Granite Bay Community Plan idenies a paved shared-use trail between 5-1: The paved shared-use trail shown on the attached Granite Bay Community
Beals Point and Douglas Boulevard. That trail would provide a bicycle connection to the Plan lies outside the boundaries of the Folsom Lake SRA and has not,
planned class 1 trail along Douglas Boulevard, which is anticipated to connect to the City . 8
of Roseville’s trail system. Will this route be evaluated in the EIR? | have also attached therefore, been evaluated as part of the Draft EIR/EIS. As desctibed in
the Horseshae Bar/Penryn Community Plan Trail Map. : o .
@ 2. Qﬂ@ of the WRT maps identifies the Sterling Pointe Staging Area as private. That facility Master Response TR-6 (SCCthﬂ 376), the Prehmmary GP/RMP prOVldCS
is & County-ovmed public staging area. broad direction regarding trails within the SRA. Specific trail alignments and

future use of trails would be determined in the Trails Management Plan or in
site specific trail planning,

VANCE KIMBRELL, '
PARKS ANID GROUNDS DIVISION 5-2: Please see Master Response EC-3 (Section 3.3.3).

ce: Brian Jager
John Ramirez

Loren Clark
T\FWAFOLSOM LAKE STATE PARK EIR 042308 LTR.doc
11476 C Avenue Auburn CA 95603
Entrance at 2855 2nd Street
Admil — Building Mail Capital Imp - ¢ Parks

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
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Letter 6

From: Tom Maneri {maneri) [manenig cisco.com|

L April 01, 2008 11:26 AM

To: Micheaels, Jim

Subject: Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA) General Plan Comments
Dear Mr. Micheaels,

As a Folsom resident and trail user in the Folsom Lak
DEIR/DEIS that ¢all for more mountain bike legal trails. I spe
brown's ravine and Sweetwater trail head designated a multi-use trail.

-}
-

Thark you
Tom Maneri

file://P:\Folsom (WRT230)\RTC\WRT230 Letters\Email Public Comments on EIR\T. Maneri.htm

Page 1 of 1

€]

state Recreation Area, | support the motions in the
ifically want to see the trail segment between

9/12/2008

6-1:

Please see Master Response TR-5 (Section 3.7.5).
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Letter 7

Page 1 of 1
From: John Poimiroo [john@ poimiroo.com| .
nday, March 16, 2008 7:02 PM
licheaels, Jim
Subject: Public Comment - Folsom Lake SRA DEIR/DEIS

Attachments: History - The Coloma Road.doc
lim,

Please consider this comment. At the public hearing held at Folsom Middle School on March 11, | stood to comment
about two points:

MULTI-USE FACILITY

The proposal suggests that the multi-use facility be located at Brown's Ravine OR Folsom Point. | recommend that
Brown’s Ravine be identified as the preferred alternative, While | don't object to Folsom Point eventually getting an
additional multi-use facility, that should only occur after one is placed at Brown’s Ravine, because - speaking as one
involved in youth, women’s and adult boating safety instruction - the multi-use facility should be located closest to
where the most number of boaters congregate, Otherwise, participation and the success of water safety programs will
suffer. Brown's Ravine is ideally suited for this facility, It will have the largest marina on the lake, with the most number
of boats and most support facilities. Those of us involved in boating and water safety instruction will have the greatest
opportunity to reach boaters, get them to participate and be successful if the facility is convenient to boaters and visible
asit would be at Brown's Ravine.

PUBLIC ACCESS VIA PEDESTRIAN TRAILS

| am president of the Lake Forest-Summit Owners Assodiation located east of the Park in El Dorado Hills, We maintain
part of the historic Old Coloma Road that leads from the SRA into our community. The trail is quite beautiful, with
handmade rock retaining walls set by Chinese workers in the late 1800s and winds for several hundred feet from the
park boundary along a creek to a cul de sac (Hathaway Court) in our neighborhood. It is one of the last remaining
sections of the original road maintained in its original condition by our homeowner's assodiation. There is no gate to
prevent park users from entering our community via this trail. In fact, we welcome park visitors to walk the trail and
imagine what it must have been like to be a 49er hiking toward Coloma.

Early in our community’s development, one of its developers and Norm Brown, a Summit owner, discovered the
overgrown trail leading into The Summit. With the help of the developer’s partners Tony and Michael Musolino and the
California Historical Society, The Summit authenticated and documented that a part of Old Coloma Road passes directly
through The Summit. The trail begins at Hathaway Court by Crocker Drive. There you can still see a hand-built stone
retaining wall originally constructed by Chinese workers. Almost 150 years later, it is still remarkably intact. The trail
then runs beside a small stream to Folsom Lake State Recreation Area and into Folsom Lake where it flows into the lake.
Recognizing the historical, cultural and recreational significance of the trail, The Summit’s developers granted it to the
Lake Forest-Summit Owner’s Association. Today, this historic section of the Coloma Road is maintained by our owner’s
association.

If access to the State Park on this trail is closed, the preservation of this historic trail will end and it will soon be
overgrown and deteriorate, as there will be no motivation or reason for our private community to keep the road
maintained if it goes nowhere. We anticipate that there are numerous other historic trails like ours around the State
Recreation Area and urge you to assure that their continued use is allowed, so that they are maintained. We agree that
private entrances to the SRA should not be permitted. However, public entrances even if they cross private land such as
ours and particularly those with historic significance — should be permitted within the SRA’s general plan.

file://P:\Folsom (WRT230)\RTC\WRT230 Letters\Email Public Comments on EIR\J. Poimiroo2.h... 9/12/2008

7-1:

7-2:

Please see Master Response MUF-1 (Section 3.8.1).

As described in Master Response TR-13 (Section 3.7.13), the direction in the
Preliminary GP/RMP regarding access from adjacent ptivate propetty has
been modified to clarify the intent of this direction. The intent of these goals
and guidelines is to ensure neighbors are respecting patk boundaries and not
modifying park lands without permission from State Parks or Reclamation. It
is not intended to prevent trail connections to other trail systems.

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
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Letter 8

March 19, 2008

Jim Michaels
California State Parks
Gold Field District

Reference: Comments, Preliminary General Plan and EIR/EIS for Folsom
Lake State Recreation Area

To Whom It May Concern:

Having lived by Folsom Lake in Placer County since 1968, and having
chosen to live here for some 40 years because of the abundance of trails for
equestrian and running endeavors, [ believe The Folsom Lake Drafl General
Plan is remiss in not addressing the needs of the multitude of taxpayers that
utilize this area on a daily basis for equestrian enjoyment.

Mot only have the needs and desires of this large group of people not been
solicited or addressed, but numerous local residents and organizations have
helped for the past 40 years in trail construction and maintenance, longer
and on a volunteer basis, than any other group of area recreation users.

This large segment of equestrian trail users have been left out of the
Preliminary General Plan, and little is offered in the way of equestrian
facilities, camps, staging areas... to accommodate those that have generously
given their time and money to develop and maintain equestrian trails and
areas.

T am asking that input and ideas be solicited from equestrians and their
organizations, and those needs are addressed and incorporated into the
future plans of the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area.

Sincerely,

Dave and Linda Poston
Lomida Lane, Loomis

8-1:

Please see Master Response PP-2 (Section 3.1.2).
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Letter 9, page 1

COUNTY OF PLACER
Community Develog t Resource Agency ENGINEERING &
SURVEYING
MEMORANDUM El
DATE: MARCH 20, 2008
TO: PEG REIN, ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATION SERVICES
FROM: SARAH K GILLMORE, ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING

SUBJECT: FOLSOM LAKE STATE RECREATION AREA AND FOLSOM POWERHOUSE
STATE HISTORIC PARK: DEIR/DEIS

The Engineering and Surveying Department (ESD) has completed our review of the above
referenced application and offer the following comments for inclusion in the Environmental
Impact Report to be prepared for the project.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

GENERAL:

Was a survey performed to estimate the number of "unofficial’ parking spaces that
exist within the SRA? If so, were these spaces included in the trip generation
assumptions (which were related to parking capacity of each management zone)?

How will the proposed restrictions of low water and off-road parking areas be
enforced? Will the reduction of "unofficial” parking areas be offset within the SRA with
new, designated spaces? Without a plan for these displaced users, there could be a
significant impact due to illegal parking onto adjacent County and private roads

GRANITE BAY and BEALS POINT:

Granite Bay and Beals Point Management zones are, per the DEIR, the busiest
gateways to the Folsom SRA. Why were these management zones not included in
the trip generation surveys? Given that these areas typically fill up by midday - how
much does the demand to use these areas exceed the capacity?

Granite Bay and Beals Point Management zones, per the DEIR, cause traffic back-
ups on Placer County roads (Douglas Boulevard, Auburn-Folsom Road,
neighborhood streets). Has a traffic assessment been performed for these
management zones to determine traffic delays, length of queues, etc? Have new,
alternate access locations to these management zones been considered to alleviate
existing traffic concerns?

The Granite Bay and Beals Point Management zones, per the DEIR, cause potentially
significant neighborhood issues such as illegal parking and pedestrian hazards. Have
parking and pedestrian surveys been performed to assess the extent of these impacts

9-1:

By definition, unofficial parking spaces are determined by individual driver
behavior and therefore they can not be accurately surveyed. Itis assumed that
“unofficial” parking spaces refer to spaces that are generally utilized as
overflow parking on peak attendance days. Inclusion of these spaces in the
trip generation calculation would not represent the average attendance of a
typical day and therefore the trip generation calculation was determined using
“official” parking spaces.

Additionally, because of the patterns of use at Folsom Lake SRA the
“unofficial” parking spaces do not have much of an affect on the unit visitor
capacity therefore there is no need to offset any loss of “unofficial” parking
with additional designated parking and we do not anticipate any restriction in
these “unofficial” parking areas to have much of an impact on roadways

adjacent to the SRA.

In the late spring and early summer, when Folsom Lake is typically at its
highest levels, Folsom Lake SRA reaches capacity on peak use weekends.
There is some parking in “unofficial” parking areas, such as turnouts along
internal park roadways, however because the Lake is at or near full pool at
these times, the amount of unofficial parking is really limited. We estimate this
“unofficial parking” within the park unit to be minimal (far less than 5% of the
total parking available). When designated parking lots fill at these peak use
times, State Parks closes recreation use areas such as Granite Bay and Beals
Point to additional vehicle entry until vehicles leave and parking capacity is
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9-2:

9-3:

available.

As the Lake level drops in the late summer and fall, there is more “unofficial”
parking available in exposed portions of the reservoir basin. Visitors are
utilizing these informal parking areas as a convenience because they are close
to the water and not because of a lack of parking capacity in designated upland

parking lots. When the Lake levels are lower in the late summer and fall, 9-4:

visitation to the SRA drops and parking capacity is not an issue. There is
plenty of parking available in designated parking areas at these times and the
public is parking in unofficial parking areas because of convenience and not
because of a lack of parking available in designated parking lots.

It is not the intent of the Preliminary GP/RMP ditection to provide all of the
specific methodologies on how the goals and guidelines will be accomplished.
Much of the problem with off road vehicle use below the high water level of
Folsom Lake involves physically preventing people from driving off of
designated routes using guard rail, rock barriers, signs and other means. Much
of this off-road activity occurs when the Lake level is low during the off
season. Parking capacity is not an issue at these times. When the Lake is full or

near full, visitation is high and parking is at or near capacity, the high water 9-5:

levels of the Lake constrain much of this off road use and it is less of a
problem.

The Preliminary GP/RMP does not acknowledge or addtess “unofficial”
parking spaces. As a result, the plan does not call for the reduction of
“unofficial” parking spaces.

Additionally, the primary issue with off road vehicle use below the reservoir
high pool level is dispersed vehicles driving off road in areas where they are
causing resource damage. The vehicle use below the reservoir high water level
is not due to a lack of parking capacity. This use occurs because some visitors
want to be able to drive to the water’s edge instead of parking in existing lots

and walking to the shoreline. Parking capacity is not an issue when the lake 9-6:

levels are lowest in fall and winter, which is when much of the off road vehicle
use below the reservoir high water level occurs. During the fall and winter
there is plenty of parking available in the designated parking lots above the
high pool level. The designated low water parking will be developed as a
convenience to visitors and will accommodate much of the existing low water

use. Users will not be displaced to adjacent County or private roads. When low
water designated parking areas are created, some users may not want to use
Folsom Lake SRA during periods of low water because they are no longer able
to drive to the water’s edge and park, but they will not be displaced because of
a lack of designated parking.

The trip generation survey sites were selected with the intent of capturing the
trip generation of one particular land use so that a trip generation rate could be
developed that would be applicable to all management areas, not just the
busiest. Each of the four sites has a discrete land use: Brown’s Ravine is
mainly a marina, Peninsula is mostly camping, Nimbus Flat is an actively used
aquatic centet, and Skunk Hollow/Salmon Falls provides picnic ateas and trail
access. Granite Bay and Beals Point include all of these land uses to some
extent and would not have yielded land-use specific data that would be
representative of other activity areas. The traffic data collected on the
roadways near Granite Bay and Beals Point reflect the existing traffic for these
areas. Further, the data collected at the four survey sites is applied to the uses
proposed at Granite Bay and Beals Point.

The excess demand at Granite Bay and Beal’s Point cannot be determined
through trip generation surveys. It would be impossible to separate trips that
were turned away from trips that were allowed admission to these
management areas. Guideline CIRCULATE 1, CIRCULATE 2, AND
CIRCULATE 3 in the Preliminary GP/RMP address the existing congestion
at Granite Bay and Beal’s Point and manage excess traffic generated by
popular day use areas, such as Granite Bay and Beal’s Point. Furthermore,
Mitigation Measure TRAF-1a ensures that as specific project descriptions are
developed for Granite Bay or Beal’s Point, project specific traffic impact
analyses will be conducted. At present, the project description for each area is
not defined enough to prepare a detailed analysis of the potential off-site
impacts or impacts to the activity area access locations.

The Preliminary GP/RMP is a programmatic document that provides
guidance for developing future project-level strategies for each management
area in the SRA. The Preliminary GP/RMP recommendations for Granite
Bay South include reconfiguring the vehicle entrance area from the entry gate
to parking lot entries to relieve congestion and reduce backups along Douglas
Boulevard. The Preliminary GP/RMP recommendation for Beals Point
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includes reconfiguring the vehicle entrance to relieve traffic congestion on the
entrance road and reduce backups onto Auburn-Folsom Road. These
recommendations acknowledge the existing traffic difficulties and provide
direction to develop a remedy plan. Per Mitigation Measure TRAF-1a, once a
detailed project-level description is developed for each activity area, project
specific traffic analyses will be prepared.

9-7: Please see the Responses to Comments 9-5 and 9-6.
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Letter 9, page 2

MEMO TO PEG REIN

RE: FOLSOM LAKE STATE RECREATION AREA AND FOLSOM POWERHOUSE STATE
HISTORIC PARK: DEIR/DEIS

MARCH 20, 2008

Page 2 of 2

on local facilities? What mitigation measures will be implemented to alleviate these
potentially significant impacts on the local neighborhoods?

+ \When Granite Bay and Beals Point reach capacity, will the proposed announcements
(changeable message signs, radio announcements) indicate a specific alternate
management zone be used? If so, will additional traffic management be provided to
assist and re-direct Park users?

RATTLESNAKE BAR
« Rattlesnake Bar Road does not meet current County roadway standards. As such, the
proposed increase in traffic volumes is considered to be a potentially significant impact.
How will this project mitigate the potential safety impacts of adding trips to this
substandard roadway? Will this roadway be improved prior to implementation of
improvements within the Rattlesnake Bar management area?

9-8:

9-9:

At this time, a specific operational plan for traveler advisories has not been
determined. The travel advisories will be developed in response to impacts
identified during the project-specific traffic analysis for each management area
required by Mitigation Measure TRAF-1a.

Although Rattlesnake Bar Road does not meet current County roadway
standards, the rural nature of the roadway does not necessarily mean that the
roadway is unsafe. It should be noted that the trip generation for the Peninsula
with the Preferred Concept is less than with the 1979 General Plan. This is
because the 200 additional picnic sites proposed in the current plan are
replaced by up to 50 camp sites. The trip generation surveys showed that
picnic areas generate approximately 5.37 trips per day per parking space while
camp sites generate approximately 1.36 trips per site per day. There will be no
increase in traffic volume on Rattlesnake Bar Road above that anticipated in
the 1979 General Plan.
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Letter 10

Page 1 of |

aul Sanders [tovsrockenid sheglobal net]
turday arch 22, 2008 8:27 AM
Lushr.gov

Ce: Micheaels, Jim
Subject: Commets Regarding: Draft EIS/EIR for the Folsom Lake SRA General Plan
Draft EIS/EIR Team,

Regarding: Draft EIS/EIR for the Folsom Lake SRA General Plan/Resource Management Plan

am very concermned with the proposal to extend the 5 mile an hour zone (No Wake Zone) in the north fork
south towards Rattlesnake Bar. There are very few good locations on Folsom Lake where vou can get good
water on which to water ski or wakeboard, and the BEST area on the entire lake is from, the ting 3
hour zone in the north fork to Rattlesnake Bar. To get good water you need a narrow waterway (so boat wakes
terminate along the shores) that is perpendicular to the primary wind direction and where the natural geography
provides a wind block. This small section of water on Folsom Lake provides all that making it the best place on
the entire lake to water ski and wakeboard. To lose this section would be a significant loss to lake recreation.
Also it would make many of us locals, who grew up skiing on Folsom Lake, drive to the Sacramento River, the
Delta or other lakes, just to take a few ski runs.

an

I understand that one of the primary reasons to extend the 5 mile an hour zone, is to allow kayakers a Quite
Area from which to launch and enjoy Folsom Lake. Along with skiing and wakeboarding, I also kayak, and to
permanently lose the best place on Folsom Lake to ski, just so some kayakers have a larger quite area to enjoy is
simply not fare. I see kayakers in the north fork all the time and I have kayaked there myself, without any
problems. Also I believe that the existing five mile an hour zone in the north fork is already extensive,
providing a good relational opportunity for both aquatic sports.

Additionally, within the Folsom Lake SRA, there is an entire lake, Lake Natoma, dedicated to quite aquatic
sports like kayaking, not to mention the entire American River, where power boats, skiing and wakeboarding
are not allowed.

Lake Natoma already provides an Extensive Quite Area within the Folsom Lake SRA for aquatic sports like
kayaking, therefore, sacrifice the best location on Folsom Lake for water skiing and wakeboarding is not
warranted.

Please do not extend the 5 mile an hour zone (No Wake Zone) in the north fork south towards Rattlesnake Bar.
You would be permanently sacrificing the best place on Folsom Lake to ski and wakeboard, for a few kayakers
who do not want to share the lake.

A skier, wake boarder, and kayaker
Paul Sanders
916-835-2840

file://P:\Folsom (WRT230)\RTC\WRT230 Letters\Email Public Comments on EIR\P. Sanders.htm  9/12/2008

10-1:

Please see Master Response BOAT-1 (Section 3.5.1).
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Letter 11, page 1

K.Ssullivan.txt
From: Karen Sullivan [ reymare‘i mai'l com]
sent: Thursday, March g3 2008 9
To: Micheaels, Jim
subject: Folson Lake Trails and State Parks

to_Jim Micheaels,

Hello Mr. Micheaels,

I al} writing to express some concerns about Folson Lake trails and the praft
EIR/EIS.

I Tive in Lake County, but have travelled to ride the trails at Folsom Lake and many
other california state Parks. I both hike, run and ride horses.

I am 56, and do a lot of trail work in Lake County; and see a lot of damage from
horses and bikes from trail abuse on wet and muddy trails; I have been hiking and
[‘idgng tr‘a'l;I‘s all my life and advocate trail closures to equestrian and bike users
in bad weather.

That said, there is a huge difference in damage. I have observed that, oddly enough,
on the same soft terrain, horses and bikes sink in about the same amount. A hoof 11-1:
that leaves about a 1/2" depression will be side by side with a bike track that -1
leaves a 1/2" tread. But, what will happen is that the hoof print will hold water
until it soaks in to the ground or evaporates,and left alone, often the ground just
self-levels. The bike track will channel water down any kind of slope, causing a
Eermamnt rut that will only get worse. So yes ,both can really chew up a trail,

ut the bike track, which is continuous really sends water straight down the mldd'le.
and increase erosion.

Then, the issues of safety on multi use trails cannot be over emphasized. Reports . :

and Statistics PROVE that horse/bike conflicts are not imagined. but trug, with 11-2:  Please see Master Responses TR-5, TR-7 and TR-12 (Sections 3.7.5, 3.7.7 and
injuries and death. You cannot put a vehicle (mountain bike) on a trail with slower

users (hikers and 3 7 12)
horses) without severe consequences. Bikes go too fast for singletrack trails and
tne majo%"lity are thrill seekers; plus trying to slow or stop quickly also damages
the trai

Horses are startled by quick moving vehicles and often spook off trail or cliffs.
Most single track trails, and especially the Folson Lake Trails are narrow, with
twists and turns and 1nadequate visibility.

In no way can mixed use be justified.

Comment noted.

Enjoyment is also a factor....the decision at oroville that determined that
equestrians have a right to “ride trails and have a quality outdoor experience also
indicates that both hikers and horseback riders are heading for the trails for a
B]ﬁasant and relaxing experience, NOT a thrill-seeking experience Tike the mountain
ikers.

Getting run over while hiking with a baby on your back, or tossed off a spooked
horse is NOT fun!

It is proven (China_Camp SRA), that when there is heavy bike use, hikers and
horseback riders will go elsewhere.....

The landmark decision by Federal Court (Babbit vers. Marin Bike

Council) was a definitive statement that BIKES do not have rights to the trails, and
that the land managers have the right to make decisions on who uses trails, based on
safety, resource damage and other concerns. Marin County alone has been f'lght'lng
1'|'|ega1'|y built trails by Mountain Bikes for years, often at a high $ cost!

Resource damage has been tremendous.

I have been thrown from a horse on a multi use SINGLE track trail at Sly Park due to
an_unexpected bike, and almost thrown from a speeding bike illegally on a trail at
Folsom Lake out of Granite Bay. My horse is a very well trained rail horse but was
almost RUN into, both times.

Mountain Bikes can use trails at ORV areas, where nobody seems to care as much about
Page 1
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Letter 11, page 2

K.sullivan.txt
resource damage and_both dirt bikes and ATV's are also_out for a thrilling ride.
ngntam bikers will hear any oncoming motorized vehicles and can pull over to the
side.

wheeled vehicles are VEHICLES, and do not belong on dirt trails. The Mountain Bike
group is well organized, but statistics prove tﬁew numbers are decreasing yearly,
yet they do a disproportonate amount of damage, both to user enjoyment, resource
damage and conflict to given them this much access to trails......

I have collected extensive material, including a copg of the oroville FERC decision,
The Majority Report and Babbit Vvs. Marin, and would be happy to share this further.

Lastly, a retired State Parks trails supervisor send me a manual on trail criteria
for hikers, bikes and horses. He was emphatic that mountain bikes do NOT belong on
trails used by hikers and horses, and that mixing them is a recipie for disaster. I
also have a friend who was a ranger at Annadel State Park in Santa Rosa, and she
also expressed that she dealt with a disproportonate amount of conflict, injury and
resource damage from mountain bikes in Annadel State Park.

Thank y

Karen Su'I1'|van

7480 Kelsey Creek Drive
Kelseyville, CA 95451
707-349-1559

Page 2
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Letter 12

Page 1 of 1
From: Kirk Uhler [KUhleri@ placer.ca.gov]

Ce: Brian Jagger: Loren Clark
Subject: Comment for State pParks Folsom Plan

Jim Micheaels

Folsom State Recreation Area
7806 Folsom Auburn

Folsom, CA 95630

Re:  Folsom State Recreation Area Draft General Plan DEIR/DEIS Comments

Dear Mr. Micheaels:

As a Placer County Supervisor representing a District that borders the Folsom State Recreation Area,
| have one over-riding concern that pertains to the Folsom State Recreation Area Draft General Plan
DEIR/DEIS and the management of said Recreation Area:

- « That State Parks continue a dialogue between all stakeholder groups, especially those groups
where there has existed ongoing conflict.

| would strongly encourage State Parks to take a more active role as facilitator and problem-solver,
seeking solutions that benefit all user groups. In particular Placer County would urge State Parks to
continue the dialogue between equestrian and mountain bike stakeholder groups, actively tackling
trail connectivity issues, trail development and use, and access to recreational facilities voiced
repeatedly by both bicycle and horse advocates.

Folsom State Recreation Area is a cherished local and regional asset that is large enough to meet the
demands of all recreational users. We at Placer County would hope that State Parks will continue its
multiple-use management tact that has established the Recreation Area as one of the gems in the
State Park system.

Please do not hesitate to contact me directly with any questions or concerns you may have.

Sincerely,

Kirk Uhler

Placer County Supervisor, District Four
175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

file://P:\Folsom (WRT230)\RTC\WRT230 Letters\Email Public Comments on EIR\K. Uhler.htm 9/12/2008

12-1:

Please see Master Response PP-2 (Section 3.1.2).
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Letter 13
Page 1 of 1
From: Sir Vince [minbiker4life@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 06, 2008 8:20 PM

To: Micheaels, Jim
Subject: DEIR/DEIS
Dear Mr. Micheaels,

As a mountain biker, I use the trails in the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area year round. I support the maotions in the
DEIR/DEIS that call for more mountain bike legal trails. I also fully support the ideas of a mountain bike-legal dirt trail
that goes all the way around both Folsom Lake, as well as around Lake Matoma. I will happily volunteer my time and
energy for any trail building or trail maintenance work in order to make any of these trails a reality.

I would also like the General Plan/Trail Master Plan to address and allow legal trail riding at night. During the Fall and
through the Winter months, when it gets dark at 1630 hrs, I would like to use these trails year round without breaking
any laws or rules.

1 think the DEIR/DEIS does a good job addressing needs of the huge mountain biking user group. With that said, I would
hope your Agency gets moving on the Trail Master Plan sooner than later, It would be a shame if it took another two
years or more for that plan to be finalized. You can count on the mountain biking community to step up when volunteer
trail work is needed,

Thank you for all of your hard work thus far,
Best Regards,

Vince Underwood

Connect and share in new ways with Windows Live. Get it now!

file://P:\Folsom (WRT230)\RTC\WRT230 Letters\Email Public Comments on EIR\V. Underwood... 9/12/2008

13-1:

13-2:

13-3:

Please see Master Response TR-6 (Section 3.7.6).
Please see Master Response TR-9 (Section 3.7.9).

Please see Master Response TR-10 (Section 3.7.10).
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Letter 14

Page 1 of 1

From: cezirbel [cezirhelid@comeast.net]

Sent: Thurs March 06, 2008 7:04 PM

To: Micheaels, Jim

Subject: More MTE Trails Please

Dear Mr. Micheaels,

As a mountain biking trail user in the Folsom Lake Sta ion Area, [ support the motions in the . :
EIR/DEIS that call for more mountain bike legal trails. I also fully support the ideas of a mountain bike-legal 14-1: Please see Master Response TR—6 (SCCUOI’I 376)

Idirt trail that goes all the way around both Folsom Lake, as well as around Lake Natoma. [ will happily
volunteer my time and energy for any trail building or trail maintenance work in order to make any of these
trails a reality.

Ree

1 would also like the General PlanTrail Master Plan to address and allow legal trail riding at night. During the 14-2: Please see Master RCSpOI’lSC TR-9 (SCCUOI’I 379)
Fall and through the Winter months, when it gets dark at Spm, T would still like to get my mountain biking
exercise in after work without breaking any laws or rules.

I think the DEIR/DEIS does a good job addressing needs of the huge mountain biking user group, With that .
said, 1 would hope your Agency gets moving on the Trail Master Plan sooner than later. It would be a shame if 14-3: Please see Master Response TR-10 (Section 3.7.10).
it ok another two years or more for that plan to be finalized. You can count on the mountan biking
community to step up when volunteer trail work is needed.

I thank vou for all of your hard work thus far.
Best Regards,

Clyde Zirbel
Taxpaying MTBR.

file://P:\Folsom (WRT230)\RTC\WRT230 Letters\Email Public Comments on EIR\C. Zirbel.htm 9/12/2008
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Letter 15

Page 1 of 1

From: Jeff Barker [jefTbarkera comeast.net]
ednesday, March 03, 2008 11:13 PM
3 eacls, Jim

Subject: Folsom Lake General Plan

Deear Mr. Micheaels,

As a mountain biking trail user in the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area, | support the motions in the DEIR/DEIS that call .
-::‘r mare maurntain bike legal trails. | fully suppart the ideas of a mountain bike-legal dirt trail that goes all the way around 15-1: Please see Mastet Response TR-6 (Sectlon 3.7_()).

15-1 |both Folsom Lake and Lake Natoma. | will happily volunteer my time and energy for any trail building or trail maintenance
ark in order to make this happen

would also like the General Plan to address and allow legal trail riding at night. During the Fall and through the Winter 15-2: Please see Master Response TR-9 (SCCtiOl’l 379)
manths, when it gets dark at Spm, | would still like to get my mountain biking exercise in after work without breaking any
laws or rules

I thirk the DEIR/DEIS does a great job addressing needs of the huge mountain biking user group. Thank you for all of
your hard work thus far and moving forward

Best Regards,

Jeff Barker

4881 Danbury Circle

El Dorado Hills, CA 95762
916.933.5234

file://P:\Folsom (WRT230)\RTC\WRT230 Letters\Email Public Comments on EIR & GP\J. Barke... 9/12/2008
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Letter 106, page 1

April 8, 2008

Jim Michaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

RE: Comments on Preliminary Folsom Lake SRA General Plan and DEIS/DEIR
Dear Mr. Michaels:

We thank you for all the hard work that has gone into bringing the Folsom Lake State
Recreation Area (SRA) General Plan (GP) this far. Roughly six years is a long time, and I
are very pleased that the Preliminary General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/DEIS) for
the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area and Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park are
now finally available for public review.

As recognized in the Draft General Plan for the Folsom Lake SRA, the most significant
impact on the existing trail system within the SRA has been the rapid growth in
population of the Sacramento metropolitan region. Over the past 20 years, trends in trail
usage have changed. Mountain bikers have become a very large and important user
group within the SRA. The time has come for the State to recognize these changes in
recreational demand, and expand the opportunities available to mountain biker users on
the new and existing trail system.

As a mountain biking trail user who uses the SRA trails at least 3 days a week and
neighbor to the SRA, | support the motions in the General Plan and DEIR/DEIS that call
for more multiple-use trails (mountain bike legal). 1 also fully support the ideas of a
multiple-use dirt trail that goes all the way around both Folsom Lake and Lake Natoma.
Expansion of the trail system is ¥ 10 acc date the ever-i ing number of
trail users.

The Perferred Alternative of Preliminary General Plan identifies goals and guidelines
related to the trail system. T have reviewed the preliminary Plan, and offer to the
following comments.

1. Conservation and prescrvation should have a very high priority in the GP. It was
gratifying to discover that the agencies have placed a high priority on
conservation and preservation in the Preferred Alternative (PA). We enjoy the

16-1:

Comment noted. Please see Master Response TR-6 (Section 3.7.6).
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Letter 16, page 2

SRA as a nature expericnce and want to see it continue to thrive as a healthy
natural environment,

- The existing trail system is very discontinuous for mountain bike users, and does

not contain vital linkages with the trail systems of adjacent jurisdictions and
neighborhoods. Please consider upgrading the following existing trails to
multiple use status.

Pioneer Trail from Granite Bay to the SRA Boundary
Brown's Ravine/Old Salmon Falls Trail
Los Lagos Trail

Multiple-Use Trails provide the following benefits to the SRA.

a.

Multiple-Use trails manage the most visitors. Trails that lead to
major destinations, such as adjacent jurisdictions and scenic vistas,
should be shared-use, since all visitors will want to get to a point of
interest. For the same reason, trails that serve as major travel
corridors are more efficient when shared.

. Multiple-Use trails best accommodate the needs of the most users.

Open trails disperse users across an entire trail system, while
single-use or restricted-use trails tend to concentrate users,
increasing negative social impacts through crowding.

Multiple-Use trails help build a trail community. Visitors are
encouraged to cooperate in order to preserve and protect a common
resource. Encountering other types of users on a trail offers the
opportunity to meet and talk, which helps to establish mutual
respect and courtesy. Separate trails, on the other hand, can
sometimes breed ill will, territoriality, and rivalries.

. Multiple-Use trails are most cost effective for land managers. They

require fewer signs and less staff, which simplifies monitoring and
enforcement.

Multiple-Use trails empower responsible, experienced users.
Novices and "outlaws" are exposed to conscientious, courteous
users, and the opportunity for peer regulation is enhanced.

Multiple-Use trails take better advantage of the available space.
Quite simply, they provide more trails for everyone to enjoy.

. Multiple-Use trails require less trail miles and therefore have less

impact. Building additional trails for individual user groups
increases the ecosystem impacts including potential habitat
fragmentation and water sedimentation.

16-2:

Comment noted. Please see Master Response TR-5 (Section 3.7.5).
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Letter 106, page 3

3.

[

Plan).

Easily achieved progress towards my higher priority goals (opening existing
trails) in the short-term outweighs my interest in the long-term more
expensive/greater scope projects (new trail projects). I ad that
existing trails to multiple-use status is the quickest and most cost-cffective way
achieving better access for mountain bike users.

. Lam very concerned that the Unit Trails Plan (Trails Master Plan / Trails

Management Plan) has not been started. At the March 5, 2008 meeting you
responded to a question about the Unit Trails Plan saying [quoted from memory
rather than based on any notes]: "The schedule and the process for deve loping and
reviewing the trails plan has not been laid out yet.” If that is true, and if a fully
agreed and adopted Unit Trails Plan has to be in place before any trail work can
begin then progress towards better mountain bike access to the SRA trails may
well be another six years away. This is not acceptable. I favor a flexible approach
to trails planning that allows for incremental progress. Please start work on the
Unit Trails Plan immediately so that it may take a parallel planning path to the
adoption of the GP.

Tencourage cooperation between the agencies and those mountain biking
organizations that have a strong track record planning and constructing mountain
biking trails in cooperation with land managers. IMBA nationally and FATRAC
locally come to mind. Mountain bikers in general are very often willing to build
and maintain trails in cooperation with public agencies at the federal, state, and
local levels. We hope that the agencies will take advantage of the offers to
cooperate with qualified mountain biking organizations.

Thank you for time and consideration of my comments. In the future, I would like to be
notified of all public events relating to the SRA General Plan process and notified of all
public activities relating to the Unit Trails Plan (Trails Master Plan / Trails Management

Sincerely,

tevert Bowman, P.E.
8198 Twin Rocks Road
Granite Bay, Ca 95746

16-3:

16-4:

Please see Master Response TR-10 (Section 3.7.10).

Please see Master Response TR-8 and TR-10 (Sections 3.7.8 and 3.7.10).
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Letter 17

Page 1 of 1

From: Dave [bdb 4@ comeast.net]
Sent: Thursday, March 06, 2008 12:02 PM

Subject: Comments from a Mountain Biker
Dear Mr. Micheaels,

As a mauritain biking trail user in the Folsom Lake State Recrealion Area, | support the mations in the DEIRVDEIS that call
for mare mountain bike legal trails. | also fully support the ideas of 2 mountain bike-legal dirt trail that goes all the way
around both Folsom Lake, as well as around Lake Natoma. | will happily volunteer my time and energy for any trail
building or trail maintenance work in order to make any of these trails a reality

wauld also ike the General Plan/Trail Master Flan to address and allow legal trail riding at reght. During the Fall and
through the Winter morths, when it gets dark at Spm, | would still like to get my mountain biking exercise in after wark
without breaking any laws or rules

I think the DEIRMDEIS does a good job addressing needs of the huge mountain biking user group. With that said, | would
hope your Agency gets maving on the Trail Master Plan sooner than later, It would be a shame if it took anather two years
or more for that plan to be finalized. You can count on the mountain biking community to step up when volunteer trail work
is needed

I thank you for all of your hard work thus far.
Best Regards,

David Brandeberry

file://P:\Folsom (WRT230)\RTC\WRT230 Letters\Email Public Comments on EIR & GP\D. Bran... 9/12/2008
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17-2:
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Please see Master Response TR-6 (Section 3.7.6).
Please see Master Response TR-9 (Section 3.7.9).

Please see Master Response TR-10 (Section 3.7.10).
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Letter 18, page 1

Page 1 of 4

fenorcalidyahoo.com]
L April 30, 2008 11:13 AM
eacls. Jim: folsomlakeplanupdate/@stwrtdesign.com

‘subjm Comments on the Proposed Folsom Lake SEA and Draft EIR
Apnil 30, 2008

4825 Hazel Avenue #51
Fair Oaks, CA 95628

Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District

California State Parks

7806 Folsom-Aubum Road

Folsom, CA 95630

Transmitted via Emailat 11:15 AMuo: jmiched parks.ca.gov

Subject: Comments on the Proposed Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA) and Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR)

Diear Mr. Micheaels:

Please consider the foll ] on the proposed Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA) and Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR)

Public Input Process

Public input on the General Plan/Resource Management Plan (GE/RMP) elements and alteratives should be provided prior to the
preparation/distnbution of a Draft¥Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR). State Parks has published a Draft EIR for public and
agency comment, however, prior to this release the public had not had an opportunity to review and provide input on the proposed
GPRMP policies and alternatives. Public input regarding proposed GP/RMP policies/alternatives should be solscited and used for the
development of GFRMP meaningful project ahernatives which should then be evaluated in an EIR. Please reassess the public input
process and provide meaningful opportunities for stakeholders to provide input with regard to preferences and opinions prior to
proceeding with the environmental review process. Failure 1o implement that approach, will result in State Park’s failure to consider a
full range of alternatives in the Draft EIR. many of which could serve to reduce significant environmental effects associated the
General Flan and recreation within the Folsom Lake SRA

Improved Operations and Signage at Existing Granite Bay and Beal's Point Access would Elim Need for New
Construction, Reducing Costs, Avoiding Construction-Related Traffic Impacts and Cumulatively Significant Air Pollutant
Emissions

State Parks has indicated that the GP/RMP would result in reconfiguration of Folsom Lake SRA vehicle access locations.  Access
facilities at Beal's Point include two park entrance lanes which straddle a small officekicsk. The left entrance road is rar
Access facilities at Granite Bay include three entrance lanes and a small office/kicsk which can serve two lanes. Recently
has added electronic payment systems at both of these locations. Operation and staffing at both of these access locations is 5

and typically, cnly one entrance lane is made able. Signage indicating closed entrance lanes is often placed near the kiosks,
which at times of vehicle cueing. causes significant frustration for drivers who think they are using an open lane only 1o find that they
are in a lane that is closed. Under these circumstances (frequently on weekend momings) substantial back-up and driver conflicts
occur while drivers must either back up or merge into the open lane, to the fnstration of drivers in that lane. Recently. operations at
Granite Bay entrance allow season pass holders to utilize a second lane. This is a substantial improvement. however, signage is
unfortunately placed near the kiosk. A similar system (1., allowing season pass holders to utilize a separate lane) could casily be
implemented at Beal's Point, using existing facilities.

Lane signage that provides advance notice of which hncs are open w nuld provide a substantial i impravement aver existing operations
without requiring expensive and env Ly d: rec of entrance areas. It is likely that this more efficiem
operation of the existing facilities would eliminate the need for construction of new entrance facilities. Avoiding reconstruction of
secess facilities would reduce costs associated with this activity and would reduce air pollutant i it i
activities. As noted below, I air pollutant and green gas are signifi and should be d
whenever feasible.

Adr Quality

[ 2006, Governor Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, a landmark law to combat global warming, He said, *We simply must do
everything in our power to slow down global warming before it's too late.” In addition to global warming concems, the state and 1hu
Sacramento region experiences significant local and regional air pollution ssues, ncluding ozone, and carbon

hot-spots. The health effects of compromised air quality are well documented and information is available from several sources
including the California Air Resources Board from s website at www.arb.ca.gov.

The proposed GP/RMP and Divaft EIR fail to fully address air pollutant - Tud k gases) i with
continued and inereased use over time of motor vehicles for both access to the SEA and activities within the SRA (such as motor
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18-1:  Please see Master Response PP-2 (Section 3.1.2).

18-2:  Appropriately located signage may well improve traffic flow through the
entrance stations. Providing a lane for season pass holders is also a good
suggestion. The entrance at Nimbus Flat only has a single lane and some
modification of the entrance would be needed to provide a lane devoted to
seasonal pass holders. Another problem at some of the entrance stations is the
lack of an efficient turnaround area for vehicles when park units fill to capacity
and we need to turn people away. A range of options could improve traffic
circulation at the entrance stations, including some physical modifications to
the layout of the stations. The Preliminary GP/RMP does provide direction
to modify entrance stations in order to improve traffic flow (CIRCULATE-1,
PAGE 1II1-91 and NIMBUSFLAT-2, page 111-122). These ideas will be
considered in implementing modifications to these entrance stations.

18-3:  The Preliminary GP/RMP contains numerous goals and guidelines to protect
air quality and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by: reducing vehicle miles
traveled, encouraging alternative forms of transportation to access the park
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and within the park, reducing air quality impacts of motorized boating,
encouraging green building, reduction, re-use and recycling of materials,
reducing use of water and energy, and many others.

See Volume I Section 4.3.2 of this document for a discussion of protection of
air quality as it relates to global climate change. No current CEQA regulation,
statute or judicial decision outlines how CEQA analysis of a project’s
greenhouse gas emissions impact should be performed. However, the Draft
EIR/EIS has been revised to assess Preliminary GP/RMP compliance with
federal, state and regional climate change regulations. The Preliminary
GP/RMP complies with all relevant climate change regulations, contains
numerous goals and guidelines that would reduce climate change impacts, and
proposes development limited to trails and interpretive and recreational
facilities. Therefore, the Preliminary GP/RMP would not significantly
contribute to climate change.

Please see response to comment 1-2 for a discussion of air quality impacts of
motorized boating activities. Please see Master Responses BOAT-1 and
BOAT-2 regarding “quiet” days on Folsom Lake and restrictions on
motorized boating on both lakes.

Please also note that the Draft EIR/EIS for the Preliminary GP/RMP is a
programmatic document and that any subsequent action that would have a
significant environmental affect, require additional mitigation, or require
consideration of additional alternatives outside the scope of the programmatic
Draft EIR/EIS would require project level review of environmental impacts,
including those relating to air quality and climate change. Please see Volume I
Section 4.3.1 of this document for a more detailed explanation of the tiered
environmental review process.
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Letter 18, page 2

Page 2 of 4

boating and personal motorized watercraft use). Facilitating increased motor vehicle use (for both transportation and recreation
activities) results in direct, project-specific air pollutant emissions that have a significant impact on human health and visual quality
and which are known by the State to contribute to climate change and greenhouse gas emissions are considered by the State Attorney
General to be a source of significant air quality impacts as a result of their cumulative contribution to climate change. Because the
environmental review does not consider these issues or draws erroneous conclusions with regard to associated impacts, the GP/RMP
fails to include policies that would reduce emissions from motor vehicles. Air quality impacts must be fully disclosed in the Draft EIR
and the following should considered as feasible mitigation measures and incorporated into the GP/RMP:

To reduce motor vehicle miles traveled (M-VMT), thereby reducing emissions of criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, ozone
precursors and greenhouse gases, the Plan should:

- Incorporate policies that decrease M-VMT associated with access to recreational facilities/areas within the SRA;

- Encourage safe and convenient bicycle, equestrian and pedestrian access to all areas of the SRA in every practicable manner
including the development of trails available cyclists which provide access to the eastern and northern areas of the Folsom Lake SRA
and the Auburn SRA which would reduce the need for cyclists to drive to the areas;

- Define and develop a system for substantially reducing motorized vehicle use for access to the SRA and for recreation within the
SRA on Spare-the-Air days when ozone levels are at unhealthy levels. (State Parks staff stated that they considered implementing
“quite days” on Folsom Lake which would be a prohibition on motorboat and motorized personal water craft one day per week to
provide opportunities for non-motorized surface water recreation such as kayaking and sailing. State Parks stated at the March 5,
2008 meeting that this concept had been eliminated from further consideration as it does not achieve the recreational goals of SRA
management. Implementing a 5 mph zone on Folsom Lake on Spare the Air days (as designated by the Sacramento Air Quality
Management District) would result in the following benefits on days of high ozone levels

*Reduce motor vehicle miles traveled and associated air pollutant emissions from trips to Folsom Lake in motor vehicles hauling
motorboats and motorized personal watercraft;

*Reduce motor vehicle hours operated within the SRA by discouraging motorboat and motorized personal watercraft use on these
days;

*Reduce the number of boats and personal water craft towed by trucks and other relatively large vehicles to the SRA on area
roadways, increasing the safety (real and/or perceived) of cyclists and pedestrians using surface streets to access and use recreational
facilities in the SRA and thereby encouraging non-motorized transportation to the SRA;

* Substantially increase the safety of swimmers, kayakers, sailboats and other non-motorized surface water recreationists and
therefore provide opportunities for substantial increases in non-motorized recreation on the lake.

Diefine the Terms Vehicle and Ride/Riding More Clearly

‘ehicle. The term vehicle should be defined as “motor vehicle™ in the plan as that is the clear usage of the term within Siate Park’s
documents. Prohibitions on “vehicke™ use in certain areas would continue/increase as a result of the proposed GP/EMP. To avoid
petential incorrect interpretation that the term vehicle might apply to bicyele or other non-motorized vehicles, the GPRMP should
clearly define that the term vehicle means motor vehicle or, alternative, the term motor vehicle should be used throughout the
documents

Ride/Riding. It s likely that there Wi il continue 1o be a lllxnnclmn between horseback riding and bicycle riding in the Plan and other
State Parks planning As such, the Plan and related documents use the terms nde/niding,
clarification should be provi vided with regard to which type o[ riding is being referenced

Dieline Specific Trail Use and Connectivity Objectives in the GP/RMP
T proposed GPRMP fails to idenify whether opportunities for off-road cycling around Folsom Lake will be expanded. State Parks'
management position (as stated at the March 5, 2008 hearing) is that decisions regarding whether to expand trails and trail user
groups should be made subsequent to the adoption of an updated GPRMP and should be made by State Parks management as
opposed to the State Parks has previously discussed opening additional trails for off-road cycling,
ncluding consideration of a trail system which would provide a continuous loop around Folsom Lake. However, thus far, no real
- ma ing rails remain closed o off-oad cyclists and no provisions 1o accommodate shared use

and cyelists) of existing or potential future new trails have beenmade. If the GP/RMP were 1o specifically
identify such a trail system goal of the GP/RMP, the cyeling community would have the opportunity to encourage and be
involved with the development of the system. If the GP/RMP fails to identify this goal and leaves this matter as a subsequent effort, it
is likely that State Parks will continue 1o postpone action on increasing off-road cycling opportunities within the SRA. Not only does
this result in a direct impact to recreational opportunities which would otherwise be available, but it also results in State Parks neglect
to consider the 1 air quality and issucs (e.g., the beneficial effects of reducing vehicle miles traveled and
associated air pollution emissions by providing improved trail access locations and tail use opportunities closer to the population
centers which tend to the south and west of the SRA)

Periodic Mot
Emissions

ed Water Craft Prohibitions would Reduce Cumulatively Significant Ozone Precursor and Gre

ouse Gas
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Comment noted. Where the term “vehicle” is used in the document, it
generally refers to a motor vehicle.

Please see Master Response TR-5 (Section 3.7.5).
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Letter 18, page 3

Page 3 of 4

State Parks should consider and fully evaluate a policy for the GPRMP which would prohibit motonized watercraft {with the

of law enf required for public safety) on Folsom Lake during peniods of high'unhealthy ozone levels.
State Parks has advised that no-motor days were considered but eliminated due 1 the effects on motorized walercrall recreation. The
no-motor days option was apparently considered by State Parks in an attempt to address noise issues and it is unclear whether the air
quality aspect/benefit was considered. The Drafl "s failure to consider this as a GPRMP policy altenative results in an
nadequate evaluation of emission and g1 gas impacts and fails 1o adequately consider the
mitigating effect that this policy “would have in rrducmE significant cumulative ozone and greenhouse gas emission impacts which
result from the contnibution of all activities which result in the direct consumption of fossil fuels associated with access to and
recreation withm Folsom Lake SRA

Even if implemented only on "Spare the Air” days, lhc prohibition of motonzed watercraft on Folsom Lake would have a direct result
of reducing NOx and VO i from it as well as ions from the typically large vehicles used for towing
watercrafl to the lake. This would directly contribute 1o reducing czone levels within the Sacramento region and, especially, ozone
levels in the foothills east urTol-wm Lake where levels ofien are the highest in the region. In addition 10 the direct benefit of reduced
ozoNe hiby would reduce CO2 (greenhouse gas emissions) from motorized craft and tow vehicles on
those day, promote non- mol{wmd uses of Folsom Lake (swimming, kayaking, smling), reduce motorized watercrafl noise on and
arcund the lake, improve safety for eyelists/pedestrian on public roadways in and around the SRA (from reduced numbers of lasge
towed watercraft) on those days of increased ozone levels when torized 1y valuable to improving the
region's air guality.

T 3

By not identifying and evaluating such a policy, State Parks fails 1o provide meaningful information regarding its decision to eliminate
this policy from further consideration. The air quality effects (benefits) of this option should be addressed m the envirenmental
document. Although it may not be possible to fully quantify reduced emissions from this policy, it is not speculative and is therefore
appropriate, 1o identify that reduce motorized water craft use would reduce ozone precurser emissions and greenhouse gas emissions
and would therefore reduce park activities’ t o fi ozone and hi gas impacts. [Information
which provides substantial evidence regarding detrimental air pollution (including ozone and greenhouse gas emissions) effects on
health and visual resources associated with motorize watercraft and motor vehicles is available from several readily available sources
including the fomia Air Resources Board from its website sl www arb ca gov

Improve Management/Maintenance of the American River Bicycle Trail and Identify the Air Quality

State Parks should include specific policies and implementation measures in the GF/RMP that would improve maintenance of the
American River bicyele trail to promote 1 and P use of the lr||| and acknowledge the air quality
benefits (reduced motor vehicle use) of such |m|:c|c-s in the env 1.di should include
trailside weed abatement and permanent cormection of the persistent drainage Tlooding i |~L~&m at the Folsom Dam Road under-crossing
(including the immediate replacement of signage which currently reads “no lifeguard on duiy” and simply exhibits ignorance of the
safety and inconvenience that flooding poses to eyclists, joggers, pedestrians and equestnians using the trial)

Include Policies to Directly Promote Non-Motorized Access to and within the Folsom Lake SRA
State Parks :ﬂhnuld m\.]ud\ pvllt,u.-s in the GERMP which directly promete non-motorized access to and use within the Folsom Lake
SRA. Z of hicle viclations within the SRA should be a policy of the GP/RMP and would include
increased signage and citations for all moving and vehicle design violations of the Califormia Vehicle Code (such as exces vehicle
height) and other motor-vehicle operation/design violations which result in a direct decrease in the safety of other motorists as well as
cyelists, equestrians and pedesinans. Promoting safe non-motorized transportation chotces 10 and within the Folsom Lake SEA will
mcnul age mare people to cmuldw non-motorized ransportation options which would have a comesponding decrease in motor vehicle
rtation and in motor vehicle emissions which, as referenced above, would reduce park use-related
activities” air polhatam emissions {including ozone precursors and greenhouse gases) contribution to significant cumulative air quality
impacts, These mpacts and the reduction (again, not necessarily quantified, but at least acknowledged) must be considered in the
Drafi EIR to provide a ingful comparison of alternatives. Information regarding air quality impacts associated with motor
wehicle operation is available at from the Califon Aar Resources Board at www.arb.ca gov and mformation regarding the benefits of
noen-matorized transportation is available eral readily available sources, including the California Department of
Transportation from its website at www dot.ca gov

Conclusion

The Folsom Lake SRA is a jewel to residents and visitors of the greater Sacramento area. State Parks has a huge and multifaceted task
in its management of the SRA for a variety of purposes and State Parks has the opportunity with this GP/RMP update to

acknowledge the importance of providing diverse recreational opportunities while implementing meaningful policies and to improve
air quality and reduce greenhouse gas emissions, through measures which directly reduce fossil fuel emissions and which promote
non-motorized recreation and non-motorized transportation to, from and within the Folsom Lake SRA.

‘While several recommendations in this letter may be outside of the traditional scope of State Parks planning and facilities
management, it is clear that new and creative planning/management efforts are needed to address the air quality and transportation
issues facing our region. State Parks has the opportunity in updating the GP/RMP to acknowledge that traditional recreation planning
which focuses on balancing all recreation opportunities regardless of the air quality and transportation impacts of particular activities
is not sufficient. Promoting recreational uses which have reduced impacts on air quality and transportation should be an overarching
and specifically stated goal of the Folsom Lake SRA GP/RMP management. T strongly encourage State Parks to be a leader and
partner in addressing these local, regional and global issues. Failure to do so in the current GP/RMP update would result in a missed
opportunity with long-term adverse environmental consequences.
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As described in response to Comment 18-3 and Volume I, Section 4.3.2, the
Plan contains numerous goals and guidelines to protect air quality and reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and complies with all relevant climate change
regulations. As described in the Draft EIR/EIS, Chapter 4.0 of the Plan,
implementation of the plan would not result in any significant air quality
impacts ot significantly contribute to climate change. The Draft EIR/EIS is
required to evaluate alternatives that reduce significant impacts resulting from
implementation of the Preliminary GP/RMP. Therefore, while
implementation of “no-motor” days may reduce air emissions associated with
motorized watercraft, the Draft EIR/EIS is not required to evaluate such an
alternative because no significant air quality or climate changes impacts would
result from implementation of the Plan.

Please see response to comment 1-2 for a discussion of air quality impacts of
motorized boating activities. Please see Master Responses BOAT-1 (Sections
3.5.1) regarding “quiet” days on Folsom Lake and the rationale for decisions

regarding this proposal. .

Comment noted. Specific issues regarding maintenance of the paved bicycle
trail will be addressed in the Trail Management Plan. State Parks recognizes the
need for maintenance of this important bicycle route. We have recently
implemented an Adopt-a-Trail program for the paved bike trail. Volunteers
will be helping with light maintenance of the trail including removing litter and
brushing the trail. State Parks is actively pursuing funding sources to re-pave
the trail. State Parks also is aware of the problem with occasional flooding of
the underpass at the intersection of the old Folsom Dam Road and Folsom-
Auburn Road. This flooding occurs due to the failure of pumps at this
location. State Parks is looking at ways to address this problem.

Please see Master Response TR-15 and TR-16 (Sections 3.7.15 and 3.7.16).
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Letter 18, page 4

Page 4 of 4

Please provide an opportunity for the public to provede meaningful input on the GP/RMP altematives in a workshop setting PRIOR to
completion of the environmental review. Failure to do so would be a disservice to citizens of California and would net result m a
meaningful or legally adequate CEQA review process. In the meantime, several beneficial management actions discussed in this letter
could likely be implemented in advance of the completion of the environmental review process and should be considered

immediately

Thank you for considering these comments. Please add me to your project information mailing list.

Sincerely,
Debbie Cederdahl

ce
Wallace Roberts and Todd, LLC via email to: folsomlakeplanupdateisf wridesign,com

Be a better friend, newshound. and know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now.
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Letter 19, page 1

Proposed Folsom Lake SRA General Plan is a step backwards Page 1 of 2

From: Mike Finta [mafintali@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2008 3:48 PM
To: Coleman,
Ce: Donna W 2] Applegarth; Jerry Bernau: Rusty Dupray: Penny Humphreys: Brian Jagger: Vanessa
MeCarthy; Micheaels, Jim: Nakaji, Scott: Roger Niello; Robert Olmstead: David Plag

Subject: Proposed Folsom Lake SRA General Flan is a step backwards

Ms. Ruth Coleman
Director, California State Parks and Recreation
Sacramento, CA

Dear Ms. Coleman,
This letter is being sent to your office to express my serious concerns with the propesed General Plan for the Folsom Lake State

Recreation Arca. After reading this document, and having participated in the process through various stakeholders meetings, 1 feel
compelled to request that the public review and comment period be extended 10 6 months,

This will allow the various public agencies and elected officials who were not included in the initial planning process to participate in
developing a version of this plan which they and their constituents can fully support.

Although this General Plan and its supporting Draft ETR and EIS documents have been nearly 6 vears in the making, the Plan is
woefully inadequate in add the greater 5; region’s growing popul and meeting its needs for
recreational facilities.

The General Plan document states in the "Existing Conditions” narrative that "the SRA is located in a fast growing and increasingly
diverse metropolitan region. As a result, the SRA will have to accommodate both increased use and likely changes inuse " [t goes
on to say that "the most unique aspect of the SRA when compared to other regional recreation destinations is its easy access. This
makes the SEA a very popular day-use destination ™

Even though the proposed General Flan ack ledges the i lation increase (62%) since the 1979 P
and it projects the region will add anather 928,000 rr-.ud\nh (a49% |ncrmsc) by 2 the proposed plan adds LE!
facilities than were called for i the 1979 General Plan! The proposed plan is actually a step backwards!

was developed,
3 new recreational

Not only does the proposed plan fall short in providing the needed expansion of recreational facilities and amenities at Folsom Lake
SRA for the public over the next 20 years, the Folsom Lake SRA does not even meet the recreational needs of the public today! For
example, today there is a 5 to 9 year wait for boat slips at Folsom Lake.

Some examples of reductions in Visitor Capacity between the two plans are:

. Boat slips:
Curently existing - 685
1979 Plan calls for adding 300 (200 (@ Dike 5 + 100 (@ Brown's Ravine)
2008 Plan calls for adding 260-290 @ Brown's Ravine

2008 Plan adds 10 to 40 LESS BOAT SLIPS than the 1979 Plan

2. Camp sites:
Currently existing - 176
1979 Plan calls for adding 160-370
2008 Plan calls for adding 50-100

2008 Plan adds 60 to 320 LESS CAMP SITES than the 1979 Plan

3. Parking spaces:
Currently existing - (not readily available in the document)
1979 Plan calls for adding 3,400
2008 Plan calls for adding 700

2008 Plan adds far LESS PARKING SPACES than the 1979 Plan,
(recognizing that some modest increase in parking spaces did occurr
since 1979, < 500 spaces)

4. Trails:
Currently existing - 94 miles
1979 Plan calls for adding 19 miles (10 hiking/equest. + 9 biking)
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Please see Master Response PP-1 (Section 3.1.1).

Please see Master Response ALT-2 (Section 3.2.2).
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Letter 19, page 2

Proposed Folsom Lake SRA General Plan is a step backwards Page 2 of 2

2008 Plan calls for "expansion of trail system” (miles not specified)

2008 Plan adds an unspecified amount

n

Lake boating density:

Currently existing - 1 boat per 26 water acres

1979 Plan calls for allowing 1 boat per 16 water acres
2008 Plan calls for allowing 1 boat per 10-20 water acres

2008 Plan calls for up to a 25% DECREASE or up to a 38% INCREASE from
the 1979 Plan, depending on which end of the range is implemented

Even though the regional population in 2025 is projected to be 2.87 million residents, versus the 1.20 million in 1979 General Plan
baseline, the proposed 2008 General Plan does not significantly expand visitor capacity to deal with this tremendous population
growth and the corresponding increase in recreational needs. Over the 48 year combined time span from the 1979 Plan approval,
through the 20 year future of the proposed General Plan, the proposed increase of facilities for the public at Folsom Lake SRA is
truely underwhelming!

The text of the Draft EIR/EIS is misleading st best, and outright false at worst, regarding the 197% Plan when it states on page [V-17
that: "Since the plan was written in 1979, much of the management direction, particularly specific improvements, has been
implemented " Indeed, this assertion was also made by State Parks officials a1 all 3 of the meetings held recently 1o present the
proposed General Flan to the public.

In looking at the existing boat slips, existing camp sites, and existing parking spaces within Folsom Lake SRA, it is quite clear that
VERY LITTI  what was called for in the 1979 Plan has been actually implemented. And the proposed 2008 General Flan calls for
even less than what was planned inthe 1979 Plan! This is clearly a step backwards!

Moreover, the development process used by the State Parks project management team 1o create this plan is fundamentally Nawed

1. When city and county officials and agencies from El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento counties have not actively participated in
ate Parks of the plan's release for public review and

FLAWED.

3. When State Parks personnel respond 1o a question from the audience at a public meeting, regarding specific language quoted from
neral Plan document, by lcllmglhc public "It doesn't mean what it says,” THEN THE GENERAL PLAN
LANGALUGE IS SUSPECT AND FLAWED!

4. When State Parks personne] delit Iy ignore the I of their own Trails Stakeholders Committee,
regarding the merits of multi-use Tral Corridors, and the Project Manager conventently cannot produce meeting mintes which would
prove contrary to his personal agenda for trails, THEN THE GENERAL PLAN 13 BIASED AND FLAWED!

Clearly, the shortcomings of the proposed General Plan are sufficient 1o warrant a thorough review of the document and the
recommendations it contains, and it demands at least a & month extension of the public review and comment period. This review
process MUST include all affected local agencies and govemment officials who were previously left out of the process. The creation
of such an important document must be done as a collaborative effort among all parties, and must consider the regional recreation
needs of the greater Sacramento area, without being colored by present day budgetary constramnts which might favor a "status que®
mmind set

Thank you for your consideration of the information [ have presented here

Mot sincerely.

Mike Finta
(A 20 year neighbor of Folsom Lake SRA and a Trails Stakeholder member)

Be a better friend, newshound, and
know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now. hitp://mebile yahoo.com/._yl1=Ahud6ia 2sRSHMDypackWejhac]
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State Parks and Reclamation are satisfied that the notification process for the
planning process and the CEQA/NEPA documents was more than adequate.
Many local elected officials and/or city and county staff in each of the adjacent
jurisdictions are on the project mailing list of more than 700 names and
received the notification of the release for the Preliminary GP/RMP and Draft
EIR/EIS. Furthet, press releases were sent out to local and regional
newspapers and media, legal notices were placed in local newspapers and
notices were posted at each of the three County Recorders offices. We do not
believe this particular comment is an accurate statement.

Please see Master Response EC-2 (Section 3.3.2).

Comment noted. Without knowing what specific portion of the Preliminary
GP/RMP is being referted to in this comment it is difficult to provide a
meaningful response. A number of proposed changes have been made to the
Preliminary GP/RMP to clatify direction.

Please see Master Response TR-12 (Section 3.7.12).
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Letter 20, page 1

April 24, 2008

Mr. Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks
T806 Folsom-Aubum Rd.
Folsom, CA. 95630

Re: Folsom Lake SRA General Plan/Resource Management Plan
Dear Mr. Micheaels,

The opportunity for expanded recreation and a visionary trail system has been lost with
this current, short sighted version of the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area General
Plan. The existing 1979 Plan is filled with 15 such as
additional marinas, campgrounds, equestrian camping areas and trails, While the older
existing Plan may not represent the current Parks Commission direction, this proposed
Plan clearly has lost all sense of vision of the future of Folsom Lake as a recreation area,
This defective draft plan
« does not provide for any increase in acreage for either the water or land recreation
land use designations
o s filled with internal contradictions with regard to its goals vis a vis the land use
designations
*  has eliminated or reduced many other planned visitor improvements such as
camping and marina capacity
e has failed o recognize and include several key extsting equestrian slaging areas
and trailheads
+ has eliminated all equestrian camping options,
*  proposes lo el 1
»  does not include a key proposal developed through the extensive trail stakeholder
process
e s premised on a statistically questionable visitor survey in regard to the upland
1 izations and interests of trail users
My focus is primarily on the Upland recreation portions of the Plan.  The Folsom Lake
State Recreation trails are an mcreasingly popular, much sought afler, vear round,
recreation opportunity. These trails directly connect to the Western States Trail and the
Pacific Crest Trail. This proposed plan will undermine trail user safety. cause strife
amongst various users and potentially lose community funds and grant money
opportunities because it is missing a key stakeholder proposal; that of the Multi use
Corridor.

1 recreation impr

facility,

an existing equestrian b

“The Draft General Plan/Resource Management Plan (Plan) and the EIS/EIR are
combined herein as one document.” p IV-3 as are my comments below.

20-1:
20-2:

20-3:
20-4:
20-5:
20-6:
20-7:
20-8:

Please see Master Response ALT-2 (Section 3.2.2).

Comment noted. A State Recreation Area (SRA) serves many purposes. The
land use designations attempt to reflect that range in purposes for the SRA.
State Parks and Reclamation do not agree with the comment that the land use
designations are contradictory. See the proposed modifications to the
Conservation land use description in the Proposed Changes to the Preliminary
GP/RMP which is patt of this response to comments document.

Please see Master Response ALT-2 (Section 3.2.2).

Please see Master Response EC-3 (Section 3.3.3).

Please see Master Responses EC-3 and TR-11 (Sections 3.3.3 and 3.7.12).
Please see Master Response MB-1 (Section 3.10.1).

Please see Master Response TR-10 and TR-12 (Sections 3.7.10 and 3.7.12).
Please see Master Response EC-2 (Section 3.3.2).
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Letter 20, page 2

Existing Setting

1. pl-11, The document notes the Sacramento region’s 62% population increase
since 1979 and the increase in urban development on the south end of the Folsom
Lake SRA. however, it lacks a comparative discussion of the extensive rural
areas surrounding Folsom Lake on the north . east and west. As an example.
both the Horseshoe Bar and Granite Bay Community Plans, which cover
essentially 90% of the west side of Folsom Lake from south of Beals Point all the
way to the Folsom SRA north border, are comprised of a majority of rural land
use designations.  Both these plans note that the maintenance of livestock,
particularly horses, is an important component of the rural character of the
community. El Dorado County is also primarily composed of rural parcels along
the length of the east side of Folsom Lake. This information is not only
important for those unfamiliar with the setting but it also plays a crucial role in
development of a more complete and fair depiction of the character and level of
use on the trail system.

2. p11-73 and I1I-79 Misleading statements regarding “the urban” setting:
regarding the increasingly urban setting around the SRA, ... while there are
increasing urban areas south and west there is not now, nor in the next 40years, is
there a reasonable expectation that an urban area will exist around Folsom Lake
SRA. (These statements also contradict adjacent land characterization on page
III-6) Tt is agreed that an increasing population both rural and urban will increase
the demand for trails. The emphasis on the “urban” population throughout the
documents unfairly weights against an equestrian use and thus negates any fair
analysis of impacts to the recreation aspects of the plan. Without accurate
existing information it would be difficult to determine how best to provide the
broadest possible public benefit or balance the demands of a diverse user
population because the unending urban emphasis contains the underlyving
assumption that the user population will not be equestrian related.

Circulation
3. p11-42 While the document notes that bicvele and pedestrian access to the SRA is

s to note the extens

extensive, (Emphasis added) The document ACCCSS
created by efforts of the equestrian community and Loomis Basin Horsemen's
Association in concert with Placer County’s ongoing trail plans to assure
disbursed local ac to Folsom SRA. Aubum Folsom Rd at Los Lagos:
Loomis Basin Horseman sociation {LBHA) obtained and paid for the
services of an attorney to assure the continued access from Auburn Folsom at Los
Lagos. Barton Rd: connects to Beals Point because Placer County and LBHA
worked in concert to develop the Baldwin Lake trail. Lomida Lane: LBHA
worked in concert with the developer and Placer County to create the separated
trail and Sterling Pointe staging area adjacent to the Folsom SRA. The Robie
Foundation and many other equestrian organizations have continued to support
the trail system on and around Sterling Pointe and have paid for signage, trail
maintenance and interpretive signs. Lake Forest Dr: the County and LBHA
have obtained portions of trail along Lake Forest Dr., the remainder of which is

20-9:

20-10:

Comment noted. This portion of the Preliminary GP/RMP is generally
describing the changes in population in the region and residential development
adjacent to the SRA. The term “urban” is used generically. It is correct that
there are some differences in the patterns of development in the areas adjacent
to the SRA. In portions of the SRA adjacent to the City of Folsom, higher
density housing developments have been built immediately adjacent to the
SRA than in portions of the SRA adjacent to El Dorado or Placer County.
However, there are many new residential subdivisions and commercial
developments in both of these Counties which have been constructed adjacent
to or near the SRA lands. The increase in population in the cities and counties
adjacent to the SRA, the new residential development, substantial increases in
traffic, additional commercial developments and improved roadways have all
contributed to a shift in surrounding communities from a rural character to
more of a suburban and urban character. This trend has occurred not only in
the City of Folsom, but also El Dorado Hills and Granite Bay.

The California Public Resources Code stipulates that State Recreation Areas,
including Folsom Lake SRA, are intended to provide multiple recreational
opportunities and to meet other than purely local needs (page I1I-1 of the
Preliminary GP/RMP). Therefore while regional population growth and the
patterns of development immediately adjacent to the park unit are important
considerations in developing a new General Plan/Resource Management Plan,
there are many other factors that have also been considered in the
development of the Plan, including State-wide recreation trends and needs.

Comment noted. This paragraph in the Preliminary GP/RMP is a general
description of the access to the Folsom Lake SRA trail system. The same
paragtraph cited in this comment, on page 1I-42 of the Preliminary GP/RMP,
goes on to note that there is formal and informal access to the trail system in
many of the use areas within the SRA including where city and county streets
and trails terminate at the SRA, this would include some of the specific
examples provided in the comment. The paragraph also states that “regional
trail facilities including segments of the American River Parkway and Pioneer
Express Trail, provide pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian access to and through
the SRA from the surrounding region.” State Parks appreciates the efforts
made by equestrian groups to provide access to the Folsom Lake SRA trail
system.
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included in future development plans to access Folsom SRA. Hector Rd: Placer
County Parks, LBHA and local equestrians have worked tirelessly to obtain and
maintain access to the SRA near Rattlesnake Bar staging area. Whiskey Bar Rd:
LBHA and local equestrians worked long and hard to maintain access to the SRA
from this road and its various connectors. Horsehoe Bar Rd: the potential for a
possible hiker staging area at the east end of this road and the existing roadside
trail was made possible by equestrian involvement in the planning process for
Clos du Lac and Sterling Pointe subdivisions. Eden Roc Rd: the map requires a
separate trail along this public road right away. Placer County Supervisor’s and
Placer County Parks have supported trails connections and the separated trail
alignment along rural roads to provide access to this much sought after trail

3 5. Again, the emphasis
wk of detail regarding
ents of user groups.

main entrance at Douglas Blvd,

aracterization of existing trail user groups flawed:
Visitor surveys:
4. pll-59, Folsom Lake on-site user survey took place one week per month for
three months at various locations. It was a self-administered survey. Of'the 18
locations identified on Table 1 of that survey (attached). equestrians would not be
found in at least 12 of those locations. At one of those locations, the Darrington

locations for
custody lends

Nonetheless, the Park still
feels the findings of the survey effort are important to informing the future
planning for the SRA. 11-59. It has been stated that these survevs where not
mtended 1o be s Iy valid. Not surprisingly given the location of the
surveys, mountain biking outranks equestrian trail use,  With regard to trail users
how will this survey inform the future planning for the SRA7?

5 pll-8. P

the a

‘otential misinformation based on statements in this document regarding
acent Aubum State Ree

* “Primary recreation activities in ASRA include swimming, boating,
fishing, camping, mountain biking, gold panning, off-highway motorcycle
riding, and whitewater rafting. More than 100 miles of equestrian/hiking
trails are located within Auburn SRA, including the Pioneer Express Trail
along the North Fork of the American River which connects the Auburn
and Folsom Lake SRA’s.” (Folsom Lake draft General Plan page II-8)

20-11:

Please see Master Response EC-2 (Section 3.3.2).

State Parks is confident that the survey locations adequately captured the range
of different types of recreation users of Folsom Lake SRA for the purposes of
the survey. Not all types of recreation visitors were necessarily encountered at
every survey location. Boaters for instance, would not have been encountered
at many of the locations which feature upland based facilities. This comment
notes the Darrington Trailhead survey location, which serves a mountain bike
and pedestrian trail. Another sutvey location was Browns Ravine trailhead and
staging area which serves the Browns Ravine to Salmon Falls Trail, which is an
equestrian/pedestrian only trail and hence is an equivalent to the Darrington
Trailhead survey location. State Parks does not believe that there was a bias in
the survey regarding equestrian use.

Regarding the statement that the on-site user survey “is not statistically valid”;
State Parks attempted to explain in public meetings that the purpose of the
survey was not to definitively determine the amount or percentages of
different types of recreation use. The purpose of the survey was to generally
characterize visitor use and patterns in the SRA, to assess visitor satisfaction
with the recreation opportunities and the facilities in the SRA, and find out
what other opportunities or facilities they would like to see developed in the
unit. The telephone survey, which used random sampling methods does
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provide statistically valid information regarding recreation use in the area of
the survey which was Sacramento, El Dorado and Placer Counties. Seventy
five percent of the recreation use of Folsom Lake SRA comes from residents
of these counties (a finding of the on-site user survey).

Because the Folsom survey was a single snapshot in time, it is not possible to
characterize recreation trends through this particular survey. The telephone
survey did contain identical questions to the State-wide recreation survey,
“Public Opinions and Attitudes on Outdoor Recreation”, which is conducted
every five years. It is possible to compare the Folsom Lake SRA telephone
survey with this State-wide survey. The “Report of Findings for the On-site
Survey of Recreation Users and Telephone Survey of Area Residents for
Folsom Lake SRA, 2003 does provide compatrison of data such as
participation in recreation activities in the past 12 months between the 2003
Folsom telephone survey and the 2002 State-wide “Public Opinions and
Attitudes...” survey.

For instance the report for the Folsom Survey compares levels of participation

same trail use activities from the State-wide “Public Opinions and
Attitudes...” survey for the survey years of 1992, 1997, 2002 and 2007.

Table 6.F: Outdoor Recreation Trends for California

Activity 1992 ] 1997 | 2002 | 2007
Walking 88.0% | 84.8% | 91.1% | 74.2%
Trail hiking 54.8% | 58% 68.7% | 46.9%
Bicycling on paved surfaces 45.8% | 42.8% | 45.8% | 36.3%
Jogging or running 30.6% | 28.0% | 35.6% | 39.8%
Mountain biking (unpaved surfaces) 14.6% | 17.7% | 24.0% | 15.9%
Horseback riding 15.6% | 14.2% | 19.2% | 7.8%
Survey data, whether the Folsom user and telephone survey or the State-wide
“Public Opinions and Attitudes...” sutvey is just one source of information
for the GP/RMP process.

As previously indicated, the report from the Folsom Lake SRA survey is

of various types of trail uses. As indicated in Table 6.E below, the participation available on the State Parks website at:

rates are generally similar for these trail recreation activities. http://www.patks.ca.gov/?page id=22322. The State-wide “Public Opinions
and Attitudes...” surveys are also available on the State Parks website at the
following address: http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page id=23880.

Table 6.E: Level of Recreation Activity

Recreation Activity 2002 CA Survey 2003 Folsom 20-12:  Comment noted. Equestrian use and hiking have been added to the list of
Telephone Survey primary recreation activities in Auburn SRA. See the proposed changes to the
Walking for fitness and fun 91.1% 88.8% Preliminary GP/RMP (Section 4.2).
Trail hiking 68.7% 50.6%
Bicycling on paved sutfaces 45.8% 44.0%
Jogging and fitness running 35.6% 27.8%
Bicycling on unpaved surfaces, 24.0% 19.3%
mountain biking
Horseback riding, horse shows 19.2% 10.0%
and events

Because the State-wide survey has been repeated every five years, it does
provide some information regarding trends in outdoor recreation for
California as a whole. Table 6.F, below, compares the participation in these

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
Response to Comments

Vol. 2, Individual Letters and Responses
August 2009

2-46



Chapter 6.0 Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 20, page 4

One, unfamiliar with these two SRA’s could conclude from this that the current
trails are under utilized given that hiking and equestrian use are not primary
activities. This is a surprising, and I think flawed, summation of activities. The
ASRA visitor survey may be the basis for this unfair weighting of activities. It
behooves one to note that of the 35 days of surveys posted on the website, (I have
not been able to obtain the count for October, it is not on the website) “horse
riding” was counted 4 days as a target group , mountain bikers were counted 18
days, no equestrian counts on June and July (usually high equestrian activity
months) and the areas counted often would not include equestrian activity.
(portions of survey attached) T unde
Recreation arcas have huge complex management
variety of users. Nonetheless, these units co
continuous
dribs and drabs
system, The addition of
challenging trails has 1o occur through ¢ 2 not sleight of hand by
burving changes within voluminous complex ative d ts. The
ongoing pattern of omissions relevant to the equestrian community and the lack of
impartiality displaved in official acts and documents are of great concem to the
equestrian community.

6. plIV-2 What changes in equestrian has occurred since 19797 While the 20-13: Please see Master RCSpOﬂSC EC_Z’ EC-3 and TR-10 (SCCtiOIlS 332, 333 and

document notes ... increasingly popular outdoor recreation act iclude
personal watereraft...... running, jogging, and mountain biking. It does not make 3.7.1 O) .
any assessment of whether equestrian use increased or decreased. The Plan also
notes that campgrounds are full on a regular basis, yet it makes no assessment of
the adequacy of the use of equestrian staging areas throughout the plan. Except
the rare mention of the Negro Bar staging area in Alternative 4 where it is said to
be underutilized. But note, no mention that Negro Bar as the start of the
American River 50 endurance race that has occurred in this Park for decades. In
fact, as noted above, the Plan failed to identify several much used, staging areas
and equestrian facilities in the Folsom SRA at all. How has the equestrian use
changed over time? Please include all existing equestrian facilities in the Folsom
SRA.

1d both Folsom Lake and Auburn

with the incredible

ique, world renowned,

ed and changed in
ousted in key portions of the
1 mountain biking

mily oriented

7. Without such an assessment, how do you intend to respond to changing trends as
Per Guideline: VISIT -26 “Upgrade and enhance existing upland recreation
facilities in the SRA to improve access, respond to changing trends in recreation,
and provide a visitor experience that is in keeping with the purpose of such
facilities.” ?

8. III-78 states: “However, the most significant impact on trail use in the SRA has
been the rapid growth in population of the Sacramento metropolitan region which
has increased 62% since the previous General Plan was adopted in 1979.”
Specifically, how has this increase impacted trails? Given, p II-59 most visitors
are a short drive or walk from the park what user type is coming from Sacramento
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arca? What is the character and I»\ el of use that is generated, at this time, from
the i d Sacramento popul Are ians coming to the park
because they have lost rldmg qmonunmua in the Sacramento area? Are there
more mountain bikers, unners from Sacramento? The survey contained home zip
codes of recreation visitors surveyved has there been any analysis of type of visitor
use as it corresponds to zip codes?

Trail Issues
Safety:

9. plI-79 The goal regarding trail user safety seeks o promote “awareness”™ of
safety on the trail system. Please explain what this means.  Interestingly, the
concem for p rsafety is evidenced by numerous
refere d explicit goals 1} the d (An ple, VISIT-11
p 1-71) ‘ni v on trails is the primary issue with equestrians. [ request a

v goal, on par with that given to aquatic recreation users, be
cluded in Iih. trail section of the Plan. Page I11-79 Suggested wording: A trail
m that prov ides a broad public benefit by safely accommodating diverse trail

Existing Conditions re trails

10, plI-73 “Given the increasingly urban setting around the SRA, the demand for
trails will continue to grow.” Once again we see the misleading emphasis on the
wrban sefting aronnd ... What type of trail user will an urban setting generate?
What type of trail user will an increasingly built out rural residential setting
generate?

11. pll-74 Trails represented the primary recreation resource issue. During the trail
user stakeholder meetings, “...equestrian raised concerns about the dangers of
mixing these two uses on one .the pri ¢ concem 0I mountain bikers is
the lack of trail miles in the SRA designated for bike use.

What can the rs and the millions of dollars spent on this Plan bring to bear
on each of these issues, n.gardmg apnmw; recreation resource? Does the Park
keep comprehensive aceid ident reports? Is there signage at the access
points with a Park incident report contact numbers? What information has been
generated from the Folsom Lake Mounted Patrol Unit logs? What location are the
heaviest numbers of complaints coming from? Ias a patrol been placed in these
areas to monitor the high problem areas at all? What is the most popular biking
area? Is there a need or desire from bikers for a bike skills park? Are very wide,
long sight distance, shared use trails built with speed reduction trail impediments
an acceptable trail model for multiuse from a bikers” standpoint? (See attachments
LBHA website incident report examples and biker website re Granite Bay trail
use)

How does Park planning staff/administration weigh in on these concerns
expressed in this document? Since these concerns were presented in this
document, some assessment from Parks perspective would be helpful.

20-14:

20-15:

20-16:

Please see Master Response TR-7 (Section 3.7.7).

Comment noted. See Response to Comment 20-9.

Please see Master Response TR-5 and TR-7 (Sections 3.7.5 and 3.7.7). State
Parks maintains records of incident reports. Many incidents go unreported.
Many of the questions in this comment will be addressed in the T'rail
Management Plan process.
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Letter 20, page 6

Trail Stakeholder Process
12. p 11-74 The trail stakeholder group helped inform the overall goals and
objectives... for the SRA and lay the groundwork for the preparation of a Trail
Management Plan....

If that statement is true then why isn’t the Multi Use Corridor trail designation
referenced specifically under the Guidelines p 111-80 as part of the VISIT
guidelines or objecti This Corridor proposal was supported by bikers and
equestrians and could be supported by community funding, would provide an
opportunity for diverse user groups 1o work together 1o create a round the Lake
trails system that is safe and vet challenging.

The trail stakcholder group, proposed a parallel corridor trail svstem for
mountain bikers and equestrians hikers. A prime area for this,
of the lake, would eventually conneet to other trail systems on the north
of Folsom Lake. While this Draft Plan has taken six vears to complete
there was no real effort o include, at the very least, a conceptual plan for this
trail cormidor proposal. In fact, plll-84 states that parallel limited use t
only require more land but also may have greater impacts on resources than
shared use trails. While that statement may be true in flat terrain, in steep terrain,
where safety issues are compounded. that may not be the case. Well designed
shared use (multi use) trails have to be built to reduce erosion and to
accommodate the safe use of three very different trail users. In steep terrain, this
can best be accomplished with very wide trail beds, the placement of natural
physical impediments to control speed and large cuts to generate sufficiently
shallow back slopes that serve as escape route for hikers and horses. The shallow
backslope and the wide trail width necessitate a very large cut if the trail truly,
safely, accommodates these diverse users. Given the slope and trail width
requirements on steep terrain, it may in fact be more efficient to build two
smaller trails that are tailored to the users needs than to build one large wide trail.
This parallel trail corridor concept must be placed in the Plan as a specific stand
alone guideline so that the opportunity to investigate this potential further is in
place today. Yet, the Plan does include, as a specific guideline, one of the most
unsafe trail management concepts in this Park, the alternate day proposal. (pIII-83
VISIT 44) Given the steep terrain and no emergency escape options on the
existing narrow trails, this proposal was rejected by the equestrians in the
stakeholder meetings. Park staff never indicated that the parallel trail corridor
would not be seriously considered nor that the alternate day proposal would be
given specific direct recognition in the Plan. This patronizing and dismissive
approach to public involvement has undermined not only the opportunity for the
creation of a safe equestrian and challenging mountain bike trail system but also
the potential for unprecedented cooperation between these users. Quite frankly,
it has left many with the thought that “public participation” is a meaningless
activity. (Attachment portion of Power Point presentation to stakeholders
8/28/03)

20-17:

Please see Master Responses TR-10 and TR-12 (Sections 3.7.10 and 3.7.12).
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13, p I11-83 VISIT 44 Alternating dav/time shared use dirt trail. This proposal will
unequivocally endanger trail users. The trails will be “managed” to provide for
opportunity for all types of users. However. the trails would not be designed for
the users, the trails would be located “not located closest to population centers.”,
on “less severe” terrain. Whatever that eryptic description means, we do know
that current management efforts have been ineffective to separate users on
designated trails, to replace destroved signage. to maintain a comprehensive
date base of ncidents 1o respond efTiciently to problem areas. In addition,
emergency response will be delaved due to presumed remote location of these
trails. What agency bears the costs of emergency response in the SRA? Local

s there compensation from the SRA?  The increased need for

response due to management errors or failure of a trail vser to read or

o be borne by somebody, not the t of which is the

is not a trail designation that should even be part of any plan in the

Folsom SRA.

. pll-74 Tt is stated that this General Plan provides elear direction for the
preparation of the Trail Management Plan. In fact the trail designation section.
{p MI-82). VISIT 42 through VISIT 46 is not clear and provides no information in
which to determine even conceptually where and or what type of trails exist now
or are planned for the Park. The trail criteria contain abstract characteristics. Trail
speeds are “moderate”, “variable”, terrain is “less severe”, trails are * not located
closest to population centers.” Please provide concrete terms expressed as a range
of speeds in miles per hour, degrees of slope, or distances in miles etc.

As to the criteria that “The terrain is conducive to providing opportunities for
different types of users to safely pass on another.” (p III-83 etc) What does this
mean? What is the width of the trail bed? What is the slope on either side of the
trail bed?

15. pII-74 The Trail Management Plan (TMP) is a great idea but in the hands of the
wrong person could become an advocacy document that results in the ouster a
user group. Currently, changes to trails in the Park must go before the Parks
Commission. This provides a second look and gives interested parties an
additional hearing body in which to make a case for or against a trail proposal.
Please describe in the Folsom Lake General Plan what process will be followed in
the formulation of the TMP. What opportunities will exist for meaningful public
input? Will there be an appeal process of some type?

. plII-80 Trail Coordinator position in the Gold Fields District. It was stated at the
March 2008 public hearing regarding the form on of this Plan that no
equestrian was on the consultant’s nor the Park’s planning team. Wil the Trail
Coordi position be required to have some level of knowledge of equestrian
trail issues?

20-18:

20-19:

20-20:

Please see Master Response TR-12 (Section 3.7.12).

Please see Master Response TR-10 (Section 3.7.10). Changes to the allowed
use of trails, or other changes to trails are not required to be reviewed and
approved by the State Park and Recreation Commission. The Commission
reviews and approves General Plans and amendments to General Plans. The
State Parks “Planning Handbook” provides guidance on the level of detail to
be included in General Plans.

The trail coordinator position is not an advocate for any one particular trail
user group. Knowledge of appropriate sustainable trail design, construction
and maintenance will be key to this position. Several Gold Fields District staff
have completed or are currently going the Department’s extensive series of
field-oriented instructional courses on trail design, construction and
maintenance. Familiarity with the needs and challenges of all user groups will
also be important to this position and any staff working on trail issues. State
Parks will continue to consult with trail user groups on trail projects and
issues.
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Letter 20, page 8

20-21:  Please see Master Response EC-3 (Section 3.3.3).

17. Throughout the document and on many of the Figures and maps. the icon and
word “trailhead” is used. in each instance please specify if or when a “trailhead
Tudes parking opy ities for eq i

With regard to trail use, it was exj d that the new proy I plan would address
mountain biking trail issues and needs. What was unexpected was the lack of
administrative impartiality. 1am an a long time equestrian and a relatively recent
mountain biker. [ supported the development of mountain bike trail opportunities at one
on the first public meetings addressing trail use policy for FLSRA and ASRA in March
of 1995. Yet, I'm saddened to find Parks administration does not work to unite
equestrians and mountain bikers but continues to exacerbate conflict between these
groups. As noted, the Plan is rife errors relative to equestrian facilities and with things
not said; omissions which lend themselves to a flawed picture of the current use of the
trail systems in both the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area and the adjacent Auburn
State Recreation Area to the north. This biased view will have a deleterious effect on
future trail users of the Park.

Suggested Improvements to the Plan

» Increase the Recreation land use designation acreage in this Plan along the lines
of Alternative 3, Figure 2.C (attached). Notwithstanding the need for discrete
management zones, the overall classification of this unit remains e 20-22: Comment noted. See Master RCSPOHSC ALT-3 (SCCtiOI’l 323)
Recreation Area. The increasing poy locally and regi generating
mcreasing need for trails, camping and vehicle a hrough out this Park,
unlike the aquatic aspect of the Park where water use is relatively seasonal and
dependent on fluctuating water levels, the upland areas are used vear round. The

ased acreage for Recreation land use designations placed in this plan now 20-23: Please see Master RCSpOI’lSCS TR-11 and TR-12 (SCCtiOI’lS 3.7.11 and 3712)

will allow future Park administrations the freedom to further the meet the visitor
needs in this RECREAT .

s Create a Guideline that spe v includes the Parallel Trail Corridor concept.
Many envisioned this concept had the potential to unite the two groups in trail
stewardship, fund raising, trail building and meeting on the ground to address and
resolve user issues in a productive way.

+ Add a goal that explicitly calls for trail user safety

o Provide equestrian camp grounds at Rattlesnake Bar, Mississippi Bar and the
Peninsula area, these areas could also serve as scouting organization group
camping, change the land use designation to recreation

® Add and or improve equestrian parking areas on the south, east and west sides of
Folsom Lake (The east side is particularly important because other extensive trail
systems are developing on this side and ultimately a bridge will be in place at the
North end of the Lake.)

* remove the alternate day concept entirely

e Keep the equestrian boarding concession at Mississippi Bar, change land use to
recreation in the area
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o Identify all existing equestrian facilities and locate them on appropriate maps

e Include an area for technical mountain biking skills park and increase mountain
biking opportunities within the Park but not at the expense of safety to other
users. The trails in Olmstead Loop in the ASRA are a good example of multi use
trails or in the alternate use the parallel trail corridor to accommodate mountain
bike trails.

e Keep the 5 mph area in place from Mormon Ravine down to Rattlesnake Bar

Thank-you, for the opportunity to comment on this Plan.

Sincerely,

Patricia Gibbs

5425 Lake Forest Dr.
Loomis, CA. 95650

Six Attachments
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Letter 21, page 1

%, SIERRA PLACER GROUP

L [ J B P.O. Box 7167, AUBURN, CA 95604

&

April 30, 2008

Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Dear Jim Micheaels:

RE: Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (FL) Preliminary General Plan and
DEIR/DEIS

First, thank you for your flexibility in accommodating citizen input, in extending
the comment deadlines, and for holding the public mectings st varivus venues.

Second, we support the opinion of others and maintain that the DEIR/DEIS does
not sufficiently analyze the negative impacts created with motorized boat use on Folsom
Lake nor does it properly address some health and safety issues. From its inception. 1.
anticipated motor beat usage. but surely the sheer volume of motor boat usage has
increased well beyond what anyone could have predicted. This has created cumulative
negative impacts both from noise Jevels and air and water poliution jssues. Phis General
Plan is a0 perleet opportunity w correet detrimental usage patterns and o create more
sustainable, enjovable experiences for all.

Noise. Forthe “quiet” boaters (canow, kavak, rafl. swimmers. ete.), not only is the
nevse from motor boats almost continuous (on hot. hig wsh and unaceeptable, but
also it ereates complete ahandonment of any opportunily o enjoy the natural ambianee of
the area, particularly upstream from the open lake arca. We realize that the word
“Recreation” may include motor boats. but there is a point at which motorized recreation
expansion has reached such unaceeptable levels that it now resubts in a deterioration of the
recreational expericace Tor others. Motorized boal lake usage must be curtailed.

For shoreline I'L users. the noise impacts are horrendously annoving. We

personalhy participated in Heron monitoring (observing rookery for hours at a time, across
from Anderson islandy, | ding “disturban:
~coping work due o o reguirement to record a
resorted to bringi

could hardfy conduct conlinuous
boaters passing the ishtd. We tinaily
tape recorder because recording the number and high level of noise

caused by motorized boats poing in all dircetions was too freguent to alfow for waiching

- atong trails, even when out of sight of the shoreline. are
suhjected o unacceptable noise levels from motorized boats. Phat same non-muitiered
noise fevel wouhd be iflegal on public streets. in viojation of the vehicle code. Why should

As shown in the ambient noise levels measured in the project vicinity, the
areas with boating activity as the dominant sources had ambient noise levels
ranging from 37.2 to 44.4 dBA L, with maximum noise levels ranging from
55.9 to 59.8 dBA Liax. Other areas were dominated by vehicular traffic noise
and had higher ambient noise levels. The range of measured boat noise in the
shoreline/upland areas is below the 70 dBA L,y noise standard identified by
all affected local jurisdictions, and is not expected to significantly affect hikers
along trails. Similatly, none of the local jurisdictions surrounding the project
site has established any noise standards for “quiet” users of the recreational
areas. Limiting the speed of boats or restricting motor boats in a specific area
is not required per noise impact and is at the discretion of the project
proponents.
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all FL users be subjected to such noise levels when it’s considered bad enough to result in
arrests elsewhere?

Due to sound enhancing characteristics of “upstream™ waterways (as opposed 1o the
wpen lake areas) with em ments on all sides, noise in these areas is amplified. We

propose two conditions .h11 should be |mr‘h mented in 1h I L General Plan:

L'.uupgruun.l upsiream, ]'iu\u owners would still be .al.lx Lo ubifioe i|lL areas in zJu siline
non-motorized manner as other users—hiking. biking. riding. swimming_ kavaking.
canoeing. rafting, ele.

(2) At least one day per wecek should be destgnated as limited-motorized boat day«
on the entire FL arca with access to shorelines limited 1o only close proximity (o boat
launching arcas (with Rattlesnake Bar being nently oft imits to any motorized
faunching). and no motorized boating aceess to cither the North Fork American River
upstream from Beeks Bight. or the South Fork American River upstream trom Peninsula
Campyround. Both forks of the Amerivan River must have a repricve from the soise one
K is not exeessive - especially when considering that the vast hody of take
available to motorized boats
rent in these proposals is the permanent closure of motorized floaation device
from Rattlesnake Bar. That faunch and take-out area must be reserved for non-
motorized tloatation devices onlyv-- rafts. canoes. kavaks. ete.

With these two motorized boating restriction and {imitation proposals implemented.
neise impacts would be greatly reduced at least in the sensitive areas, yet motorized users
would still have a huge major 3 ining for reereational aetivities. “Quict”
or non-motorized Noatation d would notf ereate any toud or continuous noise
disturbances, and overall appreciation ol FL by other non-hoating users would be ereatly
enhanced.

Last. hanning motorized hoats in ne way bans those same boat owners from nsing
the lake: it is just their motors that are banned. This merely equalizes the use. prm;umn
and enjoyment of the FIL resources and docs not ereate a hardship for anyone cryone
can still hike, bike, ride. or use the water arcas but not ercate the noise impacts. Uis a fair
and just proposal.

day per wi

Health and Safety of Non-Motorized Boaters/Water Users. Due to the
increased motorized boating activity on FL, and even more critically, due to the fack of
resources for enforcement of existing rules and regalations. we request that all motorized
Lake activities be banned on the North Tork American River from Beeks Bight upstream.
irst. i a quict user (eanoe, kavak. ralt. swimmer. ¢te.y is on the fake. even where

speed limits are posted, we have had first hand experiences of motor boats creating wakes
that can/do cay non-maotorized tloatation devices. When added to the numerous
motorized boaters who ignore speed limits with impunity. the risks t ron-motorized quict
users is too high to allow to continue

Second. with the restoration of the Nerth Fork American River ¢Auburn State Ree
Arca) and opening of the new seetion of the river, more quiet users will be using that
spevific area To have to dodge water skiers. jet hoats. and other speeding motorized boats
asking for trouble. We know from these DEIR:DEIS documenis that more boats
i that

is stmpt

will be he fake: we know from the restoration project ttunnel closing npstrea

ing
more Juiel asers will be coming downstieam swith probable take out at Ratticsnake

21-2:

Under the Preliminary GP/RMP, the 5 mph speed zone would be shifted
from the current location about one mile upstream of Rattlesnake Bar to a new
location immediately upstream of Rattlesnake Bar to reduce safety and noise
impacts of motorized boating on non-motorized aquatic recreation (Please see
Master Response BOAT-1, Section 3.5.1). At lower Lake levels, as is the
current practice, this 5 mph zone will be shifted downstream of Rattlesnake
Bar as necessary to provide for boater safety.

Sound propagates in all directions in open lake areas. In a narrow lake with
embankments filled with hard surfaces (concrete or hard wood, etc.), there is a
potential that sound would bounce back and forth within the embankments
and potentially amplifying the sound. However, the width of the narrow area
of the lake needs to be less than 10 times the height of the embankment in
order to have any measurable increase (or amplification) of the sound within
the embankments. Based on the site configuration, it is not expected that this
scenatio would occur and have any measurable increase in the boat noise.
Similarly, none of the local jurisdictions surrounding the project site has
established any noise standards for “quiet” users of the recreational areas.
Limiting the speed of boats or restricting motor boats in a specific area is not
required pet noise impact and is at the discretion of the project proponents.
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3

The combination and potential “collision™ of quiet users with motorized users cannot be
justified on anv level, especially when such a potential for injury can be easily avoided by
a restriction or ban of motorized activities,

It 15 obvious from looking at any map of FL. that lake surface remaining for
melorized boaters (with a ban on any motorized activity upstream from Beeks Bight) s
more than adequate, The health and safety issues will be of such benefit o warrant the ban
as sugpesied.

L

just as a heavy influx of visitors 1o the park on extremely hot summer davs
can result in filled-1o-capacity parking lows and a wming away of visitors, we suggest thit

boat usage be limited as well, A reasonable number of boats should he established: and 21-3: The Prehminary GP/RMP provjdes an extensive discussion of visitor capacity,

when met, no more motorized boats should be allowed aceess o the lake, This alse . . . . .

redices health and safety risks forall wsers. FL must be viewed as a lmited reconrse and including boating density and capacity on Folsom Lake. Please see pages I11-

ot s an unlimited play ground for anyone who purchases a motor, Just as filled-io- 113 through 111-119 of the Preliminary GP/RMP. The Prelirninary GP/RMP

capacity parking lots actas ade facto “sold out™ of the FL FBicilities, so shoubd motorzed . . . . .. .

fake access be fimited. also provides a guideline to monitor and assess resource and visitor experience
Folsom Lake is a wonderful recreational area, especially now as a retreat from COIldlthﬁS and to lmplement actions lf unacceptable 1rnpacts are occurrmg

surrounding sprawt with all its impacts. We urge FL officials to utilize the precautionary (CAPACITY_Z’ page T11-1 20)

principles 1o keep FLLa wonderful place to visit with all its recourses fully protected.
‘Thank vou for considering our views.

7//414/74 /é&fk 2

Marilyn Jasper, Chair

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
Response to Comments August 2009

2-55



Chapter 6.0

Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 22
Rattlesnake Bar quiet area Page 1 of 1
From: bradkearmns 1 963 @ gmail.com on behalf of Brad Kearns [bradi@ bradkeams.com]

ednesday, May 28, 2008 3:41 PM
To: Micheaels, Jim
Subject: Rattlesnake Bar quiet area

Dear Jim,

1 am writing with respect to the draft General Plan and EIR for this
project. [ am the race

director of the Aubum Triathlon, held every May at Rattlesnake Bar. I believe
that limiting use of the Rattlesnake Bar area to quiet users, would
enhance our use of the area and effectively mitigate the negative
impacts of motorboat noise, air quality and safety on our athletes.

Cnrr athletes train for running and swimming as well as for pleasure

on the trails and waters of the Folsom Lake SRA. There are very few
open waters in inland California where our athletes can sa
Few, if any of the trails along and above the shoreline are
noise, pollution and safety hazards caused by motorboats. The engine
noises can be heard for lang distances. The noxious fumes linger long
after the motorboats have left the area. Even one motorboat causes all
of these negatives creating a radically disproportionate effect on all

quiet users such as our athletes. | believe that the project EIR
Tailed 1o adequately identify and

mitigate these impacts.

If Rattlesnake Bar was available only to quict users, our athletes
would be able to nn and swim |, both individually and in group training
without motor noise and without imhaling and smelling petroleum
pollution. On behall of our athletes, we ask that you limit use of the
Hattlesnake Bar area to quiet users.

Sincerely,
Erad Keams

Brad Kearns

Ph&Fax: 530-888-9911

bradventures.com - healthy nutrition products
auburntriathlon.com - May 18, 2008
runningschool.org - kids fitness program

file://P:\Folsom (WRT230)\RTC\WRT230 Letters\Email Public Comments on EIR & GP\B. Kear... 9/12/2008

22-1:

22-2:

Please see Master Response BOAT-1 (Section 3.5.1).

During high lake levels, the 5mph speed zone would be shifted upstream of
Rattlesnake Bar under the Plan to reduce safety, noise and air quality impacts
of motorized boating on non-motorized aquatic recreation (Please see Master
Response BOAT-1, Section 3.5.1).

For a discussion of air quality impacts of motorized boating, see response to
Comment 1-2.

For a discussion of noise impacts of motorized boating, see response to
Comment 26-1.
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Terry Schutten, County Exeeutive
Paul J. Hahn, Agency Administrator

Municipal Services Agency

Department of Regional Parks
Gary J. Kukkola, Director

pon: ¥
A rgRa

County of Sacramento
May 28, 2008

Jim Micheaels

Jold Fields District
California State Parks
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folzom, CA 95630

RE: Commentson the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area Preliminary General
Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft
Envir al Impact S t

Dear Mr. Micheaels:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the documents referenced above. Sacramento County Regional
Parks (County Parks) has the following comments on the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA)
Preliminary General Plan/Resource Management Plan (Plan) and the DEIR/DEIS.

As stated in the Plan, State Parks will continue to coordinate trail system planning and development of
local trail connections with neighboring agencies, including the establishment of a Trail Coordinator
position, and the preparation of a Trail Master Plan for the SRA. County Parks would like to participate
more fully in the planning and development efforts related to the Trail Master Plan, particularly within
the Lake Natoma section of the SRA, as planning and development in this area will have the greatest
impact on County Parks.

*arking lots, restrooms, drinking fountains and other infrastructure that ensure a safe and comfortable
recreation experience are critical elements for any well-functioning park and recreation system. County 23_’1: State Parks bChCVCS the Prehmjnary GP/RMP pI‘OVidCS an appropriate balance
Parks staff is concerned that the increasing number of visitors to the SRA may have a serious and . . . I .
detrimental impact on County Parks facilities and those of neighboring agencies if adequate facilities are of expansmn and 1mprovement of recreation use and fac1ht1€s, protectlon of
not provided within the SRA, as visitors to the SRA may travel outside the State portion of the American
River Parkway to use restrooms and other facilities. As planning and development efforts progress,

areas with important natural resources and cultural resources and maintaining

County Parks would like some assurance that adequate restrooms and other facilities will be constructed ara : : e
or installed within the Lake Natoma portion of the SRA, proportionate to the number of expected A ﬂgC Of recrea.tlon CXpCI'lCﬂCCS ﬁﬂd opportumtles ftOI’l’l dCVClOpCd to .
S primitive recreation. Please see Master Responses ALT-1 and ALT-2 (Sections

3.2.1 and 3.2.2).

An increasing number of visitors to the SRA may provide opportunities for revenue
enhancement, allowing park entry fees and reservation fees to be utilized for eapital
improvements and veereation facility expansion. County Parks has utilized this strategy
to make improvements at a number of our facilities, but this topic was not specifically
addressed in the SRA Plan.

3711 Branch Center Road » Sacenmento, Californin 93827 » phone (916) 875-6961 » fax (O16) BT5-GO30 » www siocounty.met
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The City of Folsom, in their comments of April 20, 2008, states that the City would like to increase
recreation opportunities in the Lake Natoma section of the SRA, by revising the land use designations for
Natoma Shore South from Conservation to Medium Intensity Recreation, and Negro Bar from Medium
Intensity Reereation to High Intensity Recreation. The proposed changes in land use designations would
allow many more visitors to utilize these areas, and the Lake Natoma section as a whole. While
increased usage may be desirable in terms of revenue enhancement for both State Parks and the City of
Folsom, the required infrastructure improvements, operations and maintenance activities, and potential
visual & auditory intrusions resulting from a greater concentration of visitors at these locations may be
detrimental to the recreation experience for most users of the Lake Natoma section of the SRA.

However, thoughtful site choices, sereening, and other design elements may mitigate the potential
negative effects of increased recreational development,

County Parks would like to encourage State Parks to find a balance between conservation of natural
resources and providing recreation opportunities for anticipated increased visitors in the coming years,
Securing maintenance and operations resources for recreation and park facilities is always challenging,
and concentrating on providing revenue generating passive and aetive recreation opportunities and
concession operations in these areas to support operations is a possible solution. The City of Folsom
could be a prospective partner in this endeavor,

As noted in the March 8, 2008 comments sent to you by Rob Roth, several commercial, residential and 232 State Parks has been and will continue to be involved in local land use

ity projects have been constructed adjacent to the Lake Natoma section of the SRA that present i i
visual and physical intrusions upon this portion of the SRA and the American River Parkway. County planmng and development that mlght affect the lands, resources and uses
Parks staff believes that the implementation of enforceable planning and zoning codes, similar to that of ithi 1 k .. . .
the County’s Parkway Corridor Combining Zone, has the potential to limit the physical and visual within Folsom Lake SRA. This includes involvement and Commentlng on

intrusions into the landscape, without restraining economic development. County Parks omes the : hy £ I >
opportunity to comment on development plan for projects within the Lake Natoma viewshed. Comments pI‘O]CCtS within Sacramento County that are within the County S ParkWﬂY

would be based on American River Parkway Plan objectives for limiting impacts to the American River Corridor Comb1mng Zone, such as the Rockridge Plaza development. Within

Parkway. . .
Sacramento County, much of the land adjacent to the SRA has been built out.

Staff at County Parks commends the spirit of cooperation with neighboring agencies incorporated into 4 :

the documents, and thank you again for the opportunity to review the documents. Parks staff presented .II’IVOI.VCant n 1OC.2.1. la'nd use planmng and development that affects the SRA

these remarks to the Sacramento County Recreation and Park Commission (RPC) at their Thursday, 1S an 1mportant aCt]Vlty, however there are limits to the staff time ava_ilable for

May 22 meeting. The RPC approved the above comments, with the inclusion of a statement of support .

for the City of Folsom proposal to add a pedestrian, bicyele and boating access to Lake Natoma from this purpose.

historic Old Town Folsom. The RPC also directed Parks staff to remain engaged with State Parks in the
process of SRA development.

Please contact me by phone at (916) 875-4162 or by email at kollingg@saccounty.net if you have any
questions or comments.

Sincerely,

Guy Kolling, ASI

Associate Landscap® Architect

CC:  Joe Luchi, City of Falsom
Ted Wolter, Office of Roberta MacGlashan
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Folsom SRA General Plan

From: Robert Kramer [rikramend vahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2008 11:30 AN

To: Micheaels, Jim

Subject: Folsom SRA General Plan

Dear Mr. Micheaels,

As a mountain bikmg trail user in the Folsom Lake
State Recreation Area, | support the motions in the
DEIR/DEIS that call for more mountain bike legal
trails. Specifically, I fully suppon

3 Contiguous/uninterrupted mountain bike legal trails
| that encircle the entire shorelines of both Folsom
Lake and Lake Natoma, in addition 1o a mountain bike
legal din trail connection 1o the the existing

Olmstead Loop trail in Cool. | would be happy to
volunteer my time and energy for any trail building or
trail maintenance work in arder to make any of these
trails a reality

1 1 strongly oppose extending the review period
Iy proposed, and urge State

‘arks. immediately on a Unit Trails Plan.
I think the DEIR/DEIS does a good job addressing needs
of the biking user ¢ gency in
our community. With that said, [ hope the Agency can
mowe forward on the Trail Master Plan sooner than
Tater

In the future we would like to be notified of all

public events relating to the SRA General Plan process
and also of all public activities relating 10 the Unit
Trails Plan (Trails Master Plan / Trails Management
Flan)

I thank you for all of your hard work: thus far
Best Regards,

Robert F, Kramer

Friendly Mountain Biker
8061 Trevi Way

El Dorado Hills, CA 25762

Be a better friend, newshound, and
know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now. hitp-/mobile yahoo.com/,_ylt=Ahuléi6 2sREH Dy pacsWgotac)

file://P:\Folsom (WRT230)\RTC\WRT230 Letters\Email Public Comments on EIR & GP\R. Kra...
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24-1:

24-2:

Please see Master Response TR-5, TR-6 and TR-8 (Sections 3.7.5, 3.7.6 and

3.7.8).

Please see Master Response TR-10 (Section 3.7.10).
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Letter 25, page 1

April 30, 2008

lim Micheaels
California State Parks
Gold Fields District

REF: Comments, Preliminary General Plan and EIrfEIS, Folsom State Recreation Area

Mr, Micheaels,

Equestrians have goneto great lengthto participate in the public process associated with the
Preliminary General Plan/EIR for Folsom Lake State Recreation Area. WMoreover, while it has been a
privilegeto do so, it has produced disappointing results,

Inthe pages that follow, a discussion has been prepared that includes Demographics and User Groups,
Equality, Economic Impact, Trail designation and the Perception Theaory, These commitments reflect the
same requests and the same concerns that equestrians have voiced to Parks for years, We retain the
hope that at some point the message delivered inthese commitments will show upinthe attitude and
actions taken by Park management,

DEMOGRAPHICS AND USER GROUPS

Californians age 65 & older are projected to be the
fastest growing age group between 2000 & 2020

5
g
£
%
g

Percent Incr

04 519 024 2584 65&Older [otal
Age Group Fop.
INTRODOUCTION

It iz very hard to understand how an experienced tearn of Park managers could generate a planthat 25_1 . Please see Master RCSpOﬂSC EC_3 (Section 3 3 3)
unirtentionally omits so many existing equestrian facilities. & simple proofing of the document should ' it

hawe caught this enormous group of errors, Recreational horse riding is documented as rapidly growing
sport but we have been granted fewer facilities in the 2007 plan than in the 19738 plan,
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Parks failed to research the demographics and trends of the California horse industry. More
recreational horses reside than any California (315,000 horses or ¥ of the states total horse population)
than any other state in the union’. Approximately 150,000 of those horses reside in the counties
surrounding Folsom Lake. The estimated 400,000 horses that are presently involved in racing or showing 25-2: Please see Master RCSpOﬂSC TR-11 (SCCtiOIl 3.71 1) AlSO, see response to
will retire to a I?ss dlemandmg s?nrt ane day such as trail rldlng.l \:'\re request that Parks exercise the comment 20_1 1 regarding survey data and recreation trends.

necessary foresight in the planning process to accommaodate this influx of present and future

equestrians wanting trail space, horse camps and other facilities.

After participating in the public process for more than 6 years, it is disappointing to find that the
hundreds of similar requests for camps and safe trails submitted by equestrians were virtually brushed
over.

A tremendous amount of public money has been spent on a plan that is hard to read, sets up a
diminishing environment for a quality experience, publishes invalid user data and fails to address the
safety concerns repeatedly expressed by equestrians. Equestrians are so poorly represented in this
plan that some are now referring to the equestrians as a phantom user group.

A single user group that is significant enough to pump $7.0 Billion a year into the economy of this state,
create employment of 130,000 people and pay $210 Million dollars each year in taxes, should certainly
be significant enough to warrant fair and appropriate consideration in the new General Plan for the
Folsom SRA.

DEMOGRAPHICS AND TRAIL USER GROUPS

Califormians age 65 & cider are projected 1o be the
fastest growing age group betwren 2000 & 2020

"Demographic data can be very useful in program design. Consider how your program offerings

! Delaitte, 2005, The Econamic Im pact of the California Horse Industry
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would vary if your visiting public were primarily families with young children versus adult groups with no
children. What if the majority of your users were elderly?"” This quote is taken directly for State Parks’
Planning/Basic Interpretation Handbook 08/2004, and happens to apply directly to planning oversights
in the Folsom SRA where the demographics of park visitors are not proportionately represented. It
appears that Parks may have assumed that as the population grows the various user groups would not
change in ratio to each other. Current data says exactly the opposite.

Data on population growth is abundant and all of the projections identify the “60 and over” group as the
largest, most active and financially influential and will continue to be over the next 20 years. Inthe
Annual Report to the Governor on the State Park System 2004-2005 it is acknowledged that the age
group of 65 and over is growing 3 times faster than other age groups’. The 2007 Preliminary Plan makes
no mention of the dramatic changes in the types of recreation and recreational expectations that this
shift in population will make.,

Statically, the d. graphics and rec i p es of eq ians parallel that of the baby
boomers. Fifty-two percent of California horse owners are age 45 and over. The age group 32 - 44
makes up another 33%. These baby boomers will be retiring and looking for places to ride their horse,
camp, and entertain their grandchildren along side those that want to bird watch, stroll, hike, run and
generally recreate in a passive manner.

The foreseeable increase in equestrian trail riding and the population explosion in the age group 60 and
over clearly dictates a need for more facilities for passive use. The purpose of the General Plan would
be better served by deemphasizing mechanized usage and refocusing on how Parks is going to meet the
passive recreational needs of those ages 60 and over,

EQUALITY

The apparent struggle to appease mountain bike riders with equal trail mileage inside the Folsom SRA is

an unnecessary challenge . State Parks has succumbed to years of pressure from IMBA and allowed the

mountain biking interest of current and past employees to overshadow the desires of the general public,
including equestrians.

Thase that use trails on foot and travel 3-5 mph make up at least 85-90% of the total trail user group.
Parksis Ily aware of the ¢ laints from this group but responds with a deaf ear. As a trail user
group, mountain bikes make up perhaps 10-15 percent, maybe less. Because Parks does not enforce
their own trail regulations or that of the California Vehicle Code, bands of mountain bikes ride all trails
uninhibited regardless of designation. Some cyclists capitalize on this open door policy to nat only ride
illegally but also recklessly. In essences Parks has blessed this behavior and worse, succumbed to the
attitude that all trials are now multiuse by de facto.

’hltp:ﬁww—w.pm» e {735/ Files/BIL 4 Vanning adf
3

25-3:

Please see Master Responses EC-2, TR-11 (Section 3.7.11) and the response to
comment 20-11. The telephone and on-site visitor surveys conducted in 2003
for Folsom Lake SRA both contained demographic information. As stated in
the response to comment 20-11, planning staff also reviewed other sources of
demographic and recreation trend information including the “Public Opinions
and Attitudes on Outdoor Recreation”, a State-wide survey conducted by
California State Parks every five years.

The fact that the population in general is getting older and that the majority of
horse owners are over 45 years of age does not necessarily lead to the
conclusion that equestrians use will therefore increase as the average age of the
general population increases. The data in the State-wide survey that is the basis
of the “Public Opinions and Attitudes on Outdoor Recreation” indicates that
equestrian use remained relatively flat between 1992 and 2007.

Finally, State Parks does not consider that equestrian use is any more of a
“passive” outdoor recreation activity than mountain biking.
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In other words, because Parks cannot control the illegal a ties (illegal riding, speeding. vandalism,
night riding, etc) those on foot (85-90%) must spend their time on the trail dodging bikes and fearing the
next blind corner. How exactly does this correspond to the creation of a General Plan for a park that
serves those ages 50 and over? And, how does this utilize the 2005 Park and Recreation (report) on
Trends in California which says “In a 2002 survey, the top 10 adult or family outdoor activities were
walking, driving for pleasure, visiting historic sites, attending cultural events, beach/pool activities,
wisiting picnicking at developed sites, wildlife viewing, trail hiking, and using open turf areas.
Annually, average participation days ranged from more than 100 for walking to about 7.5 for visiting

museums”?

Ignoring existing problems with multiuse trails is a kin to say drunk drivers on highways cannot be
controlled so let's quit trying and just legalize drunk driving. Drunk drivers are a minority group but their
behavior has a grave impact on all other drivers. No one thinks that bad behavior should be rewarded
by increasing the freedom of a habitual criminal and certainly no one shrugs off a significant problem
Just because it is a struggle to control.

For the number of mountain bikers in this area, trails abound. The US Forest Service, Bureau of Land
Management, Bureau of Reclamation, Placer County, El Dorado County, Sacramento County offer
hundreds of miles of trail open to cyclist. State Parks is under no obligation to reduce the number of
hiking/equestrian trail miles in order to give more miles of mountain bikes when the total trails miles in
the region more than compensates for the disparate of 11 miles of trail that is now off limits to bikes in
the Folsom SRA.

Furthermore, an incalculable amount of public money has been spent on roadside bike lanes (which are
open ta mountain bikes but not foot traffic). Even though the bike lanes were created to accommaodate
commuters, it is the sport of cycling that has received the biggest boost from these funds. No other
sport in this state has profited from even a remately similar application of tax payer maoney.

Whether you are talking about mountain bikes or road bikes, tax payer money funds both and it's now a
duplicate expenditure. Multiuse trails 4-5 ft wide [necessary only for the accommodation of careless
mountain bikes) are more expensive to build and maintain than the footpaths (18-20 inches wide) that
foot traffic has shared for centuries. Multiuse trails do not carry more people, they accommodate
mountain bikes by allowing (theoretically) room for other trail users to escape a collision.

Furthermore, “year after year in this decade, the bike industry is seeing its $6 billion in sales stay close
to flat. The number of adult bicycle riders has dropped significant.*

 Adventure Cyclist, John Schubert, Nov-Dec 2007
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So, are we stressing over a sport that is on the decline? | do not expect to see very many trail users in
the 60 and over age group riding mountain bikes.

It seems that mountain bikes might be the dying breed, not horses.

ECONOMIC IMPACT

The economic impact of the equestrian community has been completely overlooked in the decision
making process that preceded the Preliminary General Plan. A key component of the General Plan for
Placer County and El Dorado County is the retention of “a country life style” and “open space”. The
simplest and most economical way of satisfying this goal is to create an environment that is friendly to
agriculture. Farmers and rancher, including horse owner, presently hold title to most of the privately
owned acreage in this region and in so doing, they offer everyone the welcome sight of open pastures,
grazing animals, productive crops, long rows of country fencing and quiet ponds.

When the demise of recreational opportunities and zoning changes in favor of development spoils the
opportunity to live “a country life style” , those who own the open spaces will sell out. Land is a high
priced commodity and at some point land owners will open the flood gates to development by selling to
the highest bidder.

When Parks overlooks the requests from equestrians for simple facility improvements and assistance in
making the trail system safe, a critical user group becomes dissatisfied and one more strike against the
retention of a rural lifestyle has been dealt to this region.

The equestrians of this state and particularly this region contribute

TRAIL DESIGNATIONS
The guidelines for trails in the Folsom SRA are vague, apparently by design. However, a tone set by the 25-4: Please see Master Respoﬂse TR—lZ (SCCUOYI 3.7.1 2).
State Parks that insists on pursuing multiuse trails above others where possible. Given the prevailing
attitude, the terminology “shared” causes alarm. Particularly when the use of multiuse corridors is not
included.

Equestrians have pledged their support to the theory of multiuse trails but, given that their safety
concerns are regarded as mere perceptions, they will not support multiuse where speed limits are not
enforced and trails are not maintained to multiuse standards.

Under no circumstances will equestrians support alternating day use. Itis a clear ticket to disaster.
Folsom SRA is a destination location and people come from all parts of the State to ride the trails of the
American River canyon. Sitting in their campsite waiting for their turn on the trails tomorrow is not an
acceptable vacation experience. Local people who work and have 2 consecutive days off per week, will
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be able to ride only one of those days. IF they miss that one day, they can ride again until their next
group of days off.

Parks like to say that odd/even days is being used other places successfully. Not true. | make at least
one trip per year to Pt Reyes National Seashore where some trails are designated odd/even and some
trails do not allow horses on the weekend. In order to enjoy this phenomenal destination, | have to
take 2 days off work. One for the drive, usually a Thursday, so that | can ride the restricted time trails
on Friday. This is not a successful allocation of trail time and it does nothing to curb illegal bike riders. It
is not a solution for any of the problems brought on by incompatible users being indiscriminately mixed
on poorly maintained trails.

THE PERCEPTION THEORY

According to the policies, statements and publications issued by California State Parks, US Forest
Service, Bureau of Land Management, National Parks, Sierra Club, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission and the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeal, the addition of mountain bikes to public trails
increases the danger of injuries to other trail users and the likelihood of conflict.

The entire concept of multiuse trails stems from the need of those on foot to escape collisions with
mountain bikes. Areasonable interpretation of this concept is that the bikes bring a danger to the trails
that did not exist before and that a measure, multiuse trail standards, needed to be implemented to
defray the added danger.

Parks and most other agencies do not keep a database of incident reports. Sadly, the absence of data
has been misinterpreted, even by the agencies themselves, to mean “no incidents”. Worse yet is the
official that degrades the concerns of hikers and equestrians to the level of a “perception”. | hear
“perception” and | am reminded that many of our trail safety issues are the result of no management or
poor management. To classify legitimate concerns that are based on actually experiences as
“perceptions” is a transparent way for an agency to ignore the problems they don’t want to address.

In closing, | would encourage Parks to revisit the entire Plan and either adopted the No Action option or
severely edit the Preferred Plan or Plan Il to include the mountains of feedback provided to you by the
public, equestrians in particular.

Respectfully,

Janet Peterson

P.0. Box 1320

Meadow Vista, CA 95722
(530) 878-4750
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February 29, 2008

Sharon Roseme

9217 Los Puentes Rd.
Newcastle, CA 95658
sroseme@garlic.com

VIA mail and email
Jim Michaels
Gold Fields District
California State Parks
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom. CA 95630
jmiche@parks.ca.gov
Re: Folsom Lake SRA General Plan Update

Dear Jim,

I am writing with respect to the draft General Plan and EIR for this

project. First, | want to say that -overall-both documents are are excellent,

particularly the Plan. The EIR comprehensively identifies and evaluates the
negative impacts and the Plan addresses them with effective mitigation
measures. In addition, implementation of the Plan as drafted would add
immeasurably to all facets of use and preservation of the lake and the
rest of the SRA.

However, | do not believe that the EIR adequately measures or
describes the negative impacts caused by an increase in motorboat use of
the lake on other “quiet” users of the lake such as paddlers, fisherman,
swimmers users on the shoreline and uplands areas of the Folsom SRA. In
particular, the unigque and extremely negative effects ol noise and air
quality caused by motorboaters using the Middle North Fork (AQ) area
on the quiet users of that area and those upland areas contiguous to it are
not addressed and no mitigation measures are identified to reduce or
alleviate those impacts.

I propose that-at a minimum-the Plan’s proposal of a 5 mph
speed limit for motorboats on the Middle North Fork (AQ) between
Rattlesnake Bar and Mormon’s Ravine be changed to a full prohibition of

26-1:

Given that the perception of noise can be highly variable, the accepted practice
is to measure noise levels to maximize noise level standards. All local
jurisdictions surrounding the project site, including Sacramento County, El
Dorado County, Placer County, and City of Folsom, have a maximum noise
level standard of 70 dBA L during daytime hours for non-transportation
noise sources that is applicable to the motor boat noise on shoreline or upland
propetty lines and recreation/forestry (Placet County only). None of the local
jurisdictions has noise standards regulating the boat noise against other
recreational activities. As shown in the ambient noise levels measured in the
project vicinity, the areas with boating activity as the dominant sources had
ambient noise levels ranging from 37.2 to 44.4 dBA L.q, with maximum noise
levels ranging from 55.9 to 59.8 dBA L. Other areas were dominated by
vehicular traffic noise and had higher ambient noise levels. The range of
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measured boat noise in the shoreline/upland areas is below the 70 dBA Liax
noise standard identified by all affected local jurisdictions.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-3 states that, the California Harbors and
Navigation Code Division 654.05 establishes noise levels, 75 dB(A) shoreline
measurement, for boats operating on inland waters and within one mile of the
coastline. Additionally NOISE-3 indicates that State Parks can enforce
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, section 4320 regarding peace and
quiet in State Park units. Enforcement of these two existing regulations would
reduce recreational boating noise impacts to a less than significant level.
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motorboats in this area , that its designated land use be changed from
Recreation-medium to Conservation and that use of this area be limited to
“guiet “ users. [ also believe that additional mitigation measures to deal
with the negative impacts of motorboats in the entire SEA on quiet users
be further explored for feasibility. Such measures could include
providing a shoreline “channel” for quiet users by extending the existing 5
mph speed limit area o at least 200 yards along one side{probably the
east) of the lake, identification of other areas which could be closed to
motorboat use, a modification of the quiet day concept to apply only in
the offseason, enlargement of the existing swimming areas and similar
ideas.

SUMMARY

Limiting the use of all of the Rattlesnake Bar aquatic areas to quiet
users would mitigate the noise, safety and air quality impacts of
motorboats in a manner which is feasibly, easily implemented, easily
enforced and less costly than a 5 mph speed limit. The limitation would
SUBSTANTIALLY reduce the impact of noise , safety and air quality on a
wide variety of users including:
1)On the lake:

People powered watercraft such as kayaks and canoes,
people powered fishing boats, and swimmers
2)On the uplands:

Hikers, joggers, runners, athletes, shoreline fishermen, history
students, nature students, indigenous peoples, schoolchildren, equestrians
and other users on the trails contiguous to the lake area -particularly
with respect to the planned nature trail on the west side. If the
contemplated trail along the east side is open to mountain bikes and other
wheeled quiet users, they too would be among the benefitted groups.

At present, quiet users of the lake must navigate and endure almost
a mile of motorboats to reach the “zone of serenity and nature
appreciation” in the Upper North Fork (AQ) area. This task is too daunting
for all but the most intrepid of quiet watercraft and is almost wholly
impossible for swimmers. The limitation would not conflict with the goal
of increasing launch facilities as the launch ramp and adjacent parking
could still be fully available to motorboats. They’d simply not be able to
turn north up the river. The limitation would leave full access to all of the
Rattlesnake Bar uplands area -especially the shallow shoreline to the south
of the launch area, which is ideal for motorboat access and use of existing
and planned facilities there. Note that I believe that the majority of
motorboaters obey the laws applicable to their use of the lake. My

26-2:

None of the local jurisdictions surrounding the project site has established any
noise standards for “quiet” users of the recreational areas. Limiting the speed
of boats or restricting motor boats in a specific area is not required per noise
impact and is at the discretion of the project proponent. Also see Master
Response BOAT-1 (Section 3.5.1).

As indicated in Master Response BOAT-1, in addition to the proposed
extension of the 5 mph speed limit on the North Fork Arm of Folsom Lake,
there is an existing 5 mph speed limit within 200 feet of the shoreline of the
entire Lake. State Parks and Reclamation believe these provisions are a
reasonable means of meeting the needs of non-motorized users while
minimizing the displacement of existing motorized boaters.
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comments apply primarily to legal users, although the potential for
misuse by even one violator still requires expensive policing.

The limitation would directly and dramatically enhance many of the
Plan’s primary goals, including an increase in the variety of users and
would have only a marginal negative impact on a single group-
motorboats-which now have access to the VAST majority of the lake.

DETAILED ANALYSIS

NOISE
Freeing the Rattlesnake Bar area from motorboats
would effectively mitigate the extremely negative impact
from engine noise on all other users

The Rattlesnake Bar area was measured for ambient noise sometime
between 9 am and 6pm on September 19, 2002-a weekday Thursday after
summer's end and over 5 years ago. The EIR does not further identify the
time and location of the measurement. Although it identifies boat noise
as the primary noise, it does not specily how many boats were present.
Nor does it specity whether the measurement was taken at lake level and
whether it was above or below the existing 5 mph zone. Unlike much of
the rest of the lake, the noise levels are RADICALLY different because of
these variables and the topography of the Rattlesnake Bar waters as a
narrow channel bordered by high canyon cliffs

The noise level from even one motorboat, even idling or traveling at
5 mph, has an immediate, significant and extremely negative impact on
ALL other users of the Rattlesnake Bar area. Noise can also terrify horses,
creating danger both to equestrians and other users. If you add the
common use of very loud music and screaming by partying boaters, the
impact is even greater-both with respect to the noise itself and the rural
ambiance of the area. The Plan itself states that motorboats “often gather
to socialize in the 5 mph zone”. I note that I have never seen a quiet user
with a boombox.

Neither the EIR nor the Plan address or propose effective mitigations
for this impact in the Rattlesnake Bar areas. The potential enforcement of
the noise ordinance applicable to Placer County’s unincorporated area is
unlikely at best, since their enforcers don’t patrol the lake. As the EIR and
Plan recognize , the Park rangers’ enforcement capacity is already
overburdened and would not be capable of the kind of intense

26-3:

The ambient noise measurements were conducted when the project was first
proposed and underwent the environmental impact evaluation. These
measurements represent the then “existing” conditions at representative
receptor locations in the project vicinity. As shown in the ambient noise levels
measured in the project vicinity, the areas with boating activity as the dominant
sources had ambient noise levels ranging from 37.2 to 44.4 dBA Ly, with
maximum noise levels ranging from 55.9 to 59.8 dBA L. Other areas were
dominated by vehicular traffic noise and had higher ambient noise levels. The
range of measured boat noise in the shoreline/upland areas is below the 70
dBA L noise standard identified by all affected local jurisdictions. Similarly,
none of the local jurisdictions surrounding the project site has established any
noise standards for “quiet” users of the recreational areas. As indicated in
Mitigation Measure NOISE-3, State Parks has the ability to enforce existing
regulations regarding peace and quiet in State Park units (14 CCR, 4320) which
has provisions prohibiting the operation of electronic equipment, such as
stereos, at a volume which is disturbing others. Limiting the speed of boats or
restricting motor boats in a specific area is not required per noise impact and is
at the discretion of State Parks and Reclamation.
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enforcement which would effectively decrease the noise level.

VARIETY OF USERS
Making Rattlesnake Bar free of motorboats would
directly and effectively enhance the Plan goal of
making the lake accessible to a variety of users.

An increase in the number of motorboat users would be the direct 26-4:  Please see Master Responses BOAT-1 and BOAT-3 (Sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.3).
result of the Plan’s goal to increase the capacity of marinas and launch
facilities That increase would also cause an increase in use by people
powered watercraft |, creating a concomitant increase in the inherent
conflicts between the motor and quiet users.

Motorboats have a disproportionate impact on all other lake users.
They can be heard for long distances, physically threaten swimmers(it is
very difficult to see a swimmer from a motorboat, even at 5 mph), cause
wake threats o tippy watercralt and ,as described below |, spew noxious
smells and pollutants over and into quiet users at lake level both on water
and shoreline. A limit to quiet users would wholly alleviate these conflicts
in all of the Rattlesnake Bar areas.

The Rattlesnake Bar aguatic area is a small portion of the lake
surface. Only a infinitesimal portion of the rest of the lake area(primarily
the swimmer beaches) prohibit use by motorboats and those beaches are
closed to people powered watercraft. The Middle North Fork (AQ) portion
of the Rattlesnake Bar area is designated as Recreation-medium, but is
surrounded on all sides north and east of the launch area by Conservation
and water uses. Redesignating the Middle North Fork (AQ)as Conservation
would create consistency and enhance the other Conservation areas. The
suggestion that the recreation designation provides an appropriate
“transition” to the conservation areas is flat wrong. As noted above, the
use of the area by motorboats directly, radically and negatively impacts
on the goals of the conservation designation by impacting EVERY other
user and degrading access to and the experience of the “zone of serenity
and nature appreciation” of ALL of the land and water to the north, east
and west . As noted above, the shoreline waters to the south of the launch
area are ideal for socializing and have access to the shoreline itself ,
unlike the waters to the north.

The goals of the nature trail from Rattlesnake Bar to Avery’s Pond
would be severely impacted by motorboat noise and pollution from the
lake below. The upward travel of the noise from motors and boomboxes
only a few linear yards away would detract from the natural and historical
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education along the trail-particularily for children. Rattlesnake Bar is
unique in that it is one of the few areas along the lake which is easily
accessible, has a huge amount of parking both for motor and quiet users
and includes a portion of the world famous Pioneer trail still in its natural
and historic state.

Avery’s Pond is also a unique natural historic feature with lots of
turtles (even those pesky non-native turtles,whose behavior is as
entrancing as the native Western pond turtles), waterfowl and easy fishing
access, even for small children. The trail is exciting to many users because
it stretches all the way from Squaw Valley to Discovery Park and there are
many midway destinations suitable for a wide variety of users. Rattlesnake
Bar is the last easily accessible portion of the trail north until the Auburn
Overlook and staging area. The parking area is patrolled by a large “wild”
turkey who enjoys granola bars.

Rattlesnake Bar is also the site of or is near world famous running
races, triathlons and equestrian races, including the Western States 100
mile run, the Tevis Cup, the Auburn International triathlon, the American
river 50(runners) and the American River 50(horses). In addition, there
are a growing number of shorter races for swimmers and runners, some
of which are specifically designed for children.These all provide
enjoyment for thousands of athletes and spectators and support for
Auburn’s reputation as the endurance capitol of the world. Endurance
runners and equestrians train on the trail. Open water masters swimmers
and triathletes swim and train in the lake (now usually only with escort
boats for safety from motor boats).

The trail on the west side of Rattlesnake Bar is used by a huge
variety of walkers, hikers, runners, equestrians and backpackers-ranging
in age and size from elderly wildflower enthusiasts, to families with babies
in backpacks and toddlers toddling, to kids with their first fishing pole, to
troops of 20 or more Boy Scouts, to serious trail runners training for the
Western States to the rather odd bearded guy who pushes a furniture
dollie and is always accompanied by 2 white goats.

Quiet watercraft paddlers, rowers and fishermen will be among the
groups most benefited by this change. As discussed above, they can now
only make their way from the Rattlesnake Bar launch site(the
northernmost and LAST flatwater launch site on the North Fork of the
American River) to the quiet Upper North Fork(AQ) area by paddling
through more than a mile of idling, stinky, noisy motorboats. Kayakers
and canoers are an ever increasing group of flat water enthusiasts in our
region. The sport is easy to learn and suitable for a huge variety of users,
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from racers to families. The sport is also uniquely suited for disabled and
physically challenged people and Rattlesnake Bar provides a rare
opportunity for their access to the few remaining natural and serene areas
of the lake.

Imagine that you are a novice paddler with 2 young children. Your 4
year old is in the front of one tandem and your 7 year old in the other. As
you venture carefully out from the Rattlesake Bar launch site and turn
north, the first thing you are confronted by is a 20’ Bayliner going 5 mph
only a few yards from you. You cannot see the helmsman and are terrified
that he cannot see you and your kayaks, As the Bayliner passes you, you
see and smell its exhaust and hear engine noise and hip hop music. Even
its Smph wake rocks your boats. Your kids are crying and you are trying
to keep the kayaks stable. Would you continue on for the next mile?
Would you ever come back? Would your children remember this as a
magical experience 7 In this example, the motorboat is-as most do-
obeying all of the applicable rules and regulations. Even so, its impact can
have a lasting and horrible effect on quiet users.

I hope and expect that many groups and clubs-such as the Sierra
Club, the Girl and Boy Scouts , PARC, Canyon Keepers, Friends of the River,
Disabled Sports Far West, Total Body Fitness, Loomis Basin Horsemen’s
Association, equestrians, running and triathlon athletes and race directors
, the Miwok and other Indian tribes, Hui (0" Hawaii of Sacramento, River
City Paddlers, the Placer County Historical Society, the Sacramento
Triathlon Club, the Rocklin Masters and the Sacramento Masters
swimming clubs, the owners of running and kavak stores, government
entities and electeds-will all recognize the benefits of the quiet
Rattlesnake Bar proposal because of its positive impacts on use of Folsom
Lake on their members, guests, constituents and customers.

AIR QUALITY

The EIR and Plan failed to adequately identify, measure, analyze or
identify mitigation measures from the direct impact of fumes and
pollutants on surface level lake users. Lake level air pollutants from
motorboats, even(and perhaps more) at 5 mph have a direct deleterious
effect, both with respect to health and smell . Exhaust can be smelled and
inhaled at great distances and long after the motorboat has left the area.
Motorboat air pollutants on Folsom Lake have even killed people in the
water next to the boat.

According to the EIR, a project has a significant air quality impact if
it “Creates objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people”.

26-5:

The emissions of watercraft have been addressed in Response to Comment 1-
2. Additional information related to potential odor impacts from motorized
watercraft is provided below.

Long-Term Odor Impacts. The science of odor evaluation is subjective
because many facets (character, acceptability, intensity, hedonic tone, and so
forth) can only be quantified by a subjective instrument (the human nose).
This subjectivity leads to a good deal of complication when it comes to
selecting appropriate odor criteria and relevant averaging times.

Several potential odor levels might be used as an odor criterion or standard.
The detection threshold can be defined as the lowest concentration of a
substance that can be detected above a blank sample by an odor panel. The
recognition threshold, on the other hand, is the lowest concentration of a
substance that can be recognized based upon the character of the odor.
Published odor threshold values for specific compounds have generally been
derived in the laboratory and represent the concentration at which a
compound can be detected by the “average” person. These odor threshold
values can vary widely for a given population and a given odor. Hydrogen
sulfide (HsS), for example, has an odor threshold that varies from 1 ppb to 130

ppb.

Most odor assessments are performed to prevent or mitigate odor complaints.
There is some question as to whether or not the odor threshold is the same as
the nuisance level (a level that would generate complaints) when an ambient
criterion is needed for regulatory application. The nuisance level appears to be
related to the “odor acceptability,” which is based upon an individual’s attitude
and experience with the odor. Field studies suggest that people will complain,
in general, when the odor reaches approximately four times the odor
threshold. The level at which people complain differs for unpleasant and
pleasant odors. Chemicals with unpleasant odors have a complaint level
approximately three times the odor threshold, but pleasant odors are not
recognized as a nuisance until the ambient odor levels exceeded five times the
odor threshold.

Vol. 2, Individual Letters and Responses Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
August 2009 Response to Comments

2-72



Chapter 6.0

Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 26, page 7

The EIR completely fail to identify this as a project impact and neither the
EIR or the Plan identify any mitigation measures. Frankly I think the risk of
death from surface level pollutants is more significant, and it too is
ignored.

Rattlesnake Bar is narrow and bordered by steep cliffs. On a calm
day, the noxious fumes and odors from idling motors can be stifling,
especially on the water, but also on the shoreline and uplands.

Extending the 5 mph area (and thus creating the unintended consequence
of doubling the area available for “socializing” by motorboaters) would
increase the level of such pollution at current use levels and increase it
MUCH more as the result of the expected increase in the number of
motorboats.

LAKE NATOMA

Lake Natoma is an extraordinary and wonderful place for quiet
users. However, it is not and could never be even a remotely rural ,
natural or historical experience. It is bordered by a major interstate
freeway and one of the world’s largest auto malls. A kayak paddle at dusk
includes the noise of rush hour commuter traffic,the booming
reverberations of the auto mall’s sound system and the lights from
monolithic office buildings. There is also a major man made concrete dam
with flashing lights and sirens at one end of the lake and 2 heavily used
automobile bridges at the other. The bike trail which borders the lake is
far more of a suburban experience than a natural rural one.

CONCLUSION

For all of the reasons stated above, I strongly believe that the Land
Use designation for the Middle North Fork(AQ) area of the Folsom Lake
SRA should be changed to Conservation and that use of the area be limited
to quiet users, This change would enhance and implement MANY of the
Plan goals including noise reduction, air quality, safety, encouraging and 7
effectively serving a wide variety of users and reducing conflicts between
different users. The change is cost effective,easily implemented, conserves
park resources and is fair to all park users. The change will effectively
provide a modicum(though not enough!) of mitigation of the negative
environmental impacts caused by an increase of the number of
motorboats on Folsom Lake. It will have NO adverse environmental impact
on the lake.

Most importantly, this change will preserve and protect the lake and
its shores, providing a unique opportunity for our diverse community to
experience, understand and appreciate its natural resources , its

The procedure used in this report estimates the total odor emissions in the
form of VOCs from watercraft operating on the lake and uses atmospheric
dispersion modeling techniques to predict the level of exposure of odorts to
residents in the proposed project. By application of a suitable odor annoyance
criterion, the likelihood of complaints of odor nuisance can be determined.

EDCAPCD, PCAPCD and SMAQMD all have nuisance rules to provide
some protection to the public from malodors. They all state that a person shall
not discharge into the air anything that is a nuisance or annoyance to any
considerable number of persons. These rules are very subjective and difficult
to enforce.

Odor Impacts. This discussion of odor impacts evaluates the probability of
nuisance odors from watercraft on the residents near the lake. An odor
analysis is performed when sensitive uses are close to major odor generators,
such as landfills, material recovery facilities, or other waste
handling/transferring facilities. Even though watercraft are not considered
major odor generators, they do have the potential to produce noticeable odors
and are therefore discussed below.

Qualitatively, LSA Associates personnel were on site for a noise/odor survey
on September 19, 2002. The meteorological conditions on the day of the odor
survey were typical for the time of year and can be considered representative
of conditions that would affect odor generation at any given time. Very light
winds (approximately 2 to 3 miles per hour) were blowing from the southeast
during the survey. Higher winds tend to disperse odors more quickly and
actually reduce potential odor impacts. No noticeable odors from the
watercraft operating on the lake were noticed. The primary odor noticeable
was vehicle exhaust from nearby traffic.

Some objectionable odors may emanate from the operation of diesel-powered
construction equipment during construction of future projects designed to
meet the goals and guideline of the Plan. These odors, however, would be
limited to the short-term construction period of the projects, would be
temporary, and therefore would not be significant. Therefore, no significant
impacts related to objectionable odors will result from the proposed Plan or
associated future projects.
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fascinating history and its incredible beauty.
Thank you,

Sharon Roseme
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27-1:  Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).
R.Santana.txt
From: Raydsantana Ray.santana@ucdmc . ucdavis. edu] .
o icheacys, Jin v 2008 11:30 M 27-2:  Please see Master Response MB-1 (Section 3.10.1).
subject: Comments on the Preliminary General Plan and DEIR/DEIS
) . . 27-3:  Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).
Page III-28 , oOverlook-4, This area as been popular with equestrians for_ many years
- - since the_louirl'irng of the area. E_?uestr'ians will Tikely continue to utilize this
scenic overlook for access to trails.
I propose the addition of adequate parking for equestrian transports (horse . :
trailers)on the overlook, constructed in such a manner as to provide adequate turn 27-4: Please see Master RCSpOﬂSC TR-3 (SCCUOI’I 373)
around space, room for multiple 2 horse truck-trailer combinations, and to avoid
conflict with other parking facility users.
page T11-136, Mississippi-26, shadow Glen Stables has been a public recreational 27-5:  Comment noted. Correction made to the text noting the dirt trails which pass
fﬂc'ld'l'lty_lenher g:liose tqdos W'Itl]_}n FIESRA for u:er 3g1¥ears.ﬂ n boardi
shadow Glen provides guided trail rides over the public trails as well as boarding 1M
For Gumers Without Tand adiacent to the SEA . ' e through the area, see the proposed changes to the Preliminary GP/RMP,
Loss of this facility wo e a loss to_the ¢'s enjoyment of a ride on : : : :
horseback through oai wn;d'land and grass'lands?upub'lic usg E'F the facility should be Wthh 1S a section Of thlS dOCuant.
investigated prior to making a judgment for closure.
Page III-137, No mention is made in the Statement of Management Intent of the . . . .
eqestrian staging area at Negro Bar. This must be included to support the statement 27-6: Most of the Pioneer Express Trail, which extends from Beal’s Point to Auburn
Improve the trails leading to Natoma Bluffs. The current trial is narrow and steep - 1 1 " 1
this does not provide Fcrgan all user recreational experience to a beautiful area‘,’ SRA, 18 d551gﬂated for equeStﬂan and pedestﬂan use OnlY' There are short
sections of the trail which are multi-use, as is the case of the section within the
section & Natoma Canyon, There is a dirt trail that departs the bicycle trail near . . .
oak Ave Parkway undercrossing. The paragraph states that the only recreation MOOHCY R1dge management zone. In thlS area the Pioneer Express shares the
facility in the area is the paved bike trail . This is incorrect and could be A . . . . .
misleadi no for future maintenance and development of the dirt trail. There are service road which serves as a trail. from Granite Bay to Dike 4. Correction
éeverg'l places nheggkthe di_uil: trail disappﬁar_lsdan:l pedﬁstflan; afgd eqﬁslr_rlans are >
orced to use the bike trail or a narrow shoulder not designes r walking or 1 1 1 1
equestrian use. This creates conflicts between the various users. The riding and made to the text nomﬂg the dirt trails which Pass thfough the area, see the
hiking trails should be improved to include separated paths from the bike trails. pfOpOSCd changes to the Prelirninary GP/RMP Wthh is a section Of thiS
Page III-167 Mooney Ridge -Statement of Management Intent - Incorrectly states that >
the Pioneer Express Trail is_a pedestrian/equestrian trail. This was designated a document.
multiuse trail during a trail review in the 1980's,
Page I1I-172, Granite Bay North - Statement of Management Intent - no mention is . . .
mad g]g;ﬁﬁ';:ag:g.sg;gg g;,;:,g;:;;—; 5:3,‘,:“1"";‘,‘,?1'1’23,‘,2?}"Et[":gglﬁéi bivd, ;‘i’gﬁ%f‘"ﬁi:" 27-7:  The text in the Statement of Management Intent on page I11-172 indicates that
trai b ti i its i i i int . . . : . : . :
md : outa be "':"d'm: ;” °: “r a““;e frs neluston 1:1"31" enance p ":5 ) other trails criss-cross the area. The trail mentioned in this comment is also
Guidelines - Include the development of a permanent potable water source for use by . s .
animals and humans in the Granite Bay equestrian staging area. , listed on Table EC-6 on page 1I-41 of the Preliminary GP/RMP. No
t_l||e c&rgenthwater SOII?:E is not Fu%s‘twr_nr_lg and is no% repawag'le dr‘e to c$ns}t]ramts . . . . )
placed by the Corps of Engineers. The piping apparently runs through one of the
e e the eat This 12 ot sccoptabln 19 the Tnteority of the Pugh waver control correction or change in text is necessary. The Trails Management Plan will
ike. . A . . .. . .
Page IIT-175 - GraniteBay/No-17 - incorrectly calls the paved area at Beeks Bight an provide more detailed information on the existing trails within the SRA.
equestrian staging ar‘eaEI This hq% never been designated as such but would need
improvements to accommodate trailers.
Page III-175 Placershore - No mention is made of the trail access at sterling 27-8: Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3711)
Point. Add this access point to the Placer County cooperative planning.
Page III-177 statement of Mana?ement Intent The is no mention of the existing
equestrian staging area. Rattelesnake B:r hai long has equestrian use and the 27_9 Cornrnent noted Correction made to thC text on page 111-172 Of thC
age : .
Preliminary GP/RMP, see the proposed changes to the Plan, which is a
section of this document.
27-10:  Please see Master Response EC-3 (Section 3.3.3).
27-11:  Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).
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R.Santana.txt
staging area was moved from south of the entrance road near the end of the dirt road
to north of the entrance, above the boat ramp and close to the dirt trail.
Include development of a water source for use by humans and animals at the
equestrian staging area.
Include recommendations for improving the staging area by improving the ramp from
the entrance road up to the parking ?1at. The gravel ramp makes is difficult for
some users to pull a trailer up the ramp. The entrance to the ramp needs to be
widened at the road.

Raymond Santana

916-734-0696

Page 2
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Letter 28

Page 1 of 1

From: Robert Summersett [summerbikeia@ vahoo.com|
pril 01, 2008 3:43 PM
aels, Jim

1
Folsom, CA 95630

Dear Mr. Micheaels,

1 am a mountain bike rider and trail user in the Folsom Lake State Recreation 28-1: Please see Master RCSpOI’lSC TR-6 (SCCtiOI’l 376)
Area. Tdo want to let vou know of my support of the motions in the

DEIR/DEIS that ¢all for m mountain bike legal trails,  Additionally, I fully
support the idea of a mountain bike-legal dirt trail that would allow riding all the
way around Folsom Lake, as well as a similar trail around Lake

Natoma. [ will

happily volunteer my time and energy for any trail building or trail maintenance
work in order to make any of these trails a reality.

T'would also like the General Plan/Trail Master Plan to address and allow legal 28-2: Please see Master Response TR-9 (SeCthl’l 379)
il riding at night. During the Fall and through the Winter months, when it gets
dark at Spm, I would still like to get my mountain biking exercise in after work
without breaking any laws or rules.

3|1 think the DEIR/DELS does a good job addressing needs of the large and 28-3: Please see Master Response TR-10 (SCCUOI’I 3710)
growing mountain biking user group. With that said, [ would hope your Agency
is able to move on the Trail Master Plan

sooner than later. It would be a shame

if it took another two years or more for that plan to be finalized. You can count
on the mountain biking community to step up when volunteer trail work is
needed.

I thank you for all of your hard work thus far.
Sincerely,

Robert SummersettMountain Biker
Member - Folsom Auburn Trail Riders Action Coalition

Robert Summersett
Summersett Custom Bi
http:/ 'www summersettbikes.com

You rock. That's why Blockbuster's offering vou one month of Blockbuster Total Access, No Cost.

ail Public Comments on EIR & GPR. Som... 9122008

file:/ /P Folsom (WRT2303RTCWRT230 Letters E
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Letter 29, page 1

29: The General Plan Guidelines published by the Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research apply to the General Plans required for cities and counties. State
Park General Plans are prepared in accordance with regulations in the Public

Robert H. Sydnor Resources Code,' Department polic}es and th? D.epartment’s Planning

4930 Hunrridge Lane Handbook. Additionally, Reclamation has guidelines for the preparation of
Fair Oaks. CA_ 95628-4823 s ‘
RHSydnor@aolcom  816.335-1441 Resource Management Plans. The CEQA Guidelines apply to the preparation
April 28. 2008 of the EIR for this General Plan.

Mr. Jim Micheaels
Staff Park & Recreation Specialist
Gold Fields District

California Department of Parks & Recreation
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Subject: Comments on the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR
for Folsom Lake State Recreation Area

Dear Mr. Micheaels:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft copy of the Preliminary
General Plan and Resource Management Plan for Folsom Lake State Recreation Area &
Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park, dated November 2007, released in February
2008, two volumes, including the draft Environmental Impact Report.

Our written comments are attached. It is recommended that the California
Department of Parks and Recreation extend the deadline for at least 120 days, and that
the draft General Plan be recirculated with a second-round of public comment.

We recommend that the draft General Plan and its draft EIR be rewritten to
bring it up to the standards set forth in the General Plan Guidelines and the CEQA
Guidelines published by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research.

The emphasis should be on public safety, the continued equestrian use by the
public within Folsom Lake SRA, and the maintenance of horse trails with proper
equestrian signage. The current draft General Plan does not meet minimum standards in
cartography. A large number of important existing facilities are simply not plotted on
the maps. The two professional planning firms that were retained by CDP&R need to
explain their own shortcomings in basic scholarship. Readers are quite familiar with the
statewide standards for General Plans set forth by the Govemor’s Office of Planning &
Research. We ask for a written response to each of the 23 comments attached.

Respectfully submitted.

Robert H. Sydnor

23 comments attached
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April 28, 2008 Comments by Robert H. Sydnor

Draft General Plan and Draft EIR
Jfor Folsom Lake State Recreation Area

RHS Comment #1: Request for CEQA Extension. Because of the keen interest by a large number of
citizens and the surrounding cities (particularly the City of Folsom), Placer County, El Dorado
County, and § o County, it is ded that the CEQA comment period be extended
for six months. This will allow adequate time for the consulting planners to rewrite the draft
General Plan, recirculate it, and bring it up to meet the published minimum statewide standards for
General Plans and CEQA Environmental Impact Reports.

RHS C #2. Marginalization of Eq) ian Use. We feel that the draft General Plan and the
draft EIR marginalize equesirian use within Folsom Lake State Recreation Area. Public safety is
paramount, and this theme needs to be clearly stated in the General Plan. Planning for the safe use

of horses within Folsom Lake SRA is an imp p of general pl
25.3 | RHS Comment #3 No Alternate Ride Days. Alleq ians are firmly opposed to any schedule that
would fate aliernate q ian ride days. The use of alternate ride days is

unsafe given the steep topography in the SRA on trails that were never designed for mountain
biking. The proposed alternate days would occur on trails that are not located close to population
centers. Catastrophic consequences (= severe injuries) could result from a simple error by either
party to note the appropriate day or failure to live up to etiquente rules. Because of severe budget
constraints. there is insufficient ranger staff to manage alternate daysftime schedules.

RHS Comment #4. Trail Maintenance and Trail Budget. We recommend that the draft General Plan
contain a clear policy about trail mai and the line-item budget for trail
maintenance, The entire draft General Plan lacks the recent budget pattern (Ias'l decade), and it
lacks future budget projections in response to the anticipated heavy public use in the next 10 to 20
years. Money is vital to the entire working of Folsom Lake SRA (ranger staff and maintenance
staff). The details of maintenance budgets can await a future Specific Plan for Trails, but the
General Plan should properly set the policy for an adequate maintenance budget for trails. There is
currently no known line-item budget for trail maintenance. Outside grant money can be obtained
for trail mai and trail ion, but only when clear fiscal planning is shown. The
absence of any budgetary information hurts the usefulness of the (current draft) General Plan.

RHS Comment #5. Equestrian Signage. We advocate accurate signage for the Pioneer Express Trail at
Folsom Dam and the new Folsom Dam Bridge to accurately indicate to bicyclists and hikers that
this segment is a multi-use trail and it legally includes horses.

-

This photograph was taken on Saturday, April 26, 2008, adjacent 1o
state park headquarters at Folsom Dasm.

The posted hours are not currently valid (not 7:00 AM to
7:00 PM as of April 26). Beginning with Daylight Savings Time on
March th, the correct hours are 6:00 AM to 9:00 PM. Thisisa
collateral indication of park budgetary constraints; there are not
enough park staff to adjust the signposts located in the parking lot of
headquarters.

The American River Bikeway sign misleads bikers to assume
that onfy bikers can use the Pioneer Express Trail. In wm, this
causes needless safety hazards when dozens bikers meet face-10-face
with 2 hundred horses that were on the trail that day at 5:30 AM to
6:30 AM. For safety reasons, the text of the (revised) General Plan
should call for accurate trail signage on all trails.

29-1:

29-2:

29-3:

29-4:

29-5:

Please see Master Response PP-1 (Section 3.1.1).

Please see Master Response EC-3 (Section 3.3.3).

Please see Master Response TR-12 (Section 3.7.12).

See Master Response TR-3 (Section 3.7.3) which specifically addresses trail
maintenance funding. Specific budgeting is not appropriate direction for a
general plan/resource management plan. The State budget including the
amount of funding the Department and District receives for trail
maintenance can change annually and is dependent on many variables
outside the scope and authority of a general plan including the State’s
economy, revenues and the priorities of the current administration and
legislature. The Trail Management Plan will document of trail maintenance
needs and better position the District for competing for the funding sources
available for trail maintenance.

Please see Master Response TR-4 (Section 3.7.4).
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Letter 29, page 3

Comments on the Draft General Plan and Dratt EIR by Robert H. Sydnor, April 28, 2008 2

RHS Comment #6. Pioneer Express Trail. We request that the entire extent of the Pioneer Express . H
Trail be plotted on all maps within the General Plan. This historic equestrian trail was buillpF:r 29-6: Please see Master Response EC-3 (SCCtl()fl 333) .
horses and hikers. We are dismayed to read in the text of the report that the legal historic trail name
is trivialized 10 a “pedestrian/equestrian” trail. This is historically incorrect. The previous 1979
General Plan properly showed the Pioneer Express Trail and all of the mileposts.

RHS Comment #7. California Historical Landmark #585, We request that California Registered 29.7: Please see Master Responses EC-1 and EC-3 (SCCtiOIlS 3.3.1 and 333)
Historical Landmark #585 be shown on maps within the General Plan. This is a significant

cartographic error to omit a legal historic monument from the maps, and is also a violation of the
published CEQA Guidelines to eclipse a historic landmark. The consulting historian within the
planning firm that prepared the General Plan needs to rewrite that page and bring it up to the
published CEQA Guidelines for history. This is material evidence of lack of professional
scholarship by the consulting planning firm. The full text of the brass plaque should be written into
the text of the General Plan. The text on the monument is widely published in historical reference
books that list all statewide iandmarks.

On May 5, 1957, the California State Parks Commission placed this brass plaque near Milepost 33
on the Pioneer Express Trail in the vicinity of Beal’s Point. So it has been well-known for 51 years
for those of us who are authentic outdoors users of the park. For example, the Golden Empire
Chapter of the Boy Scouts use California Historical Landmark #585 as a clever GPS “cache™
(=destination) during a self-guided hike using GPS for navigation. Equestrians pass by here daily
on the horse trail. Bicyclists are about 40 yards away on a paved levee road. When the General
Plan comes to the commission, we would like to see California Historic Landmark #585 properly
showcased.

RHS Comment #8. Linking Trails to Cronan Ranch and Olmstead Loop. We arc concerned that

there is no mention of horse trails linking to Cronan Ranch on the South Fork of the American 29_8: The Prehminary GP/RMP pfOVidCS direction regarding connection of the
River. This new BLM ranch with 4,000 acres is an imp equestrian open-space riding area.

There is also no mention of the existing link with cquestrian trails up the North Fork of the Folsom Lake SRA trail system and adjacent trails and trail systems. See VISIT-
American River to the Western States Trail (=Tevis Cup) at Auburn, and the Olmstead Loop at

Cool. The new Folsom Lake General Plan needs to use and reference the new (February 2008) 36: VISIT-37 and VISIT-38 on page I11-81 of the Pfeﬁmiﬂﬁry GP/RMP The

Resource M§nagerpenl Plan developed by the U.S. Bureau of Land M_anagem_em for the South Fork Preljminary GP/RIV[P provides speciﬁc direction regarding connection with
of the American River. The new BLM general plan has excellent regional trail maps, and the >

quality of these general plan maps needs to be emulated by planners for Folsom Lake SRA. The the BLLM trail along the South Fork of the American Rlver, see page 1I1-192 of

new BLM general plan has specific language that mentions linkage of trails to Folso.m La‘ke‘ . A

Retiprocal language needs to be added into the Folsom Lake General Plan, so there is trail planning the Prehmmary GP/RMP

on a regional level. .
The current Draft General Plan is so poorly written (by the consulting planning firms) that it

treats Folsom Lake like an island unto itself. A properly prepared General Plan is adroitly

coordinated within the regional context of its surrounding terrain (= El Dorado County, Placer

County. and Sacramento County) and all relevant infrastructure.
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Letter 29, page 4

Comments on the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR by Robert H. Sydnor. April 28, 2008 3

RHS Comment #9. Safety Hazard at ConcreteTunnel. Many dozens of equestrians are concerned 29-9: PICZSC see Master RGSPOI’ISCS TR—4 and TR—lZ (Sections 374 ’zl.l’ld 3712)
about the unsafe concrete tunnel that was newly built {Autumn 2007) at Folsom Dam by the U.S.

Bureau of Reclamation. This new narrow tunne! truncates the Pioneer Express Trail at the USBR
Water Education Center near Milepost 31.5.

The concrete tunnel is only 8 feet 7 inches high, 12 feet wide, and 35 feet long. These
dimensions do not meet state or federal standards for equestrian trail safety. A horseback rider
could be decapitated or severely injured in this low-clearance tunnel. Groups of bicycles travel
abreast through this tunnel at high rates of speed on a blind curve. This scenario leads to a potential
safety hazard for the horse to become terrified and bolt inside the confined concrete tunnel with no
lateral escape. This would likely cause severe injury to the equestrian, the horse, and the bicyclist.
We are pleased to see that a new equestrian bypass was constructed just prior to the American River
Classic endurance ride on April 26, 2008.

RHS Comment #10. Lack of State-Federal Safety Cooperation; Protocol Needed. We are concerned
that this newly constructed unsafe concrete tunnel on the historic Pioneer Express Trail is material
evidence that USBR and State Parks are not talking to each other when it comes to planning and
public safety.

The General Plan needs to include a specific protocol for bringing together all stakeholders
before significant changes are made to equestrian trails. A properly written General Plan for a State
Recreation Area that has many miles of trails should enunciate a clear statement about the high
importance of equestrian safety.

RHS Comment #11. Rattlesnake Bar Horse Assembly Area. It is recommended that the revised 29-10: Please see Master RCSPOHSC TR-11 (SCCUOI’I 3.7.1 1)
General Plan include an equestrian camping area and associated equestrian facilities at Rattlesnake
Bar staging area, Folsom Lake SRA is geographically large, and equestrian staging areas need to be
spaced out. Just as boaters fill Granite Bay parking lots, the equestrian use also strains the very
limited space at the Granite Bay Equestrian Assembly Area. Rartlesnake Bar is a major veterinarian
checkpoint with £150 horses during the 50-mile American River Classic endurance ride.

The 1979 General Plan contained plans for horse camping at Rattlesnake Bar. but we are
disappointed to read that the new 2007 draft entirely omits equestrian camping options throughout
Folsom Lake SRA. We recommend that the revised General Plan include equestrian camping
facilities at Mississippi Bar, the Peninsula area, and possibly Monte Vista as well as Rattlesnake
Bar. The specific details about the equestrian facilities are not necessary but, the overall vision and
long-range plan for horse facilities should be enunciated in the General Plan.
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Letter 29, page 5

Comments on the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR by Robert H. Sydnor. April 2B, 2008 4

RHS Comment #12. Pioneer Express Trail equestrian corridor needed at new Bridge. We are 29-11:  Please see Master Response TR-14 (Section 3.7.14).
concerned that the new bridge being constructed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers just below
Folsom Dam does not have a safety corridor for horses along the Pioneer Express Trail. Because of
current lack of equestrian signage along the Pioneer Express Trail, it is likely that bridge engineers
did not even realize that a horse trail existed.

All citizens (including horsemen) are very supportive of the concept of a new bridge. We are
pati ding of" ion of current cc ion of the new bridge, and the necessary
safety fencing during construction activities.

At the same time, equestrians need adequate safety corridors for our horses along the historic
Pioneer Express Trail. We ask that CDP&R work with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to
ascertain that the final bridge plans have an adequate width for horse-trail corridor at the bridge
underpass that is safely separated from high-speed bicycles. The minimum 6-foot wide (preferably
+10 feet wide) horse-trail corridor should be unpaved (typically, crushed fine gravel) and entirely
separated (by a low wall) from the 12-foot wide asphalt bike trail.

The General Plan should call for close scrutiny for safety purposes of ail construction plans by
state and federal agencies (Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation) where horse trails are
affected. The CDP&R trail specialist (from department headquarters in downtown Sacramento)
should be involved with interagency review to achieve safe equestrian trails. Again, public safety is
paramount.

HS Comment #13. Prior Stakeholder Meetings on Trails. Equestrians are concerned that our

extensive volunteer time in trail planning at state parks meetings over a period of five years 29-12:  Please see Master Responses PP-2, EC-3 and TR-10 (Sections 3.1.2, 3.3.3 and
(circa 2002 to 2007) has been disregarded. Almost none of this public effort has survived into the 3.7 10)
text of the new draft General Plan. It is discouraging for citizens to donate hundreds of hours in ol .

public service, and then sec it disregarded or marginalized by consulting planners from San
Franciseo who did not plot the Pioneer Express Trail or any other equestrian trails. These .
consulting planners have admitted in public meetings that they have no expertise in equestrian trails.
nor did they hire a sub-consultant who is an expert in horse trails, horse safety, and horse assembly
facilities.

The California State Parks Commission is made up of volunteer citizens appointed by the
Governor. This commission will eventually have to determine whether or not the Folsom },fake
General Plan is adequate. It would be highly unfortunate if a large number of concerned citizens
testified in front of the State Parks Commission that hundreds of hours of citizen participation was
entirely overlooked and disregarded. At the pubic hearings, an entire school auditoriurln of my
colleagues felt this way. This why we recommend that the draft General Plan be rewritten and
upgraded to meet minimum CEQA standards and General Plan Guidelines.
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29-13

Comments on the Draft General Pian and Draft EIR by Robert H. Sydnor, April 28, 2008 5

RHS Cnmmenl #14. AERC American River Classic. About a hundred members of the American

Ride C <www.AERC.com> participate annually in the American River

Ctassuc endurance ride (50-miles) that begins at the horse assembly area at Negro Bar, and
continues north 10 Auburn, We are dismayed that the 26-year American River Classic is not
adequately discussed in the draft General Plan. We are concerned that the Horse Assembly Area at
Negro Bar is entirely omitted from the maps in the current draft General Plan, These kinds of
cartographic omissions render the current draft General Plan to be entirely below minimum
standards called for in the statewide General Plan Guidelines published by the Governor's Office of
Planning & Research.

On the eve of the 50-mile endurance ride, AERC
Ride Manager Paul Klentos explains the equestrian
safety procedures and schedule 1o the riders at
Negro Bar Horse Assembly Area near Lake
Natoma. About a hundred riders participated.
Equestrian veterinarians are in the audience,
awaiting their turn to instruct the riders.

This is a significant use of the State Recreation
Area, yet the map in the General Plan is entirely
blank. These cartographic omissions render the.
draft General Plan for Folsom Lake to be
substandard, and not meet the published OPR
General Plan Guidelines.

RHS Comment #15. Stakeholder Groups for Effective Park Planning. We recommend that the draft

General Plan conlam a 5poc||'|c for park to be m closer communication
with professional or n: keholders, and ho ‘s that are adj to
Folsom Lake SRA. The appendm of these planning documents should contain names, addresses,
and e-mail for user-groups and stakeholders.

For example, we recommend that Loomis Basin Horsemen's Association be added to a
permanent contact list. www.garlic.

We also recommend addition of'Acllon Ccalmon of Equestrians (ACE), Post Office Box
1320, Meadow Vista, CA 95722 <www, > 8 (530) 878-4750

Other important equestrian groups include the

American Endurance Ride Conference in nearby Auburn < www.aercorg> and the

Western States Trail Foundation (=100-mile Tevis Cup) < www.foothill.net/tevis >

29-13:

29-14:

It is not the intent or putrpose of the Preliminary GP/RMP to list all of the
hundreds of special events, large and small, that occur in the SRA throughout
the year. There are many other races, competitions and events which are not
listed in the plan. The Preliminary GP/RMP follows State Parks and
Reclamation guidelines regarding the content of the document. The Trail
Management Plan may address some of these special events which utilize the
trail system. The Trail Management Plan will provide more detailed trail maps.
The Preliminary GP/RMP provides broad direction regarding trails. See also
Master Response EC-3 (Section 3.3.3) regarding the Negro Bar equestrian
staging area.

State Parks regularly works with user groups, cooperating associations,
homeowners associations and adjacent jurisdictions on park projects and
issues. A few examples include: working directly with the City of Folsom Park
and Recreation Department on many different trail projects and trail
connections; the Friends of the Folsom Powerhouse (a cooperating
association); the Folsom Lake Ttrail Patrol (a volunteer patrol organization) and
most recently we have developed an Adopt-a-Trail program for the paved bike
path around Lake Natoma. State Parks appreciates these comments on
remaining involved with user and interest groups and adjacent jurisdictions
and we will continue to endeavor to do so in the future management of
Folsom Lake SRA. The Preliminary GP/RMP provides specific direction to
coordinate trails with other agencies and to involve user groups, neighbors and
others in trail planning and management (See the Preliminary GP/RMP page
111-87).
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Letter 29, page 7

Comments on the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR by Robert H. Sydnor, April 28, 2008 [

RHS Comment #16. Replace Vital Horse Troughs. It is recommended that the horse trough at Folsom
Dam be rebuilt near Milepost 31.5 near the Water Education Center. This was the only water for
horses between Lake Natoma and Granite Bay. In summer 100°F heat, horses need 1o drink at
regular intervals, The former horse trough was (necessarily) removed by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers to make space for the new bridge. Currently. there is no water for ten trail miles. from
Negro Bar Assembly Area to Granite Bay Assembly Area.

We recommend that the new General Plan contain a policy directive that there will be
adequately spaced horse troughs throughout Folsom Lake area, and that the new Specific Plan for
Trails include planning for horse watering troughs. Exactly where these horse troughs are located
can be decided later; but we want clear directives in the General Plan.

prple of a vital watering trough for horses located at
uburn Overlook. Photograph taken April 26. 2008 in
weather during the 50-mile American River Classic
irance ride. These horses began this endurance ride at
ro Bar Equestrian Assembly Area, 30 miles south.

¢ riders will now proceed another 20 miles to the
stead Loop at Cool. then return to Aubum for the 50-
finish line.

RHS Comment #17. Specific Plan needed for Mississippi Bar. We are concerned that the only rental
stables {Shadow Glen Stables) may possibly be closed with no di ion about the envi 1
impact of the loss. The current drafi EIR is completely inadequate in assessing the environmental
impact of statements in the draft General Plan. Shadow Glen Stables are an important cost-effective
equestrian facility for families to rent horses. Shadow Glen Stables are an imponant “gateway” into

We recommend that the General Plan call for a new Specific Plan for Mississippi Bar
with full consideration for current and future equestrian users (renters and boarders). The
text of the General Plan should use enabling language such as (suggested text):

“By 2010 (or a realistic planning goal), the COP&R and USBR will prepare a detailed

Specific Plan for Mississippi Bar. The new Spedific Plan will accurately map the current

trails, the current Snowberry Creek Horse Assembly Area, the current Shadow Glen

Stables, and the current raft and kayak usage. Detailed information will be obtained

from all stakeholders, include those who rent horses and board horses.”

the equestrian experience and for the oceasional user ----- similar to rental-boat facilities for boaters.

29-15:

29-16:

Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).

Please see Master Responses ALT-3 and MB-1 (Sections 3.2.3 and 3.5.1)
regarding the Shadow Glen stable concession facility at Mississippi Bat. State
Parks and Reclamation believe the broad direction provided for Mississippi
Bar is sufficient for the purpose of the General Plan. . Further site specific
planning may occur as specific facility improvements and site-specific projects
are developed, including potential equestrian facility improvements. These site
specific projects will require project specific environmental analysis.
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Letter 29, page 8

Comments on the Dratt General Plan and Draft EIR by Robert H. Sydnor, April 28, 2008

RHS Comment #18. Equestrian Use at Granite Bay on the Center Trail. We recommend that the
draft EIR be rewritten to showcase the Granite Bay Equestrian Assembly Area and the nearby
multi-use trails in the Doton’s Point to Beek's Bight area. The Center Trail loop. as it is referred to
by users, is just east of the comer of Twin Rocks and Boulder Road. This trail is maintained and
frequently used by equestrians, yel there is no mention of it in the drafi General Plan, nor are the
other multi-use trails in that area known L0 users as the Pink Ribbon and Green Ribbon Trails.

West end of the Center Trail near Twin Rocks trailhead.

RHS Comment #19, Unsafe Bike Jump-Ramps We are very concerned about vandals who construct
bike jump-ramps on multi-use equestrian trails. These have caused serious injuries to our own
horsemen. One experienced equestrian was sent to the hospital with a broken hand on March 25,
2008. The week prior to this terrible accident caused by bike vandals, she testified at the public
hearing for Folsom Lake General Plan regarding the need for safety on trails.

It is recommended that the General Plan contain specific policy guidance that bike jump-
ramps are illegal and unsafe, and will not be tolerated within Folsom Lake SRA. A horse is
terrified if an airborne mountain bike is coming head-on. It is also recommended that trail signs be
installed in appropriate locations (such as the Center Trail near Granite Bay) that indicate that bike
Jjump-ramps are illegal. Mountain bike organizations that want hazardous jumps for their members
should use urban skate-board parks or nearby Prairie City Off-Highway Vehicle park on the south
side of Folsom.

ike-jump logs 2nd carth ramp being removed so thal the trail
s restored to safe natural corlition for horses, hikers, and bikers
alike. Roth photographs afe of the same locality.

‘whn side-stepping
on-coming hikers and bikers, These holes werc dug by bike vandals
for earth used 1o make the bike-jump shown (al 1op) next to the trail.

29-17:

29-18:

Please see Master Response EC-3 (Section 3.2.3).

The unauthotized construction or modification of trails within the SRA,
including construction of bike jumps, is illegal. The California Code of
Regulations Title 14, Section 4307 prohibits the disturbance of earth, sand or
gravel in State Park units and is one of the regulations under which State Parks
could cite anyone who was caught constructing unauthorized bike jumps on
trails. State Parks does not believe that it is necessary to establish a policy in
the Preliminary GP/RMP for illegal activities. State Parks attempts to remove
unauthorized bike jumps whenever they are discovered. The specific issue of

how to discourage this activity may be appropriate for the Trails Management
Plan.
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Letter 29, page 9

Comments on the Dratt General Plan and Draft EIR by Robert H. Sydnor., April 28, 2008 8

RHS Comment #20. Planning Expertise and Responsible Professional Planners. We recommend
that the draft CEQA d form to the mini dards set forth in the CEQA
Guidelines, published by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research.

In the current documents, there is a vague “acknowledgement™ section (pages G-1 and G-2) in
the draft General Plan (volume #1), This is misplaced; a General Plan does not contain
acknowledgements. Instead, at the back of the Environmental Impact Report (volume #2), the
responsible authors of each section should be named, along with their street addresses, specific
acadelmc deglees suue- In.:ns:s, professional society centifications (such as AICP), and other

e When significant mistakes and omissions are made in the draft

EIR. it is then possﬂ:'lc 10 assign specific responsibility for those individual errors in scholarship.
CEQA Guidelines need to be properly followed; otherwise it is easy for the document to be
yuently vetoed in the approval process by the California State Parks Commission.

RHS Comment #21. Recommendation for Historical Signs on Flume. Running along the western
shoreline of Folsom Lake (south of Long Bar. east of Sterling Point, north of Beek's Bight) is a
historic flume that carried water for hydroelectric power and agricuitural supplies. This flume was
constructed in the late 19" Century, evidently by difficult hand-labor of masons, and considerable
quarrying of granitic rock. Parts of the historic flume are lined with cement. The lower shoreline
trail (equestrians and hikers) goes parallel to the historic flume and crosses it dozens of times in man
miles of trail. We recommend that the General Plan show this historic flume on the maps, and
provide policy for placement of historical interpretative signs at several locations along the flume.
Current users of the trail (equesmans and hikers) are astonished to learn that there were no steel
aqueduct pipes available in the 19" Century, so this is a masonry flume with an open channel.

Stone viaduct of unusual height and length with intricate
hand-masonry along historic flume. Some of the shaped
rocks weigh several tons and it is amazing that they could
be lified with crude wooden A-frames using block &
tackle methods. Location: Southeast of Sterling Point.
North arm of Folsom Lake in the distance. Hikers can
cross the historic viaduct while horses go around for
safety. Photograph taken March 18. 2008 during low
elevation of surface water within Foisom Lake. Since
this is the best surviving example of stone masonry along
the flume. this would be a recommended location for a
historicat interpretative sign 1o be placed by professional
histosians within CDP&R.

This segmemt of the historic flume i$ unlined. Other
segments use hand-mixed cement of poor quality. The
flume is at left. while the horse trail is on the crest of the
flume. The historic flume runs for many miles, foliowing,
topographic contours, Some segments have been fost due
to natural erosion, while other segments are nearly
pristine. The location of the historic flume should be
plotted on the state park maps. Location: about half-mile
south of Long Bar; photograph taken March 18, 2008.

29-19:

29-20:

Please see Mastet Response EIR/EIS-1 (Section 3.11.1).

Comment noted regarding the recommendation of interpretive signs about the
flume. State Parks and Reclamation are aware of the historic flume. There are a
number of historic ditches and many other historic features within Folsom
Lake SRA, it is not appropriate to include the details of these historic features
for the broad planning maps within the Preliminary GP/RMP. It may be
appropriate to provide maps displaying the ditches in interpretative materials
regarding the ditch and other historic features. The construction of ditches and
flumes for mining and water development purposes in the second half of the
19t century is addressed in the Resource Inventory prepared for the
Preliminary GP/RMP.
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Letter 29, page 10

Comments on the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR by Robert H. Sydnor, April 28, 2008 9

RHS Comment #22, Proper Citation of California Recreational Trails Plan. We recommend that the

new General Plan for Folsom Lake SRA cite and rely heavily on the 2002 California Recreational
Trails Plan. This is an official report by the California Department of Parks & Recreation, 30 pages.
and readily available on the website of CDOP&R. The scholarship in the current draft report is
inadequate and this existing official state repont is not properly used.

Trails are of paramount importance to Folsom Lake State Recreation Area, and it follows that
the General Plan needs to focus on this high priority. Many users have various opinions about trails,
so it is important for the general plan to closely cite and use this higher state-wide document. This
draft general plan needs to enunciate the official 12 Goals for Trails within state parks:

* Goal for Funding
Goal for Trails Inventory
Goal for Regional and Statewide Land-Use Planning
Goal for Trail Advocacy
Goal for Trail Research
Goal for Statewide Trail Stewardship
Goat for Encouraging Public Use of Trails
Goal for Trail Accesslbility
Goal for Multi-Use Trail Cooperation
Goal for Private Property Owners
Goal for Trails Program Leadership
Goal for the California Riding and Hiking Trail

R

The draft General Plan for Folsorn Lake SRA needs to have a rigorous analysis of trails, set
high-level policy for trails within Folsom Lake, and then provide clear direction for a subsequent
Specific Plan for Trails (to be prepared several years hence). Most, but not all, of the 12 Goals
listed above apply to Folsom Lake SRA.

The trail text within the General Plan need not be extensive, and it should not be padded to
achieve appearance of adequacy. It is recommended that the Statewide Trails Office within the
Planning Division of the California Department of Parks & Recreation be deeply involved.

We need professional trail planners at Folsom Lake. City-bound planners with little or no
expertise have clearly failed. The trails are not even plotted on the maps. The equestrian assembly
areas have not been plotted. This includes Snowberry Creek, Negro Bar, Brown's Ravine, Granite
Bay, and Rattlesnake Bar, Strangely, on page 111-172, we read that there is an equestrian staging
area at Beek's Bight. This is not correct; there is a simple parking lot there (generally used by day
hikers and families). So the basic inventory is either missing or wrong: a clear indication of lack of
scholarship by the consulting planners,

Consulting planners need to depart from using Google maps, Yahoo maps, Thomas Brothers
street maps (=all are flawed). Instead, qualified professional consultants who have credentials in
trail planning need to perform some authentic field work: use digital cameras, GPS, and notebooks
to gather first-hand accurate data about trails within Folsom Lake State Park.

In this manner we can move forward to a reliable General Plan that would have the full
support of all stakeholders that use trails (hikers. equestrians, bikers, and wheel-chairs).

RHS Comment #23. Suggestion for Virtual Reality Trails. Not everyone can actually use trails due to

physical impairment. With the use of digital photography and clever website design, it has become
increasingly popular to create “virtual reality” trails. This mega-trend is certain to continue and
grow in future years. It is recommended that the General Plan include a one-page analysis and
provide future policy for virtual reality within Folsom Lake SRA. Lots of amateur photographers
are willing to volunteer for this kind of digital photography, if they only knew where to post their
photographs within the CDP&R official website. Many disabled persons would benefit from a
wonderful “virtual reality” experience, and able-bodied persons could plan and preview their next
ride or hike. The park maintenance chief would benefit from a historic inventory of his trail system
and could prioritize future maintenance on trails based on a triage system,

29-21:

29-22:

Comment noted. The California Recreational Trails Plan is noted on page II-
46 of the Preliminary GP/RMP and the planning team for the Plan consulted
with this document in the preparation of the goals and guidelines for trails.
The goals and guidelines for trails in the Plan (pages 111-78 through 111-87)
incorporate many of the concepts in the California Recreation Trails Plan
including many of the topics addressed in this comment: trail inventory, trail
advocacy and stewardship, private property owners, funding and trail system
planning and management. The Trails Management Plan will provide
additional detail and actions that will help accomplish the broad goals
established in the Plan. In preparation for this for this Trail Management Plan,
State Parks has conducted GPS for all of the trails within the SRA and is
completing other inventory work on the trails.

Recommendation noted.
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Letter 30, page 1

Divisior |

Division 4

e W, Osborne - Frer

George A. Wheeldon - Vice - President

P

Proytamy

<

In Reply Refer To: ECL0308-031

March 24, 2008 VIA FASCIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Jim Micheaels

California State Parks
Gold Fields District

7806 Folsom Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Subject: Comments on Folsom Lake Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State
Historic Park Preliminary General Plan/Resource Management Plan

Dear Mr. Micheaels:

The El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) appreciates the opportunity to review the Folsom Lake
Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park Preliminary General Plan/Resource
Management Plan (RMP) and accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Report

(EIRYEnvirc I Impact S (EIS). We have the following comments related to
EID's facilities in the affected area and water quality:

1. As appropriate, the Preliminary General Plan & RMP addresses how the jurisdictions and

activities of state, county, and local land use agencies integrate with the State Recreation
Area (SRA) planning process. Although EID does not exercise land use authority, EID
does have crucial interests in maintaining and developing raw water pumping facilities
within the SRA as authorized by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. These facilities
include the existing Folsom Lake Raw Water Pump Station (FLRWPS), located on the
lake shore near the end of Planeta Way in El Dorado Hills, the site of a Temperature
Control Device (TCD) within the SRA near the existing FLRWPS, and existing and
future raw water mains from the pump station to EID’s El Dorado Hills Water Treaiment
Plant. The presence and operation of these facilities, which provide water to the El
Dorado Hills region, will help preserve the cold water pool for anadromous fish species
in the lower American River and as such should be recognized in the General Plan/RMP.
Attachment 1 depicts the location of the existing FLRWPS and the anticipated future
TCD site.

2. At page II-5, EID’s FLRWPS should be specifically identified as an existing non-
recreational local water supply facility at Folsom Reservoir.

2830 Mosquiio Ruad

Bill Geotge - Director
Division 3

Harry J. Norris - Director

Division 3

30-1:

The El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) has a license agreement with
Reclamation for the raw water pumping station and associated facilities located
on the South Fork Arm of Folsom Lake SRA. The current EID facility
occupies approximately 1.5 acres of upland area. Reclamation has granted
license agreements on lands within the SRA to many other entities for a variety
of purposes including transmission lines, sewage lines, cell tower facilities and
many other uses. Often the area of these license agreements also includes trails
or other recreation facilities, so these utility facilities are not the exclusive use
of these areas. It is not possible or practical to carve out each of these license
areas and designate them as an “Administration” area. Changes have been
made in the text of the Preliminaty GP/RMP to acknowledge the existence of
the EID facilities, see the proposed changes to the Preliminary GP/RMP
(Chapter 4). State Parks and Reclamation have worked cooperatively with EID
on any issues regarding their existing facilities and proposed new facilities and
will continue to do so in the future.
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Letter 30, page 2

Letter No.: ECL0308-031
To: Jim Micheaels

March 24, 2008
Page2 of 3

3. At page 119, the discussion of land uses along the eastern shoreline of Folsom Lake
should include EID’s existing FLRWPS and its planned TCD site within the SRA.

4, On Figure I1I-1, EID’s existing FLRWPS (approx. 1.5 acres) and the future new TCD site
(approx. 7 acres) should receive an “Administration” designation similar to that of the
Folsom Dam. EID must manage these raw water intake facilities consistent with local,
state, and federal public health regulations and the various National Threat Levels in
effect from time to time. Therefore, EID’s existing and future facilities and sufficient
area around them should be included in the Administration designation. The designation
and/or definition of “Administration” may need to be modified to include non-federal
facilities located in the SRA, such as those operated by EID.

. At Page 111-81, the draft Trail System Planning and Management Guideline VISIT-37

secks to “ensure that proposed new development adjacent to the SRA will not prevent 30-2: Recommendation noted. See proposed additional guideline for the El Dorado
development of planned trail system facilities...”  EID believes it is important that N T

planned trail system facilities are flexible in location and design while meeting trail Shore management zone in the proposed changes to the Preliminary GP/RMP
system objectives. We appreciate that the trail advocacy, collaboration, and stewardship (Cha ter 4)

guidelines indicate a willingness to work with stakeholders in that regard. We suggest p .

that the guideline be modified as follows: “Work with local land use agencies and public
utilities to ensure that new development proposed adjacent or within the SRA will be
consistent with the development of planned trail system facilities and will not
significantly impact or constrain public use of the trail system.” The collaborate efforts
between EID and State Parks’ staff during the TCD EIR process in 2005 illustrate how
these efforts can be successful.

. At page [11-42, under 6). Watershed and Water Quality Management, the first Watershed

Protection goal is “Protect water quality in Folsom Lake and Lake Natoma and the 30-3: Recommendation noted. See proposed additional guideline for the Watershed
streams within the SRA that feed into these water bodies. Protect water quantity in the . . ..
crecks that feed into Folsom Lake and Lake Natoma.” To further help meet this goal, and Water Quality Management in the proposed changes to the Preliminary

EID recommends the development of an educational/s ideline, such as “Work

with schools, landowners, land use agencies, local water purveyors and flood
management districts and other utilities to provide education regarding protection and
enhancement of water quality.”

GP/RMP (Chapter 4 in Volume I of this Response to Comments document).

1t is unclear from the guidelines provided pages 111-42 and JI-43 how the General
Plan/RMP intends to protect water quantity. Further explanation is warranted.

. At page IV-84, the draft EIR/EIS describes development within the Folsom Lake State . Sl :
Recreation Arca (Unit). ‘The existing FLRWPS and planned TCD should be recognized 30-4: Comment noted. Chapter IV of the Preliminary GP/RMP has been revised to

as developments within the Unit. include existing EID facilities. See Chapter 4.0 in Volume I of this Response
to Comments document.
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Letter 30, page 3

March 24, 2008
Page 3 of 3

Letter No.: ECL0308-031
To: Jim Micheaels

8. At page IV-237, the draft EIR/EIS describes non-recreation land uses within the Unit.
The existing FLRWPS and planned TCD should be recognized as non-recreational land
uses within the Unit.

. At page IV-378, it should be noted that in addition to easements for water mains, EID
operates the FLRWPS, As coordinated previously with State Parks staff, a TCD, is
planned near the existing FLRWPS as described above. Both the existing and future
facilities are located within a proposed Conservation land use designation. These sites
should be designated for administrative-type uses and their existence considered when
developing guidelines for property immediately surrounding them.

. In order to meet electrical demands of the region (including that of EID), EID has been
informed that PG&E has preliminarily considered new high-tension powerline options
that could span the lake from the Granite Bay area across the peninsula to the El Dorado
County shoreline within existing or new alignments. State Parks staff should consult
with PG&E to determine if these utility upgrades should be considered in the General
Plan/RMP and accompanying EIR/EIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to review these documents. If there are any questions regarding
EID comments, please contact me at (530) 642-4082.

Sincerely,
/ A —

an Corcoran
Environmental Review Division Manager

DCudr
Enclosure: Attachment 1 - EID Folsom Lake Raw Water Pump Station & TCD map

cc: Laura Caballero, USBR Central California Area Office

30-5:

30-6:

30-7:

Comment noted. Chapter IV of the Preliminary GP/RMP has been revised to
include existing EID facilities. See Chapter 4.0 in Volume I of this Response
to Comments document.

Comment noted. Chapter IV of the Preliminary GP/RMP has been revised to
include existing EID facilities. See Chapter 4.0 in Volume I of this Response
to Comments document. Please also see Response to Comment 30-1 regarding
re-designation of land as “Administration.”

Recommendation noted.
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Letter 31, page 1

Congregs of the nited States
THouge of Wepresentatibies
Thtaghington, DE 20515

April 30, 2008 -

Mike Finnegan, Acting Regional Director

U.S. Department of the Intetior

Burean of Reclamation
7794 Folsom Dam Road
Folsom, CA 95630-1799

Re:  Comments on the Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Prcliminary
General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Fmpact
Report/Environmental Tmpact Statement

Dear Mr. Finnegan:

We are writing regarding the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA) and Folsom
Powerhouse State Historic Park (SHP) Preliminary General Plan/R M

Plan (PGP/RMP) and Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS/EIR). After review of the PGP/RMP, we have serious concerns
regarding the negative impacts of these documents, and we urge you to extend the
comment deadline for six months in-order to ensure-this lengthy, complex, and
poteniially damaging document can be properly reviewed and a reasonable plan can be
developed.

As you know, the SRA is onc of the most visited recreational areas in the State of
California with ever 1.5:million average annual visitors per year. Since the current
general plan was approved in 1979, the population surrounding the lake has grown to
over 2 million, and that population is expected to grow by another million by 2025,
Considering the population projections, the number of visitors to the SRA is expected to
increase proportionally. We are deeply concemned the PGP/RMP will not provide the
needed level or variety of outdoor recreational activities for park users. More focus is
required on the recreational aspects of the SRA and how those facilities can be.cnhanced
to'meet demands.

1t is'our understanding that the proposed plans will have major and negative impacts not
only on our-congressiongl districts, but also on other jurisdictions in-our region. The
deep concerns we share with our constituents center on the apparent preference of the
PGP/RMP toward less development and more conservation as-opposed to-expansion of
outdoor recreational facilities to meet current and projected demand.

31-1:

31-2:

Please see Master Response PP-1 (Section 3.1.1).

Please see Master Responses ALT-2, ALT-3, BOAT-1, BOAT-2, TR-10, TR-
11 and MB-1 (Sections 3.2.2, 3.2.3, 3.5.1, 3.5.2, 3.7.10, 3.7.11 and 3.10.1).
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Letter 31, page 2

Our concerns and comments are outlined below. Since the Preferred Alternative in the
DEIS/EIR is the PGP/RMP, we have focused most comments on the proposed plan and,
by extension, the DEIS/EIR. To address these concerns, a more thorough analysis needs
to be undertaken and dditional information is needed. The issues and areas of greatest
concern include the following:

«  Non-identification of a suitable Jocation for a second marina at Folsom Lake;

¢ Expansion of the 5 mph speed limit zone on the:North Fork Arm of Folsom Lake

and restiiction of motorized aquatic activities on the North Fork Arm of Folsom
- Lake;
® Phasing out of gasoline-engines on Lake Natoma;

* Reconfiguration of access to Folsem Point;

+ Increased involvement by State Parks and Recreation in Jocal land use planning
and development;

» Absence of a comparative analysis of the status of improvements.described in the
adopted 1979 General Plan and subsequent amendments to that plan to those
proposed in the PGP/RMP;

+ Phasing out of the stables at Mississippi Bar;

» Relocation af group campgrounds at Negro Bar and the teduction of available
parking

. Inclusion-of portions of the Folsom Historic canal into the Folsom Powerhouse
"SHP boundaries;

& Relocation:and/or elimination of existing hike paths in the Natoma Shore area;

© Elimination of dry-bost storage at Browns Ravine and the lack of provisions for
additional parking at the marina;

»  Elimination of lake access and dock at Folsom Powerhouse SHP;

» Elimination of proposed park improvements at Mooney Ridge and Granite Bay
North;

» Elimination of multi-use improvements at Rattlesnake Bar and the Peninsula; and

o Elimination of additional camping sites at E1 Dorado shere.
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Letter 31, page 3

We recognize the challenges your department faces when balancing the increasing
demands for outdoor recreational activities in this area with resource maintenance and
preservation. We further recognize that visitor usage at the SRA has shifted over the
years from predominantly overnight to day users. However, based upon our review and
the review of many-of our constituents, the proposed documents would result in
significant damage to the Jocal economy and would significantly interfere and degrade
important recreational opportunities at California’s most-visited state park. This outcome
is unacceptable.

Consistent with Public Resounrces Code section 21177, we sescrve the right to provide
further written and-oral comment on this matter at. any time prior to the close of the
public hearing on the project and before the issuance of any notice of determination. We
also reguest that you provide our offices with notice of all such public hearings and
meetings.

Sincerely,

(b T ik (0"

JOHN T. DOOLITTLE E.LUNGREN
fiited States Representative United States Representative
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Letter 32, page 1

555 Capitol Mall, 10h Flos P: 916/444-1000
D O w N E Y l B R A N D Su:ran?;:l:,C:‘?S;?A = F: 916/444-2100
ATTORNEYS LLP downeybrand.com

Sophia J. Rowlands
srowlands@downeybrand.com

April 30, 2008

V14 FACSIMILE (916) 988-9062 AND U.S. MaIL

Jim Micheaels

Staff Park and Recreation Specialist
California Department of Parks and Recreation
Gold Fields District

7806 Folsom-Auburn Road

Folsom, CA 95630

Re:  Folsom Lake State Recreation Area General Plan/Resonrce Management Plan Draft
EIR/EIS

Dear Mr. Micheaels:

These comments are provided on behalf of Bill Shehadeh regarding the proposed actions of the
California Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR) and the United States Department of the
Interior, Burean of Reclamation (the “Burean”) involving the revised General Plan/Resource
Management Plan (GP/RMP) for the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA) and Folsom
Powerhouse State Historic Park. CDPR and the Burean have circulated the Proposed GP/RMP
and accompanying Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement' for public
comment, in accordance with state law.

It is our position that the GP/RMP is internally inconsistent, and the accompanying EIR does not
comport with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Pub. Res.
Code § 21000 et seq. Accordingly, we are requesting that CDPR and the Bureau disapprove of
the proposed GP/RMP until such time as the internal inconsistencies can be resolved and the EIR
is revised to adequately analyze and mitigate the impacts described in this letter. Given the
revisions that are required to make the EIR legally adequate, CEQA requires that the EIR must
be recirculated. 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15088.5.

! Although this document is technically a joint Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), because this letter addresses only its deficiencies under the California Environmental Quality Act,

for ease of refe the d will hereil be referred to as an EIR.
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L The General Plan/Resource Management Plan Contains Internal Inconsistencies

The GP/RMP as currently drafted is not internally consistent in that it has stated goals and
policies which are at odds with one another and cannot reasonably be reconciled, rendering it
confusing and ultimately inadequate “as a guide for the future development, management, and
operation” of the Unit. Pub. Res. Code § 5002.2(a). Specifically, one of the proposed GP/RMP
Guidelines relating to public access and circulation is to ““[e]nsure that day use areas in the SRA
provide facilities that encourage and support alternate modes of transportation to the SRA,
including pedestrian, equestrian, bicycle, boat, and transit, as a means of minimizing futare
increases in traffic and the demand for parking.” Guideline Circulate-5, GP/RMC at II1-91
(emphasis added). At the same time, not three paragraphs below, the GP/RMP Guidelines state
that the management plan will “[e]liminate informal and illegal access to the SRA from private
property.” Guideline Circulate-8, GP/RMP at III-91. These Guidelines are inherently at odds.
While park management is certainly within its rights to eliminate “illegal” access to the SRA?
eliminating “informal” access is contrary to the Plan’s stated goal of encouraging alternate
modes of environmentally friendly transportation, and, quite frankly, is baffling from a common
sense perspective.

The SRA appears to be completely surrounded on all sides by private propexty that is primarily
residential in nature. Given the size of the SRA, a significant number of recreational users
currently legally access the SRA from adjoining private properties on foot, bicycle, and
horseback, the same alternate modes of transportation envisioned in Guideline Circulate-5. If
informal access is prohibited, these users will be forced to commute to their nearest “public
access point,” which in some cases may be quite a distance. Because of the distance involved
and the fact that the roads surrounding the SRA are not pedestrian, bicycle, or equine-friendly,
the vast majority of these commutes will now be made by automobile. Consequently, the only
purpose of implementing Guideline Circulate-8 must be to discourage alternate modes of
transportation to the SRA, and to unnecessarily compound congestion at the few public access
points around the SRA. This does not fit with the goals and tenor of the rest of the proposed
GP/RMP, is specifically incongruent with Guideline Circulate-5, and, as discussed betow, will
result in significant environmental impacts.

1L The EIR Does Not Adequately Consider Impacts to Global Warming That May be
Caused by Adoption of the General Plan/Resource Management Plan

CEQA requires that an EIR must identify and focus on the possible significant environmental
mpacts of a proposed project. 14 Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15126(a), 15126.2(a). The legislature
recently recognized that global warming caused by greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions is an

# We must note here that we are unclear what exactly would constitute “illegal” access, Since the SRA was created
for use by the public and is maintained for the benefit of the public, it is hard to divine a class of users that should be
prohibited from accessing the SRA; providing an example of what is meant by this term in the GP/RMP would be
helpful.

DOWNEY |BRAND

ATIORNEYS 1P

32-1:

32-2:

Please see Master Response TR-13 (Section 3.7.13).

No current CEQA regulation, statute or judicial decision outlines how CEQA
analysis of a project’s greenhouse gas emissions impact should be performed.
However, the Draft EIR/EIS has been revised to assess Preliminary GP/RMP
compliance with federal, state and regional climate change regulations (see
Volume I Section 4.3.2 of this document). The Preliminary GP/RMP complies
with all relevant climate change regulations, contains numerous goals and
guidelines that would reduce climate change impacts, and proposes
development limited to trails and interpretive and recreational facilities.
Therefore, the Preliminary GP/RMP would not significantly conttibute to
climate change.

Please see Master Response TR-13 (Section 3.7.13) regarding Guideline
CIRCULATE-8.
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“cffect on the environment” under CEQA,; as such, a project’s potential contributions to global
warming and GHG emissions must be analyzed and mitigated in order to comply with both the
mandates of CEQA and Division 25.5 of the Health and Safety Code (more commonly known as
“AB 32" or the “Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006”). As noted at an April 3, 2008
workshop on CEQA and Climate Change presented by the Office of the Attorney General, there
is nothing speculative about the ability to identify and mitigate a project’s contributions to GHG
emissions and lead agencies must address the same in their CEQA documents. The draft EIR
fails completely in this regard.

The EIR’s section on Climate Change, section 4.4.2.6, is one of the shortest sections in the 399
page document. While noting that global warming has been identified as a significant threat, the
EIR effectively punts the ball and shirks its responsibilities by summarily stating that the science
surrounding global warming is uncertain, impacts related to management of the SRA cannot be
predicted, and concluding that “the proposed Plan would not contribute significantly to climate
change.” This lack of analysis and disclosure is unacceptable for a document released in
February 2008, especially an EIR for a General Plan.® This section of the EIR does not comport
with existing law, and, more importantly, does not provide sufficient information for the public,
CDPR, or the Bureau to be fully informed about the environmental consequences of approving
the GP/RMP.

It is generally agreed that reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMTs) is a key component of
reducing GHG emissions, and nowhere does the EIR attempt to evaluate how VMTs will be
affected by the GP/RMP. This is particularly disturbing in light of Guideline Circulate-8. As
noted above, many recreational users currently access the SRA from private property bordering
the SRA. Also as noted above, such users already use alternate modes of transportation to access
the SRA, such as the pedestrian, equestrian, and bicycle methods promoted in Guideline
Circulate-5. ¥ Guideline Circulate-8 is implemented, these users will be required to access the
SRA through one of the few public access points around the lake, all of which are already
operating over capacity as discussed throughout the GP/RMP and EIR. Closing off informal
access to and from private property will only generate additional vehicle trips to these points,
resulting in increased GHG emissions (as well as increased congestion on the public roads
surrounding the SRA, and decreased safety within the access areas themselves).

The additional vehicle trips generated by implementation of Guideline Circulate-8 would be
especially significant because many of them will be attributable to large trucks and horse trailers.
A number of the users that access the SRA each day informally from private property are
equestrians. If informal, direct access is foreciosed to them, the only alternative will be to load

® The Attorney General has noted that General Plans and their EIRs are the best place to address and combat the
impacts of global warming, as they set the blueprint for a given area for the foreseeable future. See Letter from
Megan H. Acevedo for Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Attorney General, to Elaine Lister, City of Mission Viejo, January 2,
2008 (commenting on Mission Viejo General Plan), ilable at htip://ag.ca. i df/
_negative_ declaration_mission_viejo_update.pdf (last visited April 30, 2008).

DOWNEY|BRAND

ATTORNEYS 1P
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their horses into trailers and drive to the nearest access point. Trucks hauling horse trailers
would be akin to large commercial vehicles in terms of their impacts on roadway levels of
service (LOS) because they are heavier than passenger cars and require exponentially greater
stopping distances and acceleration times. They also utilize fuel very inefficiently, resulting in
higher GHG emissions per mile than a passenger car.* Once the tracks and horse trailers arrive
at the public access points, there are a number of safety concems associated with requiring
horses to be loaded and unloaded in such areas, as horses are generally not compatible with the
large number of motorized vehicles and people that will be concentrated in these areas. The EIR
discloses none of this, and certainly does not discuss potential mitigation measures from either a
climate change or a traffic impacts perspective.

Accordingly, and in light of the foregoing comments, we respectfully request that CDPR and the
Bureau decline to adopt the GP/RMP or certify the EIR until these serious and substantial
deficiencies can be addressed and resolved and both documents can be recirculated for additional
public comment.

Very truly yours,

WNEY BRAND LLP

Sophia J. Rowlands

Enclosures

cc: Bill Shedaheh (w/enclosures)

9295744

* For example, please sce the attached articles taken from the online horse community website
ww.floridahorse.com, entitled “Tow Vehicle Considerations” and “Towing Tutorial” which are enclosed for your
convenience.

DOWNEY|BRAND
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33: The first page and a half of this letter seem to be comments on other projects
May 28,2008 and areas, including the American River Pump Station Project and Auburn
o elds Diseie State Recreation Area. State Parks certainly recognizes the trail connections

7806 Folsom-Auburn Rd. between Auburn SRA and Folsom Lake SRA.
Folsom, CA. 95630

RE Folsom Lake SRA General Plan

Dear Mr. Micheaels,

As I am sure you are aware by now, the proposed Plan and the associated environmental
documents do not accurately identify many existing equestrian facilities. The deleterious
effect of the lack of sufficient information about the existing facilities and equestrian
resources can best be illustrated by the loss the small Maidu equestrian staging area and
paving over of key portions of the Cardiac Hill Bypass trail in Auburn SRA as a result of
the American river Pump Station Project.

The aptly named Cardiac Hill Trail at the South end of ASRA climbs steeply out of the
river canyon and connects to the Auburn Equestrian Staging area at the top of the ridge
overlooking the American River Canyon. The Cardiac Bypass trail is a mixture of old,
unused roads and trails. This trail follows a longer but less steep route out of the river
canyon and ties into the Cardiac trail near the top of the ridge before the Auburn Staging
area. The Cardiac Bypass trail had been in use for many, many years, it is signed
throughout its’ length and has been the preferred route out of the canyon for the
American River 50 Endurance Ride and numerous local trail users. This route had also
functioned as an excellent loop trail system to disperse users.

The lack of any depiction of the Maidu Staging area and lack of an accurate depiction of
Cardiac Bypass trail on the Recreation Trails Map Figure 3.8-2 and Existing Project
conditions Figure S-5 (attachments 1 and 2) resulted in not only the loss of the
equestrian parking at Maidu Dr., near the new river access gate, but also the paving over
portions of the upper end of Cardiac Bypass trail. This map was prepared at State Parks
direction for the American River Pump Station Project. (Executive Summary p14) The
map depicts the Cardiac Bypass trail from the river bottom to about 1/3 way up canyon to
the new 50 car parking lot. It does not show that this trail in fact continues further up
canyon to tie back into the upper end of the trail system that goes to the Auburn Staging
area. It wouldn’t serve as a “bypass” if it merely stopped 1/3 way up the canyon. There
are at least three Cardiac Bypass signs up canyon past the new parking lot. These signs
were in place well before the Pump Station Project was started and are s#ill in place now.
Attachment 3. These signs indicate the trail continues past the 50 car parking lot. Neither
the mapping nor the discussion of impacts in the Pump Station EIR indicate that the
Cardiac Bypass trail continues beyond the 50 car parking lot and connects into the rest of
the trail system. Interestingly, to improve public river access and minimize conflict
between vehicles and hikers/equestrians, the lower 1/3 of the Cardiac Bypass was
rerouted as part of the Pump Station Project when the old alignment on an old river
access road was resurfaced. Yet, the upper portion puts those same users back on the
newly paved and cable guard railed road at the upper end! This new conflict and what
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essentially amounts to cutting through the trail with an improved road was never
mentioned in the EIR. Attachment 4

What is shown on the maps, is the Auburn to Cool Trail, given official yet temporary,
status in 1996. (C1-26 of the Pump station project) On map Figure 3.8-2, the upper
portion of the original Cardiac Bypass trail alignment is covered over by the Auburn to
Cool trail. Thus the map record does not accurately illustrate the upper portion of the
Cardiac Bypass Trail. While the Auburn to Cool trail may have lost official standing as
part of the Pump station project, nothing in the Pump Station EIR indicates that the
Cardiac Bypass was to be cut off as well. After identifying the Cardiac Bypass trail as
one of the trails in the project study area, there is no further reference to impacts to the
upper portion nor is it referenced again by name. (See p 43 Executive Summary) (for
more information see Final EIR American River Pump Station Project 3-234 — 3-236).

As to the loss of the Maidu Equestrian parking, the facility was never expressty
discussed in the text so the loss was never addressed in the Pump Station EIR at all. This
equestrian staging area is shown on the Parks website today! See Attachment 5 and 6.

Quite frankly, many people who had read and commented on this Pump Station project
were blind sided by the loss of connectivity of the upper end of Cardiac Bypass trail and
Maidu staging area. The cutrent omissions in the draft Folsom General Plan further
undermine public trust and the ability to maintain a productive working relationship
between Parks and equestrian Park users. The ASRA is unique in that many established
facilities may not have State Park’s official recognition because they are located in an old
1978 dam site. However, the fact that the public has been using the staging area for 20+
years and it is on the website and the Bypass trail is signed and has been used as an
official route for Nationally recognized endurance rides means that changes to these
facilities must be identified and the public must be informed. While it is possible to trail
blaze aroute around the paved road to complete the trek up hill and the Maidu staging
area may not be a critical piece of the trail system, it is the lack of clarity, maybe even
candor with regard to impacts to long used facilities that is at the heart of what I seeasa
developing contentious relationship with State Parks and local park users. 1 believe
ASRA and Folsom Lake SRA’s are understaffed both administratively and with field
personnel, so it is vitally important for all to create a good working relationship with as
many users as possible at this time.

So please update and clarify all equestrian facilities and note that the Pioneer Express
Trail has a historical marker associated with it.

In addition I have the following questions and comments
1. Please change the land use designations in the preferred plan to medium intensity
recreation in the following areas;
*  Mississippi Bar
+ Natoma Shore
¢ Natoma Shore South
* Peninsula

33-1:

33-2:

Please see Master Responses EC-1 and TR-11(Sections 3.3.1 and 3.7.11).

Please see Master Response ALT-3 (Section 3.2.3).
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#w

o

. The 1979 Plan envisioned

* Darrington
» El Dorado Shore
» Negro Bar change to High Intensity recreation

. Add Equestrian Camping at three places around the Lake at the time;

* Peninsula
* Rattlesnake
* Mississippi

Add Equestrian parking facility at Peninsula at this time

. Add and explicit goal that seeks to ensure safety of the variety of trail users in

Folsom Lake SRA
Adda that additional

facilities may be located as needed

. In 1975 was the first 50 miles of the Pioneer Express Trail through Folsom Lake

SRA incorporated into the National Trail System?

Whether or not the Plan will contain trail management details it is critical that the
Multi Use Trail Corridor concept put forth by the stakeholders be identified as a
specific guideline in the General Plan

7 ping and or staging area around Folsom
Lake to conneet into the future proposed trail around Folsom Lake. Do any of the
existing or proposed trailheads, north of Brown’s Ravine shown on Alternative #2
“Enhancement with Major Expansion” Trails-Folsom Lake map include
equestrian parking?

. Do the trailhead icons on the above referenced map allow or represent mountain

bicyele access? Do these same icons represent equestrian parking access?

Will the proposed trail to extend the mountain bike/hiker only Darrington trail to
Olmstead on the above referenced map be part of a multi use corridor trail?
Mountain bike/hiker only or multi-use?

. I live near Folsom Lake and have a view of the lake. Folsom Lake is surrounded

by private property and residential land uses. Many of the private property
owners build to enjoy the view of the Lake. Boaters and other Folsom SRA users
should expect to see houses to some degree around the Lake. On some days
individual boats are so loud I cannot have a conversation outside my house.
Residents around the Lake should expect to hear loud boats on Folsom Lake on
summer days especially on weekends.  This area is not a wilderness nor is it

Di land, excessive defi 1o the too delicate sensibilities of boaters or near
by residents with regard to noise or view sheds is too expensive and time
consuming for Park staff to waste time on.

. T have a wonderful view of the Lake, on several occasions floating bathrooms

located well south of Anderson Island in the Placer Shore area have been placed
such that they can be easily seen from my deck.  These bathrooms are an
important necessity for boaters. Please continue to maintain them and place them
in the Lake as needed.

. Please clarify if the Conservation land use designation will allow an equestrian

staging area.

33-3:

33-4:
33-5:
33-6:
33-7:

33-8:
33-9:

33-10:

33-11:

33-12:

Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).

Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).

Please see Master Response TR-7 (Section 3.7.7).

Please see Master Response TR-11(Section 3.7.11).

The Pioneer Express Trail, from Beal’s Point to Auburn SRA, was part of the
designation of the “Western States Pioneer Express Trail” as a National
Recreation Trail in 1975. This designation is noted on page I11-36 of the
Preliminary GP/RMP.

Please see Master Response TR-12 (Section 3.7.12).

Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).

The direction in the Preliminary GP/RMP for the North Fork Shore
management zone proposes a new trail corridor from the Peninsula to the
Knickerbocker area within Auburn SRA. As this guideline on page I111-181 of
the Preliminary Plan indicates, the use designation of this trail will be
addressed in the Trail Management Plan (See Master Response TR-10, Section
3.7.10).

Comment noted.

See Master Response ALT-3 (Section 3.2.3) regarding proposed changes to the
“Conservation” land use designation. This designation, now titled, “Low
Intensity Recreation/Consetvation”, would not preclude equestrian staging
areas.
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14. The North Fork Shore area is narrow and exhaust fumes from slow moving, idling 33-13: Please see Master Response BOAT-1 (Section 3.5. 1),
motor boats really impact non-motorized users in this area. In an effort to
accommodate a variety of water users this area would be ideal if it was off limits
to motors because it would allow for quiet, fume free enjoyment for those who
want to canoe, kayak and swim. At the very least please limit speed in this area.

These comments are in addition to my earlier letter dated April 24, 2008. Thank-you for
the opportunity to comment on this plan.

Sing A
Patricia Gibbs

5425 Lake Forest Dr.
Loomis, CA. 95650
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HOLDERNESS LAW FIRM
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
ROGEART G. HOLDERNESS 1 HATOMA STREET
FOLSOM, CALIFORNIA 95630
TELEPHONE (916) 984-1410
FACSIMILE (216) 584.1413
holderness@noidernessiavcom

April 30, 2008

. Mr. Jim Micheaels
Gold Fields District
California State Parks
7806 Folsom~Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

RE: Comments of the Folsom Economic Development Corporation
on the Folsom Lake SRA Preliminary General
Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Sir:

These comments are submitted on behalf of Folsom Economic
Development Corporation (“FEDCORP”)and address the staff’s
ed Alternative” for the above-captioned project. In sum,
red Alternative depreciates the recreational value of
Natoma and Folsom.Lake reservoirs, particularly those
portions which are either within or immediately adjacent to the
confines of the City of Folsom. These comments also identify
what investigations and reports need to be done to meet statutory
and regulatory mandates, and how the Preferred Alternative and
the accompanying ervironmental assessment are fundamentally
flawed and legally deficient under CEQA.

Back in 1979 (during the administration of
id G. Brown, Jr.), the State of California
{hy throuyl: ate Department of Park and Recreation
(hereafter “the department”) adopted a forward looking general
plan for the FLSRA. The twin pillars of that plan were that the
realization that the Sacramento Metropolitan Area {in which the
FLSRA is located), was a rapidly growing region and consequently,
the need for expanded.recreational opportunities at FLSRA was
great. The recreational needs assessment contained in the 1979
planning document contained implementing policies for the
¢f a host of facilities such as picnic tables, camp
restrooms, showers, a restaurant, a snack bar; and
It ever included a boat dock to the
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eastern shore of Lake Natoma in close proximity to downtown
historic Folsom. All of these planned improvements were aimed at
fying increased demand for recreational opportunities
th RA and complying withe the department’s legal

mandate.
As the enclosures which accompany this letter illustrate, . . . . .
the. staff-promoted “Preferred Alternative”, when measured by the 34-1: Please see Master Response ALT-2 (Section 3.2.2). There is no direction in the
1979 general plan ignores the recreation import of population fmnd P : : :
growth in the regien and depreciates the recreational rescources Prehmmary GP/RMP that hmltS recreatlonal use in LOW IntCHSIty
of the FL5RA. Indeed, the Preferred Alternative does not even Recreatlon/Conservatlon Areas to “1nfrequer1t contact”.

have a demographically based recreational needs assessment by
which to measure or evaluate, for example, the proposal to place
80% of the land area of the FLSRA into a conservation zone where
recreational activities must be “limited to infrequent contact
with other visitors” as opposed to an area where a resident of
Folsom can take his/her family for a picnic, a swim, and a pick
up game of beach ball. (See, the Appendix A: Land Use
Designation Descriptions spread sheet definition of
“Conservation.”) As will be seen, this truncation of the FLSRA
has particularly negative consequences for Folsom residents
businesses, and for those who want to use existing public
transportation facilities to enjoy recreational opportunities at
the FLSRA. It also violates the law.

2. The Preferred Alternative Fails to Meet the Statutor
Responsibilities of the State Department of Parks and Recreation.
Under California law, the State Department of Parks and
Recreation has the legal duty and responsibility to investigate
and report to the department director and to the State Park and
Recreation Commission “upon the facilities and services which are
needed...in the public recreational areas within the state...and
assist in the coordination and development of recreational
programs...” Public Resources Code Section 541.

The Preferred Alternative does not contain a recreational
facilities and services needs analysis, which would tell the
director and the commission what those needs are. Likewise, it
does not report on how the need for new facilities and services
will be met. As such, these omissions violate its mandate under
the law. Public Resources Code Section 541.

Instead of following the law, the authors of the Preferred
Alternative substitute their own personal criteria for the
statutory mandate. 1In contrast to the 1979 plan and in violation
of Public Resources Code Section 541, the Preferred Alternative
is based on the premise that the increased population growth in
the Sacramento Metropolitan Area reguires them to reduce
recreational opportunities within FLSRA and replace the needed
recreational facilities and services with a new staff invented
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concept, namely, conservation of open space This is apparently
being done to compensate for the private sector’s conversion of
open space into areas of urban or suburban development. For
example, the entirety of Lake Natoma (except for a portion of the
Negro Bar area and a portion of the area in the vicinity of
Nimbus Flats) is proposed as a conservation area where
recreational activity must be “limited to infrequent contact”
with other visitors to FLSRA. See, Appendix A, above. This means
no new facilities or services for the Folsom community or its
neighbors.

This staif created mandate does not have the sanction of
ilaw. Its adoption by the commission and its implementation by
the department will give rise to litigation pursuant to CCP
Section 1085, et seqg. This unnecessary dispute can be rendered
fance with the mandate of section 541, above.

have a“dec one four ]DDL brldq
, are in the midst of compl
] the upper reaches of Lake Nate
(just below Folsom Dam), and since October, 2005 have had an
operating light rail line which services the greater Sacramento
Metropolitan Area as well as Folsom.! Nevertheless, the
Preferred Alternative takes no cognizance of these major
additions to the transportation system which is now available for
recreational users of the Lake Batoma reservoir. For example,
the area of Lake Natoma which is immediately adjacent to those
facilities is designated in the Preferred Alternative as a
“Conservation” zone, meaning there will be no new recreational
facilities [bathing areas, picnic tables, camp sites, boat docks,
concessionaire staging areas, restrooms, snack bars, -or the like])
in any of those areas. In other words, light rail day trippers
locking for a ce to recreate need to apply to the FLSRA.

ignificant Tra
by Imnlemnnta

the State of Cali rornla proposes to carry out whlch has the
potential for impacting the environment. Public Resources Code
Sections 21065 and 21080. The EIR/EIS must address mitigation
measures which could be adopted to negate or minimize the
negatives environmental impacts which arise from the project.

' It should also be noted that Folsom’s population in 1979 was about 5,000, whereas it is
now approximating 70,000. That level of growth was not anticipated by the city of Folsom, not
by the department.

34-2:  The comment is incorrect. The Preliminary GP/RMP acknowledges recent
transportation infrastructure improvements including the Folsom Dam Bridge
(11-71, 111-91, 111-163) and the Regional Transit light rail line to the City of
Folsom (11-42, 111-92, 111-148) and provides specific direction regarding
coordination of these facilities and access to the SRA. State Parks and
Reclamation commented extensively during the planning of the Folsom Dam
Bridge to ensure connectivity with the Folsom Lake SRA trail system among
other issues. See also Master Response ALT-3 (Section 3.2.3) regarding the
“Conservation” land use designation.

34-3:  The air quality analysis examined impacts from all vehicle traffic and stationary

sources, listing the results in Table 6.E. These results showed that the No
Project/Cutrent General Plan option has the highest total emissions.

Table 6.G: Operational Emissions for the Year 2010

Area Emission Rates, Ibs/day
Source ROG NOx cO PMy

No Project/Cutrent General Plan 45 77 548 63
Preferred Concept 21 35 251 29
Alternative A 37 63 453 52
Alternative B 12 21 151 17
PCAPCD Thresholds 82 82 550 82

EDCAPCD Thresholds 82 82 - -
SMAQMD Thresholds 85 85 -- 275

Exceeds Any Threshold? No No No No

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., May 2006.
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See, Public Resources Code Section 21100 and 14 CCR Section
15220, et seq.

In this case the negative impacts of air pollution and
traffic congestion which will arise from the adoption of the
 Preferred Alternative have not even been studied. In the same
spirit of omission, no attempt has been to minimize or negate the
adverse effects of the Preferred Alternative’s failure to orient
FLSRA's facilities to maximize public transportation
opportunities and maximize the mobility opportunities derived
from the two new four lane river crossings in order to reduce air
pollution and traffic congestion in and around the FLSRA.  This
is a particularly egregious omission because traffic studies of
the sort required are routinely done for private sector projects
of just a few acres, whereas this plan encompasses about 20,000
acres. Likewise, this omission is aggravated by the fact that
the area in and around the City of Folsom routinely has the
highest levels of air pollution in the Sacramento region on the
hot summer days when recreational activity at FLSRA is at its
peak and when mitigation measures are most needed.

5. The Proposed Depreciation of FLSRA under the Prefetred
Blternative Is Manifest. Enclosed with this letter is
correspondence addressed by FEDCORP to Ruth Coleman, Director of

the te D rtment of Parks and Recreation, and a memorandum
whi detail ome of the particular deficiencies in the
Fre red Alternative. Each of those documents are incorporated

herein as further evidence of the fundamental deficiencies
manifest in the Preferred Alternative and in the method and
procedure followed in establishing the so called Preferred
Alternative.

Under Public Resources Code Section 541, the department has
the authority and the legal obligation to meet, confer, and plan
recreational facilities and services for the FLSRA with the City
of Folsom and its sister local jurisdictions. This obligation is
recognized and adopted in the department’s 2002 state wide plan.
To date, the staff supporters of the Preferred Alternative have
not done this. Instead, they have launched-a last minute
campaign aimed at mollifying particular individuals who have
expressed concerns about or objections to the Preferred
Alternative. Apparently, this tactic has been employed in hopes
of maintaining their  schedule for the adoption of the Preferred
Alterative before the end of 2008.

Instead, a new approach needs be adopted by the department.
One which is consistent with the enclosed recommendations to the
director from FEDCORP, This can only be achieved after an
extended period of consultation between all stakeholders and the
department representatives. Such consultation can only obtain

34.4;

Comment noted. See Master Responses PP-2, ALT-2 and ALT-3 (Sections
3.1.2,3.2.2 and 3.2.3). State Parks has worked with the City of Folsom and
other adjacent jurisdictions in the development of the Preliminary GP/RMP
and will continue to do so regarding recreation planning and facilities in the

future.
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after the department rescinds its current schedule for adoption
and begins a substantive dialogue with the stake holders with the
jective of incorporating into the plan such recreational
facilities and services as are needed at FLSR for the residents
of California in general and those in the Sacramento-Folsom area
in particular.

Very truly yours,

Robert G. Holderness
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ADDITONAL FEDCORP COMMENTS RE:-FOLSOM LAKE GENERAL PLAN

4/30/08

& DEIR

1. Picnic sites

The currently adopted general plan indicated that there were a total of 623 picnic
sites at 11 locations in 1979, The currently adopted plan called for a total of 1581
picnic sites at 18 locations.

The proposed plan and DEIR indicate that there are currently 330 picnic sites at 9
locations. The proposed plan is unclear as to the number of planned picnic sites.
1t appears that picnic sites will be added to only 3 locations.

a.

Please provide a number or range of picnic sites and the locations where
they are planned to be added in the proposed plan. Without this
information, it is impossible to determine if the proposed plan will meet.
the needs of the existing and future demand.

Over the last thirty years, it appears that the number of picnic sites has
decreased by 293, Is this correct? Why has there been such a large
decrease in the number of picnic sites? Why has there been no new picnic
sites developed? Assuming a few hundred new picnic sites, why is there
such a substantial reduction in planned picnic sites in the proposed plan
compared with those that were planned in 19797

According to The State Park System Plan 2002, Part I: A System For the
Future, the 2002 inventory of picnic sites in the State Parks system was
16,000. The minimum number of picnic sites needed by 2020 is 25,000.
In fact, the document states “Just to provide today’s level of service to the
2020 population, the State Park System would need to add 325 campsites,
450 picnic sites, and 50 miles of trail every year for 20 years, That is
more than one new picnic site and nearly one new campsite every day.”
Given that Folsom Lake SRA is one of the most visited state parks in the
State Parks system, it doesn’t appear that the proposed plan is consistent
with The State Park System Plan 2002. If Folsom Lake SRA develops
only a few hundred new picnic sites by 2028, how will State Parks meet
their system wide goals? If not at Folsom, where will the picnic sites be
developed to meet California’s and/or the region’s increasing population?
Please provide an analysis showing where this need will be met? Please
explain why the proposed plan is inconsistent with the State Park System
Plan,

34-5:

See Master Response ALT 2 and ALT-3 (Sections 3.2.2 and 2.2.3) regarding
the picnic facilities proposed in the 1979 General Plan and those provided in
the Preliminary GP/RMP. Many of the facilities proposed in the 1979 General
Plan were not built due to changed conditions. As indicated in master response
ALT-2, the 1979 Plan presumed that a second entrance to the Granite Bay
area would be built and many of the facilities proposed for this area, including
picnic facilities, were contingent upon the development of a second entrance
due to the existing traffic congestion on Douglas Boulevard. The Preliminary
GP/RMP proposes new ot improved picnic facilities at the following
locations: Mississippi Bar, Lake Overlook, Willow Creek, Negro Bar, Folsom
Powerhouse, Rattlesnake Bar, Folsom Point and Beal’s Point. The proposed
changes to the Plan found in this document include potential new or improved
picnic facilities at the following locations: Granite Bay equestrian staging area,
Natoma Shore South, El Dorado Shore and Mormon Island Cove. In some
instances a range in the number of potential sites is provided. The intent of
current general plans for State Parks is to provide less specificity with regards
to the details of the design of specific facilities compared to the level of detail
in the 1979 General Plan.
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Campsites

The currently adopted general plan indicated that there were a total of 180
campsites in 1979, Of these, 150 were auto campsites at 3 locations and 30 were
off-shore boat campsites. In 1979, there were also 100 multi-use group campsites
al 2 locations.

The currently adopted plan called for a total of 540 campsites. Of these, there
were to be 340 auto campsites at S locations, 40 bicycle trail camps at 2 locations,
40 riding and hiking trail camps at 2 locations, 40 on-shore boat camps at |
location and 80 off-shore boat camps at 5 locations, The adopted plan also called
for a total of 200 group campsites at 3 locations.

The proposed plan and DEIR indicate that there are currently 173 auto campsites
at 2 locations, The proposed plan also states that there are 150 group campsites at
3 locations.

The proposed plan calls for onfy 50 to 100 more auto campsites at one of the :
existing locations. It also plans to move one of the group campsites to one of the
cxisting group locations leaving only two group locations. The relocation of the
group campsite will also reduce the number of auto campsites at that location,
Therefore, the number of auto campsites will be reduced by this relocation
leaving less than 50 to 100 new auto campsites.

a. According to the Comparative Inventory of Recreational Facilities at
California’s Largest Reservoirs, 2000, the average number of campsites
was 533 at 7.8 locations at California’s 15 largest reservoirs. The largest
number of campsites was 900. Folsom Lake SRA had the lowest. In fact,
Folsom Lake SRA ranked 14" and 15" out of 15 in campsites per shore
mile, campsites per 1,000 acres, 50-mile population per campsite and 100-
mile population per campsite. Over the last thirty years, it appears that the
number of auto campsites has only increased by 23. Is this correct? Why
has there been so little development of new campsites? Why is there such
a substantial reduction in planned campsites in the proposed plan
compared with those that were planned in 1979? Why is Folsom Lake
SRA ranked at the bottom of the state’s fifteen largest reservoirs?

b. According to The State Park System Plan 2002, Part I: A System For the
Future, the 2002 inventory of campsites in the State Parks system was
13,500. The minimum number of campsites needed by 2020 is 20,000. In
fact, the document states “Just to provide today’s level of service to the
2020 population, the State Park System would need to add 325 campsites,
450 picnic sites, and 50 miles of trail every year for 20 years. That is
more than one new picnic site and nearly one new campsite every day.”

34-6:

Please see Master Response CAMP-1 (Section 3.6.1). Also, see Master
Response ALT-2 (Section 3.2.2) and Table 3.A which explains the existing
facilities, those proposed in the 1979 General Plan and those proposed in the
preliminary GP/RMP, including camping facilides.
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Given that Folsom Lake SRA is one of the most visited state parks in the
State Parks system, it doesn’t appear that the proposed plan is consistent
with The State Park System Plan 2002. If Folsom Lake SRA develops
less that 50-100 new campsites by 2028, how will State Parks meet their
system wide goals? If not at Folsom, where will the campsites be
developed to meet California’s and the region’s increasing population?
Please provide an analysis showing where this need will be met? Please
explain why the proposed plan is inconsistent with the State Park System
Plan.

According to the California Department of Parks and Recreation, Annual
Statistical Reports camping revenue increased in the 2006/2007 fiscal year
15.16% while paid day use increased 3.39%. From State Parks own
financial information, it appears there substantial increase in the demand
for campsites. Why has this information not been presented in the Plan or
DEIR?

According to the Comparative Inventory of Recreational Facilities at
California’s Largest Reservoirs, 2000, the population within 10 miles of
the Folsom Lake SRA was 436,816, within 10-25 miles the populationt
was 1,476,080, within 25-50 miles the population was 2,392,754, within
50-75 miles the population was 4,120,484 and within 75-100 miles the
population was 8,710,749, Please explain why Folsom Lake SRA has
only 32.46% of the average number of campsites at California’s 15 largest
reservoirs. Please explain why the campsite density per land area for
Folsom Lake SRA is only one campsite per 651 acres. Given the large
population numbers surrounding the Folsom Lake SRA, the documented
existing and projected demand, wouldn’t it make sense to develop at least
the campsites that are called for in the currently adopted general plan?

If camping needs are not met, what similar camping alternatives

are available for existing and future visitors? Do the alternative locations
have capacity during the peak season? What will be the additional cost
and travel time to alternative locations? What will be the environmental
costs and impacts associated with visitors having to travel further
distances to find similar camping experiences?

The substantial increase in gas prices during the last several years will
likely force campers who live around Folsom Lake SRA to stay closer to
home when choosing a camping location. Please analyze the increased
demand for campsites at Folsom Lake SRA based on this substantive
change in fuel costs.
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According to the DEIR, it appears that the current general plan called for 6,520
paved parking spaces. According to the Trip Generation Summary by
Management Zone, it appears that 2,345 have not been provided. The same
summary indicates that only 700 of the remaining 2,345 spaces planned in the
current general plan will included in the proposed alternative.

a. ‘The current plan adopted in 1979 has a very thorough summary showing
all parking in the SRA. The summary provides a breakdown of paved
parking, unpaved parking and overflow parking at each access location.
The proposed plan does not have an existing parking summary. Please
provide a parking summary by location, as provided in the currently
adopted general plan. It is impossible for the reader to determine visitor
parking capacity without this summary. It also appears that limited
parking information.in the documents is inconsistent and cannot be
reconciled with the number of spaces existing and/or those spaces to be
provided in the currently adopted plan.

b. The various alternatives listed in the DEIR provide a specific number or
range of parking spaces to be planned. Please provide a comparison
between the current general plan, the existing inventory and the parking

planned to be provided or removed in each alternative and at each location.

c. According to Chapter III, document states “With respect to the day use
areas, both State Parks and Reclamation believe that, given existing access,
the visitor capacity provided is near or at the limit of capacity but that the
desired resource conditions and visitor experience are being maintained.

Based on this statement, why are only 700 parking spaces planned in the
preferred alternative when the current general plan assumed an additional
2,345 spaces were needed during the twenty year planning period ending
in 19997

d. While the documents indicate that there are at least 1.5 million visitors
a year at the Folsom Lake SRA and project that there will be a substantial
increase in the population in the surrounding area over the next twenty
years, how do you reconcile the number of existing parking spaces with
the current and projected demand? Simply, where are the visitors parking
and where will they park? There doesn’t seem to be any parking
occupancy or utilization data the DEIR. In order to adequately analyze the
impacts to the environment and the needs of the visitors, this information
needs to be provided. The environmental impacts could be substantial if

34-7a

34-7b.

34-Tc.

34-7d.

As stated in the Master Responses to comments on the Preliminary GP/RMP
“The intent of the current Preliminary GP/RMP is to provide broad
programmatic direction and policies regarding land uses, indicating the general
location, type and approximate scale of new proposed facilities, but not the
details of design and specific site location.” The Preliminary GP/RMP does
not include the precise location and quantity of recreational uses and the
parking supply. Therefore, the evaluation is provided at a level of detail
commensurate with the Preliminary GP/RMP.

The vatious alternatives listed in the Draft EIR/EIS do not provide a specific
number of parking spaces, therefore an inventory can not be provided.
However, a “Comparison Table of Facilities Proposed in 1979 Plan and
Facilities Proposed in Preliminary GP/RMP” which provides a general
inventory of total parking spaces is provided in the Master Responses (Master
Response ALT-2, Section 3.2.2) to comments on the Preliminary GP/RMP.

As described in Master Response ALT-2 (Section 3.2.2), since the 1979
General Plan was approved in 1979, many changes in land use, conditions, and
types and patterns of recreation use have occurred. In addition, some of the
facilities proposed in the 1979 Plan have not been built. Therefore, the parking
needs identified in the 1979 Plan are no longer relevant.

As stated previously, the intent of the Preliminary GP/RMP is to provide
broad programmatic direction. As site specific projects are developed,
consistent with the goals and guidelines in the GP/RMP, the details regarding
parking facilities for these projects will be developed. The comment points out
that “the environmental impacts could be substantial if parking requirements
of the visitors will not be adequately accommodated in the SRA”. However,
what the comment fails to note is that substantial environmental impacts could
also result from accommodating all unmet demand for outdoor recreation, as
intensive use of the area could degrade the natural resources that make up the
SRA. It is not the intent of the Preliminary GP/RMP for Folsom Lake SRA to
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accommodate all of the recreational demand in the region. Folsom Lake SRA
is just one recreational resource within the spectrum of recreation facilities and
opportunities provided in the atea, including city and county parks, National
Forest and Bureau of LLand Management recreational facilities
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34-7e.  'The comment implies that the only feasible access to the SRA is by private
vehicle. As the concept for each management area is further developed,
parking requirements of the visitors will not be adequately accommodated alternative modes of transportation, such as transit and blcycle’ will be
in the SRA. considered. It should also be noted that if one management area fills to
¢ Ifthe parking needs will not be met, what similar recreational capacity on a peak weekend, it is likely that there will be available capacity in
alternatives are available for future visitors? Do the alternatives have T H H
capacity during the peak season? What will be the additional cost and gnother managemer'lt arca. These fac.to.rs will be considered as the Plan is .
travel time to alternative locations? What will be the environmental 1mpl€ment€d. The intent of the Prehmmary GP/RMP and Draft EIR/EIS 18
costs and impacts associated with visitors having to travel further tt luate th ilabl p lty f other reati r in the reoi
distances to find similar recreational experiences? not to evaluate € avallable capac Of otnher recreation areas 1n c eg on,
: i . rather to provide guidance for future use of the resources within the Folsom
B} In addition to providing new spaces, the currently adopted general plan A . . . . i
paved some of the unpaved parking spaces that existed in 1979 and still SRA and disclose the potential impacts associated with implementation of the
exist today. Please provide the location and number of parking spaces that Prelimi GP /RMP
have not yet been paved and receive use year round. Of these spaces, re 1m1nary .
:?’“‘C’L‘:lﬂczslj“c planned to be paved in the proposed plan? When will 34-7f.  Please see the response to Comment 34-7a and the Master Responses to
hey be paved? ..
comments on the Preliminary GP/RMP.
g. What is the visitor parking capacity during the rainy season? What RA is i 1 1
erosion control measures are being implemented to avoid runoff into 34_7g The peak seas.on of the.s is in the sumrp?r, when water recreation is mO‘St
Folsom Lake or Lake Natoma from the unpaved parking spaces? popular. During the rainy season, the facilities planned for summer recreation
B Dusing the summer season, what mitigation measures are planned o would be adequate because there would be fewer visitors. It is therefore not
control dust from thle parking lots and entry roads? Has State Parks tested necessaty to evaluate visitor parking during the rainy season.
for naturally occurring asbestos at the unpaved parking lots and entry
roads? If not, when will State Parks test the dust for asbestos and
notify the public of the potential health consequences? : et : : Tat
feHhREd . el consequences Potential water quality impacts associated with runoff from existing unpaved
Boat density parking areas are considered an existing condition and need not be considered
Chapter III, of the Plan indicates that the current general plan assumes a boat in the CEQA review of the Pfelimiﬂal'y GP/ RMP. As described on page IV-
Sensny_ls 1 boat per'16 water sxll‘fgce acres for F-olsom Ls:ke. It also states that ) 221 , Mitigation Measure WATER-1 would require that a Storm Water
he California Department of Boating and Waterways projected a boating capacity N A . .
of 1 boal per 5 water surface acres. Assuming current parking capacity, the Plan Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) be prepared for any site SpCClﬁC
also indicates that the current parking can accommodate 1 boat per 7.4 water . . . . s .
surface acres at 4507 lake clevation. The Plan also indicates that recommended 1mprovements identified in the Plan. The SWPPP will ldenUfy Best
boating densities for a .SUbu.rbm.] classification is 1 boat /10-20 surface actes, a Management Practices (BMPS) to control erosion and sedimentation both
Rural Developed classification is 1 boat/20-50 acres water surface actes and a . .
Rural Natural classification is 1 boat/ 50-110 water surface acres. However, later durmg and after construction.
in the Plan, it indicates that a reasonable capacity for the main body of Folsom : . .
Lake would be 1 boat/ 10-20 surface acres and 1 boat/ 5O water surface acres 34-Th. Unpaved parkmg lots and entry roads are currently used, any release of dust
E'oluld be more appropriate for the upper North and South Fork Arms of Folsom and/or asbestos associated with existing use of these areas is considered an
ake. . L .. . . .
existing condition and need not be considered in the CEQA review of the
a. [S.n.wc‘c it is not clear, wl.xvm' is the proposgd l?oat ficnsnty and boat capacny‘ Preliminary GP/RMP During COIlStI'LICtiOI’l, State Parks will need to
or Folsom Lake at various lake elevations during the peak season under . . K .
the proposed plan? implement Mitigation Measures AIRQ-2a and AIRQ-2b, as described on page
1V-336 and IV-337 that require compliance with regulatory standards to
5 reduce fugitive dust emissions and hazards associated with Naturally-
Occurring Asbestos (NOA).
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Is boat visitor capacity increasing at Folsom Lake? If so, how much is
boat visitor capacity increasing by total percentage and total number?
Based on the stated surrounding area’s population increase during the plan
period, is it likely that boat visitor demand will exceed current demand
and the plan’s proposed capacity? Is sufficient parking capacity available
and, if the current boat capacity has not compromised safety, why does it
appear that the boating density and capacity are recommended to be
reduced?

Since the Plan indicates that current usage likely exceeds the
recommended density of 1 boat/S0 water surface acres in the upper forks
of Folsom Lake because white water rafters and motor boaters gather and
socialize, why would State Parks recommend trying to reduce the boat
density. It would appear that the boaters and rafters are enjoying the
“remote and natural character of these areas” in an area with a 5 mph
speed limit. Please identify the reasons that the boating density should be
reduced in these areas. There doesn’t appear to be any justification for
this reduction provided in the Plan and/or DEIR.

It appears that it is the intent of State Parks to reduce the visitor capacity
on the lake through a boat density reduction even though the documents
indicate thal demand is increasing and safety is not being compromised.
How would State Parks manage any reduction in boat density? The
sheltered areas of the forks allow boats to be anchored allowing swimming
eafing, sunbathing and socialization. Because of the wind, the main body
of the lake does not offer a suitable alternative. Where would State Parks
suggest these boaters go?

What studies and analysis support the reduction of boating capacity at
Foisom Lake? Please provide the studies so the public can understand the
need to reduce the capacity of this recreational amenity.

What is the percentage and total revenue for fiscal year 06/07 for user fees
generated from boat users and their passengers for Folsom Lake including
passes, concessions etc.? If the boating density was decreased, what
would be number of boaters and their passengers that no longer would be
able to use Folsom Lake? What would be the corresponding loss in the
revenue for the SRA?

Since boaters must enter pay stations and/or purchase passes to launch at
Folsom Lake, it would appear that the collection rate is substantially
higher for boat users as compared to more passive users. What would be
the specific impact to the management and maintenance of the SRA’s
recreational facilities if boating revenue was decreased?

34-8:

34-8:a.

34-8b.

The 1979 General Plan does not assume a boating density of 1 boat per 16
surface acres; it rather established this density as a desirable maximum density
for the Folsom Lake. The 1979 Plan stated that the cutrent boating density at
that time was 1 boat for every 26 surface acres.

Some changes to the boating density and capacity direction in the Preliminary
GP/RMP ate proposed. See the revised direction in this document. The
proposed goal for boating density in the main body of Folsom Lake is 1 boat
for every 10-20 surface acres. A range of 10 to 20 surface acres per boat is
provided. For the North and South Fork arms of the Lake, the boating density
target is 1 boat for every 20 to 30 surface acres. These boating density targets
or goals would remain the same regardless of Lake level. Table P-4 in the
Preliminary GP/RMP (page I11-119) displays the total number of boats that
could be accommodated within the target boating density range at various
Lake levels, and hence surface acreage.

As noted in the Plan (page I1-57), the population in the region surrounding
Folsom Lake SRA has increased over the past several decades and will
continue to increase. Despite this increase in population, the attendance
figures for Folsom Lake SRA have remained relatively flat over the past
decade. Some of this is no doubt due to the methodology used in collecting
visitor attendance. DPR believes that “unpaid day use”, those entering the
park by means other than a vehicle, is likely underestimated and uses such as
trail use, have likely increased dramatically over the past several decades (page
II1-67 of the Preliminary GP/RMP). At peak use times on weekends duting
the early summer, boating use on Folsom Lake is limited by the facilities,
parking and boat ramps. On the few weekends when facilities such as the
Granite Bay boat ramps reach capacity, visitors are directed elsewhere until
space opens up. For the remainder of the year, boating use does not exceed
the capacity of the facilides. It isn’t the intent of the Preliminary GP/RMP to
meet all of the additional recreation demand in the region produced by
increases in population. Rather the goal in the Preliminary GP/RMP is to
provide additional high quality recreation opportunities while also protecting
the other values and resources of the SRA.

The boating density goal in the 1979 Plan (1 boat for every 16 surface acres)
falls in the middle of the target boating density range proposed in the new Plan
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34-8c.

34-8d.

34-8e.

34-8f.

(1 boat for every 10-20 surface acres). So there is no proposed reduction in
boating density for the main body of Folsom Lake. The target range actually
allows for some increased density from the 1979 Plan density goal of 1 boat
per 16 surface acres. The proposed boating density goal for the arms of
Folsom Lake (1 boat for every 20-30 surface acres) is less, however it should
not be assumed that existing use is inconsistent with this proposed density goal
for the upper arms of the Lake. The rationale for the boating density goals,
including the slightly lower density in the North and South Fork Arms of the
Lake, is explained in detail on pages 11I-116 to 111-120 of the Preliminary
GP/RMP.

Please see Master Response ALT-3 and the proposed changes in the boating
density goals for the North and South Fork arms of Folsom Lake. The
rationale for the boating density goals, including the slightly lower density in
the North and South Fork Arms of the Lake, is explained in detail on pages
I11-116 to III-120 of the Plan.

This comment assumes that there will be some need to reduce the number of 34-8i.
boats operating on the Lake at certain times in order to achieve the boating

density goals. Existing use is not necessatily inconsistent with the proposed

boating density goals. The boating density target is a broad goal to help guide

the amount of boating access facilities developed, as guidance regarding

desirable visitor experience, and to provide direction where and when safety

and visitor use conflicts occur. State Parks believes that the current levels of

use are generally consistent with the proposed boating density goal. Future

management actions might require more detailed and specific inventory of

boating use and density.

See response above. The proposed boating density goal does not represent a
reduction in capacity from the 1979 Plan.

This comment assumes there will be some need to reduce the amount of
boating use at Folsom Lake to achieve the boating density goal. This is not
necessarily the case.

The low reservoir levels experienced over the past two years due to drought
conditions and the demand for Folsom Reservoir water have had a large and
very real impact on boating and other uses at Folsom Lake SRA and a

34-8g.

34-8h.

subsequent impact on revenues. The Preliminary GP/RMP anticipates that the
increased demand for Folsom Reservoir water will potentially have a big
impact on boating and recreation use at Folsom Lake in the future. See page
11-68 to I1-72 of the Preliminary GP/RMP.

See response to Comment 34-8f.

This comment assumes the proposed boating density target will necessitate
some reduction in existing use. As has been stated above, this is not necessarily
the case. State Parks believes that for the most part, existing boating use falls
within the proposed boating density goals. See page 111-118 of the Preliminary
GP/RMP for a discussion of existing use and the boating density goals. As has
been previously stated, even under current management, at some peak use
times when the boat launching facilities at Folsom Lake reach capacity, some
visitors have to find alternate recreation opportunities. Other regional
destinations are discussed on pages II-61 of the Preliminary GP/RMP.

This comment incorrectly assumes the proposed boating density goal will
result in a reduction in existing boating capacity and use at Folsom Lake, as
has been stated above, this is not necessatily the case.
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Letter 34, page 12

h. Since 70% of all recreational users reside in Sacramento, Placer and El
Dorado Counties, if boaters, their friends and families had to find an
alternative boating destination to Folsom Lake, where would that be? Do
the alternatives have capacity during the peak season? What would be the
additional cost and travel time to alternative facilities? What would be the
environmental costs and impact associated with boaters having to travel
further distances for water recreation?

i. Please provide an economic analysis that would show the economic
loss to the surrounding businesses, real estate values and local
governments if Folsom Lake reduces its boating visitor capacity?

5. Fire (primary vegetation management tool) 34.9

Please see Master Response NR-1 (Section 3.4.1).

The document refers to the use of fire as the primary vegetative management tool
throughout the Folsom Lake SRA. This appears to be a change from the current
general plan which limited fire to the two Chaparral units.

a. Why has fire been adopted as the primary tool in the SRA when
urbanization and air poltution around the SRA has substantially increased
in the last thirty years since adoption of the current general plan?

b. Please describe those locations in and around the SRA where fire could be
utilized without impacting the surrounding private property?

¢ What time of year would these burns be conducted and for how long?
How many recreational users, private property owners and other member
of the public would be impacted and what would be the impacts?

d. Since State Parks has determined that fire should be the primary
vegetation management tool, please demonstrate that State Parks has
contacted all the impacted jurisdictions and agencies and received
approval that the burn policy proposed would meet all existing and
proposed regulations (air quality and otherwise). Please provide
documentation that approval has been granted or is likely to be granted.

e, Please provide examples where State Parks has successfully used fire as
their primary management tool at similar recreational areas with similar
surrounding urbanization and conditions.

f. Please provide a list of the State Parks fire fighting equipment and
personnel with the capability of managing controlled and uncontrolled
burns that may occur as a result of the implementation of this policy.

2 If State Parks intends to rely on other agencies to provide fire control,
please estimate the cost to the other agencies and State Parks to manage,

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
Response to Comments August 2009

2-115



Chapter 6.0 Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 34, page 13

control and fight controlled and uncontrolled fires that result from the
implementation of this policy.

h. If significant costs and losses result from the use of this policy, how
will the budgets of cooperating agencies and State Parks be impacted by
these potential costs and what facilities and services will reduced to
offset these potentially substantial expenses?

i Please provide a risk analysis that will provide the public with
sufficient knowledge to adequately evaluate the potential for controlled
burns to become uncontrolled. This analysis should include a sufficient
number of controlied burns with similar conditions (i.e. topography,
vegetation, urbanization, weather) so that the analysis is statistically
significant and can be relied upon by the public.

i There appears to be no analysis in the document that describes the
air quality impacts of this proposed vegetation management tool within
the SRA. Please provide this analysis including a complete listing of the
estimated amount and the type of particulate matter that may be generated
from thesc burns. What are all the health impacts to humans and wildlife
of the implementation of this burn policy?

k. Given the degree of the slopes surrounding Lake Natoma and Folsom
Lake and the direction of surface water run-off, what are the measures that
will be implemented to successfully control erosion from the burn areas?
What is the probability that these measures will be successful? Given that
Folsom Lake provides drinking water to many of the surrounding .
Jjurisdictions and that water is utilized in the manufacture of beverages and
food products, how will this erosion and resultant pollutants from the burn
areas impact water quality? What will be the cost to the impacted
Jjurisdictions and manufacturers from the increased pollutants?

L Please analyze the cconomic impacts related to the degradation of the
quality of the recreational experience and the loss of value to surrounding
property owners in those areas that will be burned. User visitation in
recreational areas that have been affected by fires may a good source of
statistical information. Please provide similar examples and reduction in
property value and visitation.

m. If the environmental impacts of this burn policy are determined to be
significant and are not able to be adequately mitigated, what tools will be
used (o manage vegetation and control wildfire risk and invasion of non-
native vegetation?

Note: See Letter 400 for responses to Attachment 2 of this letter.
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April 29, 2008

Mr. Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Re: Comments on Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary General Plan/Resource
Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Micheaels:
The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) has re

Powerhouse SHP documents for their effect on and support of t
Vision and has the following comments.

ved the Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom
wcramento Region's Blueprint Growth

We are confused as to what the Preferred Alternative is relative to the existing plan. In the DEIR/EIS it is
unclear whether the Preferred Alternative would allow more or less recreation use than the existing plan:
the DEIR/EIS indicates that the Preferred Alternative would provide comprehensive resource management
policies for various resource areas (biological, cultural, visual resources and water quality) while the
existing plan does not, yet a review of the impacts evaluation tables seems to indicate that on the whole, the
Preferred Altemative has a greater itpact overall than the existing plan. Furthermore, the organization of
the impacts evaluation makes it difficult to quantify the different resource impacts of the Preferred
Alternative versus other alternatives.

We do note that in our Blueprint planning process, many of our citizens, through an extensive public
workshop process, and many of our member junisdictions, clearly indicated that as the Sacramento region
grows in a more compact manner in the future, ready access to open space and recreation opportunitics will
be essential to public acceptance of that more compact urban form. Many environmental benefits come with
the more compact Blueprint development pattern, including fewer air ions (including greenhouse
gases), more travsit, walking and bicyle trips, shorter car trips, and greater preservation of agricultural lands
and natural resource areas. An existing resource in the middle of the urban footprint, with excellent bicycle,
light rail and automobile access, such as the Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP, makes the
future accessibility of this resource to the citizens of the region of acute interest to our Agency.

Thanl you for your consideration of our thoughts and questions.

Sincerely,

I\‘/I‘.\ke I’\/JCI’(éex}er ' oo o
Executive Director

$:\Projects 07-0810410-Env Plan\Folsom 1.ake SRA-Folsom Powerhouse SHP.doc

35-1:

Comment noted. Please see Master Response ALT-2 (Section 3.2.2). As
described in Master Response ALT-2 (Section 3.2.2), the recreation facilities
proposed in the 1979 Plan have largely been implemented or can no longer be
implemented due to changes in circumstances that have occurred since the
1979 Plan was adopted. Table 3.A provides a comparison of the recreation
facilities proposed under the Preferred Alternative and the 1979 Plan.

Because of the complexity of the management zones and the specific direction
for each management zone under the various alternatives, it is difficult to make
a direct compatison regarding the environmental impacts of each alternative.
Since the 1979 Plan has largely been implemented to the extent feasible, the
Preferred Alternative (Preliminary GP/RMP) may result in the development of
additional recreation facilities in more management zones than the 1979 Plan.
However, the Preferred Alternative also includes both Unit-wide and zone
specific direction to protect and manage natural and cultural resources, which
the 1979 Plan does not. These management goals and guidelines not only
mitigate many of the environmental impacts associated with the potential
development of additional recreation and interpretive facilities proposed under
the Preferred Alternative, but also provide a net environmental benefit by
actively enhancing and preserving site resources throughout the SRA.
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CiTY OF

March 27. 2008 FOLSOM

OISTINCTIVE 8Y NATURE

Mr. Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks

7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Subject: City of Folsom Comments on the Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse
SHP Preliminary General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Envir tal Impact Stat

Dear Mr. Micheaels:

The City of Folsom (City) is providing this written response to the Folsom Lake State Recreation
Area (SRA) and Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park (SHP) Preliminary Generul
Plan/Resource  Management Plan (PGP/RMP) and Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS/EIR).

The City recognizes and appreciates the challenges State Parks and Recreation faces in balancing
the increasing demands for outdoor recreational activities in this area with preserving and
maintaining the natural and cultural resources of the SRA and the SHP for current and future
generations. The City further recognizes that visitor usage at the SRA has shifted over the years
from predominantly overnight to day users. The City also understands that the SRA and SHP
PGP/RMP defines the purpose and management direction for thesc park units; and, it provides
the framework for ongoing development, maintenance, and public use of the SRA and the SHP.
Unlike, the current plan which was adopted in 1979, this proposed PGP/RMP is intended to be
broader and programmatic in scope to provide for continuity and flexibility in response to
management issues and concerns that will arise in the future. The City understands specific
objectives and strategies for implementation will be developed as part of subscquent planning
efforts.

Nevertheless, afler reviewing the PGP/RMP and the DEIS/EIR, the City has serious concerns
regarding negative impacts on Folsom. The DEIS/EIR examined four action alternatives and 36-1: Please see Mastet Response ALT-3 (SCCtiOl’l 323)
identified Alternative 2 as the “Preferred Alternative,” This altenative is the proposed

PGP/EMP for the SRA and the SHP. The City's concerns center on & perceived preference in
the PGP/RMP toward less development and more of a conservation emphasis versus expansion
of outdoor recreational facilities 1o meet current and projected demand.

FOLSOM. Cauit

WWW_ FOLSOM.CA.US
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Letter 30, page 2

Mr. Jim Micheaels
March 27, 2008
Page 2 of 3

As the PGP/RMP and the DEIS/EIR effectively point out the Sacramento region has experienced
tremendous growth over the past decade. With a total current population of over 2 million that is
expected to grow by another million by 2025, there is little doubt demand for readily available
outdoor recreational opportunities will increase as well. In 2000, over 1.5 million visitors
accessed the SRA making it one of the most if not the most popular park in the state system.
Considering the above population projections, the number of visitors to the SRA is expected to
increase proportionally. In expectation of this growing demand, the City is concerned the
PGP/RMP will not provide the needed level or variety of outdoor recreational activities for park
users. First and foremost, more focus is required on the recreational aspects of the SRA and how
those facilities can be enhanced to meet demands.

The City’s concerns and comments are described in the enclosed Exhibit A to this letter. Since
the Preferred Alternative in the DEIS/EIR is the PGP/RMP, the City has focused most of its
comments on the proposed plan and, by extension, the DEIS/EIR. To address the City’s
concems, a more thorough analysis needs to be undertaken and additional information is needed.
Listed below are some of the City concerns:

Mon-identification of a suitable location for a second marina at Folsom Lake

Expansion of the 5 mph speed limit zone on the North Arm of Folsom Lake and
restriction of motorized aquatic activities on the North Arm of Folsom Lake

Phasing out of gasoline engines on Lake Natoma

Reconfiguration of access to Folsom Point

Increased involvement by State Parks and Recreation in local land use planning and
development

Absence of an comparative analysis of the status of improvements described in the
adopted 1979 General Pan and subsequent amendments to that plan to those proposed in
the PGP/RMP

Phasing out of the stables at Mississippi Bar

Relocation of group campgrounds at Negro Bar

Inclusion of portions of the Folsom historic canal into the Folsom Powerhouse SHP
boundaries

Relocation and/or elimination of existing bike paths in the Natoma Shore area
Elimination of dry-boat storage at Browns Ravine and the lack of provisions for
additional parking at the marina

Elimination of lake access and dock at Folsom Powerhouse SHP

Elimination of proposed park improvements at Mooney Ridge and Granite Bay North
Elimination of multi-use improvements at Rattlesnake Bar and the Peninsula

Elimination of additional camping sites at El Dorado Shore

The City is appreciative of State Parks and Recreation’s willingness to meet and discuss the
City's comments and concerns associated with the PGP/RMP. This effort, including the decision
to extend the comment period to April 8 are indicative of the spirit of on-going. close
cooperation and communication that exists between the City and State Parks and Recreation.

36-2:

36-3:

36-4:

36-5:

36-6:

36-7:

36-8:

Comment noted. Pages II-75 to II-77 of the Preliminary GP/RMP addtess the
marina capacity issue and describe in some detail the process the planning
team went through in assessing potential locations for a second marina
location. The Preliminary GP/RMP addresses the potential of developing a
second marina location if some change in conditions occurs, such as a major
propetty acquisition. See page I11-73 of the Preliminary GP/RMP.

Please see Master Response BOAT-1 (Section 3.5.1).
Please see Master Response BOAT-2 (Section 3.5.2).

The Preliminary GP/RMP recommendations for Folsom Point include
exploration of reconfiguration/relocation of the entrance atea to improve
access. Per Mitigation Measure TRAF-1a, once a detailed project-level
description is developed for each activity atea, project specific traffic analyses

will be prepared.

State Parks has been and will continue to be involved in local land use
planning and development which might affect the lands, resources and uses
within Folsom Lake SRA. This involvement includes working with City of
Folsom planners and commenting on many subdivision maps and
developments adjacent to the SRA, commenting on the El Dorado County
General Plan, and working with the public works and transportation agencies
of the City of Folsom and counties regarding road projects adjacent to the
SRA. Within the City of Folsom, much of the land adjacent to the SRA has
been built out. Involvement in local land use planning and development which
affects the SRA is an important activity, however there are limits to the staff
time available for this purpose.

Please see Master Response ALT-2 (Section 3.2.2).

Please see Master Response MB-1 (Section 3.10.1).
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36-9:

36-10:

36-11:

36-12:

36-13:

36-14:

Comment noted. Once relocated, the group camping area at Negro Bar would

be developed for day use facilities, such as a group picnic area. See page 111- 36-15:
137 of the Preliminary GP/RMP.
Comment noted. Portions of the historic canal between the old Folsom Dam 36-16:

and the Folsom Powerhouse are already within the boundary of Folsom
Powerhouse State Historic Park.

There is no proposal to eliminate or re-locate the paved bike path in the
Natoma Shoreline management zones. The direction for the Natoma Shore
South management zone included a provision to accommodate the California
Indian Heritage Center, should the taskforce assigned to planning and locating
the Center select Lake Natoma as the preferred site. If the Lake Natoma site
was selected, some adjustments to the paved bike path within the Natoma
Shore South management zone may have been necessary. However, the
taskforce has selected a site in West Sacramento along the Sacramento River
and planning is progressing for the development of that other site.

Comment noted. The direction regarding Browns Ravine indicates that an
existing dry boat storage area could be eliminated, moved or reconfigured as a
means to increase parking capacity for the expansion of the boat slips. The
Preliminary GP/RMP provides ditection for the preparation of a development
plan for Browns Ravine that is based in the guidelines for this area in the
Preliminary GP/RMP. This development plan will addtess the details of how
to incorporate and expand the boat slips at Browns Ravine while
accommodating all of the required shore-side facilities including parking and
dry storage.

Comment noted. The 1979 Plan proposed a “boater accommodation dock”
for Powerhouse visitors. This dock was never constructed. The 35-acre
Folsom Powerhouse property was designated as a separate State Park unit, a
State Historic Park, in 1995. This designation provides for a greater emphasis
on the protection and interpretation of the historic resources of the park unit
and less emphasis on recreation uses and facilities. The Preliminary GP/RMP
does not provide for a dock on the Lake Natoma shoreline within the Folsom
Powerhouse SHP.

Please see Master Response ALT-2 (Section 3.2.2) re: “elimination of
proposed improvements at Mooney Ridge and Granite Bay North”.

State Parks and Reclamation are unaware of any “Elimination of multi-use
improvements at Rattlesnake Bar and the Peninsula.”

Please see Master Responses ALT-2 and CAMP-1. The 1979 General Plan
proposed an 80-unit campground in the vicinity of New York Creek. At that
time the area along Salmon Falls Road adjacent to Folsom Lake SRA had little
development. Since 1979 there has been a significant amount of residential
development adjacent to the SRA in this area. Due to the proximity of
adjacent development, State Parks does not believe it is appropriate to develop
a campground of this size at this location. Changes have been made to the
Preliminary GP/RMP to consider the development of a small bike-in camping
facility at this or other locations. See the Recommended Changes to the
Preliminary GP/RMP section of this document.
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Letter 306, page 3

Mr. Jim Micheaels
March 27, 2008
Page 3 of 3

The City understands State Parks and Recreation is considering a further extension to April 30.
The City again appreciates State Parks and Recreation’s flexibility in modifying the comment
period deadline; but, based on feedback received from other stakeholders in Folsom as well as
the region the City strongly requests that State Parks and Recreation consider a further extension
of several months to ensure all interested parties have an opg ity to idering
the number of annual visitors to the SRA, a longer extension would provide greater opportunity
to solicit constructive comments and feedback on the PGP/RMP. The City will be following up
this comment letter with a separate letter and formal resolution requesting a six-month extension
to the comment period.

As described above, the City remains concerned that the PGP/RMP and the Preferred Alternative
identified in the DEIS/EIR will adversely impact Folsom and the region. Consistent with Public
Resources Code section 21177, the City reserves the right to provide further written and oral
comment on this matter at any time prior to the close of the public hearing on the project and
before the issuance of any notice of determination. The City requests that you provide the City
with notice of all such public hearings and meetings.

Thank you for your consideration of these matters.
Sincerely. /

Kerry L. Miller
City Manager

¢: Mayor and City Council
City Attorney
Parks and Recreation Director
Director of Intergovernmental Affairs & Econ. Dev.
Public Information Officer
FEDCorp and FTB President
Congressman Dan Lungren
Congressman John Doolittle
State Senator Dave Cox
State Assembly Member Roger Niello
Sacramento County Supervisor Roberta MacGlashan
Laura Caballero, Bureau of Reclamation

36-17:

Please see Master Response PP-1 (Section 3.1.1).
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Letter 36, page 4

Exhibit A
City of Folsom Comments to Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary
General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report/Envir tal Impact $
Comment Page
No. Issue Document No. Comment

Visitor Prigritized I Menis: | PGP/RMP =60

The Preliminary General
Plan/Resource Management Plan
(PGP/RMP) identifies a list of
pricritized improvements identified
by park visitors

It iz not clear how these priorities were taken into
account in development of the PGP/RMP. Siate Parks
needs to analyze the improvements identified in the
PGP/RMF and further explain the relationship of those
improvements to the priorities identified in the visitor
surveys.

Marina Capacity: The planning
team determined that none of the
potential locations was suitable for
a second SRA marina facility

PGP/RMP 1I-76

Tt is difficult to accept that no other location in the SRA
was feasible as the site for a second marina. (The 1979
General Plan identificd Mooney Ridge as a site fora
200-stip marina.) State Parks needs to provide further
explanation and analysis of all feasible sites for a second
marina in the SRA.

PLANTS-3: Implement a
prescribed fire program within the
unit that utilizes the Unit-wide
Prescribed Fire Management Plan
to set priorities and to develop and
implement recommended burn
plans.

PGP/RMP Ii-1s

In addition to this reference, the PGP/RMP also
mentions prescribed fire programs in several other
sections including CHAPARRAL-1 page 11117,
WOODLAND-3 page 111-21, and VERNAL-4 11-27.
However, public safety and protection of private
property relative to these prescribed burns do not appear
to be a major consideration. The PGP/RMP needs
further explanation addressing these concerns.

PLANTS-7: Implement a

proactive aqualic weed

management program that

identifies and treats infestations

before they have an opportunity to

spread, in accordance with the
idelines in Appendix B.

PGP/RMP 1-16

Since several tributaries flow through the adjacent
jurisdictions into Folsom Lake and Lake Natoma,
language requiring coordination with these jurisdictions
relative to a weed management program should be
included in the guidclines for plant life management.

Page 1 of 13
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Letter 36, page 5

City of Folsom Comments to Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary

database for timely input of water | DEIS/EIR | 1V-217
quality results from all sampling
programs.

WATER-4: Expand regular water
quality sampling by adding
monitoring stations beyond the
three Reclamation slations that are
currently monitored in the SRA.

General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft Envi ! Impact Report/Envi I Impact S
Comment Page
No. Issue Document No. Cominent
5. WATER-3: Develop a central PGP/RMP 111-43 Since construction activitics and development in

adjoining jurisdictions could impact water quality in
Folsom Lake and Lake Naloma, language should be
included in these Water Quality Database Coordination
guidelines describing coordination of menitoring results
with adjoining jurisdictions.

6. WATER-S: Continue the weekly | PGP/RMP 111-44
bacteriological sampling program, | DEIS/EIR | [V-219
instituted in 2004, at the SRA’s
bathing beaches and in other
appropriate focations (e.g. Lake
Natoma downstream of the City of
Folsom Wastewater Treatment
Plant outlall and the Folsom State
Prison) to insure public heaith and
safety are protected for water
contact recreation.

The City of Folsom is a member of the Sacramento
Regional County Sanitation District and does not operate
a waslewater treatment facility. The facility mentioned
in the RPG/RMP is a former wastewater overflow basin
that is no longer connected directly to the City’s waste
water system and is intended for emergency use only.
State Parks needs to clarify this operational aspect in the
PGP/RMP.

7. INTERPRET-6: Partner with other | PGP/RMP I11-64
agencics in developing major
interpretative facilities and
programs.

Benefits associated with water from the American River
are a unifying theme for this region. The City of Folsom
along with other adjoining jurisdictions including Placer
County and E] Dorado County are not listed among the
partner agencies described in the PGP/RMP and need to
be inctuded due to their proximity to and interest in the
SRA.
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Letter 36, page 6

City of Folsom Comments to Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary

General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft Envi | Impact Report/Envi | fmpact
Comment Page
No. Issuc Document No. Comment
8. Unit-wide Visitor Services: PGP/RMP | 111-67 & | These strategies described under Unit-wide Visitor

Provide additional outdoor 68 Services conflict with guidelines in the PGP/RMP

recreation opportunities to keep restricting boating activities on Folsom Lake and Lake

pace with the needs of California’s Natoma. State Parks needs to further explain how these

growing, diverse population and strategies correspond to proposed boating restrictions on

changing lifestyles...and...expand Folsom Lake and Lake Natoma described in the

recreational opportunities at PGP/RMP.

reservoirs and along river

corridors.

9. VISIT-12: Expand the area PGP/RMP 1-71 As mentioned previously, these guidelines conflict with

governed by the 5 mph speed limit State Parks’ strategics to add and expand recreational

to the North Fork Arm of Folsom opportunities. Restricting motorized watercraft activitics

Lake... in the North Fork Arm of Folsom Lake is not reasonable.
Folsom Lake including the North and South Fork Arms

VISIT-13: Phase oul the use of provide some of the most significant recreational

gasoline engines on Lake ities for molorized craft activities (i.e., skiing,

Natoma.... (Related Guideline are wakeboarding, jetskiing, and tubing) in this area. The

NATOMA/LOW-1, page I1i-159) only other viable option is the detta and distance and
time associated with that location is a factor for many
users. Retaining existing limits are essential for quality
motorcraft activities on the lake. Extending the existing
limits on the North Fork Arm will place additional
pressure on existing skiing/wakeboarding/jetskiing/
tubing areas degrading the overall quality and safety of
those water activities. Eliminating gas-powered motors
on Lake Natoma could severely fimit fishing boat access.
State Parks should explain further the rationale for
expanding the 5 mph speed limit zone in the North Fork
Arm of Folsom Lake and consider modifying the
restrictions for gasoline-powered engincs on Lake
Natoma to less efficient motors (i.e., two-stroke) only.

Page 3 of 13
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Letter 36, page 7

City of Folsom Comments to Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary
General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

entrances to Beals Point and
Granite Bay to improve visitor and
emergency access, reduce queuing
onto public streets...

Comment Page
No. Issue Document No. Cominent
10. VISIT-16: Undertake detailed PGP/RMP 11-73 While expansion of the Folsom Lake Marina will
analysis to determine the specific provide much needed improvement to water access 10
improvements. facilities, and costs Folsom Lake, such an expansion, unless properly
associated with increasing capacity coordinated and planned, could further exacerbate
at Folsom Lake Marina by 30 to 50 existing traffic congestion on Green Valley Road/Blue
percent Ravine Road. State Parks should include language in the
PGP/RMP requiring coordination with adjacent
jurisdictions during analysis for an expanded marina.
1L VISIT-17: Consider expanding PGP/RMP | III-73 | With work underway for the Folsom Dam Safety and
marina capacity at a location other Flood Reduction project, opportunities for expanded
than Brown's Ravine only if marina facilities in the SRA might become available.
conditions or circumstances in the The PGP/RMP does nol consider these possibilities.
SRA, such as a major property State Parks should explore those opportunities Lo
acquisition, warrant such enhance the recreational capacity at Folsom Lake.
12 CIRCULATE-1: Reconfigure the | PGP/RMP | III-91 While the PGP/RMP considers entrance improvements

at Beals Point and Granite Bay. no mention is made of
improving access to Folsom Point especially considering
the major ion and impro prof 1 by
State Parks at that location {i.e., increased launch
facilities, increased parking. and development of a multi-
use facility). Queuing into Folsom Point can be a
problem and the proposed improvements could
exacerbate those conditions. The PGP/RMP needs to

include entrance improvements at Folsom Point too.
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Letter 36, page 8

Comment
No.

Issue

Page
Document No.

City of Folsom Comments to Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary
General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Dralt Environmental Impact Report/Environmental impact Statement

Comment

13.

CIRCULATE-7: Coordinate with
Reclamation to ensure that public
access to the SRA is incorporated
into the planning and design of the
new American River crossing
intended to replace Folsom Dam
Road.

PGP/RMP 11-91

Ongce completed in spring 2009, Reclamation will turn
over ownership of the new bridge below Folsom Dam to
the City of Folsom. The RPG/RMP needs to be revised
this development and include coordination with the City
of Folsom.

VISUAL-2: Work with local
Jjurisdictions in the land use
planning and development process
to protect key views in the SRA
from continued visual intrusion
from surrounding development.

VISUAL-9: Work with local
Jjurisdictions in the land use
planning and development process
to protect the SRA from existing
and future ambient light sources in
development adjacent to the SRA.

PGP/RMP | 11I-93 &
95

These two guidelines suggest increased involvement by
State Parks into local land use planning and
development. The City is prepared to cooperate with
State Parks regarding future development in Folsom that
is adjacent to the SRA. However, the City is sensitive o
any incursion by an vulside agency into local land use
control. State Parks needs to provide further explanation
in the PGP/RMP relative to its purpose and intent in
protecting key views in the SRA and protecting the SRA
from ambient light sources.

WILDFIRE-12: Ensure that the
financial responsibility for
developing and implementing
wildfire management programs
and practices is appropriately
borne by those benefiting from
these actions,

PGP/RMP | III-106

It is unclear from this guideline which parties would
have financial responsibility for the wildfire
management programs and practices. State Parks needs
1o provide further clarify the intent of this particular
guideline especially relative to financial responsibility.

Page S of 13
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Letter 36, page 9

Comment
No.

Issue

Page

Document No.

City of Folsom Comrments to Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary
General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

16.

Visitor Capacity

PGP/RMP

1I-113 to
HI-121

This section of the PGP/RMP provides explanations
relative to carrying capacity of the SRA. However. it is
difficult to determine within this section and others in
the PGP/RMP the exact status of the improvements
described in the 1979 General Plan and subsequent
amendments. State Parks should compile in one section
of the PGP/RMP an explanation regarding the
improvements envisioned in the 1979 plan and their
current status relative to the PGP/RMP. State Parks
needs to further explain the rationale for proceeding or
not proceeding with any outstanding improvements from
the 1979 General Plan and amendments.

MISSISSIPPI-26: Eventually
phase out the stables at Mississippi
Bar.

PGP/RMP

It-136

The linpact of closing the stables amid the increasing
demand for multi-recreational activities is inconsistent
with State Park strategies to increase and enhance
outdoor recreational activitics at the SRA. This
important equestrian amenity is one of the few available
in this area to the public. Closing this facility will force
users to remote locations increasing costs and impacting
roadways. State Parks, in recent public meetings. has
attempted to clarify this issue. Further clarification is
needed in the PGP/RMP.
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Letter 36, page 10

Comment
No.

Issue

Page
Document No.

Cily of Folsom Comments to Folsom Lake SRA and Foisom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary
General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

18.

NEGROBAR-1: Relocate the
group campground to another
focation within the SRA, as
appropriate, and convert the
vacated area for group picnic use.

PGP/RMP | 111137

The PGP/RMP refers to law enforcement issues relative
to this camping area at Negro Bar. This campground is
also is popular with equestrian users due to its proximity
to the starting point for the American River 50
endurance race along the Pioneer Express Trail. Instead
of removing the camping at Negro Bar, State Parks
should consider expanding and/or enhancing those
facilities (assuming any law enforcement related issues
can be resolved). State Parks needs to provide further
explanation for relocating the group campground to
another focation in the SRA and how impacts to users

i equestrian will be miti; d

NEGROBAR-6: Reduce and
reconfigure the paved parking area
above the boat ramp and adjacent
1o the group campground

PGP/RMP | 11I-138

This guideline conflicts with State Parks’ stralegies to
provide additional and ded | activities
for users. With demand expected to increase, State
Parks needs to [urther clarify the rationale for.reducing
available parking in the SRA,

20.

NATOMACAN-6: Work with
neighboring homeowners’
associations and the City of
Folsom on strategies to address
wildfire risk created by the close
proximity of residential
development to this area. Consider
shaded fuel breaks or other fuel
modification options only if unit
resources and interests are
protected

PGP/RMP | [I-142

This guideline appears to place precedent of SRA
resources and interests above the safety of private
property owners in Folsom. State Parks needs to fusther
clarify its intent regarding this particular guideline.

.
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Letter 36, page 11

City of Folsom Comments to Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary

General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report/Envi [ Impact S
Comment Page

No. Issue Document No. Comment

21. POWERHOUSE-1: Work with the | PGP/RMP | 1II-145 | This particular area is quite popular with local joggers,
Department of General Services hikers, bicyclists, and walkers. Making this area part of
and the Department of Corrections the SHP raises the issue of limited public access. State
to include eastern portions of the Parks needs to further confirm and clarify how public
historic canal not currently within access in this area will be maintained should the area
the SHP or SRA boundaries as part become part of the Powerhouse SHP.
of the SHP.

22, NATSHORE/S-1: ...The Lake PGP/RMP | 1II-152 | The Natoma Shore South is a popular overlook area for
Natoma Bike Path route (at least DEIS/EIR | 1V-253 | pedestrian and bicyclists. This area also provides a
one branch of the existing paved critical link on the American River Parkway between the
bike path) through the area will be Lake Natoma aquatic center and the City of Folsom.
retained and screened from Any relocation or elimination of the existing Natoma
Museum facilities to the extent Bike Path in the Natoma Shore South area needs to be
possible. coordinated with interested parties including bicycle

advocates, American River Parkway advocates, and the
City of Folsem,

23. NATSHORE/S-2: Ifthe CHICis | PGP/RMP [ 1II-i52 | As mentioned previously, this site is quite popular and
not developed at this location, his visible from the street. in case the CHIC is not
site may be considered as a developed at this location, State Parks should consider
potential location for a small partnering with the City in developing the site for future
visitor center for the SRA, a site lourism opportunities.
for interpretative programs or
facilities, or a small multi-use
fucility.

24, El Dorado Shore: This zone PGP/RMP | 1I-194 | In view of the increasing demands for outdoor
contains the remnants of an old recreational activitics in the SRA. the PGP/RMP does
privaie campground (Monte Vista) not provide an explanation regarding reactivation of thi
that has long been abandoned and campground. State Parks needs to further explain the
overgrown. rationale relative to this campground’s reaclivation.
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Letter 36, page 12

Comment
No.

Issue

Document

Page
No.

City of Folsom Comments to Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHI® Preliminary
General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft Iinvironmental mpact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Comment

25.

BROWNS-1: Increase slip
capacity at Folsom Lake Marina by
...between 200 and 340 slips

...xisting dry boat
storage-a leoced arca that can hotd
175 boats-could be eliminated,
moved. or reconfigured as a means
of increasing the parking capacity
necessary to accommodale
increased slip capacity.

PGP/RMP

DEIS/EIR

111-199 to
200
1v-253

While the PGP/RMP proposes a 30-50 percent increase
in slips at Browns Ravine. there is no reference to a
corresponding incrcase in parking capacity. The lack of
any additional parking at the marina substantiaily
reduces the usclulness of more boat slips. State Parks
needs to explain how the additional number of slips will
be elfectively utilized willioul an increasc to parking
capacity at the marina.

Elimination of 175 dry boat storage slips is not
consistent with State Paj rategics Lo increase and
enhance outdoor 1 ional activities on Folsom Lake.
A reduction ol 175 will result in a lower aggrepate
number of slips at Browns Ravine. The 1979 General
Plan envisioned more slips and parking at Browns
Ravine. State Parks should make every effort to retain

location.

FOLSOMPOINT-1: Upgrade and
enhance the Folsom Point day use
area...

FOLSOMPOINT-2: Reconfigure
the boat ramp as a means of
maximizing launch capacity...

FOLSOMPOQINT-3: Pursue the
development ol'a multi-use facility
at Folsom Point...

PGP/RMP

111-209 to
111-210

Although the PGP/RMP proposes certain improvements
and enhancements at Folsom Point there is no mention
of circulation improvements for access. In view of these
proposed improvements and enhancements, State Parks
needs to provide further explanation regarding plans for
improving access to Folsom Point.
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Letter 36, page 13

City of Folsors Comments 10 Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary

General Plan/Resource A Plan and Draft Envi | Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
Comment Page

No. Issuc Document No. Comment

27. FOLSOMLAKE-5: Monitor beat | PGP/RMP [ III-214 | The two likely sources for boat noise are engines and
noise levels...Mitigation of loud music. While engine noise may be difficult to
potential noise effects could mitigate, State Parks should consider, as a viable
include the restriction of certain alternative, restrictions on loud music rather than
aquatic activities in certain areas. restricting boating activities on Folsom Lake.

(A related guideline is
NORTHFORK/MID-3 on page
215,

28. NORTHFORK/MID-2: Monitor PGP/RMP | 11-215 | This guideline (and ANDERSON -1) refers to an
aquatic activity in the area of exclusion zone around Anderson Island Nature Preserve.
Anderson Island Nature Preserve State Parks needs to further clarify and explain the
for the purpose of determining the proposed exclusion zone.
need to eslablish an exclusion zone
around the istand during the
nesting season.

29. NORTHFORK/UP-1: Extend the | PGP/RMP [ 1II-217 |} As described previously in the comments to Issue No. 9.
5 mph zone south to Rattiesnake due to the condition of the water in this area, the North
Bar from its current location just Fork Arm of Folsom Lake is an exceedingty popular
above Mormon Ravine. location for motorized watercraft activities. This

guideline conflicts with State Parks’ strategies to
increase and enhance outdoor recreational activities at
Folsom Lake. Further explanation and justification for
extending the 5 mph zone to this area is needed.

30. Appendix E: General Plan PGP/RMP | E-1to | Due to Folsom’s proximity adjacent to the SRA, timing
Implementation and Monitoring E-15 of implementation of the General Plan would be

important to the City. State Parks should engage the
City of Folsom and other adjacent jurisdictions in
discussions regarding priorities for i i
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Letter 36, page 14

City of Folsom Conunents to Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary

General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft Envi 1 Impact Report/Envi | Impact §
Comment Page
No. Issue Document No. Comment
31 Folsom Powerhouse: Management | DEIS/EIR v-47 The 1979 Plan called for a number of upgrades at the
actions in the Draft Plan generally Folsom Powerhouse including an additional 80 parking
mirror and build on those in the spaces, improving lake access, and adding a boat dock.
current plan,.. The Preferred Allernative (i.e., PGP/RMP) does not

include improved lake access and a boat dock. Lake
Natoma is an incredible recreational amenity that lacks
convenient pedesirian access. State Parks needs to
provide further exp ion relative to the elimination of
lake access and a boat dock at the Folsom Powerhouse
including consideration of possibie alternatives such as a
concessionaire-operated boat dock near Historic
Downtown Folsom.

32 VISUAL-3: Requiring buildings, | DEIS/EIR 1V-86 [ These guidelines could impacl local land use control and
structures, and landscaping to be development. Slate Parks needs to provide further
sited with sensitivity to scenic explanation relative 10 the intent of these guidelines and
views from and into the park. how they would be applied.

VISUAL-6: Limiting the height
for buildings and structures to a
single story except in limited
instances where two-story
buildings would be consistent with
view protection.
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City of Folsom Comments to Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary
General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Comment Page

No. Issue Document No. Comment

33. Mooney Ridge: Development of a [ DEIS/EIR 1V-256 | The Prelerred Alternative Land Use Classification of
200-slip marina with snack bar, “Conservation” for this area is a significant departure
boating equipment rental, ferry from the 1979 General Plan and is not responsive to
terminal, 250 parking spaces, either existing or future demands. State Parks should
operations dock/office, and reconsider not proceeding with these improvements or
restrooms would greatly increase consider a scaled-down version at Mooney Ridge
the intensity of visitor use in this particularly in view of current demand which quickly
management zone. exceeds capacity of the existing facilities herc and at

Beals Point.

34. Granite Bay North: The addition DEIS/EIR | 1V-256 | The Preferred Alternative Land Use Classification of
of 250 parking spaces, paved “Conservation” for this area is a significant departure
roads, and paved access to just from the 1979 General Plan and is not responsive to
below the high waler mark has the either existing or [uture demands. Stale Parks should
potential to increase the intensity reconsider not proceeding with these improvements or
of visitor use at Oak Point/Dotons consider a scaled-down version at Granite Bay North
Point. particularly in view of current demand which quickly

exceeds capacity of the existing facilities here and at
Beals Point,

35. Rattlesnake Bar: Implementation | DEIS/EIR | IV-257 | The 1979 General Plan included 10 trail camp sites and
of Alternative 3 would result in the upgrades to the riding and hiking staging area.
development and expansion of day Considering the amount of bike and equestrian traffic in
use facilities ... the SRA, such sites and staging area would be popular

amenilies. State Parks needs to include these important
amenities in the PGP/RMP.

36. Peninsula: The additional DEIS/EIR | 1V-258 [ The 1979 General Plan also included 200 beach picnic
devel of 50-100 p sites, riding and hiking staging area, loop trails, and a
and trailhead facilities has the trail camp. These multi-use amenities are the type
polential to increase visitor use of needed to meet current and future day-use demand.
the Peninsula. State Parks needs to include these improvements in the

PGP/RMP,
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Letter 36, page 16

City of Folsom Comments to Fotsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary

General Plan/Resource M: Plan and Draft Envi ] Impact Report/Envir I Impact S
Comment Page
No. Issue Decument No. Comment
37 El Dorado Shore: The DEIS/EIR | 1V-258 | The Preferred Alternative does not include reactivation
development of paved formalized of the abandoned Monte Vista campground. The 1979
parking areas at Sweetwater Creek, General Plan envisioned an additional 80 camping sites
amajor trailhead and staging in this area. While usage has changed in the SRA since
facility at Falcon Crest and day use adoption of the 1979 General Plan. camping continues to
facilities in the vicinity of the be a popular outdoor activity. With the SRA
former Monte Vista campground conveniently situated in close proximity to a major
has the potential to significantly metropolitan area, State Parks should make every eftort
increase the level of visitor use in to identify space in the SRA for these additional 80
this zone. psi

Page 13 of 13

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park

Vol. 2, Individual Letters and Responses
Response to Comments

August 2009
2-134



Chapter 6.0 Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 37, page 1

FOLSOM

DISTINCTIVE BY NATURE

.

April 29, 2008
VIA FACSIMILE (916) 988-9062 AND U.S. MAIL

Mr. Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Subject: City of Folsom Supplemental Comment Letter to the Folsom Lake SRA
and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary General Plan/Resource
Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Envir I Impact S

Dear Mr. Micheaels:

Upon further review of the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA} and Folsom
Powerhouse State Historic Park (SHP) Preliminary General Plan/Resource Management
Plan (PGP/RMP) and Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS/EIR), the City of Folsom is providing additional comments. as
described below, supplemental to the City’s previous letter dated March 27, 2008.

The City is taking this opportunity, during the current comment period, to provide further
clarification regarding Folsom's concerns with the land use designations proposed under 37-1: Please see Master RCSpOﬂSCS ALT-2. ALT-3 and BOAT-1. (SCCtiOI’l 323)
the currently proposed Preferred Alternative (i.e., Alternative Mo. 2); and, suggest that ' ?

State Parks consider revising those designations to those described in the DEIS/EIR for
Allernative No. 3 (Volume 2, pages IV-55 to IV-64). Although envisioned in the
DEIS/EIR as maximizing recreational opportunities, Alternative No. 3 actually represents
a significant reduction in recreational facilities proposed under the current 1979 General
Plan for the SRA (i.e., No Action/No Project Alternative). The City is particularly
interested in those land designations that will not only help preserve and maintain the
natural and cultural amenities of the SRA: but. will also further complement and support
the sizable investments Folsom is making in its historic downtown commercial core
adjacent to Lake Natoma. Likewise, Folsom is also interested in recreational facilities on
Folsom Lake that will contribute to increased economic and tourism development both
locally and regionally.

50 NATOMA STREET
FOLSOM, CALIFORNIA 95630

WWW.FOLSOM.CA.US
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Mr. Jim Micheaels
April 28, 2008
Page 2 of 5

Changing the land use designations, as requested, will aid in making the amenities of the
SRA more accessible to current and new users. Re-designating the land use from those
described in the Preferred Alternative to Alternative No. 3 also will align the facilities
and resources of the SRA to better meet the perceived shift in visitor usage at the SRA
from predominantly overnight to day users.  Additionally, the facilities and
improvements identified in Alternative No. 3 versus Alternative No. 2 are more reflective
of the prioritized list of potential improvements to SRA facilities and programs identified
by visitors (Volume 1, page I11-60). In addition, the overall intent of Alternative No. 3,
expansion of recreational opportunities, is more consistent with the goals and objectives
identified in previously issued State Parks’ strategic planning documents including The
Seventh Generation (2001), The State Park System Plan (2002), and the Central Valley
Vision (2006) (Volume 1, pages I1I-67 to 68). It is critical therefore that these land use
designations be revisited and clarified, at this time, as those designations will conceivably
determine the future development and use of the SRA for the next twenty years.

Since these alternative land use designations have already been evaluated as part of the
DEIS/EIR process, a recirculation of the PGP/RMP should not be necessary. Equally
important, based on feedback that the City has received from other stakeholders critical
of the current Preferred Alternative a shifting from Alternative No. 2 to Alternative No. 3
as the Preferred Alternative may likely satisfy many of the these same stakeholders.

Lake Natoma

Under the Preferred Alternative, the area adjacent to Folsom’s historic downtown has a
land use designation of Conservation. Although the City respects and acknowledges
State Parks and Recreation's intent, by this designation, to protect and restore natural and
cultural resources in this area, the City is interested in pursuing, in collaboration with
State Parks and Recreation, a higher level of access to Lake Natoma including possibly a
dock for non-motorized, hand-launched water craft from the historic downtown. Such
access would serve the interests of both State Parks and Recreation and the City. By
allowing enhanced lake access at this location, State Parks and Recreation will provide
another needed portal for SRA visitors that would introduce them to the popular and
less-intense recreational opportunities offered by Lake Natoma as well as the historical
aspects of the Folsom Powerhouse. Such access would benefit the City by providing a
recreational outlet for visitors to the revitalized and redeveloped historic downtown area.

As viewed by the City, the current definition and descriptions for Conservation
Management Zones described in Volume 1 are unclear and could presumably prohibit
this type of lake access and recreational activity. The City requests that State Parks and
Recreation either modify the description to permit such usage; or, as an alternative,
designate that portion of Lake Natoma bordering the City’s Corporation Yard property to
the western boundary of the Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park as Medium Intensity
Recreation.
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Letter 37, page 3

Mr. Jim Micheaels
April 28,2008
Page 3 of 5

The City has the same issues with the land use designations proposed for Negro Bar (i.e.,
Medium Intensity Recreation) and Natoma Shore South (i.e., Conservation).
Re-designation of Negro Bar to High Intensity Recreation would permit the addition of
aquatic facilities to accommodate rowing and other non-motorized water crafi, expansion
of the boat ramp, development of an amphitheater, and expansion of the beach area.
Such a modification to the land use designation for Negro Bar would be consistent with
State Parks and Recreation’s goal to redirect the SRA to better meet the demands of
cuwrent and future day users. Such a modification also would greatly lessen the
possibility of any future confusion or misinterpretation of what sort of facilities are
permitted in this fand use management zone.

The addition of more developed picnic areas, expanded paved parking, development of a
boat ramp and a low-profile boat dock at Natoma Shore South along Lake Natoma also
will serve the same purpose. A re-designation of the land use for this location from
Conservation to Medium Intensity Recreation is clearly warranted in view of the type of
facilities envisioned and the growing recognition that the increasing number of visitors to
the SRA will be day users specifically interested in these types of recreational activity.

Folsom Lake

Folsom also is concemned with land use designations for Folsom Lake which, from the
City’s perspective, are neither consistent with State Parks and Recreation’s strategic
goals, as mentioned above, nor with State Parks and Recreation’s intent to focus more on
serving the interests of day users. The current land use designations under Alternative
No. 2 will, in fact, either limit and/or prohibit recreational activity by day users, the very
segment the current PGP/RMP is designed to address.

Regarding the western edge of Folsom Lake including Folsom Point, the City feels a
re-designation of this arca from Medium Intensity Recreation to High Intensity
Recreation will better serve the anticipated increase in day use visitors to the SRA. The
current designation for this area could be interpreted to limit or prohibit much-needed
improvements at Folsom Point including expansion of the paved parking lot for the boat
ramp, extension and widening of the boat ramp itself, development of a multi-use facility
and development of a formal beach area between the existing picnic area and Morman
Island Dam. Unlike the currently proposed land use designation, re-designating this area
to High Intensity Recreation also would allow State Parks and Recreation to seriously
explore the possibility of a new observation point (and maybe a restaurant operated by a
concessionaire) in the area between the proposed new spillway and Dike 7 where excess
fill from the Joint Federal Project is being deposited. It is unclear from the current land
use designation for this area whether many of these much-needed improvements would
be permitted.

In view of this region’s expected population growth and the PGP/RMPs’ focus on serving
day users, it seems only logical as well to re-designate the Peninsula Area and Granite
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Mr. Jim Micheacls
April 28, 2008
Page 4 of 5

Bay North from the currently proposed Conservation land use to Medium Intensity
Recreation. Expansion of camping facilities beyond those identified in the Alternative
No. 2 as well as development of a second Marina will help address the expected demands
for readily accessible and inexpensive overnight camping facilities and more wet boat
slips. A second marina also will provide a much-needed alterative to Brown’s Ravine
which is already heavily impacted and near capacity. In Alternative No. 3, the PGP/RMP
itself acknowledges that construction of a new park entrance, development of more paved
parking, picnic, restrooms, and other facilities including a formal beach area at Granite
Bay North will help meet the demands of day use visitors to the SRA.

Finally, the City would like to reiterate its concerns regarding extending the 5 mph zone
between Mormon Ravine and Rattlesnake Bar. In the City’s view, this action would be
extremely detrimental to day use recreational activity on Folsom Lake. The City also
considers such an extension unnecessary since the same issues (i.e., noise and excessive
speeds) intended to be addressed by the extension of the 5 mph zone could be easily
managed through increased public awareness and enforcement. The City also questions
the logic of lowering the boating densities on the upper North and South Fork arms (i.e.,
1 boat/50 water surface acres) since it is unlikely such a drastic step would be enforceable
and is, in practice, contradictory to State Parks and Recreation’s plans to accommodate
day users many of which will use the North and South Fork Arms of Folsom Lake to take
advantage of the unparalleled conditions for motorized water activities in those areas.
The City suggests that State Parks and Recreation reexamine the proposed boating
densities for the upper North and South Fork and consider a more reasonable ratio in
anticipation of increased day user demand.

Conclusion

While the City recognizes that these land use re-designations could result in an increased
number of recreational facilities, the City is confident State Parks and Recreation will
make every effort to minimize impacts to surrounding areas in order to preserve the
character of the SRA. The City is also confident that the land use re-designations
requested above will help to satisfy and allay many of the other interested stakeholders
who have voiced concerns with the PGP/RMP. Ultimately, through such a thoughtful
and collaborative process the PGP/RMP will be further validated and protected from
further protests. In that regard, the City is prepared to engage in further discussions with
State Parks and Recreation and other interested stakeholders to further refine these land
use re-designations. Slate Parks and Recreation may want to seriously consider
providing further time in the comment period to allow for such frank and open dialogue.

As described above, the City remains concerned that the PGP/RMP and the Preferred
Alternative identified in the DEIS/EIR will adversely impact Folsom and the region.
Consistent with Public Resources Code section 21177, the City reserves the right to
provide further written and oral comment on this matter at any time prior to the close of
the public hearing on the project and before the issuance of any notice of determination.
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Mr. Jim Micheaels
April 28, 2008
Page 5 of 5

The City requests that you provide the City with notice of all such public hearings and
meetings.

Thank you for your consideration of these matters.

Sincerely, /

erry’L. Miller
City Manager

¢: Mayor and City Council
City Attorney
Parks and Recreation Director
Director of Intergovernmental Affairs & Econ. Dev.
Public Information Officer
FEDCorp and FTB President
Congressman Dan Lungren
Congressman John Doolittle
State Senator Dave Cox
State Assembly Member Roger Niello
Sacramento County Supervisor Roberta MacGlashan
Placer County Supervisor Kirk Uhler
El Dorado County Supervisor Rusty Dupray
Laura Caballero, Bureau of Reclamation
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Letter 38, page 1

~ County of

& &Socomento

Sent Via Facsimile (916-988-9062) and Regular U.S. Mail
May 23, 2008

Mr. Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks

7806 Folsom-Aubum Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Subject: Transmittal of Proposed “Hybrid Preferred Alternative” to the Folsom Lake
SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary General Plan/Resource
Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Micheaels:

The following jurisdictions are jointly submitting the enclosed proposed Hybrid Preferred
Alternative dated May 23, 2008, to the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA) and Folsom
Powerhouse State Historic Park (SHP) Preliminary General Plan/Resource Management Plan
(PGP/RMP) and Draft Environmental Impact Report/Envi ental Impact §
(DEIS/EIR).

This Hybrid Preferred Al previously 1 el of Alternatives No. 2 . :

and No. 3 from the DEIS/EIR. The Hybrid Preferred Altemative describes revised land use 38-1: Please see Master Response ALT-3 (Section 3.2.3).
classifications for the SRA that are consistent with the goals and objectives identified in
previously issued State Parks’ strategic planning documents including The Seventh Generation
(2001), The State Park System Plan (2002), and the Central Valley Vision (2006). I is critical
that these land use classifications be reexamined, at this time, as those classifications will
conceivably determine the future development and use of the SRA for the next twenty years.

The Hybrid Preferred Altemative is supported, in its entirety, by the City of Folsom, Placer
County, and El Dorado County. Sacramento County is supportive of that portion of the Hybrid
Preferred Alternative that includes increased recreational access to Lake Natoma from Folsom’s
historic downtown area. Sacramento County will be following-up this transmittal with its own
separate comment letter.
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Mr. Jim Micheaels
May 23. 2008
Page 2 of 3

Sincerely,

/.

e . Miller
City Manager
City of Folsom

L Acting Director

\’D/epamnem of Regional Parks,
Recreation and Opens Space
Cougty of Sacramento

el J. Johnson, AICP
or
Comgunity Development &
Reso 'rce Agency

b of Placer

@avid A. Storer

Interim Assistant Chief Administrative Officer
County of El Dorado

Enclosure

c: City Manager, City of Folsom
Director, Sacramento County Department of Regional Parks, Recreation and Open Space
Director, Placer County Community Development and Resource Agency
Chief Administrative Officer, El Dorado County
Congressman Dan Lungren
Congressman John Doolittle
State Senator Dave Cox
State Assembly Member Roger Niello
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Chapter 6.0

Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 38, page 3

Hybrid
Alternative No. 2 Preferred All.
Specific Area Land Use Land Use
(Jurisdiction) Classification Classification

Hybrid Preferred Alternative to FLSRA PGP/RMP
Dated May 23, 2008

Specific Deta
to Land Use Description

Chunges to Original
Preferred Alterna

*s
Land Use Classifications

Bar area, parking, boat launching
Jacilities including ramps and docks
Sfor hand launching, day use facilities
including picnic sites, swim beach,
boat house fucilities, and
visitorfinterpretative center

1. Nimbus FlaUShoals | Recreation-High | Recreation-lligh | Nonc No changes
(Sacramento Intensity Intensity
County)
2. Nimbus Dam Administration Administration | None No changes
(Sacramento
County)
3. Lake Overlook Conservation Conservation None No changes
(S amento
Counly)
4. Mississippi Bar Conservation Recreation- Revise area description to include Revise land use designation to
(Sacramento Medium I of stables, f of | allow higher levels of day use
County) vehicle access into the Mississippi visitor use and access fo a full

range of recreation/interpretative
Sfacilities and activities while
restricting motorized watercraft
usage

Changes in land use designation and/or area description are shown in bold itatics.
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Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 38, page 4

Dated May 23, 2008

Hybrid Preferred Aliernative 1o FLSRA PGP/RMP

Hybrid
Alternative No. 2 Preferred Alt.
Land Use Land Use

Specific Details

Changes to Original
Prefereed Alter ¥

Specific Area C 4 Classifi (o Land Use Deseription Land Use Classifics
5. Negro Bar Recreation- Recreation-High | Besides cultural center, revise area Revise land use designation to
{City of Folsony Medium Intensity Intensity cription to include develog of | allow higher levels of day use
aquatic facilities to accommodate visitor use and access to a full
rowing and other non-motorized range of recreation/inferpretative
water craft, expansion of existing Jacilities and activities while
boat ramp, development of an restricting motorized watercraft
amphitheater, and expansion of day | usage
use and beach area in Negro Bar.
6. Natoma Canyon Conservation Conservation None No changes
(City of Folsom)
7. Folsom Powerhouse Preservation Preservation None No changes
(City of Folsom)
& Natoma Shore Conservation Recreation- Revise the land use designation for Revise land use designation for
North Mediun Intensity | the area between the Citp-owned area between City-owned
(City of Folsom) Corporation Yard property and Corporation Yard to Folsom
Folsom Powerliouse to permit access | Powerhouse only fo permit
and connectivity between Folsom's moderate levels of low-intensity
Historic Downtown area and Lake day use visitor use and access to a
Natoma. Area description of wider range of recreation/
appropriate visitor activities to interpretive facilities and
include non-motorized boat activities
launching and docking at low-profile J
hand-launch boat dock.

Changes in land use designation and/or area deseriplion are shown in bold iraiics.

Page 2 of 9

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park

Response to Comments

2-143

August 2009



Chapter 6.0

Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 38, page 5

Dated May 23, 2008

Alternative No. 2
Land Use

Hybrid Preferred Allermative to FLSRA PGP/RMP

Hybrid
Preferred Alt.
Land Use

Changes to Original
Preferved Alternat

Natoma- Aquatic
(City of Folsom &
Sacramento County)

Mediwm Intensity

Medium Intensity

Specific Area Classifi Cl to Land Use Description Land Use Classifications
9. Natoma Shore Conservation Recreation- Revise area description for Willow Modify land use designation for
South Medium Intensity | Creek to permit development of Willow Creek area to permit low-
{City of Folsom) picnic areas, expansion of paved intensity day use visitor use and
parking, development of a boat ramp | access to a wider range of
and a low profile boat dock recreation/ interprefive facilities
and activities
10. Alder Creek/Pond Conservation Conservation None No changes
(Sacramento
County)
11. Lower Lake Recreation- Recreation- Modify ibition on gasoline Modi) ion on prohibition for

engines to apply to two-stroke
engines only

gusoline engines

12, Upper Lake Conservation Recreation- Revise area description to prohibit Revise land use designation to
Natoma- Aquatic Medi, ity | two-stroke gasoline engines only and | allow for moderate levels of day
(City of Folsom & 10 accommodate additional non- use visitor use and access to a
Sacramento County) motoriged watercraft access from greater range of

Historic Downtown Folsom, Negro recreation/interpretative facilities
Bar, and Willow Creek and activities

13. Folsom Dam 1 Admini ion | None No changes
(City of Folsom)

Changes in land use designation and/or area description are shown in bold itatics.
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Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 38, page 6

Hybrid Preferred Alternative 1o FLSRA PGP/RMP

Dated May 23. 2008

Hybrid
Alternative No. 2 Preferred Alt. Changes to Original
Land Use Land Use Specific Details Preferved Alternagive’s
Specific Area Classificati Classil i to Land Use Description Land Use Classifications
14. Beal's Point Recreation-High | Recreation-High | None No changes
(Placer County) Intensity Intensity
15. Mooney Ridge Conservation Conservation None No changes
(Placer County)
16. Granite Bay South Recreation-High | Recreation-High | None No changes
(Placer County) Intensity Intensity
17. Granite Bay North Conservation Conservation None No changes
(Placer County)
18. Placer Shore Conservation Conservation None No changes
{Placer County)
19. Rattlesnake Bar Recreation- Recreation- None No changes
(Placer County) Medium Intensity | Medium Intensity
20. North Fork Shore Conservation Conservation None No changes

{Placer County &
Ll Dorade County)

Changes in land use designation and/or area description are shown in old itatics.
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Letter 38, page 7

Dated May 23, 2008

Specific Area

Alternative No. 2

Hybrid Preferred Allernative to FLSRA PGP/RMP

Hybrid
Preferred Alt.
Land Use

Cl

Specific Details
to Land Use Description

Changes to Original
Preferved Alternative’s
Land Use Classifications

21. Anderson Island
{Placer County &
Ll Dorado County)

Preservation

Preservation

None

No changes

Salmon Falls
(El Dorado County)

Recreation-
Medi i

Recreation-High

22, Peninsula Couservation Recreation- Revise area description for the Revise land use designation to
(El Dorado County) Medium ity | Peninsula to permit ded allow moderate levels of duy use
camping facilities and development visitor use and access to a greater
of second marina in the Peninsula range of recreation/interpretative
area (if and when Rattlesnake Bar Jacilities and activities
Road is improved)
23. Darrington Conservation Conservation None No changes
(El Dorado County)
24. Skunk Hollow/ None Revise land use designation to

allow higher levels of day use
visitor use and access to a full
rauge of recreafion/interpretative
facilities and activities

Changes in land use designation and/or area description are shown in bold italics.
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Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 38, page 8

Dated May 23, 2008

Hybrid Preferred Alternative to FLSRA PGP/RMP

Hybrid

Alternative No. 2 Preferred Alt,

Changes to Original

(El Dorado County}

Medium Intensity

Shore to develop paved formalized
parking areas at Sweetwater Creek
and Falcon Crest, to develop major
trailhead, staging facility, paved
parking, and restrooms af Falcon
Crest, and o develop vehicle access
into and day use facilities ut the
Jformer Monte Vista campgroand
area to include picnic sites, paved
parking, restroom fucilities, and
hand-1 h sife for ized
watercraft

Land Use Land Use Specific Details Preferred Alternative’s
Specific Area Classil i Classificati to Land Use Description Land Use Classi
25. El Dorado Shore Conservation Recreation- Revise area description for El Dorado | Revise land use designation to

allow moderate levels of day use
visitor use and access fo a greater
range of recreation/interpretative
JSacilities and activities

26, Brown’s Ravine

Recreation-High | Recreation-High

Revise area description to double

Modify area description fo

accommodate expansion of marina at
Brown’s Ravine

(El Dorado County) Intensity Intensity marina capacity by developing roads, | indicate increased marina
land-based facilities, and slips along | capacity
the west side of the cove at Brown’s
Ravine
27. Mormon Island Conservation Recreation- Revise area description to permit Revise land use designation to
Cove Medil ity | devele of reads, parking areas, | accommodate expansion af
(El Dorado County) boat ramps, slips, and dry storage to | marina capacity at Brown’s

Ravine

Changes iu land use designation and/or area description are shown in old itatics.
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Letter 38, page 9

Dated May 23, 2008

[Hybrid Preferred Aliernative to FLSRA PGR/RMP

Wetlands Preserve
(City of Folsom}

Hybrid
Alternative No. 2 Preferred Alt. Changes to Original
Land Use Land Use Specific Details Preferred Alternative’s
Specific Area Classification Classification to Land Use Deseription Land Use Classifications
28. Mormon Island Preservation Preservation None No changes

29. Folsom Point
(City of Folsom)

Recreation-
Medium Intensity

Recreation-High
Intensity

Revise area description fo permit
expanded paved parking for boat
ramp, extension and widening of boat
ramp, development of multi-use
Jacility, and development of formal
beacl area between picuic area and
Mormon Istand Dam

Also modify description to include
constraction, sometime in the future,
of a new observation point (and
possibly a restaurant) between the old
observation point and Dike 7 where
excess fill from the Joint Federal
Project is being deposited

Revise land use designation to
allow higher levels of day use
visitor use and access to a full
range of recreation/interpretative
facilities and activities

30. Folsom Lake Recreation-High | Recreation-lligh | None No changes
(Aquatic) Intensity Intensity
{City of Folsom,
Placer County, Gl
Dorado County)
Changes in land use designation and/or arca description are shown in bold itafics.
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Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 38, page 10

Dated May 23, 2008

Alternative No. 2
Land Use

Iybrid Preferred Allernative to FLSRA PGP/RMP

Hybrid
Preferred Alt.
Land Use

Specific Details

Changes to Original
Preferred Alternati

Fork- Aquatic
(El Dorado
County)

extend beyond Mormon Ravine,
Eliminate reference extending 5 mph
zone south fo Ruttlesnake Bar.
Restriction would adversely impact
day use recreational activity, Issues
of noise and excessive speeds can be
addressed through public awareness
and stricter enforcement.

Also maintain the current boating
densities. Do not lower the current
hoating density to 1 boat/50 water
surface acres since it is unlikely such
action would be enforcenble and is
conlirary to State Parks’ abjective to

date more day use visitors,

Specific Aren Classi jon C to Land Use Description Land Use Classifications
31. Middle North Fork- Recreation- Recreation- None No changes
Aquatic Medium Intensity [ Medium Intensity
(Placer County & EI
Dorado County)
32.a. Upper North Conservation Conservation None No changes
Fork- Aquatic
(Placer County)
32.b. Upper North Conservation Conservation Currently, the 5 mph zone does not Remaove reference to 5§ mph zone

extension and continue to allow
boating densities on the Upper
North Fork greater than |
boat/S0 water surface acres

Changes in land use designation and/or arca description arc show in old italics.
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Letter 38, page 11

Hybrid Preferred Allernative to FLSRA PGP/RMI?
Dated May 23. 2008
Hybrid
Alternative No. 2 Preferred Alt.

Changes to Original
Preferred Alt
Land Use Class

Land Use Land Use Specific Details
Specific Area Classifi Classificati to Land Use Des
33. Middle South Fork- Recreation- Recreation- None
Aquatic Medium Intensity | Medium Intensity

(El Dorado County)

No changes

acres since it is unlikely such action
would be enforceable and is contrary
to State Parks’ objective to
accommodate more day use visitors.

34. Upper South Fork- Conservation Recreation- Maintain the current boating Revise land use designation to
Aquatic Medinm Intensity | densities. Do not lower the bouting allow for boating densities on the
(El Dorado County) density to 1 boat/50 water surface Upper South Fork greater than |

boat/50 water surface acres

Changes in land use designation and/or area description are shown in bold italics.
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Chapter 6.0 Individual Letters and Responses

Letter 39, page 1

CITY OF

FOLSOM

DISTINCTIVE BY NATURE

May 29, 2008
Via Facsimile (916-988-9062) and Regular U.S. Mail

Mr. Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Subject: City of Folsom Supplemental Comment Letter to the Folsom Lake SRA and
Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary General Plan/Resource Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Report/Envir I Impact Stat

Dear Mr. Micheaels:

Based on the discussion between representatives from the interested jurisdictions and State Parks
and Recreation staff at the meeting on May 27, 2008, regarding a hybrid preferred alternative to
the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA) and Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
(SHP) Preliminary General Plan/Resource Managemenmt Plan (PGP/RMP) and Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Envi I Impact § (DEIS/EIR), the City of Folsom
is providing these additional comments supplemental to the City’s previous comespondence to
help clarify the City specific concemns relating to the Lake Natoma North area.

Unlike other areas described in the PGP/RMP, the Lake Natoma North area lacks any mention of 39_1 SCC Master RCS onse ALT—3 (SCCtiOI’l 3 2 3) and the tCViSCd difCCtiOﬂ fOI' the
specific recreational facilities.  As the City has consistently indicated in its previous . P e

correspondence as well as in meetings with State Parks and Recreation staff, securing access and Natoma Shore North management Zone.
connectivity to Lake Natoma from the historic downtown area is at the core of the City’s
strategic interests. (Related to this same core interest is access from the City-owned Corporation
Yard 1o the SRA.) Such access will serve the interest of both the City and the state. By creating
this public entry point on the northeast side of the lake, more day-use visitors including those
traveling on light rail or visiting the Historic downtown area by other means will have another
opportunity to be introduced to the many unique, recreational amenities of Lake Natoma.
Likewise, entry into the SRA from the City-owned Corporation Yard will serve to facilitate and
encourage pedestrian access.

50 NATOMA STREET
FOLSOM. CALIFORNIA 95630

WWW.FOLSOM.CA.US
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Letter 39, page 2

Mr. Jim Micheaels
May 29, 2008
Page 2 of 3

In view of these interests, the City again has reviewed the Guidelines described for the Natoma
Shore North area in Volume No. 1 of the PGP/RMP. In an effort to more clearly convey its
intent, the City requests that the following Guidelines be added to the PGP/RMP for the Natoma
Shore North arca:

NATSHORE/N-12: Collaborate with the City of Folsom and other interested stakeholders in
planning and installing facilities providing increased public access to Lake
Natoma from the Historic downtown area including, but not limited to, a
low profile dock or pier that would accommodate hand launching and
docking of non-motorized boats and other watercraft, paved pedestrian
path. and other pedestrian amenities such as benches. Such facilities will
be located in close proximity to the Historic downtown area to ensure clear
connectivity to Lake Natoma.

NATSHORE/N-13: Collaborate with the City of Folsom in planning and creating public access
points or gateways, for pedestrian use. from the City-owned Corporation
Yard property to the SRA.

Notwithstanding the City’s other significant issues and concerns as described in previous
correspondence, Folsom is hopeful this additional language adequately conveys the importance
the City assigns to such access in the Natoma North Shore area. While the City recognizes that
these additional guidelines may result in an increased number of recreational facilities along
Lake Natoma, the City is sensitive to preserving the character of the SRA and the integrity of the
American River Parkway. As stated before, the City is confident State Parks and Recreation
shares these sensitivities and will continue to make every effort 1o minimize impacts to
surrounding areas.

Consistent with Public Resources Code section 21177, the City reserves the right to provide
further written and oral comment on this matter at any time prior to the close of the public
hearing on the project and before the issuance of any notice of determination. The City requests
that you provide the City with notice of all such public hearings and meetings.

Thank you for your consideration of these matters.
Sincej/l/

e)q . ilZ
City Manager

¢ Mayor and City Council
City Attorney
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Letter 39, page 3

< Mr. Jim Micheaels
May 29, 2008
Page 3 of 3

Parks and Recreation Director

Director of Intergovernmental Affairs & Econ. Dev.
Public Information Officer

FEDCorp and FTB President

Congressman Dan Lungren

Congressman John Doolittle

State Senator Dave Cox

State Assembly Member Roger Niello

Sacramento County Supervisor Roberta MacGlashan
Placer County Supervisor Kirk Uhler

E! Dorado County Supervisor Rusty Dupray

Jill Ritzman, Sacramento County Parks

Laura Caballero, Bureau of Reclamation
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Letter 40, page 1

WESTERN STATES TRAIL FOUNDATION

1216-C High Street « Auburn, California 95603 + (530) 823-7282 ¢ FAX (530) 823-7901
wstf@foothill.net + http:iwww.foothill.net/tevis

SPONSORS POR THE FAMOUS TEVIS CUP 100 MILES GNE BAY RIDE OF THE HISTORIC SCENIC WESTERN STATES PORY EXPRESS NATIONAL RECREATION tRAIL

April 19, 2008
P

Jim Micheaels

California State Parks
Gold Fields Distuict

7806 Folsom-auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

(Sent via email to jmiche@paks.ca.gov and First Class Mail)
Re: Preliminary Genetal Plan and EIR/EIS for Folsom Lake State Recreation Area
Dear Mr. Micheaels,

Tam the che-PLesldent of the Western States T'rail Foundation in-existence since -
1954 and the annual Rponsor of the Western States 100 mile One : Day (Tevls) Ride. Tam
wntmg at the request of ouf: folty member Boéard of Govemols and’ speaking in this letter
on behalf of the many equiestriars’ who each year ride the trails around Lake Folsom. T also
wiite on behalf of ‘myself as I live in Aubutn and have ridden an average of at least once 4 *
week along the American River /Y:ake Folsom corridor for more than forty years. [n addition
1 m'ma“d the Amnerican River 50 Mile Endux’mce ride from S'tcnmen(o o Aubum on
yeaLs

these-teails forover.23

n. arganizations and individuals, strongly objects to the

lure of the Preliminary; General Plan and EIR/EIS in its present form ro acknowledge and

y adeess the récreation needs of equestrians. Placer and El Dorado Counties are heavily
populated by recreational horse owners and known worldwide as the international center of

" competitive trail Liding The tiail along the west side of Folsom Lake from Negro Bat to
Auburi and beyond is'one of the most heavily used equestrian and running trails in
Notthern California;  Itis ¢ssential that the Draft E‘IR/ EIS recognize this mahty in mnkmg
planning decisions for the future, -

It is important to buﬂd a futule plan around two cm:dmnl pr_mclples Fitst everyone
has 2 right to Use the park on a daily basis. Park access should not be limited to certain users
on certain days except for special use events, Secondly, we all have the right to be safe and
not be exposed to unreasoniable danger from other patk usegs. For this reason, guns ate not
allowed in patk nor, on most trails, are mototized vehicles. Use of alcohol and smokmg are
also limited.

Balancing these fundamental principles with othe

: pack trails and: facilities, requives: recognizing and add
bl

ise. from incomp

< while promoting maximun
eaterin their,own: w'\y .

A Western Sta[es orgamzanon of, Callforma and Nevada

horsemen: To save and preserve for future generations the
historic Western States Trall of the pionéer Gold Rush to
California and the trait route of miners ffom-the gold mines
of California to the silver mines of Nevada. To encourage
public participation inriding and hiking on the Western States
Trail to sites of once populous Gold Rush mining camps and

focations of events prominent.and important in the history of
the West.” To sponsor annually the Western States 100 Miles
One Day Ride for international comnpetition. To recreate public
attention and interest everywhere for endurance riding as
made famous in our western history more than a century ago,
by the riders and horses of THE PONY EXPRESS.

40-1:

40-2:

Please see Master Response EC-3 (Section 3.3.3).

Please see Master Responses TR-5 and TR-12 (Sections 3.7.5 and 3.7.12).
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Letter 40, page 2

Mountain bikes can be incredible dangerous to horses and ridets, especially when
moving rapidly, silently and coming around blind corners. Horses ate prey animals who
have survived for millions of years by bolting when confronted by a fast moving predator.
Hotses who weighed the tisk of dangexr before bolting are no longer in the gene pool. Thus
when a mountain biker whizzes up behind a horse and tidet or comes flying around 2
cornet, tragedy for the rider and often the horse is almost guaranteed. Thrusting a watking
stick into the spokes of 2 moving bicycle would produce the same result for a biker as a
biker produces when he or she frightens a horse -——-the rider is thrown to the ground and
likely injured. Trail users should not be allowed to engage in behavior that is vittually
guaranteed to injure others.

Since we don’t have enough patls and trails for everyone to have. their own
individual trails we have to find ways for all users to pussue their sport in'a way that
accommodates the rights of others to be safe. Acco‘t«;lingly, whete a trail is wide enough to
accommodate multple users in a safe manner, it should be designated as a multi-use trail
with rules of the road designed to insure safety. One such rule relates to speed. Horse

when they see a horse; announce themselves (once horses hear the human voice they know *
it is'not a predator) and then either stop or proceed slowly so as not to frighten the horse.
Frankly most mountain bikers on multi-use trails alréady do this and it works well.

However, this approach doesn’t worl for single-track trails, These trails are suitable
for some multiple use, such as hikers, joggers and equestrians, but not suitable for that
combination plus mourtain bikes. Single-track trails, especially those along Folsom Lake are
single track for a'reason. ‘That reason being they cling to the hillside in steep terrain where
making the trail wider'is not an option. Because they ate nastow and follow the typography
there is typically little line of sight along the trail. Under these:conditions, even aslow
maving bike coming around a cotnet is an unexpected “surprise” to which a hose will react
by spisining around and bolting or even leaping off the teail into thin ait.

Currently there are signs saying “No mountain bikes” on many single-track trails but
right next to the signs are often unmistakable bike tracks, The problem is there is very little
enforcement of existing signage. Rules, such as proposed alternate day use, not only partially
deprive users of the right to use the park but they are'also as useless as the current signs that
are ignoted.” Unfortunately, thete are some mountain bike park usets who view rules as
made only for those stupid enough to follow therm. Rules without enforcement ate little
more than wishful thinking, .

Enforcement can be both paésive and active. Passive enforcement of 2 rule,
prohibiting mountain bikes on single track trails can be achieved by frequent and strongly
worded signage plus placing stepovers along the trail that hotses and walkers can easily step
ovet but bikers have to stop and get off and catry their bikes over. Something as simple as
droppirig a relatively small log here and there across the trail works well, This must be
buttressed by periodic active enforcement that should include not only expensive citations
but on the spot seizute of the offending vehicle. ‘This could be achieved by simply removing
the front tire. The offender can then carry the rest of bicycle back to the trailhead.- It
wouldn’t take many such enforcement actions fot the word to get out that ripping down a

should not gallop past hikers but instcad pass at a walk. Mountain bikers need to slow down

2
THE TEVIS CUP 100 MILES ONE DAY RIDE

40-3:

Please see Master Response TR-1 (Section 3.7.1).
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Letter 40, page 3

singe track trail on 2 mountain bike in total disregard of the safety of others will not be
tolerated.

To compensate mountain bikers for not being able to use single track trails, one or
more trails for mountain bikes only could be designated with signage indicating that horses
are prohibited. On these trails mountain bikes could go at racing speeds and also do the
kind of damage nattow tires do to trails. This would be similar to the mototized recteation
that is offered in OHYV areas.

On behalf of the Western States Trail Foundation and other equestrians we urge you
to revise the Folsom Lake General Plan and EIR/EIS to reflect that in addition to boating
and swimming, horseback riding and running are primary recreational pursuits along Folsom
lake. We further urge you to incorporate into the plan approptiate facilities for the future,
including trail maintenance and improvements that recognize the fact that nearly one-haif of
all the recreational horses in the entire state are in the four counties sutrounding Folsom
Lake. Finally we urge you to build into the plan realistic cnforcement alternatives that
ensure-all users are able to use the park daily and will not be exposed to unreasonable risk of
injury by other usets,

Sincer; ‘ly, "'{";_\>

< KL{/Z/L (::<—>~ :
Kathie Perry ' (/)7 ‘
Viee-President ’

Western States Trail Founidation

Ce: . Dave Keck, Supervisot General Plan

3
THE TEVIS CUP 1060 MILES ONE DAY RIDE
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Letter 41, page 1

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
General Plan/Resource Management Plan

Comment Sheet:
Preliminary Plan and Draft EIR/EIS (March 5th, 2008)

Completed comment sheets may be left in the boxes at the sign-in tables OR
folded, taped, stamped and mailed to the address on the reverse.

Name: 7%3\/‘33 Reder, 951 Rock Spn‘nj,g Lol Neweolle 0355858

Affiliation/ ,
Interest in this Project:_INB-A Golel Felds Distoiet Dot

In the space below, please provide any comments related to the Preliminary Plan or
Draft Environmental Impact Report / Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

41-1 Q&.{{Mm;'}‘ o 5‘-&_0'”(& Sear %Hav_é:p_.'zr, 0 e f’ﬁfhyg?)‘x,;z/
N2 Aol gedon o Pabllbmate b7 Hr Kevnpoe Coe ooy
413

Hae ;{ﬂam_& e ile /&9'/ e z.‘fpd-ccd}f;’érm Hetiic aved

lulero flom te mpuntosin Ditte. toamp FLTP /o
Mevnteunes! e W Stadeo Freest Qjﬂiﬁ?;i«jz@rfj?%\
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If you require additional space to comment, please use additional sheets and
mail in an envelope to the address indicated on the reverse. Thank you.

41-1:
41-2:
41-3:

Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).
Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).
Please see Master Response TR-12 (Section 3.7.12).
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Letter 41, page 2

March 11, 2008

Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks
7808 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

RE: Comments on the Preliminary General Plan/f Plan and Draft
Environmental impact Report/Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIR/DELS) for the
Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA) and Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park.

Dear Mr Micheaels and Associates:
As local residents and users of this Folsom Lake SRA, we would ask that you extend the public 41 _4:

time period a mini of 180 days to allow a reasonable period for public review under
California Environmental Quality Act. (CEQA ).

Please see Master Response PP-1 (Section 3.1.1).

In discussing the Folsom SRA and the aclual size of the document, it has become apparent that
many of the actual residents and park users have not had sufficient time to read and digest your

praposal. this itis the p to formal and permanent changes lo our local
SRA, we feel an ion for public is only It

Also, a major concem is the omission and emors in the Trails Fadilities Section of the
Recreational, Scenic and Cultural Resources of April, 2003, An example of this is the omission of 41-5: Please see Master Response EC-3 (Section 3.3.3).
the trail from Negro Bar to Granite Bay, the equestrian staging area at Negro Bar, and the :

equestrian staging area at Rattlesnake Bar. Il would be too easy to lose sight of this Important
alement of our recreational usage, if It is not corrected prior to your plan being adopted.

We also would like to have further the issues ing shared use of dirt trails i.e. .
416 ing daysftime separation options (chapler IIl, Pg 82). Numerous trail users of multipie 41-6: Please see Master Response TR-12 (Section 3.7.12).
sports facets do not see (his as either a logical or a reasonable solution. The problem seems to
lie in users that already DO NOT abide by park rules/regulations and not the bulk of trail users,
Park use is a recreational enjoyment and s often done on the spur of the moment or following a
last minute cancellation of a meeting and cannot always be planned for a particular moment in
time or on a specific day. TAc &/ fe p'clers feeot tp lpse Hesr oson Freed .
o Fopim Fhe Jukers o Cqiceotaaas traily dy modndeun Sapbly s
Please extend this time period for public comment from actual park users in order to understand
ALL aspects of this proposal, not just those of outside agencies and politicians! ﬂ/;a/ e ﬁ//;(p/yfw‘;,,
carmnpdaound /0 e 167G Geneal Plim wrg omi s ria e Cortemf

Respectfilly, 204 cnes Shpeles bre. S Lhe  Cotbrepm S jolars,
Py B

Gy Kpck Sorrngs L
Nbw cemotte €49 FSENS
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Letter 42, page 1

DISAB'.ED
SPORT ~ ~*
FAR Vi _aT

Executive Office
Administration
Fund Development
Public Relations

8060 Sunrise Vista Drive
Suite 2540

Citrus Heights, CA 95610
(916) 722-6447

(916) 722-2627 Fax
www.disabledsports.net

Program Center
Snowsports Instruction
Water Ski Instruction
Golf Instruction

White Water Rafting
Cycling

“If | Can Do This, | Can Do Anything!"s™

March 4, 2008

Jim Michaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Re: Folsom Lake SRA General Plan Update
Dear Mr. Michaeis:
| am writing with respect to the draft General Plan and EIR for this

project. | am the President and CEO of Disabled Sports USA Far West,
an organization with 40 years experience leading the way in adaptive

Tahoe Watersports sports and recreation for people with disabilities. Our mission is to
4-Wheel Drive Adventures provide affordable inclusive physical and recreational activities that
P. 0. Box 9780 build health and confidence. We believe that limiting use of the

Truckee, CA 96162
(530) 581-4161
(530) 581-3127 Fax

Honorary &
Advisory Board -

Charfie Ansbach
Bruce Jenner

Jack LaLanne
Sugar Ray Leonard

Rattlesnake Bar aquatic area to quiet users would enhance our use of
the area and effectively mitigate the negative impacts of motorboat
noise, air quality and safety on our members.

As you know there are few areas of Folsom Lake free of motorboat
noise and pollution. Rattlesnake Bar would be one of the few natural
places to paddle. It is perfect because it is easily accessed and
suitable for all levels of paddlers. Quiet watercraft paddlers, rowers and
fishermen will be among the groups most benefited by this change.

Billy Mills ' They can now only make their way from Rattlesnake Bar launch site to
ji‘;";:‘::pa’d Missett the quiet Upper North Fork (AQ) area by paddling through more than a
Peter Vid:]ar mile of idling, stinky, noisy motorboats. Kayakers and canoers are an

Mark Wellman ever increasing group of flat water enthusiasts in our region. The sport

is easy to learn and suitable for a huge variety of users. The sportis
also uniquely suited for disabled and physically challenged people and
Rattlesnake Bar provides rare opportunity access to the few remaining
natural and serene areas of the lake.

Disabled paddlers are among the groups most severely impacted by
the effects of motorboat access to the Rattlesnake Bar aquatic area.
There is NO comparable portion of the lake accessible to quiet
kayakers, canoers and rowers. Lake Natoma is not a quiet rural
experience, one of the true highlights of paddling. if use of the

42-1:

Please see Master Response BOAT-1 (Section 3.5.1).
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Letter 42, page 2

Rattlesnake Bar aquatic area was limited to quiet users, we would have one tiny piece
of lake on which we could paddle quietly.

On behalf of our members, we ask that you limit use of the Rattlesnake Bar aquatic
areas to quiet users. .

Sincerely,

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park

Vol. 2, Individual Letters and Responses
Response to Comments

August 2009
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Letter 43

-4-27-08

Jim Micheaels
7806 Folsom Auburo Road
Folsom, Ca. 95630

Dear Mr Micheuels,

1 am writing this letter to comment on the DEIR/DEIS for the General Plan for Folsom Lake State
Recreation Area. 1 use our park several times a week, primarily as an equestrian trail rider, but also as a
hiker, mountain biker, and boater. J am a'neighboring resident of the park.

My major concern with the Draft as it is now written is that it does not emphasize nearly encugh the horse
related trails and assembly arcas. The Drafi in my opinien is seriously flawed when it omits such long
standing, important, and much used and historical areas such as Sterling Point Equestrian Assembly Area,
the Pioneer Express Trail, Historical Landmark #585, Snowberry Creck Assembly Area, the American
River Classic Ride, the consignment of Shadow Glen Stables in the Mississippi Bar Area, the multi-use
trails (i.e. the Center Loop Trail and others ) near Doton’s Point and Beek’s Bight.

There are safety issues that need to be addressed in the General Plan. The use of alternate ride days for
equestrians and mountain bikers would be an extremely unsafe rule as it would be too easy to error as well
as encouraging fast bike riding on trails not safe for biking. There should be 15 mph speed limits on the
multi-use trails, We need better signage and increased milepost markers. We need to fix the unsafe
concrete tunnel near milepost 31,5, The bike jump ramps on the multi-use trails should be eliminated as
they are unsafe,

We need to be sure the General Plan continues to encourage future equestrian use and adequate budget for
maintenance of the facilities. Mention of the existing links to trails of the North Fork of the American
River, horse camping at Rattlesnake Bar, and trail links to Cronan Ranch are a few of the future
improvements that are missing in the Draft. The General Plan needs to include a specific protocol for
bringing together all stakeholders before significant changes are made to equestrian trails. These
professional organizations (i.e. LBHA, ACE, AERC) as weil as local homeowners and their associations
should be included in the appendix. Recommendations that the Quimby Act help to secure funding for
facilities construction should be included in the General Plan.

1 ap}}recia e your consideraticTi On these vital matters pertaining to the future of our park.

Roberta Raymond, D.VM/
8150 Christian Lane
Granite Bay, Ca. 95746
916-216-385]
birdiebeph@aol.com

c¢: Scott Nakaji, Louis Nastro, Mike Chrisman, Wijliam Haigh, Senator Barbara Boxer,
Senator Dianne Feinstein,

43-1:

43-2:

43-3;

Please see Master Response EC-3 (Section 3.3.3).

Please see Master Responses TR-12 and TR-14 (Sections 3.7.12 and 3.7.14).

Please see Master Response TR-10 (Section 3.7.10) and page 111-192 of the
Preliminary GP/RMP which specifically addresses the trail connection on the
South Fork of the American (Cronan Ranch).

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
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Letter 44
Mr. Jim Michaels May 30, 2008
California State Parks
Gold Fields District
7806 Folsom Aubum Road
Folsom, CA 95630
Re: Folsom State Recreation Area Preliminary General Plan/Resource Management Plan and
Draft EIR/EIS .
Dear Mr. Michaels:
| have the following comments on the Folsom Lake SRA Preliminary General Plan/Resource
management Plan and Draft EIR/EIS.
For the most part | find the Plan’s balance between resource conservation, habitat restoration and
public recreation appropriate. With the projected population growth in the region it is important for
public land to be managed to provide opportunities for people to experience natural areas and for
active recreational experiences as well. Just as important is the need to provide natural spaces
for wildlife that are being squeezed out of thair habitat by increased urban development in the
region. | would particularly encourage continued efforts to control invasive exotic plant and
animal species within the SRA.
44-1 My concems about the Plan and EIR/S are related to adjacent development pressures.
- D vities, i i and t projects, may have

an adverse effect on the SRA. Private ic i may put p on the Bureau to
allow use of public parkland to benefit private ic i ts by cor tion of road or
other infrastructure projects within the SRA. Any way the Plan can be strengthened to resist
these pressures would be good. The Plan and DEIR/EIS should address the issue of adjacent
land uses and effects of development pressure on the SRA.

The second bullet on page 111-90 under Goal "g™; Circulation and Access” calls for "Improved
access at primary SRA g 1o reduce congestion and minimize neigl impacts.
Any improvements planned adjacent to or within the SRA to facilitate better access needs to be
addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Ayl

elinda M. Rivasplata™
4900 Alta Drive
Sacramento, CA 95822

44-1:

44-2;

Please see Master Response ALT-1 (Section 3.2.1).

The Draft EIR/EIS provides a “program” level of analysis, intended to
disclose general areas of impact and identify areas where future study is needed
once specific development projects are defined. The description of proposed
improvements, including improvements to facilitate access to the Folsom Lake
SRA/Folsom Powerhouse SHP, is very general and not specific enough to
conduct a “project” level of analysis. In the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposal for
each management zone has been evaluated to determine its potential
environmental effects, to the extent information about the proposal is known.
As the proposal for each management zone is refined and implemented,
subsequent environmental review may be required. Individual projects would
be subject to additional environmental review if they: 1) trigger CEQA and/ot
NEPA; 2) are not exempt from CEQA and NEPA requirements; and 3) are
outside the scope of the program-level Draft EIR/EIS, would result in
additional significant environmental affect or require additional mitigation (See
Chapter 4.0 in Volume I of this document).
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Letter 45, page 1

March 11, 2008

Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

RE: Comments on the Preliminary General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIR/DEIS) for the
Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA) and Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park.

Dear Mr Micheaels and Associates:

As local residents and users of this Folsom Lake SRA, we would ask that you extend the public

comment time period a minimum of 180 days to allow a reasonable period for public review under

California Environmental Quality Act. (CEQA).

In discussing the Folsom SRA and the actual size of the document, it has become apparent that

many of the actual residents and park users have not had sufficient time to read and digest your 45-1 : Please see Mast T _ 1
p 1l this d nt is the {0 formal and permanent changes to our local . € RCSpOI’lSC PP 1 (SCCUOH 31 1)
SRA, we feel an extension for public it is onky

Also, a major concern is the omission and errors in the Tralls Facilties Section of the
Recreational, Scenic and Cultural Resources of April, 2003. An example of this is the omission of 45-2:
the trail from Megro Bar to Granite Bay, the equestrian staging area at Negro Bar, and the . -
equestrian staging area at Raltlesnake Bar. 1t would be too easy 1o lose sight of this important
element of our recreational usage, if it is not comected prior to your plan being adopted.

Please see Master Response EC-3 (Section 3.3.3).

45.3 We also would like to have further the issues ing shared use of dirt trails L.e.
il Yy paration options (chapter Ill, Pg 82). Numerous trail users of multiple 45_3
sporis facets do not see this as either a logical or a reasonable solution. The problem seems o .
lie in users that already DO NOT abide by park rules/regulations and not the bulk of trail users.
Park use is a recreational enjoyment and is often dane on the spur of the moment or following a
\ast minute cancellation of a meeting and cannot always be planned for a particular momentin
time or on a specific day.

Please see Master Response TR-12 (Section 3.7.12).

Please extend this time period for public comment from actual park users in order to understand
ALL aspects of this proposal, not just those of outside agencies and politicians!

Respectfully,

/‘ W A Al st A
1)&F 3 @M Al
e en asvon.

Note:  The above letter represents a form letter that had 24 signatories. This form

letter is only printed once.
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Letter 46

Folsom Lake State Recteation Area & Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park
General Plan/Resource Management Plan

Comment Sheet:

Preliminary Plan and Draft EIR/EIS (March 5th, 2008)

Completed comment sheets may be left in the boxes at the sign-in tables OR
folded, taped, stamped and mailed to the address on the reverse.

Name: /\/Alf(ﬁ%l/tl %l&/

Affiliation/

interest in this Project:__ {221 %’\/j

In the space below, please provide any comments related to the Preliminary Plan or
Draft Environmental Impact Report / Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Unld 1l Hs fé/m;% drexadbresced !

- fé mggf\r_-]ﬁ . szjé 1 A A S (.f g@m s+ FA ﬂi;&f’i(;{z(_ l_pﬁf 46-1:

Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).
62| _ Yo bamil freem Nego Rac fo Geanide ?m/ 46-2:  Please see Master Response TR-6 (Section 3.7.6).
- Jssnse aurroundind shaved USe. /’-?/f.'("f' bl 46-3: Please see Master Responses TR-5 and TR-7 (Sections 3.7.5 and 3.7.7).
. 46-4:  Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).
- JJ/I (—ae, (’Af'\/lpzn/j. 'TCE'{C ili 4-1 e
FTUa e esxctend Ho mudlic corment Hive 46-5:  Please see Master Response PP-1 (Section 3.1.1).

cod Fo & ponninung o 1§ days, Ho
alled a. mee /@AWéZF?;@r(‘&f

Mfc/ yedlel)

If you require additional space to comment, please use additional sheets and
mail in an envelope to the address indicated on the reverse. Thank you.
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Letter 406, page 2

March 11, 2008

Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District
Cafifornia State Parks
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

RE: Comments on the Preliminary General Plan/Resource Management Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/DEIS) for the
Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA) and Folsom Powerhouse State Historic Park.

Dear Mr Micheaels and Associates:

As local residents and users of this Folsom Lake SRA, we would ask that you extend the public
comment time period a minimum of 180 days to allow a reasonable period for public review under
California Environmenta! Quality Act. (CEQA ).

In discussing the Folsom SRA and the actual size of the document, it has become apparent that
many of the actual residents and park users have not had sufficient time to read and digest your
proposal. Because this document is the precursor to formal and permanent changes to our local
SRA, we feel an extension for public comment is only reasonable.

Also, a major concern is the omission and errors in the Trails Facilities Section of the
Recreational, Scenic and Cultural Resources of April, 2003. An example of this is the omission of
the trail from Negro Bar to Granite Bay, the equestrian staging area at Negro Bar, and the
equestrian staging area at Raitlesnake Bar. It would be too easy to lose sight of this important
element of our recreational usage, if it is not corrected prior to your plan being adopted.

We also would like to have further addressed the issues surrounding sharsed use of dirt trails i.e.
alternating days/time separation options (chapter 1ll, Pg 82). Numerous trail users of muitiple
sports facets do not see this as sither a logical or a regsonable solution. The problem seems to
lie in users that already DO NOT abide by park rules/regufations and not the bulk of trail users.
Park use is a recreational enjoyment and is often done on the spur of the moment or following a
last minute cancellation of a meeting and cannot always be planned for a particular moment in
time or on a spegcific day.

Please extend this time period for public comment from actual park users in order to understand
ALL aspects of this proposal, not just those of outside agencies and politicians!

Respectfully, . N
Ao f B
Clivistine Jiser

Ao Poer horae B
MeSeastte A 925K
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Letter 47

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area & Folsom Powerhouse Stave Historic Park
General Plan/Resource Management Plan

Comment Sheet:
Preliminary Plan and Draft EIR/EIS (March 11th, 2008)

Completed comment sheets may be left in the boxes at the sign-in tables OR
folded, taped, stamped and mailed to the address on the reverse.

Name_ Ll feler  Gsi Peck Sargx_@/ HNegcable G %ésy

Affiliation/ —_— " ‘
Interest in this Project#ﬁu Jon_ Toliows Lale //—[T) € CccT >
7 ~ 7

In the space below, please provide any comments related to the Preliminary Plan or
Draft Environmental Impact Report / Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

e Dl ¥ a,.fgr’zr af Btle mrtee Bac Steagi's g aveq,
Cormping for Aiegeople ot fhi  aea, o inthe Pl B¢
Mull: wse Tra'ls gyo do  Huburn  oolee epes it 0
££,["' k,&aﬂ?f?/:.aéad et et Bileere | Otberepne

haoe  Jeppeate  Tral) Jor batk >¢ﬂ:t,c1 (Hdileess - Drmerf-
Alocse bl oo, Y(HTU Yle ) # ey fy be 22

0 MHpve  SHide HR JSpead Lot 00 i _beloy Rutle
suale Bap  Bogt a%u/o’, o a J’ayfe‘{{; for Zﬂaua&:—«v} Boad;
oud Kgyalin _wlo_gp cp the s,

If you require additional space to comment, please use additional sheets and
mail in an envelope to the address indicated on the reverse. Thank you.

47-1:
47-2:
47-3:
47-4:

47-5:

Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).
Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).
Please see Master Response TR-5 (Section 3.7.5).

Please see Master Response TR-12 (Section 3.7.12).

Please see Master Response BOAT-1 (Section 3.5.1).
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Letter 48

March 2, 2008

RE: Folsom Lake SRA and Folsom Powerhouse SHP Preliminary General Plan

Jim Micheaels

Gold Fields District
California State Parks
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road
Folsom, CA 95630

Mr. Micheaels:

Tam writing this letter to show my support for the preservation of SHADOW GLEN
STABLES. These stables MUST NOT be closed or privately boarded horses reduced or
eliminated.

My daughter Kelly started taking riding lessons at Shadow Glen 3 years ago. She enjoyed
the lessons and trail riding so much it lead to the purchase of a horse of our own, We
ultimately purchased a second horse and now have two horses boarded at Shadow Glen.

I am currently going through a divorce and the time my daughter has spent with me at
Shadow Glen riding the trails and taking care of our horses has been key to our getting
through these difficult times of adjustment. We look to Shadow Glen as a place for us to
let the cares of everyday life slip away so we can just enjoy each others company with our
horses. My daughter is 16 and is faced with her own stresses of becoming a young adult.
She has matured so much over the past three years. I feel that our time spent together at
Shadow Glen has strengthened our relationship and helped us both grow into better
people.

My daughter and I will always be close and I feel from the bottom of my heart that our
time at Shadow Glen has been integral in this process.

PLEASE SAVE SHADOW GLEN!

Jennifer L. Airo
5316 Cabodi Court
Fair Oaks, CA 95628
916-966-8172

48-1:

Please see Master Response MB-1 (Section 3.10.1).
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Letter 49

March 14 2008

Comments on the Preliminary Plan and Draft E{R/EIS
My name is Lloma Alameda and T am speaking of my concerns about Equestrian trail use.

1 have lived in the area since 1972, on acreage. [ have had horses all these years. Back then I
could ride from my property off Green-Valley rd/Deer Valiey rd down to Folsom Lake or over to
Hiway 50 or up to Cameron Park without having to ride on the roads. Cross them, yes, but not
ride along them, Wasn’t much traffic back then but still I kept off the paved roads.

As the progress of growth in our area started all my wide open space for horseback riding was
turning into subdivisions, paved roads, traffic. My only real riding area locally became the trail
along Folsom Lake which T had to trailer to, mainly the Browns Ravine trail. I was on the Folsom
Lake Trail Patrol when it first started up.

[ am 62 now and I still enjoy riding. Not many places left that are safc to ride locally, even
along the lake trails or up on the Cool trails because of the mt. bikes. I don’t want to get hurt!!!
I’m too old to be dumped off a horse because of some younger person who likes to ride fast on
dirt trails without regard of what their actions will do to a horse, especially a young horse in
training. .- - S - - -

‘What galls me-isthe fact that bikers can still ride thru all the subdivisions, on all the new roads,
PLUS on most all the paved and dirt trails along the Lake and River. Horses can’t. We are limited
to where we can ride our horses, So in comparison of arcas available for bikers and equestrians,
its pretty dang small areas for equestrians.

4 I strongly urge you to seriously consider Designated Trails for trail users. [t's the only safest 49-1: Please see Master Response TR- H
- means of sharing the trails within the SRA. p 12 (Secqon 371 2)
- At the March 11% meeting I heard one speaker bring up the need for a horse campground. I . 49-2:  Please see Master Response TR-11 (Section 3.7.11).

wanted to stand and voice my suggestion but the meeting was going on longer than 1 could stay
to wait my turn. Years ago when the Montecito Campground ( the private campground on
Sajmon Falls rd) ended up becoming part of the State Property, rumor had it back then that it was
going to become a horse campground. I believe it would make a wonderful horse campground
and also be accepted by the local residence vs a regular campground next to them.

I would also like to be put on the list of volunteers for building trails, if there is such a list.
Again, I strongly urge you to think of us Senior citizens who love to horseback ride without
having to. worry about bikes running us over or causing us a wreck. Not all horses do well with

bikers!!!!

Thank you,

Ms. Lloma Alameda.. -
2001 Green ValleyRd. ... ., .
ElDorado Hills, Ca. 95762 Llomai:
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