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B. Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR 

B.1 INTRODUCTION 
In July 2008, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and the California Department of 
Parks and Recreation (State Parks) circulated a Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) that was prepared to describe the potential 
environmental impacts of the implementing the Millerton Lake SRA Resource Management 
Plan/General Plan (RMP/GP). The purpose of the RMP/GP is to provide a program and set of 
policy guidelines necessary to encourage orderly use, development, and management of the 
surrounding lands. The RMP/GP, which will have a planning horizon through the year 2035, will 
address the following needs: 

• Enhancing natural resources and recreational opportunities without interruption of reservoir 
operations 

• Providing recreational opportunities to meet the demands of a growing, diverse population 

• Ensuring recreational diversity and quality 

• Protecting natural, cultural, and recreational resources, and providing resource education 
opportunities and good stewardship 

• Providing updated management considerations for establishing a new management 
agreement with the State of California. 

The RMP/GP was developed and combined in this volume with the EIS/EIR to comply with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). 

B.1.1 Public Comment Period 
The public comment period for the Draft EIS/EIR began on July 25, 2008, and was initially set 
to end on September 23, 2008. In response to public requests, the comment period was extended 
through November 2008. 

During the comment period, the Draft EIS/EIR was available for review at the Fresno and 
Madera County Libraries, the Fresno office of the Bureau of Reclamation, the Millerton Lake 
SRA headquarters, and the project website (http://www.usbr.gov/mp/millerton/docs/index.html). 

Written comments on the Draft EIS/EIR were submitted by a federal agency, two regional 
agencies, and organizations and individuals. The comments, along with responses from 
Reclamation and State Parks, are presented in Sections B.2 through B.4 of this appendix. 

B.1.2 Public Hearing 
A public hearing for the Draft EIS/EIR was held at the Friant Learning Center (17200 Burroughs 
Avenue, Friant, California) on August 14, 2008 from 6:30 to 9:00 PM. The hearing was 
advertised by public notices in the Fresno Bee on July 30 and August 6, 2008. Reclamation and 
State Parks also sent notices to approximately 200 people who had signed attendance sheets at 
previous public meetings about the project (described in Appendix A) or requested notification 
in writing.  
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The purpose of the hearing was to inform the public of the proposed actions and alternatives for 
the RMP/GP and to receive public comments. A slideshow was presented to summarize the 
RMP/GP and the CEQA/NEPA process. Information stations staffed by personnel from 
Reclamation, State Parks, and their consultant URS were provided to describe the study area and 
WROS designations for each alternative, management actions for each alternative, and impacts 
for each alternative. 

Seventeen people registered on the sign-in sheet for the hearing. Spoken comments received 
during the hearing are summarized and responded to in Section B.5 of this appendix.  
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B.2 COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES 

F-1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Kathleen Goforth 
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Responses to Comment F-1 

F-1-1 
The EPA’s support for phasing out nonconformant two-stroke engines within one year of 
finalizing the RMP/GP is noted; however, under the Preferred Alternative, the phaseout will take 
place over three years. The three-year period has been selected for the following reasons: 

• No water quality problems have been reported to date. 

• The three-year period would allow sufficient time to communicate the change to the public. 

• A longer “grace period” could lessen the economic hardship for those who need to replace a 
nonconformant engine. 

F-1-2 
This introductory comment is a summary of issues discussed in subsequent comments. The 
following responses address these issues in greater detail. 

F-1-3 
Section 4.2.3 of the Final EIS/EIR has been revised to include a description of estimated future 
emissions from boats, personal watercraft, and vehicles (including recreational vehicles). Even if 
future boat, personal watercraft, and vehicle usage rates increased by 64 percent over the current 
amounts, the emissions would be approximately 66 percent (Table 4.8-2) of the General 
Conformity Rule de minimis thresholds, a discussion of which has been added to Final EIS/EIR 
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Section 3.2.6. This increase is assumed to be a conservative projection of future lake use that 
would likely not be exceeded under the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) because the 
increased demand cannot be met at all times under Alternative 2 (see Figure 4.8-1). 

The marine engines and personal watercraft in use at Millerton Lake would be required to meet 
the recent CARB and EPA standards described in Final EIS/EIR Section 3.2, leading to a 
substantial reduction in Plan Area emissions. The Preferred Alternative would phase out 
nonconformant recreational marine engines within 3 years, which would also reduce emissions. 
Measures to reduce carbon dioxide and other emissions have been added to the Final EIS/EIR in 
Section 4.2.8, Mitigation AQ-1. 

F-1-4 
The EIS/EIR is a program-level document, and insufficient information is available about 
individual projects to quantify construction emissions. When each project is funded and planned, 
the construction emissions will be estimated and mitigation measures will continue to be 
implemented on-site to minimize dust and exhaust emissions. 

Project construction activities that emit fugitive dust will incorporate best management practices 
to reduce dust emissions. Such measures would include watering of exposed areas and 
preventing track-out of mud and dirt from construction trucks onto public roads. Controlling 
fugitive dust emissions when visible emissions are detected will not prevent all particulate matter 
emissions but will substantially reduce them. These measures have been added to the Final 
EIS/EIR in Section 4.2.8, Mitigation AQ-2. 

F-1-5 
Table 3.10-2 of the Final EIS/EIR has been revised based on the Fresno County Draft Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) for 2007–2030 (Council of Fresno County Governments 2007). The 
RTP indicated that all four of the roadway segments listed in the table would be widened from 
two to four lanes; work on one of the roadways, Friant Road, is scheduled to take place in 
2009/2010. According to revised Table 3.10-2, all of the roadway segments would operate at 
level of service (LOS) A or B after completion of the roadway improvements.  

An air quality analysis of the impacts of the Preferred Alternative on levels of service outside the 
Plan Area for visitor access would require a detailed traffic analysis of the locations with the 
potential for congestion. Insufficient information is available to perform such an impact analysis. 
As projects are developed, site-specific environmental analyses will be conducted and a more 
focused analysis of the proposed project’s impacts to circulation could occur. Given the project 
levels of service of A and B discussed above, significant impacts are not likely. 

As stated in the EIS/EIR, most of the planning elements that are common for all alternatives 
would have no impacts to visitor access or circulation within the Plan Area. In addition, 
management actions that would be implemented under the Preferred Alternative would result in 
minor or beneficial impacts to access and circulation.  

Mass transit for access to the Plan Area would not be feasible for the majority of visitors that tow 
boats, personal watercraft, or camping equipment which cannot be accommodated on a bus or 
shuttle. 
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F-1-6 
A new Section 3.2.6 has been added to the Final EIS/EIR to discuss the General Conformity 
Rule, and Section 4.2.3 has been revised to include a discussion of the conformity assuming an 
approximate 64 percent increase in boats, personal watercraft, and vehicles (including 
recreational vehicles). A 64 percent increase is considered a conservative projection of future 
lake use that would likely not be exceeded under the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). 

As described in Section 4.2.3 and the response to Comment F-1-3, future emissions for boats, 
personal watercraft, and vehicles are projected to be below General Conformity Rule de minimis 
thresholds. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would conform with the State Implementation 
Plan. 

F-1-7 
Sections 3.1.2.2 (under the subheading Vessel Fuel Discharges) and 4.1.3 of the Final EIS/EIR 
have been revised to include a discussion of recent regulations for recreational marine and 
personal watercraft engines. 

F-1-8 
According to California Geological Survey mapping, there is no naturally occurring asbestos or 
ultramafic rock in the vicinity of Millerton Lake. This information has been added to Section 
3.6.2.5 of the Final EIS/EIR (California Geological Survey 2000). 

F-1-9 
Monthly water quality monitoring at Millerton Lake does not include testing for Microcystis 
aeruginosa or other algae. According to the current park maintenance chief, organics and algae 
are most likely present in the lake, but the color of the lake and level of algae have never been a 
concern (Orozco 2009). Previous reports of green color in the lake cannot be verified, and to date 
no cyanobacteria or public health concerns have been reported. 

Testing for turbidity, chlorine residual, pH, and temperature are performed on a daily basis. 
Bacteriological testing is performed weekly to identify the presence of coliform or Escherichia 
coli in the finished water from Millerton Lake water systems. Surface water samples are taken 
every third week to identify total coliform, fecal coliform, and E. coli. Presence/absence testing 
is also performed on the drinking water to identify total coliform and E. coli. Title 22 of the 
California Code of Regulations requires testing of source water annually for nitrate and every 36 
months for nitrite. 

F-1-10 
As stated in Section 3.11.2.2, the constraints on leach fields do not necessarily preclude 
development, although they may limit development options. State Parks is aware of these 
constraints and, as expansion projects are developed, will incorporate feasible design measures to 
mitigate leach field constraints. For example, in areas with shallow bedrock, leach fields could 
be installed over a greater surface area to compensate for lower infiltration, or facilities such as 
vault toilets could be used that would eliminate the need for leach fields. All additional 
appropriate environmental review would be performed for projects implemented under the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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F-1-11 
A discussion of cattle grazing in the Plan Area has been added to the Final EIS/EIR in Section 
3.8.1.3. As described in that section, the current Reclamation grazing plan and grazing leases 
include provisions to protect vernal pools, riparian habitat, and other environmentally sensitive 
areas. There have been no reports of impacts to water quality or riparian habitat from cattle 
grazing. 

F-1-12 
Final EIS/EIR Sections 4.4.3 and 4.4.6 (see the “Wildlife” headings) have been revised to 
include discussions of potential impacts on wildlife from expansion of camping and day-use 
facilities, including habitat fragmentation and disruption of wildlife corridors. Because current 
state law prohibits dogs on trails, they would not result in additional impacts to vegetation or 
wildlife. 

F-1-13 
The proposed group camping area at Temperance Flat is at lake level. Access to Big Table 
Mountain and McKenzie Table would be difficult from Temperance Flat. Under current and 
Preferred Alternative conditions, access to Big Table Mountain is blocked by a locked gate, and 
no access is allowed without a ranger. As stated in the RMP, “Most of Big Table Mountain … is 
owned by CDFG and managed by State Parks for protection of endangered species and 
interpretative opportunities. A relatively small part of Big Table Mountain in the northwest area 
is owned by Reclamation (Figure 3.4-4). The eastern part of Big Table Mountain that is outside 
the Plan Area is private land.” 

Likewise, access to McKenzie Table is restricted to ranger-guided groups. The northern half of 
McKenzie Table is owned by the Bureau of Land Management, and the southern half is the 
McKenzie Table Mountain Preserve. 

Because these areas would not be affected by recreational activity, no additional avoidance or 
minimization measures are required. 

F-1-14 
The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) would not construct facilities in the Temperance Flat 
area but rather provide a primitive campground with fire rings and water. Any facilities or 
improvements constructed under the Preferred Alternative would be subject to surveys for 
sensitive resources before construction and located away from sensitive areas. Construction of 
any facilities of consequence would likely require preparation of an environmental document.  

F-1-15 
The Final EIS/EIR has been revised to discuss climate change and greenhouse gas emissions, 
potential Plan-related effects, and proposed mitigation with respect to air quality in Sections 
3.2.7, 4.2.3, and 4.2.8, respectively. The effects of climate change on lake levels, water supply 
operations, and recreational carrying capacity are described in Final EIS/EIR Sections 3.1.2.1 
and 4.1.3.  

A vegetation management plan will be prepared for the Plan Area. The plan will use adaptive 
management procedures to address the potential effects of climate change on fire management 
and invasive species. The Final EIS/EIR has been revised to include this information in Section 
2.4.2.2. 
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F-1-16 
The proposed actions under all alternatives are listed in Table 2-4.  

As stated in Section 2.2.4, the RMP/GP is intended to be a programmatic document that provides 
a broad range of management activities that are feasible within the Plan Area. Future project-
specific actions would only be implemented when needed and based on best management 
practices, staff recommendations, and adequate funding. Such actions would also require a tiered 
level of environmental review that would reference this programmatic document. That additional 
environmental review would identify the responsible agency (which would be the managing 
partner, Reclamation, or both) and the source of funding. Note also that mitigation would be 
included in any future project if needed, and the funding would cover both project and mitigation 
costs. 

F-1-17 
State Parks gives priority to retaining law enforcement staff to maintain public safety. State 
Parks deploys resources based on specific law enforcement issues such as visitor use patterns, 
poaching, trespassing, and boating-related safety concerns. Should boating capacity become an 
enforcement concern, State Parks would respond in a timely and appropriate manner until such a 
time that the issue is resolved.  

As stated in the RMP/GP, a boating management plan is also being prepared. 

F-1-18 
Section 4.1.8 of the RMP/GP states: “Current plans for development such as North Fork Village–
1 (Madera County 2007), if not regulated and zoned properly, could reduce groundwater reserves 
and cause land subsidence within the Plan Area.” Any development that would have the potential 
to affect groundwater reserves would be subject to the same state and federal environmental 
reporting requirements as the RMP/GP and would be required to avoid or mitigate effects on 
groundwater stores.  

The North Fork Village–1 Draft Environmental Impact Report (Madera County 2007) identifies 
groundwater declines as a cumulatively significant impact, which the applicant proposes to 
mitigate by participation in an areawide or regional groundwater recharge program as may be 
implemented by Madera County or jointly by multiple jurisdictions. 

F-1-19 
Current state law (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 4312) prohibits dogs on 
trails and off-leash. There have been no reports of pets harassing wildlife. The EIS/EIR has been 
revised to include this information.  

F-1-20 
Tables 3.9-4 and 3.9-5 and Section 3.9.3.2 of the Final EIS/EIR have been revised to include 
visitor use data for fiscal years 2006–2007 and 2007–2008.  

Note that the growth projections presented in the EIR for Fresno and Madera counties were 
based on California Department of Finance estimates rather than the 2000 Census. The growth 
projections have been updated in Table 3.9-15 and Sections 2.3.3, 3.8.5, and 3.9.4.3 of the Final 
EIS/EIR. Uncertain economic conditions may influence these growth rates. 
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B.3 COMMENTS FROM REGIONAL AGENCIES 

R-1 Madera County, Resource Management Agency Planning Department, Jerald C. 
James 
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Responses to Comment R-1 

R-1-1 
The comment is noted. The text of Section 4.6.8 has been revised to eliminate the use of the term 
“degrade”; however, it is noted that the change to rural developed will still contrast with the 
more open and higher-quality viewshed in the Plan Area. 

R-1-2 
The impact of trespass from North Fork Village–1 and mitigation for that impact were identified 
in the Environmental Impact Report, North Fork Village–1 (Madera County 2007), as described 
on page 4-46 of the Draft RMP/GP. State Parks will continue to work with the developer and 
Madera County to ensure the appropriateness and effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. 

R-1-3 
The boundary between the State Park and private property is currently protected by a barbed 
wire fence, and State Parks is not aware of any trespass issues. As stated in Section 2.4.2.4, 
“Under all alternatives, the 600-foot elevation level would be strictly enforced to reduce and/or 
eliminate trespass issues. Private docks and private access to the lake would continue to be 
prohibited, and increased trespass enforcement by State Parks and Reclamation would be 
provided.” 
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R-1-4 
The comment is noted. Section 2.4.3.3 has been revised to state that coordination with public 
agencies and private organizations would be undertaken to assess the feasibility of linking the 
San Joaquin River Parkway with the San Joaquin River Trail system. Table 2-4 (under “Trails”) 
has been modified to state: “Coordinate with the public agencies and private organizations for 
connections with the entire San Joaquin River Trail system.” 

R-1-5 
The concerns about trash impacts from concession stands are noted. The Plan Area has a 
facilities maintenance program that includes regular trash pickup. Each existing and new 
concession contract includes an operation plan that requires trash pickup and general 
housekeeping of the concession area. 

R-1-6 
State Parks operates the Plan Area, which is an existing facility in Madera County. It is assumed 
that the developer will be required to advise prospective residents of the potential for noise living 
next to a water recreation facility. If a violation occurs relative to limits on noise emissions from 
watercraft or land-based vehicles, appropriate enforcement action will be considered. 

R-1-7 
Under the Preferred Alternative, special use hunting by permit and in accordance with CDFG 
laws would be explored. This could include other forms of hunting, such as for quail. Impacts 
related to hunting are discussed in EIS/EIR Sections 4.7.5 and 4.7.6. 

R-1-8 
If, during the 25-year planning horizon for the RMP/GP, Plan Area traffic at the South Shore 
entrance regularly backs out onto the road, Reclamation would consult with the County of 
Fresno Department of Public Works and Planning Design Division regarding entrance traffic. 
However, overall traffic levels on Millerton Road are more likely to be generated by regional 
developments approved by local agencies. 

The Preferred Alternative would provide for the preparation of a vegetation management plan to 
address fire management and other issues. Reclamation would coordinate with appropriate 
agencies and groups to integrate fire management with vegetation management regimes. 
Reclamation and State Parks are exploring the inclusion of shelter-in-place provisions, in which 
visitors could avoid a fire by taking shelter within the facility at designated areas. See the 
response to Comment L-1-17 for additional discussion of emergency ingress and egress. 

R-1-9 
According to the Transportation Concept Report for SR 65, the construction of this route in 
Fresno and Madera Counties is a future project that is not programmed for funding (Caltrans 
2002). The report depicts the alignment of SR 65 in Fresno and Madera Counties as paralleling 
SR 99 by approximately 15 miles to the east. The San Joaquin Valley Blueprint project, an 
ongoing effort among the governments of Fresno, Kern, Kings, Tulare, Madera, Stanislaus, and 
Merced Counties, includes this segment of SR 65 along a similar alignment (UC Davis 2008).  

If constructed, this segment of SR 65 could pass within approximately 5 miles or less of the 
community of Friant and increase regional access to the Plan Area. As of early 2009, however, 



Appendix B 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR 

 X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\BUREC\MILLERTON LAKE\RMP\_FINAL\APPENDIX B_RESPONSES TO COMMENTS\APPENDIX B.DOC\1-APR-10\\OAK  B-22 

SR 65 was not listed among the Caltrans District 6 projects in Fresno or Madera County 
(Caltrans 2009). No SR 65 projects were listed in the adopted 2007 Fresno County Regional 
Transportation Plan, 2007 Federal Transportation Improvement Program, or the various 
transportation planning documents on the Madera County Transportation Commission web site. 
Until an exact route is identified and subject to the appropriate regulatory and environmental 
review processes, it is unclear whether SR 65 will be constructed and begin operation during the 
planning horizon for this RMP/GP.  

A description of the SR 65 project has been added to the Final EIS/EIR in Section 3.10.2.1. 

R-1-10 
The Rio Mesa Area Plan and development impacts on the Plan Area are discussed in the EIS/EIR 
and the Land Use Planning and Demographics Technical Report (URS 2007c). The most 
proximate component of the Rio Mesa Area Plan that would affect the Millerton Lake area is the 
development of the North Fork Village–1 Specific Plan, which would construct large lot single-
family detached homes to the west and northwest of the lake. The impacts identified in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, North Fork Village–1 (Madera County 2007) were reviewed 
during preparation of the RMP/GP and incorporated into the impact analysis in Section 4. An 
overview of other projects included in the Rio Mesa Area Plan that are moving toward 
development, including the Tesoro Viejo Specific Plan, has been added to the Final EIS/EIR in 
Section 3.8.4. Cumulative impact discussions in Section 4 of the Final EIS/EIR have also been 
updated where necessary to include effects from the implementation of the Tesoro Viejo Specific 
Plan.  

The comment does not specify which impacts of the Rio Mesa Area Plan project have not been 
adequately addressed. As stated in the EIS/EIR, the environmental documents prepared to 
support these projects will need to assess their impacts and include mitigation measures to reduce 
those impacts.  

See the response to Comment R-1-9 regarding SR 65. 
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R-2 County of Fresno, Department of Public Works and Planning, C. Shay Dewey, 
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Responses to Comment R-2 

R-2-1 
Section 3.10.2.1 and Table 3.10-3 have been revised as suggested.  

R-2-2 
Table 3.10-2 has been revised based on the Draft 2007 Regional Transportation Plan (Council of 
Fresno County Governments 2007).  

R-2-3 
The Fresno County projects listed in Table 3.10-3 are from the Draft 2007 Regional 
Transportation Plan (Council of Fresno County Governments 2007). The Regional 
Transportation Plan indicates that the widening of Millerton Road from Friant Road to Table 
Mountain Road and from Table Mountain Road to Auberry Road are regionally significant 
“candidate” projects with tentative delivery dates of 2015 and 2030, respectively. Table 3.10-3 
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has been updated and notes that the Road Improvement Program 2008–2013 (County of Fresno 
Department of Public Works and Planning 2008) lists the widening of Millerton Road as a single 
project (future/unfunded) between North Fork Road and Sky Harbour Road. 

R-2-4 
Alternative 2 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. If, during the 25-year planning 
horizon for the RMP/GP, Plan Area traffic at the South Shore entrance regularly backs out onto 
the road, Reclamation would consult with the County of Fresno Department of Public Works and 
Planning Design Division regarding entrance traffic. However, overall traffic levels on Millerton 
Road are more likely to be generated by regional developments approved by local agencies. 
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B.4 COMMENTS FROM LOCAL AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

L-1 Friant Development Corp., John N. Kesterson( 
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Responses to Comment L-1 

L-1-1 
The comment appears to refer to CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(a) (in Title 14, California 
Code of Regulations), which states:  

The lead agency shall provide public notice of the availability of a draft EIR … by at 
least one of the following procedures:  

(1) Publication at least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the area affected by the proposed project. If more than one area is affected, 
the notice shall be published in the newspaper of largest circulation from among the 
newspapers of general circulation in those areas.  

(2) Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area where the project 
is to be located.  

(3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the parcel or 
parcels on which the project is located. Owners of such property shall be identified as 
shown on the latest equalized assessment roll. 

As stated above, CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(a) allows notification by one or more of three 
possible methods.  

Reclamation and State Parks complied with CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(a)(1) by placing 
public notices in the Fresno Bee on July 30 and August 6, 2008. Reclamation and State Parks 
also sent notices to approximately 200 people who had signed attendance sheets at previous 
public meetings about the project (described in Appendix A) or requested notification in writing. 

The original public comment period for the Draft EIR was from July 25, 2008, to September 22, 
2008, a total of 60 days. On September 22, 2008, the commenter requested a 30-day extension of 
the comment period. The comment period was ultimately extended by 50 days, from September 
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22, 2008, to November 10, 2008, to allow interested parties time to review and comment on the 
Draft EIR. In all, the public had 110 days to comment. CEQA requires a minimum review period 
of 45 days, as the document was submitted to the State Clearinghouse (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15105). 

L-1-2 
Article 9 of the CEQA Guidelines, “Contents of Environmental Impact Reports” (14 California 
Code of Regulations 15120–15132), does not require that a Draft EIR include a Notice of 
Preparation or a mailing list of individuals or agencies. In fact, Section 15125 acknowledges that 
in some cases, a Notice of Preparation may not have been published. A Notice of Intent to 
prepare a programmatic EIS/EIR was published in the Federal Register on February 3, 2003 
(Vol. 68, No. 22, 5307–5308).  

L-1-3 
The discretionary action evaluated in the RMP/GP is not the management agreement or lease 
under which State Parks operates the Plan Area. As stated in Section 1.2 of the RMP/GP, the 
new plan will provide “updated management considerations for establishing a new management 
agreement with the State of California.” A management agreement or lease would be based on 
the adopted RMP/GP.  

Note also that the current lease between Reclamation and the State has been extended and is still 
in effect. 

L-1-4 
Visitor use data through 2006 were included in the RMP/GP because data from 2007 and later 
were not available at the time of plan preparation. Tables 3.9-4 and 3.9-5 and Section 3.9.3.2 of 
the Final EIS/EIR have been revised to include visitor use data for fiscal years 2006–2007 and 
2007–2008.  

Since fiscal year 2002–2003, there has been a trend toward lower visitor use. Section 3.9.3.2 
identifies a decline in visitation and provides a discussion of factors that influence visitor use.  

L-1-5 
Section 2.3.3 has been revised to reflect the downward trend in visitation since fiscal year 2002–
2003. 

The planning horizon for the RMP/GP is through 2035; therefore, the plan seeks to identify 
trends over a longer period than a few years. Trend variations will inevitably take place. 

L-1-6 
Future growth and other conditions are subject to many unknowns and require speculation. 
Section 2.3.3 has been modified to include recent trends in visitor use, county growth forecasts, 
and a statement that uncertain economic conditions may affect future growth and visitor use. The 
RMP/GP considers potential management actions that would only be implemented when needed 
and based on best management practices, staff recommendations, and adequate funding. An 
objective of the plan is to provide recreation opportunities consistent with future visitor use. 
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L-1-7 through L-1-10 
See the response to Comment L-1-6. The text of Section 3.9.3.2 states the decline 
“corresponded” with the increase in visitor fees but did not identify it as the single causation 
factor. The second paragraph in Section 3.9.3.2 acknowledges other factors. 

The growth and recreational use projections for Fresno and Madera counties have been updated 
in Table 3.9-15 and Sections 2.3.3, 3.8.5, and 3.9.4.3 of the Final EIS/EIR. Uncertain economic 
conditions and other factors such as gasoline prices are likely to influence these projections. For 
example, in the Folsom Recreation Area, higher gas prices did not affect visitor use because 
local growth and economic conditions resulted in high local use patterns.  

L-1-11 
The comment regarding an Alternative 4 is noted. As stated previously, potential management 
actions included in the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) would only be implemented when 
needed and based on best management practices, staff recommendations, and adequate funding.  

L-1-12 
See the response to Comment L-1-3.  

L-1-13 
The comment appears to refer to the third paragraph of Section 2.4.2.1, which indicates that 
acquisition of additional lands on the North Shore for additional campsites or buffer zones from 
planned residential development could be pursued under all of the action alternatives. Since the 
RMP/GP is both a State and Federal plan, either State Parks or Reclamation could pursue 
acquisitions where it may serve the needs of the adjacent landowner and the State or Federal 
governments. 

L-1-14 
A discussion of the environmentally superior alternative has been identified in the Final EIS/EIR 
in Section 4.13. Neither NEPA nor CEQA require a Draft EIS or EIR to identify a preferred 
alternative. NEPA specifies a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS if one exists and in the Final 
EIS unless prohibited by another law (CEQ NEPA Regulations Section 1502.14[e]). In 
accordance with Section 1502.14(e), the Final EIS/EIR discusses the Preferred Alternative in 
Section 2.4.3.3. All of the management actions included in the environmentally superior 
alternative and the Preferred Alternative were fully evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR.  

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an EIR need not consider every conceivable 
alternative to a project. An off-site alternative that does not include the Plan Area would not 
satisfy the purpose of the RMP/GP, which is to provide a program and set of policy guidelines 
necessary to encourage the orderly use, development, and management of the reservoir and the 
surrounding lands (EIS/EIR Section 1.3).  

L-1-15 
Future traffic in the vicinity of the Plan Area would likely result primarily from area 
development, not from implementation of projects envisioned in the RMP/GP. For example, in 
the last several years, some Plan Area facilities have been retrofitted to comply with ADA and 
restrooms have been replaced. These additions are similar to some of the actions proposed for the 
Preferred Alternative and have not resulted in substantial increases in traffic. Therefore, a 
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substantial increase in visitor use is not anticipated due to actions proposed under the Preferred 
Alternative. Also see the response to Comment R-2-4.  

In October 2008, the South Shore entrance was reconfigured with additional lanes, a relocated 
entrance kiosk, a more efficient fee collection system, and other improvements to prevent 
queuing on Millerton Road. 

Other planned or recently completed roadway improvements in the Plan Area vicinity will 
further alleviate traffic. Friant Road has been widened to four lanes except for a two-lane 
segment from Lost Lake Park Drive from Road 206 (North Fork Road), where widening is 
planned for Spring 2009. Widening of Millerton Road to four lanes between Friant Road and 
Table Mountain Road is included in the 2007 Fresno County RTP, with a delivery date of 2015. 
As shown in the updated Table 3.10-2, key roadway segments in the Plan Area are expected to 
operate at LOS A or B in 2030. 

If, during the 25-year planning horizon for the RMP/GP, Plan Area traffic at South Shore 
entrance regularly backs out onto the road, Reclamation would consult with the County of 
Fresno Department of Public Works and Planning Design Division regarding entrance traffic. 
However, overall traffic levels on Millerton Road are more likely to be generated by regional 
developments approved by local agencies. 

In regard to development impact fees, it should be noted that the RMP/GP is a programmatic 
document that considers potential management actions that would be implemented when needed 
and based on best management practices, staff recommendations, and adequate funding. 
Facilities or activities envisioned for the Preferred Alternative would not be implemented to 
increase demand, but rather to respond to the demand that has the potential to result from 
population growth and other area development. Additionally, county laws with respect to 
development impact fees do not apply to federal land. 

L-1-16 
The RMP/GP considers potential management actions that would be implemented when needed 
and based on best management practices, staff recommendations, and adequate funding. If an 
action that has the potential to affect traffic is not implemented, the mitigation for the potential 
traffic impact would not be required. 

L-1-17 
No provisions of the California Codes or the California Code of Regulations require 
campgrounds to have two points of ingress and egress. Numerous campgrounds around the state, 
including at Yosemite National Park, would need to have additional access roads constructed if 
such a requirement applied.  

According to the Madera County fire marshal, Madera County requirements do not apply to 
federal lands (Kennan 2009).  

Existing fire protection and fire conditions in the Plan Area are discussed in Section 3.8.1.4. The 
action alternatives evaluated in the EIS/EIR would provide for the preparation of a vegetation 
management plan to address fire management and other issues. Reclamation would coordinate 
with appropriate agencies and groups to integrate fire management with vegetation management 
regimes. Reclamation and State Parks are exploring the inclusion of shelter-in-place provisions, 
in which visitors could avoid a fire by taking shelter within the facility at designated areas.  
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L-1-18 
Section 3.1.1.3 has been revised to indicate that Millerton Lake is not within an alluvial 
groundwater basin. The closest alluvial groundwater basin is the Madera subbasin of San Joaquin 
Hydrologic Region No. 5. Millerton Lake is just east of the easternmost extent of the Madera 
subbasin. 

L-1-19 
The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District was included on the mailing list for public 
notification of the Draft RMP/GP/EIS/EIR and the August 2008 public meeting.  

The purpose of the SJVAPCD’s Indirect Source Review Program is to reduce emissions of NOx 
and PM10 from new development projects. In general, new development contributes to air 
pollution in the San Joaquin Valley by increasing the number of vehicles in the area as well as 
the vehicle miles traveled. The Indirect Source Review Program applies to development projects 
that have not yet gained discretionary permits, which are permits from a public agency—such as 
a city or county—that require some amount of deliberation by that agency, including the 
potential to require modifications or conditions on the project. The rule requirement is to reduce 
construction NOx and PM10 emissions by 20 percent and 45 percent, respectively, and to reduce 
operational NOx and PM10 emissions by 33.3 percent and 50 percent, respectively, when 
compared to unmitigated projects. A discussion of the program has been added to the Final 
EIS/EIR in Section 3.2.4. 

As stated in Section 2.2.4, the RMP/GP is intended to be a programmatic document that provides 
a broad range of management activities that are feasible within the Plan Area. Future project-
specific actions would only be implemented when needed and based on best management 
practices, staff recommendations, and adequate funding. Insufficient information about 
individual projects is available to quantify construction and operation emissions; therefore, an 
Indirect Source Review cannot be performed.  

See the response to Comment L-1-3 regarding the lease. 

L-1-20 
Section 4.2.3 of the Final EIS/EIR has been revised to include a description of future emissions 
from boats, personal watercraft, and vehicles, including recreational vehicles.  

L-1-21 
A discussion of climate change and greenhouse gas emissions has been added to Sections 3.2.7 
and 4.2.3 of the Final EIS/EIR.  

L-1-22 
The text of Final EIS/EIR Section 3.1.2.1 has revised to discuss the effects of the San Joaquin 
River Restoration Agreement on Plan Area operations and activities. 
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L-2 Lakeview Estates Homeowner Association, Kenneth Kay 
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Response to Comment L-2 

L-2-1 
None of the actions contained in the final RMP/GP would affect water levels in Millerton Lake. 
If lake levels are raised due to another action that is not included in the RMP/GP, the proponent 
of that action would be required to undergo a separate environmental process. That 
environmental review would have to consider the effect of the lake level change on any new 
facilities as well as other issues related to lake level rise. The environmental process for the 
action would require public notification and review. 

As stated in Section 2.2.4, the RMP/GP is intended to be a programmatic document that provides 
a broad range of management activities that are feasible within the Plan Area. Future project-
specific actions, if and when implemented, would require additional environmental review that 
would reference this programmatic document. Some actions considered in the RMP/GP would 
not require additional environmental review, such as upgrading Plan Area restrooms to comply 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) or increasing the surface grade of existing roads 
that are prone to flooding.  Other actions such as creating new trails or expanding existing 
facilities would undergo an additional environmental process, including public notification, 
review, and comment. 

Future management actions associated with the RMP/GP such as the construction or expansion 
of facilities, structures, roads, and trails would only be implemented when needed and based on 
best management practices, staff recommendations, and adequate funding. Any time an action is 
undertaken that would require CEQA or NEPA review, the public would be notified through the 
environmental process. The Lakeview Estates Homeowner Association has been added to 
Reclamation’s project mailing list. 
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L-3 Lake Millerton Marinas, LLC, Brice B. Ewell( 



Appendix B 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR 

 X:\X_ENV\_PERMIT\BUREC\MILLERTON LAKE\RMP\_FINAL\APPENDIX B_RESPONSES TO COMMENTS\APPENDIX B.DOC\1-APR-10\\OAK  B-42 

Responses to Comment L-3 

L-3-1 
Page 2-15 of the Draft EIR states: “Facilities at the Marina would be upgraded, including adding 
area gates, security, and up to 200 slips or moorings could be added, to allow for up to a total of 
700 boats.” 

L-3-2 
A 25-slip marina on the North Shore in the Fine Gold Creek area has been determined infeasible 
and therefore has not been included in the RMP/GP. Public access is limited by steep topography 
and lack of adequate space for parking. In addition, the increased traffic, noise, and patrol 
requirements associated with a marina would be incompatible with the Up-river area’s 
management zone designation of Rural Natural.  

Although a marina in the Fine Gold Creek area is not included in the Preferred Alternative, a 
development could be proposed, would be subject to environmental review under CEQA and/or 
NEPA, and may require an amendment to the RMP/GP. 
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B.5 COMMENTS FROM AUGUST 14, 2008, PUBLIC HEARING 
A public hearing for the Draft EIS/EIR was held at the Friant Learning Center (17200 Burroughs 
Avenue, Friant, California) on August 14, 2008 from 6:30 to 9:00 PM. Spoken comments 
received during the hearing are summarized and responded to below. 

Jacob Belanjian 
Comment: When was an RMP/GP last completed? Is this a newly mandated process? 

Response to Comment: The last General Plan for the Plan Area was finalized by State Parks in 
1980 and amended in 1983. The plan projected recreation trends and deficiencies through 1990. 
Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the EIS/EIR describe the planning background and requirements, 
respectively, for the RMP/GP. 

Judy Tapia 
Comment: The slideshow focused on differences among the alternatives in terms of their water 
recreation opportunity spectrum (WROS) ratings. Are there also land-based differences between 
the alternatives? 

Response to Comment: While the WROS is specifically intended to address water-related 
recreation activities, the WROS management zones are also appropriate to describe other 
adjacent natural resources and management actions in the Plan Area. This dual use of the WROS 
is warranted because the activities surrounding Millerton Lake are closely associated with water, 
and steep terrain limits the viewshed adjacent to Millerton Lake. For example, if a person on or 
near the lake is in a Semi-Primitive zone, little or no development is visible in the immediate 
viewshed. A person on land in the same area would also experience surrounding natural 
resources without much human activity or resource modification. The WROS zones are used as 
tools to assist planners in developing management guidelines appropriate for different 
recreational activities associated with water. 

Dylan Blackshear 
Comment: It appears that no matter which alternative is chosen, the boat-in campground at 
Temperance Flat will be moved from the Madera side of the river to the Fresno side. What was 
the thought process for moving the campground? 

Response: As stated in the EIS/EIR, the Temperance Flat boat-in campground currently located 
on the North Shore could be moved to the South Shore before this RMP/GP takes effect, if 
adequate funding is secured. Moving the campground to the South Shore would allow State 
Parks to access the area by vehicle instead of by boat to perform facility maintenance and 
support.  

Douglas Bowman 
Comment: Will the spring turkey hunt (archery only) continue to be allowed on the Fresno side 
of Millerton Lake?  
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Response to Comment:  
Under all the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2), special use permitted hunting, including the turkey 
hunt, in accordance with CDFG laws would be explored. 

Kurt Phillips 
Comment: Certain alternatives propose to eliminate two-stroke engines. However, Bombardier 
makes a two-stroke outboard engine that burns cleaner than a Yamaha four-stroke outboard 
motor. To ban two-stroke engines because they’re dirtier than four-stroke is stifling ingenuity for 
cleaner-burning technology. If you want to restrict clean engines to clean burning standard, why 
must you specify two-stroke vs. four-stroke? 

Response to Comment: The RMP/GP does not propose to eliminate all two-stroke engines, only 
carbureted “nonconformant” two-stroke engines whose intake and exhaust processes allow the 
expulsion of hydrocarbon emissions into the air and water. Within three years of final 
certification, the RMP/GP will require all boats and personal watercraft to comply with the 1998 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulations for lowering recreational watercraft 
emissions. These CARB regulations require engine manufacturers building 2001 and newer 
engines to meet phased lower emissions limits. An engine meeting this emission regulation, such 
as a new direct-injection two-stroke engine, will normally have a label sticker (with 1 to 3 stars) 
on its engine cover indicating that it meets CARB emission regulations for 2001, 2004, and 2008 
for vessel engine manufacturers. Newer CARB emission regulations in 2008 require even lower 
emission rates for engines built after 2008. The three-year phaseout will not apply to the new 
engines. However, over the RMP/GP planning horizon, as engines purchased after 2008 are 
introduced to Millerton Lake, emission rates will be further reduced. 

Comment: I have problems with Alternatives 2 and 3. If the plan is to calibrate the alternatives 
based on population growth, implement the plans gradually as population increases. Why go to 
Alternative 3 when we haven’t reached a population density that would require such restrictions? 
Right now the most we would need is Alternative 1. We could always go to Alternatives 2 and 3 
later. 

Response to Comment: As stated in Section 2.2.4, the RMP/GP is intended to be a 
programmatic document that provides a broad range of management activities that are feasible 
within the Plan Area. Future project-specific actions would only be implemented when needed 
and based on best management practices, staff recommendations, and adequate funding. 
Population increases would only be a deciding factor if related to increased demand. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 




