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@ State of California - The Resources Agency
S DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

TO: State Clearinghouse FROM: Department of Parks and Recreation
Office of Planning and Research 1416 Ninth Street
1400 Tenth Street, Room 222 P.O. Box 942896
P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 94296-0001

Sacramento, California 95812-3044

SUBJECT: Filing of the Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 of the Public Resources
Code.

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER: 2003121089
PROJECT TITLE: Pacheco State Park General Plan

CONTACT PERSON: Wayne Woodroof PHONE NO.: (916) 651-0305
1416 9™ Street Room 923
Sacramento, CA 95814

PROJECT LOCATION: Pacheco State Park

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: General Plan for the operation, development, management, and interpretation
of Pacheco State Park.

This is to advise that the California Department of Parks and Recreation has approved the above
project on May 12, 2006, and has made the following determinations regarding the above
described project:

1. X The project will not have a significant effect on the environment.
[J The project will have a significant effect on the environment.

2. X An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of
CEQA.
[[] A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project, pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

Mitigation measures X were [ ] were not made a condition of the approval of the project.
A Mitigation reporting or monitoring plan was X was not adopted for this project.

A Statement of Overriding Considerations [ was Xwas not adopted for this project.

6. Findings Xwere []werenot made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

ok

This is to certify that the final EIR with comments and responses and record of project approval, or the
Negative Declaration, is available to the General Public at the California Department of Parks and

Recreation, Northern Service Center, located at One Capital Mall, S¢ite 410, Sacramento, California,
95814..
RECEIVED / @ﬁ/ A
S

SteveLehman
MAY 19 2006 Deputy Director N
STATE G ING HOUSE Acquisition and Development Division
May 19, 2006
Date

DPR 507 (Rev. %/2004)(Word 3/20/2004)
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June 8, 2005

All Interested Agencies, Organizations, and Persons

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY

PACHECO STATE PARK GENERAL PLAN
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared by the California Department
of Parks and Recreation (Department) for the Pacheco State Park General Plan (General Plan).
The FEIR is an adjunct to the Draft General Plan and EIR and includes comments received during
the public review period and the Department’s responses to those comments. The Department
is the lead agency, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), responsible for
preparation of this document.

Project Location

The entrance to Pacheco State Park is off Dinosaur Point Road, south of State Route 152,
between Interstates |01 and 5, approximately 24 miles west of the City of Los Banos and 20
miles east of Gilroy in the counties of Merced and Santa Clara.

Project Description

The proposed project is the development of a General Plan for Pacheco State Park. In
accordance with Public Resources Code §5002.2 referencing General Plan guidelines and §2 1000
et seq. conceming the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) the Department is
prepaning a General Plan for the purpose of guiding future development activities and
management objectives at the Park. The Park is a recent addition to the State Park system,
opened to the public in 1997 and has not had a General Plan prepared to date. A portion of the
6,900 acre parcel, donated by the late Paula Fatjo, a descendant of Francisco Pacheco is currently
open to the public for hiking, mountain biking, horseback riding and interpretive programs. The
land around Pacheco was onginally part of El Rancho San Luis Gonzaga, a 48,000-acre Mexican
land grant deeded to Juan Perez Pacheco in 1843. The Park contains a rich array of natural and
cultural resources, several residences, garages, paddocks, and outbuildings and is characterized by
scenic expanses of open land laced with old ranch roads. Portions of the property are leased for
the production of energy through wind turbines and cattle grazing.

The General Plan sets forth management zones that are based on existing conditions and
resources and provide an overall intention for managing different areas of the Park recognizing
the unique qualities and diversity of the site. Additionally, the Plan contains a comprehensive set
of park-wide goals and guidelines for the long-term direction of the Park. A number of Park
improvements are identified in three altematives including the development of a recreational
vehicle and an equestrian campground, a visitor center, re-use and rehabilitation of the existing
buildings and additional interpretive programs. Al altermatives provide for long term natural and
cultural resource management and sustainable development for the Park.



Summary of Impacts

The DEIR prepared for the project is a program-level analysis of the potential environmental
impacts associated with the General Plan.  Subsequent environmental review will take place
pursuant to Plan implementation, as needed. The public review period for the Draft Plan and EIR
began on January 12, 2004 and closed on February 26, 2004. The DEIR documented that no
significant environmental impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project.

Public Review Period

The 30-day public review period for this Final EIR will commence on June 8, 2005 and conclude
on July 8, 2005. Copies of the Draft General Plan and EIR and now the Final EIR, are available at
the addresses noted below and at the Department website at http://www.parks.ca.gov/. Once
there, click on “General Plans in Progress” in the right margin.

Four Rivers Sector office Los Banos Library
31426 Gonzaga Road 1312 South 7" Street
Gustine, CA, 95322 Los Banos, CA 93635
209-826-1197 209-826-5254

California Department of Parks and Recreation
Northemn Service Center

One Capitol Mall, Suite 500

Sacramento, CA 95814
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1. Introduction

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE DRAFT FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT

This report has been prepared to accompany the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the Califormia Department of Parks and Recreation's (Department) Pacheco State Park (Park)
General Plan (Plan). The Plan provides goals and guidelines that direct future development of the
Park while preserving the environmental integnity of the Park. The DEIR provides a program-level
analysis of the potential environmental impacts associated with the Plan. Because the goals and
guidelines provide direction to future projects on how to avoid, or minimize potential impacts,
the Plan is a self-mitigating document. This FEIR responds to comments received during the Draft
Plan and EIR review process from stakeholders and the Department and makes revisions to the
Plan, as necessary. Together with the DEIR this document constitutes the FEIR for the project.

The FEIR is an informational document prepared by the lead agency that must be considered by
decision-makers before approving or denying a proposed project. The FEIR includes changes
proposed as a result of comments received to clanfy the DEIR and/or the Plan. This document
has been prepared pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section
I5132), which specify the following;

The FEIR shall consist of:

(@) The Plan and the DEIR.

(b) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the DEIR.
(c) Copies of all comment letters and responses to those comments.

(d) Department staff-recommended changes to the Plan.

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

On January 12, 2004, the Department (lead agency) released the Plan and DEIR for public review
(State Clearinghouse No. 2003121089). The 45-day public review and comment period on the
DEIR began on January 12, 2004 and closed February 26, 2004. Some comments were received
after the close of the public review period, however have been included herein with responses.
Upon completion of the FEIR public review period, the Department will seek approval from the
State Parks Commission to proceed with finalizing the Plan and certifying the EIR. Following EIR
certification, the Department may proceed with Plan implementation including consideration of
project-level development and approval actions.

The General Plan was approved by the State Park and Recreation Commission on May 12, 2006

Pacheco State Park General Plan 1-1
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2. List of Commenters

The following table includes all persons and organizations that submitted comments on the DEIR
duning the comment penod:

Table 1. Log of Public Comments for CEQA Review

DATE
NO. | AFFILIATION NAME COMMENTS RECEIVED TOPICS

US. Department of Interior, Chris Nagano, Endangered , .

" | Fen andp\/\/ildlife Service Species Sivision Chie% 3 03/03/04 | Listed species
State of Califomia Govemor's Cormpliance

5 Office of Planning anq Ten*y. Roberts, Sﬁate 03/01/04 with review
Research, State Clearinghouse | Clearinghouse Director ,
and Planning Unit requirements

3 Califormnia Department of Timothy Sable, District ) 03/01/04 Transportation
Transportation Branch Chief and stormwater
California Department of Fish .

4 | ol G, Contral Cont opert floerke Regona 8 0301/04 | Widife impacts
Region anager
Agriculture & Natural Sheila Barry, Natural

5 Resources Cooperative Resources / Livestock 18 03/01/04 Grazing
Extension, Santa Clara County | Advisor
San Jose Astronomical San Jose Astronomical .

6 Assgciation Assgciation Board | 0217104 Darkcskdes

7 Fatjo Corporation Board of Alfred Whitehurst, Law 5 03/01/04 Proposed
Directors Offices of Linneman et. Al. facilities

8 | Amateur Astronomers Albert Highe 2 03/01/04 Dark skies

9 Amateur Astronomers Albert Highe Same as #8 | 03/01/04 Dark skies

|0 | Citizen Drew Enright | 02/25/04 Altemative |

| | Adoining Property Owner, | o 4oy | 03/01/04 | Road standards

Engineer and Planner

Pacheco State Park General Plan
Response to Comments Final EIR
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3. Public Comment Letters and Responses

This Section contains copies of comment letters received during the comment period and
responses to those comments. As stated in CEQA Guidelines, Article |3, Section 15204: CEQA
does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
expenmentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments,
lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide
all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in
the EIR.

The Plan and DEIR serves as a first tier Environmental Impact Report as defined in Section 15166
of the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The analysis of broad potential
environmental impacts will provide the basis for future second level environmental review, which
will provide more detailed information and analysis for site-specific developments and projects.
This Plan is a broad policy document that sets the direction and provides a vision for the Park’s
management and development. The Plan provides general direction for the Park while avoiding
specific details that could change before a project could be funded and implemented. The
purpose of the Plan is to provide a framework for the future facility development, on-going
management, and public use. The goals and guidelines presented in the Plan are designed to
guide resource stewardship, facility development and interpretation, and future resource
management for the Park,

Each comment is numbered in the margin of the comment letter, and the responses to all of the
comments in a particular letter follow the letter. The comments are referenced numenically by
letter and comment number. Where a response includes a change to the text of the Plan and
DEIR, the change is shown underlined as demonstrated here. In addition to underlined text,
references to the Draft Plan and EIR page numbers and sections are provided.

Pacheco State Park General Plan 3-1
Response to Comments Final EIR



United States Department of the Interior

TAKE Pr
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE Hé AME:R'l?.‘i

Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, California 95825-1846

IN REPLY REFER TO:

1-1-04-TA-1050

Mr. Terry Lee, ASLA

California Department of Parks and Recreation
21 Lower Ragsdate Road

Monterey, California 93940

Subject: Pacheco State Park Preliminary General Plan and Draft Environmental
Impact Report, Merced County, California

Dear Mr. Lee;

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is providing comments on the Pacheco State Park
Preliminary General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report, Merced County, California,
dated January 2004. In a letter dated January 7, 2003, the Service provided comments on the
November 11, 2002, Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Pacheco State Park General Plan (GP). Pacheco State Park contains 6,900 acres
and is located south of State Route 152, approximately 24 miles west of the City of Los Banos
and 20 miles east of Gilroy in the counties of Merced and Santa Clara. The purpose of the GP is
to guide future development activities and management objectives at the Park. A number of
potential projects are identified in three alternatives including the development of a recreational
vehicle and an equestrian campground, a visitor center, interpretive programs, additional trails,
and backcountry campgrounds. The alternatives range from more passive (alternative 1) to more
intensive facility development (alternative 3), with alternative 2 being the preferred alternative.
Our primary concern and mandate is the protection of federally-listed species and their habitats.
The projects identified in the GP are likely to result in take of federally-listed species. Therefore,
the Service is providing comments pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended
(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) (Act) and our Mitigation Policy.

As identified in the GP, Pacheco State Park provides important habitat for following federally-
listed species: San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpus macrotis mutica), California red-legged frog (Rana
aurora draytonii), and valley elderberry longhom beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus).
The California tiger salamander (4mbystoma californiense), a species proposed for listing, is also
known from the general area. Section 9 of the Act prohibits the “take” (e.g., harm, harass,
pursue, injure, kill) of federally-listed wildlife species. “Harm” (i.e., “take”) is further defined to
include habitat modification or degradation that kills or injures wildlife by impairing essential

Pacheco State Park General Plan 3-2
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Mr. Terry Lee 2

behavioral patterns including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. We believe that activities
proposed in the GP will have substantial direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on the kit fox
and California red-legged frog. Avoidance of effects on the valley elderberry longhom beetle
and its habitat may be accomplished through the use of buffer zones. Additional surveys
following approved protocols should be conducted to determine the status of the California tiger
salamander in the park.

Congress established two provisions (sections 7 and 10) that allow for the “incidental take” of
endangered species of wildlife by Federal agencies, private interests, and non-Federal
government agencies. Incidental take is defined as take that is “...incidental to, and not the
primary purpose of, the carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity.” Such take requires
authorization from the Service or the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, as
appropriate, that anticipates a specific level of take for each listed species. Incidental take
authorization will likely be necessary if the preferred alternative is chosen.

We believe that the DEIR does not do an adequate job of identifying and analyzing potential
effects to listed species. Nor does the document adequately describe conservation measures to
avoid, minimize, or compensate for effects that would likely result from a si gnificant increase in
visitor use and park facilities. The GP States that, “ For each of the potential impacts identified,
the plan guidelines serve as mitigation and when implemented, would maintain potential
environmental impacts at a less-than -significant level for each environmental resource area.”
The General Plan contains Goal RES-WI, which contains ten Guidelines that are designed to
maintain, protect, and enhance habitat for common, sensitive, and special-status wildlife species.
There should be a comprehensive analysis of the reasonably foreseeable impacts that each of the
proposed activities will have on listed species. Conservation measures should be included to
minimize and offset any adverse effects. While the conservation measures do not need to be
project specific, they should comprehensively address effects to listed species likely to occur as a
result of the types of projects being proposed.

One of the Guidelines under Goal RES_WI states that opportunities to enhance wildlife
movement through an underpass at SR 152 and Dinosaur Point Road will be explored. We are
highly supportive of this measure. We also believe that Goal RES-W?2 to reduce the numbers of
wild pigs and other non-native animals is essential. We are interested in seeing a more detailed
description of control methods. On page 4-23 it is stated that, “The Santa Nella Community
Specific Plan (CSP), which covers approximately 150 acres east of O*Neill F orebay and is
anticipated to provide authorization for incidental take of the San J oaquin kit fox, could be
approved by the end of 2004.” This information is incorrect. The Service, not the Santa Nella
CSP, is responsible for issuing section 10(a)(1)(B) permits for incidental take. While there are
applicants who have submitted a habitat conservation plan within the Santa Nella CSP for 182
acres, we have not made a determination as to whether we will issue the authorization.

Since Pacheco State Park contains multiple known occurrences of California red-legged frogs
and habitat for other listed species and native species, we recommend that visitor facilities,
particularly overnight accommodations, be restricted to a minimal level. There are already signs
of erosion and visitor over-use on trails. The projects in the preferred alternative will exasperate
these problems and create additional impacts. We encourage you to consider a preferred

alternative that contains less development and will promote fewer visitors, and therefore, will
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result in fewer or no adverse effects to listed species. Portions of the San Luis Reservoir State
Recreation Area, located east of Pacheco Park, contain fewer sensitive resources and are more Cont'd
appropriate for intensive visitor use and facility development.

As the DEIR for Pacheco State Park is revised, we are willing to assist with the analysis of
potential effects to listed species and in the development of sound conservation measures. If you

have questions concerning this letter, please contact Karen Harvey or Susan Jones at
(916) 414-6630.

Sincerely,

Chris Nagano Ogéﬂw‘h

Chief, Endangered Species Division

cc:
California Department of Fish and Game, Yountville, California (Attn: Robert W. Floerke)

Pacheco State Park General Plan 3-4
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 1

From: United States Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Chris Nagano, Endangered

Species Division, Chief

The Califomia Department of Parks and Recreation, Four Rivers Sector appreciates the
comments received by the Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The Plan and DEIR is a program-
level evaluation. As specific projects are developed based on need and the availability of funds,
the Department will value the involvement of the USFWS in site evaluations.

11

Determination of Impacts

The Plan serves as a first-tier Environmental Impact Report as defined in Section 15166 of
the Califoria Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The analysis of broad
potential environmental impacts discussed in the DEIR will provide the basis for future
second-level environmental review, which will provide more detailed information and
analysis on special-status species for site-specific developments and projects.

Because future projects would be required to meet the standards and performance
measures to reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level as prescribed in the
guidelines of the Plan and DEIR, it can be determined that the Plan would not result in
any unavoidable or irreversible significant effects. The site-specific conditions in a particular
location would affect the manner in which projects are carried out, as directed by the
applicable Plan guidelines. Additional surveys would be conducted as necessary to ensure
that special-status species are not adversely impacted as a result of a specific project. It is
not guaranteed that all of the proposals allowed in the Plan will be deemed feasible after
the completion of project level environmental review. In some cases the projects allowed
by the Plan may be excluded upon site-specific evaluations that find adverse impacts to
listed species.

This Plan is a programmatic, or tiered EIR, which is encouraged in the CEQA Guidelines.
Please refer to CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(h) which states: “There are varous
types of EIRs that may be used in a tiering situation. These include, but are not limited to,
the following....(3) Program EIR". CEQA Guidelines Section 15385 also states that
“Tiering is appropriate when the sequence of EIRs is: (2) from a... program EIR to a
program, plan or policy EIR of lesser scope or to a site-specific EIR" CEQA Guidelines
Section 15162 refers to the requirements that would trigger a subsequent EIR be
prepared for an EIR which has been certified for a project. This guideline does not refer
to the tiering process, where subsequent environmental analysis and review is completed
as more detailed information and site-specific developments are proposed following a
first-tier EIR.

Adoption of the Plan with selection of the preferred altemative is not anticipated to
resuft in incidental take and therefore would not require authonization for such from the
USFWS and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).

Pacheco State Park General Plan 3-5
Response to Comments Final EIR



Plan implementation of certain projects proposed in the Plan will require further
consultation with the USFWS to determine if incidental take will result as part of the
proposed project or action at that time.

Adequacy of Environmental Analysis and Use of a Programmatic EIR

The DEIR is a programmatic EIR for the Plan. According to CEQA provisions, the DEIR
provides an adequate level of environmental analysis for a programmatic action. The
proposed Plan consists of a variety of interrelated components to guide Department
actions for the next 20 years or more. The EIR contains an appropriate level of detail in
light of the nature and breadth of the proposed Plan. This document presents numerous
goals and guidelines (pages 3-12 — 3-32) to protect and preserve the sensitive resources
in the Park, including listed species. Additionally, the Plan does include large scale
conservation measures such as minimizing and clustering development in existing
disturbed areas and planning for most of the site to remain as backcountry, with minimal
visitor uses and facilities. Analysis of the reasonably foreseeable impacts on listed species
was reviewed comprehensively in Section 2.3 Opportunities and Constraints, Wildlife
Species Inventory and Management (pages 2-54 — 2-55) and Section 4.5 Environmental
Impacts, Wildlife (pages 4-22- 4-24) as part of the entire planning process and hence the
resuftant aftermnatives to minimize overall development of the Park. As specific projects
within the management zones are selected for implementation, a more detailed CEQA
analysis will be conducted within the overall planning framework of all the Plan goals and
guidelines. The Plan allows for future broad scale, conceptual planning of future visitor use
and facilities, but is not intended to pre-determine the final location or design of such
facilities. However, the Plan provides that future planning and design must meet goals and
guidelines (pages 3-13 — 3-20) for resource protection.

As a program-level document, the DEIR does not analyze site-specific impacts of future
activities at specific locations. Rather, the DEIR describes generally the sorts of impacts
that may occur, and descnibes the standards, best-management practices, regulations, or
decision-making processes that would be followed to avoid such impacts. The EIR
presents as much information as can be reasonably given at this program-level discussion.
By law, the Department must comply with applicable responsible agencies’ rules and
regulations when implementing the components of the Plan. Compliance with the
standards set forth in the Plan and by regulating agencies would address potential
environmental impacts.

As site-specific projects are implemented, conservation measures to avoid, minimize, or
compensate for effects that could result from the increase in visitor activity or the
development of the Park facility will be tailored to fit the particular nature of the
proposed project.  The Plan currently provides flexible policy guidelines intended to
encourage conservation and habitat enhancements over a 20-year planning horizon. In
doing so, it is important that policy language associated with conservation measures is not
overly specific to preclude site-specific or innovative conservation approaches which
meet the intent of the policy. Therefore, the existing conservation measures identified in
the Plan (pages 3-13 — 3-20) are deemed adequate for the Park.

Pacheco State Park General Plan 3-6
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1-3  Authorization for Incidental Take

Support for the goals RES-W | and RES-W?2 are appreciated. The additional information
provided by the commenter on incidental take authonzation is informative and will be
used to revise the Plan on page 4-23 and 4-24 as follows:

“The USFWS is currently considering issuing a 10(a)(1)(B) permit for incidental take of
San Joaquin kit fox for the Santa Nella Community Specific Plan, which covers
approximately 150 acres east of O'Neill Forebay.”

14 Preference for Alternative 1

Your comment that recommends that we consider a preferred altemative that contains less
development and will promote fewer visitors...... Alternative (Altermative 2) is noted. The
Preferred Altemnative (2) reflects the Department’s mission (“to provide for the health, inspiration,
and education of the people of California by helping to preserve the State’s extraordinary
biological diversity, protecting its most valued natural and cultural resources, and creating
opportunities for high quality outdoor recreation”), as well as public interests, agencies’ relevant
rules and regulations, the Park's purpose and vision, and opportunities and constraints in all
planning areas. It will provide implementation of the Park-wide goals and guidelines while
balancing current and future needs to ensure plan longevity. Development proposed in the Plan
may not ultimately be built out if visitor needs and resource protection cannot be balanced.
Future development will be further analyzed in project-specific environmental review. For the
purpose of this policy-level Plan, however, proposed development is shown to accommodate
future facilities and visitors, should they be needed.
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Schwarzenegger
Governor

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 2

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

Jan Boel
Acting Deputy
Director

February 26, 2004

Terry Lee

Department of Parks and Recreation
21 Lower Ragsdale Road

Gustine, CA 93940

Subject: Pacheco State Park General Plan
SCH#: 2003121089

Dear Terry Lee:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The
review period closed on February 25, 2004, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613-if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the

ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

%M

Terry Roberts
Director, State Clearinghouse

Pacheco State Park General Plan
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2003121089
Project Title  Pacheco State Park General Plan
Lead Agency Parks and Recreation, Department of
Type EIR DraftEIR
Description The proposed project is the development of a Genera!l Plan for Pacheco State Park. in accordance

with Public Resources Code S5002.2 referencing General Plan guidelines and $21000 et seq.
concerning the California Environmental Quality Act the Department is preparing a General Plan for
the purpose of guiding future development activities and management objectives at the Park. The Park
is a recent addition to the State Park system, opened to the publiic in 1997 and the creation of a
General Plan will set forth the long term vision for the Park. A portion of the 6,900 acre parcel, donated
by the late Paula Fatjo, a descendant of Francisco Pacheco is currently open to the public for hiking,
mountain biking, horseback riding and interpretive programs. The land around Pacheco was originally
part of El Rancho San Luis Gonzaga, a 48,000-acre Mexican land grant deeded to Juan Perez
Pacheco in 1843. ’

Lead Agency Contact

Name Terry Lee ‘
Agency Department of Parks and Recreation
Phone 831.657.6349 Fax 209-826-0284
email
Address 21 Lower Ragsdale Road
City Gustine State CA  Zip 93940
Project Location
County Merced, Santa Clara
City Gilroy, Los Banos
Region
Cross Streets  Dinosaur Point Road and SR 152
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways 152/ Hwy. 101
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use State Park
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard;
Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid
Waste; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wildlife; Cumulative Effects;
Growth Inducing; Landuse
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Department of Fish and Game, Region
Agencies  4; Department of Forestry and Fire Protection; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Water

Resources; Caltrans, District 4; Caltrans, District 10; California Highway Patrol; Native American
Heritage Commission; Regional Water Quality Control Bd., Region 5 (Fresno); Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Region 2; Integrated Waste Management Board

Date Received 01/12/2004

Start of Review 01/12/2004 End of Review 02/25/2004

Pacheco State Park General Plan
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 2

From: State of California Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and
Planning Unit, Terry Roberts, Director.

Receipt of this letter confirms that the Department has complied with the State Clearinghouse
review requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act. No other comments were submitted by the office.

Pacheco State Park General Plan 3-10
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY 3

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

P. 0. BOX 23660

OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660
(5610) 286-4444 Flex your power!
(510) 286-4454 TDD Be energy efficient!

February 24, 2004

SCL-152-R34.8
SM152174
SCH 2003121089

Mzr. Terry Lee

California Department of Parks and Recreation
21 Lower Ragsdale Road

Monterey, CA 93940

Dear Mr. Lee:

Pacheco State Park Preliminary General Plan - Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR)

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in
the environmental review process for the proposed Pacheco State Park Preliminary
General Plan. We have reviewed the DEIR and have the following comments to offer:

1. Pages 4-16 to 4-18, Hydrology and Water Quality: The general plan has addressed.the issues
and impacts related to Hydrology and Water Quality. State Route 152 (SR-152) right of way
is downstream from the park development area. As a downstream property owner, Caltrans
is concerned that our highway facilities may be affected by increased or contaminated runoff
from the development area. We ask that future management and development plans include,
but not be limited to, the following:

a) A description of the existing drainage system and tributaries that drain to 3-1
state highway drainage facilities.

b) Existing hydrology and water quality conditions.

c) Hydrologic and hydraulic evaluations for existing and proposed park
development conditions to assess the potential increase of storm water
runoff due to the park development.

d) Mitigation measures and site drainage improvement plans that reduce
the peak runoff to levels that are equal to or less than pre-development
conditions.

Pacheco State Park General Plan
Response to Comments Final EIR
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Mzr. Terry Lee
February 24, 2004
Page 2

e) Detailed plans for storm water pollution prevention, erosion control and
treatment including best management practices (BMP’s) during and after
construction to minimize impacts on water quality, erosion and
sedimentation downstream of the development.

) Supporting calculations, analyses and improvement plans by the
appropriate regulatory agencies, submitted to the Department for our
review and concurrence.

Please be advised that any work or traffic control within the State right-of-way
(ROW) will require an encroachment permit from the Department. To apply for an
encroachment permit, submit a completed encroachment permit application,
environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of plans (in metric units) which
clearly indicate State ROW to the following address:

Mr. Sean Nozzari, District Office Chief
Office of Permits
California Department of Transportation, District 04
P. O. Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94623-0660

We look forward to receiving a response to our comments at least ten days prior to
certification of the DEIR pursuant to Section 21092.5 (a) of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). We ask that the Department be allowed to
review all relevant plans as they are developed, particularly as they pertain to the
concerns noted above.

Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter,
please call José L. Olveda of my staff at (510) 286-5535.

Sincerely,

TIMOTHY £. SABLE

District Branch Chief
IGR/CEQA

c: (State Clearinghouse)

Pacheco State Park General Plan 3-12
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 3

From: State of Califomia Department of Transportation, Timothy Sable, District Branch Chief

The Califomia Department of Parks and Recreation, Four Rivers Sector appreciates the
comments received by the California Department of Transportation (Caftrans), especially as a
down-stream property owner. The Department does not anticipate runoff from proposed Park
facilities to adversely affect highway facilities. However, as specific projects are developed based
on need and the availability of funds, the District will value the involvement of Caltrans in solving
transportation and associated drainage issues or where permits are necessary.

341

Recommendations for Future Management and Development Plans

Your concem for potential runoff effects to highway facilities downstream from proposed
Park development areas is noted. Existing hydrology and water quality conditions are
presented in Chapter 2, Existing Conditions (pages 2-4 — 2-5). Increased or
contaminated runoff from proposed Park development is not anticipated to adversely
affect highway facilities under any of the afternatives, As part of the Plan's conceptual
level planning process, hydrologic and hydraulic evaluations for development proposed in
the preferred aftemative was not conducted as the future Plan implementation will
provide further details about improvements and facilities and their hydrologic
charactenistics. However, the Plan identifies the following goal and guidelines and
mitigation measures to ensure that the effects of stormwater runoff are minimized:

Goal RES-WQ3 (page 3-17)

Design, construct, and maintain buildings, roads, trails, campsites, and associated infrastructure to
minimize stormwater runoff, promote quality groundwater recharge, and prevent soil erosion.

Guidelines

= Adhere to water quality protection standards and control measures available in the
Basin Plan for the region.

= Consult the Clean Water Act for current stormwater management guidelines and
comply with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements
where applicable.

= Limit impervious surfaces to minimize runoff; consider the use of permeable matenials
for new or expanded pedestrian and vehicular surfaces.

= During implementation, the Department will further evaluate storm water pollution
prevention plans and work with your agency to ensure that potential impacts on
highway facilities and adjacent lands are properly avoided and or mitigated pursuant
to CEQA.

Pacheco State Park General Plan 3-13
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3-2 Permit Requirements

The Department acknowledges that any work or traffic control necessary for proposed
Park development within the Sate right-of-way will require an encroachment permit from
Caltrans. In the event a permit is necessary, review and input from Caltrans on the
project is welcomed.

Pacheco State Park General Plan 3-14
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State of California

Memorandum

To:

From;

Subject:

4

Terry Lee Pate: February 27, 2004
Department of Parks and Recreation

21 Lower Ragsdale Road

Monterey, CA 93940

Fax (831) 649-7137

Robert W. Floerke, Regional Manager (’&7—;)5/(}/"‘

Department of Fish and Game - Central Coa¢dt Region, Post Office Box 47, Yountville, California 94599

Draft Environmental Impact Report, Pacheco State Park General Plan,
Pacheco Pass, Santa Clara and Merced Counties SCH# 2003121089

Department of Fish and Game (DFG) personnel have received and
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for adoption of
the General Plan for Pacheco State Park (Park). Per a telephone
conversation between yourself and Mr. Dave Johnston, Environmental
Scientist for DFG, our comments are being submitted late due to the
loss of the original document in mailing, reducing the time available
to complete the review. DFG appreciates your consideration in
extending the deadline for the receipt of these comments.

The DEIR evaluates potential impacts arising from adoption of a
General Plan document for the Park. The Park is a recently acquired
unit of 6,900 acres of which 2,494 acres are currently open to the
public. The General Plan proposes three different alternatives with
different mixtures of development and management, with Alternative #1
as the least impact and Alternatives #2 and #3 with significantly
greater, albeit different, levels of development.

After review of the DEIR and a site visit to the Park and
vicinity, accompanied by Park's staff, DFG unfortunately cannot
conclude that the DEIR adequately identifies, analyzes or proposes
mitigations that are commensurate with possible impacts. This
appears to be due to a number of factors, including the lack of
existing data, inconsistencies in the document itself and an
incomplete evaluation of possible biological and water quality
impacts. These problems are exacerbated by the programmatic nature
of the document itself. DFG concurs that this is the appropriate
form for the DEIR to take, but documents of this nature can be
extremely difficult to write, especially when the baseline data is
incomplete as in this instance.

The general nature of our concern is that a potentially very
large increase in Park use is possible under the General Plan, but
the locations of sensitive plants are not well documented, presence
in and use of the Park by wildlife is not well documented or
understood, the primary management tool (grazing) has not been
evaluated or documented in any formal sense, and existing water
quality and erosion issues are not acknowledged or evaluated.
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Terry Lee 2 February 27, 2004

Possibly due to the lack of data, the proposed mitigations are few in
number and extremely general in nature, as well as failing to address
a number of potentially significant and foreseeable impacts. This
would not be as much of a problem if such a significant increase in
Park visitation was not proposed, but to increase visitor use to the
proposed levels without greater safeguards is very likely to result
in significant, unmitigated impacts. The remainder of this
memorandum will discuss the specific observations which have led us
to this conclusion.

It is somewhat unclear as to what the maximum level of visitor
uses will be. The text discussion, Table 15 and Alternative maps are
not consistent in what is proposed. Our interpretation of the
Alternatives is as follows:

Alternative 2: The map and Table 15 agree that a 20 space
campground is proposed, the text on page 4-12 notes 60 spaces.
Page 4-13 of the text mentions a 50-person group camp which is
not shown on the map or listed in Table 15. The horse camp 1is
described for 50 horses and 75 people in the text, while the map
and Table 15 claim 40 people. The maximum case for these camps
would therefore be a 60-space campground, 75-person horse camp
and 50-person group camp. Under current Park policies allowing
up to eight persons per camp site, there could be an increase of
up to 605 overnight visitors; least case is 200.

Alternative 3: The text calls for an additional 20 RV sites
with hookups, the map shows up to 80 RV sites and Table 15 lists
80+ RV sites and 60 horse trailer spaces, without specifying if
they are only parking or are meant to be campsites.

These figures are for campers only, day use numbers would be in
addition.

The existing biological data utilized by the DEIR comes from a
number of sources, including historical data.from local experts and
State Park personnel, the California Natural Diversity Data Base and
recent field surveys. The data is not complete and a number of
questions usually covered in a biological analysis are left
unanswered. Among these are: specific data on locations and quality
of special status plants species and habitats on the property,
presence or absence of California tiger salamanders, potential use
patterns of the property by San Joaquin kit fox and impacts of
grazing on vegetation succession. The picture is confused somewhat
by inconsistencies within the text of the DEIR. For example,

Table 1 lists five special status plants that could potentially occur
in the Park, while the discussion on page 2-18 lists four different
species. Likewise, the discussion of wildlife on page 2-9 identifies
five special status wildlife species as significant resources and

Table 1 identifies seven, exclusive of birds and bats.

Pacheco State Park General Plan 3-16
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Terry Lee 3 February 27, 2004

The discussions and evaluations of San Joaguin kit fox (SJKF)
are particularly deficient. On page 2-9, the DEIR states that SJKF
should be considered significant resources; in Table 1, SJKF are
considered to be unlikely to occur; the specific discussion of SJKF
(pages 2-12 and 2-13) concludes that a resident population is likely
not present but that U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and DFG
consider the Park to be an important movement area. Please note that
the closest record for SJKF is not cited in the DEIR. This sighting,
of a single fox, was made in 1979 on Whiskey Flat Road (element
occurrence 16 in the CNDDB). Although the DEIR appears to conclude
that the area has value for SJKF, there is no evaluation of potential
impacts occurring as a result of increased visitor uses or any
mitigation measures to offset any of those impacts.

Although the task is more difficult in a programmatic document
with a small amount of baseline data, it is our experience that an
adequate analysis is still possible and can provide the basis for an
evaluation that meets the intent of California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). The most useful approach would be to begin by
identifying which plants, animals and habitats could potentially
occur in the Park boundaries or be affected by changes in Park use.
Once this is done, the next step is to determine which areas of the
Park might provide habitat for each species potentially occurring.
This evaluation should include consideration of differing habitat
needs for different activities or differing stages of the life cycle.

For example, California red-legged frogs use ponds for breeding and
juvenile life stages, upland areas for winter hibernation and
foraging, and any area for movement. This is particularly important
for species such as the SJKF, which may not occur in the Park on a
regular basis, but which may move through the area. Once potential
use patterns and inhabited areas are identified, an analysis of what
impacts might be expected from increased visitor use can be carried
out. A significant amount of detailed information can be obtained
from this. For example, increased hikers, bikers or equestrians in
certain areas can reasonably be expected to lead to increased
potentials for take through such mechanisms as road kill, burrow
trampling, behavior disruption of birds and other animals, and
exclusion of animals from foraging areas due to increased human
activity. Following identification, specific mitigation measures can
be identified to reduce or eliminate potential impacts. Presently,
there are very few specific impacts identified or mitigations
proposed. As such, the DEIR does not meet CEQA’s mandate to evaluate
impacts reasonably foreseeable as a result of project implementation
and to provide appropriate mitigations to reduce those impacts.

In a similar manner, a reasonable evaluation of increased
erosion impacts or water quality degradation can be done, based on an
evaluation of existing hydrology and predictions of how increases in

use patterns might impact drainages and ponds.
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Terry Lee 4 February 27, 2004

A mechanism that appears to be central to the decision making
process is described in pages 3-32 to 3-34, that of determining
recreation carrying capacity. The DEIR does an excellent job of
explaining how this process works and it appears to be a very
effective tool. As stated in the DEIR, the process operates by
“..determining how much recreational impact a particular area can
tolerate or how much change can occur before it becomes detrimental.
The process requires deciding what kinds of conditions are acceptable
through the designation of opportunity classes or management zones,
then prescribing actions to protect or achieve those conditions.
Measurable indicators and standards of the condition of the class or
zone are set up and managers use these to assess conditions and
monitor them over time. Management actions are prescribed and
adjusted to ensure that change does not exceed acceptable levels.”

This process has a striking similarity to the CEQA process and,
if completed prior to or concurrently with a DEIR, should provide a
very strong framework for the impacts analysis and mitigation
measures in a DEIR. At the same time, adoption of standards under
this procedure can reasonably be expected to result in potential
impacts and should be evaluated in an environmental document. DFG
recommends that at least a preliminary list of these types of actions
be developed, included in the General Plan and evaluated in the DEIR.
Finally, when developing these standards, the analysis should be
reviewed carefully to ensure the baseline assumptions are complete,
as significant impacts can occur without it even being recognized
that an impact is occurring. For example, if kit fox use the Park on
an irregular basis for migration, this may not be evident from a
site-specific inventory. If the possibility of migratory trips is
not factored into the proposed management actions, changes in Park
use might result in impacts not evident to observers and not
compensated for by the limits of acceptable change.

As a final general statement, DFG cannot concur with the
cumulative effects discussion. There are ongoing water quality
impacts stemming from an extensive trail and road system, grazing
uses and background stochastic events. An increase in back country
use will certainly result in cumulative increases in each problem
area and no specific mitigations have been proposed to offset these
increases. Additionally, the effects of visitor use increases in
combination with grazing and invasive plant levels are likely to have
cumulative impacts on native plant communities and successional
processes such as ocak regeneration. These issues should be more
fully explored in the DEIR and appropriate mitigations proposed.

Summarizing our general concerns, DFG recommends that the DEIR
be revised and recirculated, based on our comments above, as well
as any other information received during this initial review. We
also recommend that Parks consider a different approach to the
situation. Using the current baseline as a beginning, keep visitor

Pacheco State Park General Plan 3-18
Response to Comments Final EIR

4-4

45


sacramento
Line


sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line



Terry Lee 5 February 27, 2004

accommodations at a low level and gather the information necessary to
adequately evaluate whether increases in Park use of the levels
proposed can be accommodated at all. Since nearby facilities appear
to be underutilized, there should be adequate time to make a fuller
evaluation before the need for greatly expanded facilities becomes
more acute.

We also wish to provide the following specific comments on items
in the DEIR:

As a general statement, when formulating mitigation measures of
this nature, there should be specific actions and thresholds that can
be met. When phrased such that actions will be taken “when possible”
and that “buffers will be established” or that actions should be
“minimized,” there must be some clear target against which the
mitigations will be measured. For example, to meet CEQA’s
requirements, a goal should not be just to, “Design, construct and
maintain buildings, roads, trails, campsites and associated
infrastructure to minimize stormwater runoff, promote quality
groundwater recharge and prevent soil erosion,” but also should
describe how that will happen. One way to accomplish this is to
state that new projects will be designed to result in no new erosion
or a decrease in erosion over the baseline condition. Another would
be to ensure new projects are reviewed by persons trained in erosion
control practices. Addition of a specific water quality sampling
program would be a very significant mitigation, provided that
appropriate thresholds are identified and also specific corrective
measures are identified for response when the thresholds are
exceeded. In their current format, these cannot be considered
mitigations under CEQA, since they do not have to be implemented, do
not have quantifiable results and are not linked to any specific
impacts.

As an illustration, a guideline based on the latter idea would
be worded such that the general parameters of the sampling program
were stated (such as when and where), what would be sampled
(particulate, nitrates, fecal coliform, etc), what thresholds are
considered acceptable and what actions will be taken if those
thresholds are exceeded. We recommend that the goals and guidelines
of the DEIR be revised to follow this more specific format. We also
recommend that Parks consider adding the following guidelines or
something else that results in similar benefits:

RES-WQ1

Investigate measures to exclude or minimize the presence
of cattle in sensitive areas such as drainages, wetlands and
pond areas. Measures can include fencing sensitive areas on a
temporary or permanent basis, planting vegetation to provide
barriers, and placing water troughs to provide stock watering
sites. Target goal: reduce cattle use of sensitive areas by X

percent within Y vyears.
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Terry Lee 6 February 27, 2004

RES-WQ3

Add to goal: Aggressively pursue remediation of erosion
from existing trails, roads and crossings.

Add guideline:

Inventory and rank existing erosion control and water
quality problems; develop remediation plans for highest priority
sites, based on scale of problem and ability to implement
effective repairs. Target goal: reduce background erosion by X
percent per year with an ultimate goal of eliminating Y percent
of ‘non-natural’ erosion and water gquality problems within %
years.

RES-V1 and RES V4

These are good examples of measures that would benefit
from more detail. The guidelines associated with monitoring
grazing, for example, do not identify how the monitoring will be
done, what species composition is considered appropriate, what
the other proposed parameters are and what actions will take
place if the target goals are not met.

4-8

RES-V3 Cont'd

Add to first guideline: “.use locally native species that
are defined as indigenous to the Park or closely surrounding
areas and are propagated from seeds, cuttings or other materials
obtained from local genetic stock.”

RES-V5

Are controlled burns intended to be one of the possible
management tools utilized at the Park? If so, preparation of a
Fire Management Plan should be included. Thresholds, fuel load
targets, burn protocols and goals should be described.

RES-W

We recommend this section be extensively revised after
completing the analysis described above. All of these actions
need significantly more detail and others should be added for
those species not herein addressed.

OPS-L1

This goal is linked directly to those listed above.
Monitoring in and of itself accomplishes little unless there are
defined monitoring protocols that meet current standards and
there are identified goals. 1In reference to the last
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Terry Lee 7 February 27, 2004

guideline, cattle are already causing environmental degradation 4.8
at ponds and springs; we recommend that measures be adopted to S
reduce this impact. Contd

DFG personnel are available to meet with you to assist in
working through the issues we have raised. Questions regarding this
letter and further coordination on these issues should be directed to
Mr. Johnston at (831) 475-9065; or Mr. Scott Wilson, Habitat
Conservation Supervisor, at (707) 944-5584.

cc: Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
Post Office Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044
Fax (916) 323-3018

Ms. Karen Harvey

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, W-2605
Sacramento, California 95825

Ms. Joanne Karlton :
Department of Parks and Recreation
31426 Gonzaga Recad

Gustine, CA 95322-9737
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 4

From: California Department of Fish and Game, Central Coast Region, Robert Floerke, Regional

Manger.

The Califomia Department of Parks and Recreation, Four Rivers Sector appreciates the
comments received by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG). The Plan and DEIR
is a program level evaluation. As specific projects are developed based on need and the
availability of funds, the District will value the involvement of the DFG in site evaluations to
protect listed species.

4-1

Adequacy of Environmental Evaluation

The Plan provides adequate environmental evaluation under CEQA for programmatic
EIRs. The DEIR considers potential future facilities, but is not intended to designate
detailed facilities with specific size, design, and locations. As required by CEQA,
subsequent activities carmed out pursuant to the Plan will be reviewed to determine
whether additional environmental analysis must be performed (State CEQA Guidelines
I5168(c)). If the subsequent activities generate impacts that were not analyzed in the
General Plan DEIR the Department would have to prepare an initial study analyzing
those impacts (State CEQA Guidelines 15168(c)(1)),

The Plan documents all information currently known with regards to the locations of
sensitive plants, (page 2-18 and Table |, page 2-10) presence in and the use of the Park
by wildlife (page 2-/ through 2-16 and Appendix B, “Biological Data Sheets”) and the
current status of grazing at the Park (page 2-19). Additionally, these issues are covered in
the Opportunities and Constraints section of the Plan:  Vegetation and Wetlands
Management, including grazing, water quality and erosion issues (page 2-54 and 2-57),
and Wildlife Species and Inventory (pages 2-54 and 2-55). Based on the Chapter 2
discussion of these issues, these items are further discussed by the creation of goals and
guidelines to cover these issues on page 3-15 beginning with a discussion of Geology and
Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality on pages 3-16 and 3-17 and Vegetation and Wildlife
on pages 3-17 through 3-20. Finally, these items are covered in Chapter 4,
Environmental Analysis under each topic respectively. This section identifies potential
environmental impacts and refers the reader to the mitigation provided in the above
noted goals and guidelines. The Plan is designed such that once the Plan is implemented
and the goals and guidelines are employed, potential impacts would be less than
significant. In addition, as project-level development is pursued, additional analysis would
take place to ensure that potential impacts are mitigated at that level.

Mitigation measures are outlined for each resource topic as well as other planning areas
in Chapter 2 Goals and Guidelines, starting on pages 3-12 through 3-32. These are
designed to allow future management staff at the Park to utilize a host of options, based
on current knowledge and technology. It is not possible at this time to anticipate all the
specific resource management tools that may be employed in the future.
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4-3

Proposed Visitor Use

The Plan text will be revised to be consistent with Table 15 and Map 9 to reflect the
preferred aftemative and Altemative 3. To clanfy, the preferred altemative is to allow for
a new camping area of 20 sites and a combination group camp/horse camp to
accommodate up to 40 people. Hence the assumptions made for new campground
visitors of 200 or up to 605 persons are incorrect. To clanfy the description of
Altemative 3, a total of 80 RV campsites and 60 horse trailer Parking (without camping)
are being proposed.

Plan text on page 4-12 under Aftemative 2 “Description” will be revised as follows:

Visitor Expenience and Education: Altemative 2 proposes a new camping area with a
maximum of €0 20 sites in the FC to accommodate tents and self-contained RVs, a
a horse camp in the FC to
accommodate up to 5@—her:ses—aﬂé—75 40 people and campsites in the backcountry for
hikers and equestrian access. Altemative 2 proposes similar trail expansion as proposed
in Altermnative |.

Adequacy of Environmental Evaluation and Baseline Information

Please refer back to the response in 4-1 wherein the commenter's comments related to the
“specific data on locations and quality of special status plant species and habitats on the property,
presence or absence of Califomia tiger salamanders, potential use pattems of the property by San
Joaquin kit fox and impacts of grazing on vegetation succession” are noted with specific sections in
the Plan where these issues and topics can be found.

The commenter notes several inconsistencies within the text. These inconsistencies pertain
primarily to the status of particular special-status plants and animals. The commenter notes that
the special-status plants listed in Table | are not the same as those discussed in the text.

Table | will be revised to include the following three species discussed under special-status plants
on page 2-18:

Big-scale Balsamroot

Balsamorhiza macrolepis macrolepis

Habitat: chaparral, cismontane woodland, valley and foothill grassland/sometimes serpentinite

Potential for occurrence: Known to occur

CNPS: IB
DFG: none
USFWS: none

Santa Clara Liveforever

Dudleya setchelli

Habitat: rocky, serpentinite, cismontane woodland, valley and foothill grassland

Potential for occurrence: May occur: may have been observed by Edminster

CNPS: 1B
DFG: none
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USFWS: Endangered

Congdon's Tarplant

Hemizonia parryr congdoni

Habitat: Alkaline valley and foothill grasslands
CNPS: 1B

DFG: none

USFWS: none

These changes do not affect the impact analysis or the conclusions presented in the draft EIR.
The commenter notes that a different number of special-status wildlife species are discussed in
the text than are presented in Table |. This is due to the fact that the species discussed in the
text includes only those that meet the State Park's definition of significant resource
values/constraints.  The species list in Table | is more inclusive and includes all special-status
species that are known to occur, or that could occur in the unit.

The first sentence under the Special-status Wildlife section on Page 2-9 will be revised to clanfy
the intent of this section and clarify what is covered in the Table and the text as follows:

A list of special-status species known to occur, or that could occur, in the unit is included in Table
| followed by a written description of those species that are of regional concem. A thorough
biological inventory has not been completed at the Park.

The commenter states that the discussion of San Joaquin kit fox is particularly deficient. To clarify,
the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) report that is presented in Table | does not
specifically list all the occurrences such as that noted by the commenter “element occurrence 16
in the CNDDB," hence this has not been excluded but is reflected in Table | as all occurrences.
It is also noted in Table | that based on the habitat preferences for the species, it is not expected
to occur at the Park. However, it is acknowledged that the kit fox, based on the information
provided in the CNDDB as well as other information presented on page 2-13, should be
considered a significant resource value for the Park and therefore the remainder of the Plan. The
Opportunities and Constraints for Wildlife Species Inventory and Management on pages 2-54
and 2-55 specifically recognize the need to manage for this and other species in the future
implementation of the Plan. Additionally, the goals and guidelines in Chapter 3 on page 3-19
provide future policy and mitigation for potential significant impacts that development of certain
areas of the Park could entail. Finally, the potential migration of kit fox is noted on page 4-23
under the environmental evaluation of potential impacts and is considered in the management
actions as cited above. This section also covers the potential impacts resulting from increased
visitor use and refers the reader to Chapter 3, goals and guidelines for the mitigation. The Plan is
designed such that once the Plan is implemented and the goals and guidelines are employed,
potential impacts would be less than significant. In addition, as project-level development is
pursued, additional analysis would take place to ensure that potential impacts are mitigated at that
level.

Pacheco State Park General Plan 3-24
Response to Comments Final EIR



44

4-5

Recommended Management Standards

The commenter is referred to “thresholds” or standards that are provided in Table 3-36
“Recreation Carrying Capacity'” as indicators for when management actions may need to
be altered or an adaptive management approach should be employed. As future
baseline data is collected and augmented, these indicators and their associated
recommended actions will change. If future data collection and analysis determine that a
particular species does use the Park even on an irregular basis, the management actions
can be tailored for that species and their specific needs or requirements. Please also note
that the goals and guidelines in Chapter 3 are serving as the policy-level guidance that will
direct future Park management and these policies are analyzed in Chapter 4 which serves
as the DEIR for the “Plan.”

Cumulative Impacts

The Department acknowledges the commenter's opinion on the issue of cumulative
impacts. However, to the extent that cumulative impacts can be identified, policies
proposed in the Plan are intended to mitigate these types of impacts. This issue is
addressed in part in Section 4.6 Unavoidable Significant Effects on the Environment:

“Bvaluation... of this first-tier review indicates that the potential effects of projects
proposed in this Plan can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the
implementation of resource management programs, and the development of specific
mitigation measures noted.  Until the uses, location, and scope of facilities or
management plans are specific, the actual level of impact, whether individual or
cumulative, cannot be determined. However, all projects are required to be in
compliance with local, State, and federal permitting and regulatory requirements and
subject to subsequent-tier CEQA review and project-specific mitigation.”

The Cumulative Impacts discussion of Section 4.6 also identifies general measures to
avoid future cumulative impacts:

“The General Plan proposes a number of mitigation measures (Goals RES-WQ through
RES-WQ?3 (pages 3-16 — 3-17), RES-VI through RES-V5 (pages 3-17 — 3-19), RES-WI
and RES-W?2 (pages 3-19 — 3-20), RES-CI (page 3-15), and RES-SI through RES-S5
(pages 3-13 — 3-14) to avoid or minimize impacts on these (biological, cultural, and visual)
resources. In addition, the protection of a large expanse of unfragmented open space
and protection of wildlife habitat and corridors will further reduce the cumulative effects
that the General Plan would contribute to the region.”

As part of the Plan and its implementation, certain impacts, particularly in backcountry
areas may actually be reduced as certain existing ranch roads and any associated erosion
may be closed and ultimately reclamed. The Plan provides for more focused and
monitored use with use areas clearly defined and limited so while there may be more
visitors in certain areas this may resuft in an overall positive cumulative effect. Until more
study can be conducted on grazing, invasive species and visitor use the Plan goals and
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guidelines serve to outline the desired future conditions to avoid cumulative impacts and
future implementation projects will need to plan and design accordingly.

4-6 Recirculation of the DEIR

The Department will comply with Public Resources Code 50022 referencing Plan
guidelines and 21000 et seq. CEQA regulations associated with the development of
programmatic EIRs. The Department is in compliance with the circulation requirements
for a programmatic DEIR, which includes the submittal of the Plan and DEIR to agencies
for their review and comment within a 45-day comment period. Responses to your
comments are provided in this document as part of the FEIR and will be distributed to
involved agencies for their review and understanding pursuant to CEQA requirements.
CEQA regulations do not require the Department to circulate the programmatic Plan
more than once. Therefore, the Department does not plan to recirculate the DEIR to
agencies for further comments. This document will provide DFG with an understanding
of how your comments have contributed to the betterment of the Plan through the
responses provided herein.

it is noted that DFG favors keeping visitor accommodations at a low level, presumably as
proposed under Altemative |. Thank you for your input.

4-7  Specificity of Mitigation Measures

it is the intent of the Plan to provide the goals and guidelines that will prevent significant
environmental impacts as they will have to be complied with in order to implement
projects of the preferred attemative. DFG's recommended mitigation language may be
too specific and inadvertently dictate the design solution for future project
implementation. Based on the need to maintain flexibility in project development over
time, the goals and guidelines identified in the Plan provide an appropriate level of
mitigation for a first-tier environmental document. As such, the Plan goals and guidelines
are deemed sufficient to meet the intent of CEQA mitigation requirements. The DEIR
will provide the basis for future second-level environmental review, which will provide
more detalled environmental analysis and mitigation for site-specific developments and
projects.

4-8 Recommended Guidelines

The Department appreciates the thoughtful review of the Plan and DFG's recommended
policy changes and additions. However, similar to response 4.7, your recommended
guidelines are too specific and dictate a resource management tool that may not
uftimately be used based on future circumstances. Future staffing and resources as well as
new data collection will provide the actual mechanisms for achieving goals, based on the
desired future conditions set forth in the Plan.
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Agriculture & Natural Resources
Cooperative Extension 5
Santa Clara County

700 Empey Way, Suite 110, San Jose, CA 95128
Tel 408-299-2635 Fax 408-298-5160
E-mail: cesantaclara@ucdavis.edu

February 23, 2004

California Department of Parks and Recreation
Central Service Center

21 Lower Ragsdale Rd

Monterey, CA 93940

Attn: Terry Lee, ASLA

Dear Terry Lee,

I have carefully reviewed the Preliminary General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact
Report for Pacheco State Park and appreciate the opportunity to comment. Please note,
the web posting stated that quick links in the Table of Contents could be used to access
maps. The links didn’t appear to be present and I was not able to access maps or
appendices. Some of my questions may be addressed in the maps or appendices.

The Preliminary General Plan clear describes a vision for the park that maintains its
“pastoral memory of the past” and protects a diverse flora and fauna. I noticed this vision
was strongly supported through scoping efforts. Many comments reflected the desire to
protect the Park’s open space, beauty, and wildlife habitat. Although the plan states that
cattle grazing will be used for “resource management purposes,” opportunities to use
grazing for invasive species control, habitat improvement for endemic flora and fauna
including special-status species as well as opportunities for interpretation seem to have
been overlooked. I'hope my questions and comments will assist you in identifying and
including these opportunities as part of the General Plan.

This plan and other planning and resource management activities for Pacheco State Park
would significantly benefit from the involvement of a State licensed Certified Rangeland
Manager. In fact it may be helpful for the Department to review California Code of
Regulations Title 14, Sections 1600-1651 to be sure they are complying with state law in
this regard. This code governs the certification of individuals working in rangelands.

I understand the purpose of the general plan is to guide future development activities and
management objectives at the park. Clearly developing a clear and detailed description of
existing conditions is an important first step. Some additional information on the existing
conditions at Pacheco State Park, as described below, may assist you in 1dentifying
current and future opportunities to protect the Park’s grassland and oak woodland
resources.
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Existing Conditions
More information on the historical perspective of landuse including answers to the
following questions would be very useful:

1. Prior to Paula Fatjo’s death and transfer of the Park to the Department did cattle
graze the entire property? If not, when were grazing livestock first excluded? If it
was all grazed, what led to the decision to reducing grazing acreage?

2. What else is known about the history of grazing on the Park prior to the
Department’s acquisition? What was the season of use and intensity? Are there
particular fields that have had a specific long-term use ie. holding pasture, horse
pasture, bull pasture? For example, I understand that the field at the entrance, near
the current picnic area, was used in the past to gather and hold the cattle Jjust prior
to shipping. Interestingly, it has a significant number of oak seedlings and
saplings.

3. Is it known whether any areas of the Park were ever cultivated? This knowledge
could be important in considering future grassland restoration efforts.

Answers to the above questions not only have important implications in regards to the
presence or absence of habitat features, native flora and fauna, but also may be important
to add to the cultural information.

4. Inregards to current Park Land Use, does the grazing lease currently coincide
with the part of the park that is open to the public? Maybe this is evident on Map
2. How was the original decision made as to which part of the park would be open
to the public and which part would be grazed? What were the deciding factors that
resulted in access and grazing being limited on the other parts of the Park to date?

5. These statements seem inconsistent:1-1 states that about % the Park is currently
open to the public; however in the ES it states that the park is 6,900 acres and less
than 3,000 is open to the public.

In regards to the Significant Resource Values descriptions under Existing Conditions,
further explanation in the following areas would be helpful:

Soils

0. In describing soils, information on range site could be useful. Range site classifications
include information on expected vegetation composition and production by soil type.
This information will be helpful in assessing carrying capacity and acceptable levels of
residual dry matter following the grazing season or even areas not grazed. It may also
help you evaluate potential sites for grassland restoration.

Surface water

7. The plan states, “both watersheds are classified as category 1(impaired) priority
watersheds. Major water quality issues that have been identified in both basins include
toxicity attributed to pesticides, high nutrient concentrations in smaller tributaries, native
fish habitat disruption, poor water chemistry, and high agricultural runoff:” How does
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this statement specifically apply to Park lands? What is the Park’s watershed address,
location in the watersheds? What are the potential sources of non-point source pollution
from Park lands? These questions could be addressed by completing the Assessment
Section including the Non-point Source Assessment checklist of a Ranch/ Open Space
Water Quality Management Plan.

The Plan would be greatly enhanced by completion of a a Ranch/ Open Space Water
Quality Management Plan. Private and public range landowners across the state have
been participating in a UC/ USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Short Course
where they work to complete a ranch water quality management plan. These plans
provide a voluntary approach complying with the requirements of the Clean Water Act
and Coastal Zone Act. Completing a Ranch Water Quality Plan would not only provide
valuable information for documenting existing condition, but also would demonstrate a
good faith effort to neighboring landowners. Many of private landowners (farmers and
ranchers) in the Pajaro River Watershed have completed plans or will be participating in
the upcoming short course to begin on March 4, 2004.

The Park’s Resource Ecologist should have a copy of the Water Quality Management
Plan.

Air Quality

8. How does the air quality information presented relate to the Park vegetation
management considerations? For example, what is the likelihood of being able to conduct
a prescribed fire due to air quality concerns? Does that vary by time of year or size of
fire? Are there other management or user activities that may be affected by air quality
issues?

9. Is it possible that dry nitrogen disposition from automobile emissions is contributing
significant N to the grasslands? What would be the affect of N deposition on grassland
sites in the Park and how can it be mitigated? Studies conducted in southern Santa Clara
County have indicated that dry nitrogen deposition on rangelands from automobile
emissions may contribute 5 to 15 lbs of nitrogen per year (Weiss, 1999). Excess nitrogen
can have a profound affect on plant species composition especially on nutrient-poor soils,
like the serpentine soils in the Park. Mitigation may be achieved by removing N from the
environment via cattle grazing and the export of N through meat production and feces or
by mowing and removing vegetation.

Weiss, Stuart. 1999. Cars, Cows, and Checkerspot Butterflies: Nitrogen
Deposition and Management of Nutrient-Poor Grasslands for a Threatened
Species. Conservation Biology 13:6, pages 1476 -1486

Special-Status Wildlife

Several of the special-status wildlife discussed in this Plan are dependent on ground
squirrels or other small mammals. Information on their populations, past control efforts,
future management considerations would be helpful.
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More complete descriptions of the following would be helpful:

10. San Joaquin Kit Fox. Since the kit fox is considered to be a significant resource value
for the Park and sentence or two about their habitat requirements may be useful i.e.
require pops of ground squirrels. The exclusion of livestock grazing 1s in general
detrimental to ground squirrel populations. Kit fox are favored by low vegetation.

11. Table 1- Western spadefoot. Describe its potential location as was described for other
species in this table i.e. may occur in seasonal ponds.

12. Table 2. Add a column indicating which ponds are currently located within the
grazing lease? This information may be useful for determining monitoring strategies and
future management measures.

13. California tiger salamander (CTS). Since tiger salamander depend on small mammal
burrows information about the status of ground squirrels and other small mammals in the
Park is especially relevant. In addition, it is not apparent in the description of CTS habitat
if there are seasonal ponds that might be suitable for breeding. If seasonal ponds may
provide habitat, given the 10-week inundation requirement, the following information
reported by Dr. Jaymee Marty relating to grazing and inundation period of seasonal
wetlands should be considered.

Dr. Jaymee Marty’s study documents how dramatic the change is in inundation period
when seasonal wetlands are excluded from grazing. She found that the ungrazed pools
were inundated for a total of 38 days less than the continuously grazed (October - June)
pools last year. The ungrazed pools also dried and refilled over 2 times on average while
the continuously grazed pools dried and refilled less than 0.5 times. And, the big result
was that the ungrazed pools had an average inundation period before drying and refilling
of 50 days versus 105 days for the continuously grazed pools. This is only after three
years of grazing removal. She thinks the reason for the dramatic change is related to both
the soil being "fluffed up” thus increasing its moisture holding capacity and the increased
evapotranspiration in the pools as a result of the excess grass cover in the pool basin,
which she documented.

Given the dramatic changes that were documented in only 3 years, is it possible that the
inundation period of seasonal wetlands in the Park have been impacted by grazing
exclusion or the rest-rotation grazing regime?

14. California Red-Legged Frog, California Tiger Salamander and Western Pond Turtle.
In addition to wetland habitat requirements for these species include information on the
habitat quality in regards to grassland characteristics.

15. Special status raptors. Once again, the importance of squirrel populations and/or
pocket gophers as raptor prey and in creating burrows for burrowing owl should be
described. In addition, habitat considerations including the relation of raptors to human
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activity and livestock grazing should be included. Sources of information may include
Dr. Grainger Hunt at UC Santa Cruz and Hans Peters at Chabot College. Also see:

Pejchar, L. 2000. The affect of grazing on raptor abundance and diversity in California
coastal prairie. Graduate Report. 5 pp. University of California at Santa Cruz,
Santa Cruz.

16. Other wildlife. In addition to special status wildlife species, what other important
wildlife species are found in the Park. Maybe some of this information is included in the
appendices; however, describing some of wildlife species (native or exotic) and key
habitat requirements would be helpful for future management efforts.

Plant Life

Given the Parks need to protect and preserve natural and cultural resources and the
wishes Paula Fatjo, to deed the land for the “protection, maintenance, and fostering of the
natural flora and fauna, a more detailed description of native habitat seems essential.

17. In particular the only reference I found to native grasslands is “Sensitive vegetation
types that occur at the Park are California sycamore riparian woodlands, mesic
herbaceous vegetation, grasslands dominated by native species, oak woodland and large
trees.” Basic information about the significant native grass populations i.e. species
present, estimate of cover, and scope would be helpful. You could limit the descriptions
to sites with >50% cover. Although the vegetation inventory in 1996 didn’t include
location information, maybe State Park staff, Jim Barry and/or Ray Woodward, could
identify some of the significant native grassland sites. Joe Morris, the current grazing
leasee could likely provide information on the location and extent of native grass sites on
the leased area. The location of native grassland populations relative to the current
grazing lease should also be noted.

Iknow of one site with >50% cover near Pig Pond that would be worth mentioning. The
native grassland site near Pig Pond is grazed.

Identification and attention to future management of native grass sites seems central to
the Parks mission and vision.

Special-status plant species

Given the need to protect natural resources it would be very useful if the existing
condition included some more specific information on the special status plant species
observed in the park.

18. Big-scale balsam root. Based on the stated location of the finding the eastern end of
the Park I assume that grazing of livestock no longer occurs in the vicinity of this plant.
Are non-native grasses threatening its habitat? Would this population or others
populations of balsam root likely benefit from grazing? California balsamroot is doing
well under seasonal grazing in the East Bay (Fairmont Ridge, Chabot Regional Park).
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19. Santa Clara Valley liveforever. Is native flora on the Park’s serpentine sites
threatened by non-native annual grasses? Serpentine soils in the Coyote Valley are
significantly threatened by invasion from non-native annual grasses. Are the serpentines
soils in the park currently grazed? Would grazing be an effective tool to control non-
native annual grasses on the Park’s serpentine sites?

20. Round-leaved filaree. What was the status of the observed population, ie a few plants
or covering 1-acre? Was it observed in only in a single year? What time of year? Was it
in the grazed or ungrazed area of the park? What was the condition of the site? Would
this forb benefit from low residual dry matter levels?

21. Congdon’s tarplant. Could potential habitat for Congdon’s tarplant be improved by
controlling non-native annual grasses? See:

Hayes, G. 1998. The saga of the Santa Cruz tarplant. Four Seasons 10:18-21.

For more information on grazing impacts to native California forbs the following sources
should also be considered:

Carlsen, Tina. Senior environmental scientist/ecologist with Lawarence Livermore
National Laboratory conducts research on the management of rare forbs in grasslands.

Carlsen, T., J. Menke and B. Pavlik. 2000. Reducing Competitive Suppression
of a Rare Annual Forb by Restoring Native California Perennial Grasslands.
Restoration Ecology 6:118-129

Hayes, G. 2002. Cattle Grazing Effects on the Coastal Prairie Plant Community and
Associated Annual Forbs. PhD dissertation. 160 pp.. Environmental Studies.
University of California at Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz, CA, USA.

Hayes, G., and K. D. Holl. 2002. Cattle grazing impacts on California coastal prairie and
associated wildflowers over a broad geographic range. Proceedings of the
Ecological Society of America 2002 Annual Meeting. Ecological Society of
America, Tuscon.

Hayes, G., and K. D. Holl. 2003. Cattle Grazing Impacts on Annual Forbs and Vegetation
Composition of Mesic Grasslands in California. Conservation Biolo gy.

Invasive non-native species

22. What are effective control options for the listed invasive species in the Park? Which
ones can be used in the Park?
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Grazing
Given the statement in this section, “there is uncertainty as to whether grazing is

beneficial to the site’s biodiversity and species composition™ it is essential that more
information be inciuded about the known relationship between grazing and native flora
and fauna as noted above.

23. When was grazing excluded from the eastern portion of the park?
24. How was the maximum allowable AUM determined?

25. Inregards to pasture condition in 2002, how low was the residual dry matter? How
low was it on the similar ungrazed sites? If it wasn’t physically measured the observation
should at least be qualified with an estimate of Ibs per acre. Range site information, as
described under Soils, would be helpful in interpreting the grazing impact at this site.

26. It isn’t clear from the statement “differences in the flora between grazed and ungrazed
areas were difficult to determine ” if monitoring has been conducted. Over what time
period has it been difficult to determine differences? I understand that monitoring has
occurred by the Park along 5 paired transects and by the Rancher. Information from both
monitoring efforts should be included in this report on Existing Condition.

27. In regards to oak regeneration, more information about the qualitative observation
should be provided. What was the estimated age of the seedlings observed? Plants
appearing as oak seedlings have frequently been found to be 10 to 15 years old. If these
seedlings were older, the “qualitative observation indicating more oak seedlings in
ungrazed areas” would be irrelevant, assuming the ungrazed area has only been rested for
the past 7 years or so. What were the methods used to conduct the qualitative
observation? Was it conducted only once?

Cultural

28. It should be noted that the current lessee is marketing beef fattened on green and
golden grass similar to how during the Gold Rush when the cattle herd at Pacheco Pass
supplied meat to San Francisco and miners in Sierra foothill towns. This could also be an
important contribution to the cultural interpretation. It also adds to Sense of Place, “The
rustic working ranch provides a feeling of an earlier California, a sense of the way the
land was integral for its use as a cattle ranch and the immense effort it must have taken to
sustain such a vigorous way of life.” The current lessee invites his meat customers and

others to visit his ranching operation at Pacheco State Park each spring.
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Opportunities and Constraints

Vegetation and Wetlands Management

29. The plan states “Surface waters, pond shores and adjacent areas may be impacted
from ground disturbance from wild pig foraging and cattle resulting in runoff, erosion,
surface water contamination and sedimentation”, however, the role of livestock grazing
In maintaining adequate inundation periods to support endemic wetland species should be
considered. See comments above under California Tiger Salamander.

30. Opportunities to work with the grazing lessee for prevention and control of invasive
species should be considered.

Wildlife Species Inventory and Management
31. Opportunities to improve wildlife habitat through grazing management practices
should be considered.

Interpretive
32. Opportunities to work with the grazing lessee on interpretation of animal husbandry

practices, grazing management practices, and cowboy culture should be considered. As
noted above the Rancher already hosts his own field day at the ranch.

Park Plan

Given the park vision that “...the land will look much like it did 100 years ago, providing
key critical wildlife habitat and vegetative diversity. Visitors will be greeted at an entry
area that evokes the feeling of a traditional ranch....” efforts should be made to fully
integrate the grazing lease, especially in regards to preservation of natural resources, and
cultural interpretation.

33. It s difficult to tell from the zone descriptions if the areas designated for grazing are
the same as those being currently grazed. The field that you enter near the parking and
picnic area has an excellent wildflower display, and significant oak regeneration. I would
strongly recommend that grazing continue in this area. Some of the best wildflower
displays in Northern California’s annual grasslands are managed by grazing:

Bear Valley, Colusa County

Vina Plains, Tehama County

Tulare Hill, Santa Clara County

In fact grazing was excluded from each of these sites and loss of native annual forbs
resulted in the reintroduction of grazing livestock. See:

Griggs. T. 2000. Vina Plains Preserve: Eighteen Years of Adaptive Management.
Fremontia 27:48-51
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Backcountry Zone

34. The plan notes that the backcountry zone is 4,184 acres and includes the fenced areas
for livestock grazing. How much of the backcountry zone will be managed with livestock
grazing? If livestock grazing will not occur in some areas, what were or will be the
criteria for selecting grazed and ungrazed areas?

35. Shouldn’t grazing management appear in the Backcountry Zone Land Use table under
Uses?

36. The statement “grazing will continue, if it shows, through monitoring, a positive .
impact by its effects on species composition and wildlife habitat values” seems to imply
that there is only one specific method for grazing or that the Parks are only willing to
“test” one way. If grazing isn’t showing through monitoring a positive impact, changing
intensity, season of use or even species of grazing animal should be considered. Grazing
should be managed so that it has a positive effect of species composition and wildlife
habitat values. Grazing can also be used to control fire fuel levels and invasive species.
Specific objectives for the grazing combined with monitoring should guide grazing
management.

What type of monitoring is proposed to evaluate the effects of grazing? Over what time
period will it be conducted?

A recent, comprehensive review of livestock grazing studies conducted throughout
California attempted to quantitatively evaluate the potential for use of grazing as a tool to
enhance native grass populations (D’ Antonio et al. 2001). Unfortunately, they found that
only a few studies examined the impact of grazing on native plants and many of these
studies lacked replication of treatment or ungrazed controls to be included in a
quantitative analysis. The limited data suggested a positive effect of grazing on native
vegetation. Wet season grazing (winter and early spring) in particular seems to favor
native perennial grasses, in terms of density (Jackson unpublished, Dyer and Rice 1997).
However, other studies they reviewed noted that while grazing affected native grass
adults and seedlings, year-to-year variation in climate and site variation seemed to have a
much stronger effect (Dyer et al. 1996, Marty et al. 2003).

D’ Antonio, C.M., S. Bainbridge, C. Kennedy, J.Bartolome, and S. Reynolds. 2001.
Ecology and restoration of California grasslands with special emphasis on the
influence of fire and grazing on native grassland species. Unpublished report to
David and Lucille Packard Foundation. 62p.

Dyer, A R., Fossum, H.C., and Menke, J.W. 1996. Emergence and survival of Nassella

pulcra in a California Grassland. Madrofio 43(2):316-333.
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Dyer, A.R. and K.J. Rice. 1997. Intraspecific and diffuse competition: The response of
Nassella pulchra in a California grassiand. Ecological Applications 7:484-492.

Marty, J.T., K.J. Rice and S.K. Collinge. 2003. The effects of burning, grazing, and
herbicide treatments on restored and remnant populations of Nassella pulchra at
Beale Air Force Base, California. Grasslands. 8:2:1,4-9.

The impact of grazing exclusion on native species and habitats should also be considered
and monitored. Monitoring should continue whether or not grazing continues. Recent
decisions to decrease or eliminate livestock grazing on conservation lands, without
understanding the impact of grazing (positive and negative) may lead to further decline of
native species and possible local extinction, consider the example of the Bay Checkerspot
Butterfly. In addition recent research looking at grazing exclusion from seasonal wetlands
provides evidence that populations of California Tiger Salamander could suffer from
grazing exclusion.

Ultimately, it would be very difficult and costly to conduct the type of research to clearly
determine the impacts of managed grazing on the ecosystem components of a diverse
grassland/ oak woodland habitat like that of Pacheco State Park. For an example of the
type of study that would provide valuable information see:

USGS, Western Ecological Research Center. Effects of Livestock Grazing on a
Community of Species at Risk of Extinction in the San J oaquin Valley, California. This
study is underway. They estimate it will take a minimum of ten years to distinguish
between grazing and rainfall effects on the study site. On the site they are monitoring
grazing treatment effects on vegetation and rare plants, birds, mammals and invertebrates.

Germano, D.J., GB Rathbun, and L.R. Saslaw. 2001. Managing exotic grasses and
conserving declining species. Wildlife Society Bulletin 29:551-559.

Given ranching’s important cultural role on the Pacheco State property, a managed
grazing program to promote native flora and fauna should not only be compatible with
the Park’s resource goals but would significantly add to the cultural heritage and feel of
the property.

Leased Zone
37. Why is grazing management not considered as a land use in the leased zone? Grazing
management might be useful for control of invasive species, enhancing habitat for

endemic wildlife and plant species in the leased zone.

Parkwide Goals and Guidelines

Goal RES-C1
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38. Consider a guideline to develop a grazing management program that works to protect
and enhance the Park’s natural resources so that livestock grazing can continue to be part
of the Park’s historic and cultural landscape.

Goal RES-WOQ

39. Identifying and defining water quality goals for the Park could be enhanced by
completing the Ranch/ Open Space Water Quality Management Plan. For example:

Minimize runoff and erosion from existing trails and roads. Are they creating gullies or a
source of sediment? Could they be maintained differently? Should some of them be
removed or abandoned?

Minimize erosion from gullies and other mass wasting events. Are there problems with
stock pond spillways that should be addressed? Are there gullies that need attention?

Goal RES-V2

40. Consider additional guideline: Identify management measures that may serve to
enhance special-status species.

Goal RES-V3

41. Should this goal include prevention as well as control of invasive species? Prevention
guidelines may include guidelines for the grazing lessee and equestrians on weed-free
forage. A guideline regarding the cleaning of equipment that moves from one site to the
next should also be considered.

Goal RES-V4

42. This goal, being the only goal under resource management where grazing is
mentioned, seems to imply that grazing is only being used to preserve native grassland
diversity. The role of grazing in controlling invasive species, promoting habitat for
special-status species, reducing the threat of wildland fire and enhancing wildlife habitat
should also be recognized.

43. The guideline, “Continue to monitor grazed and ungrazed plots for species
compositon and other parameters” implies that this sort of monitoring is already
occurring. I understand that both the Park and Rancher have conducted monitoring. The
Park’s monitoring consists of 5 paired, 100 meter transects near a fenceline where species
composition is monitored. What “other parameters” are being monitored? Appropriate
monitoring should be established. The Park should work with research institutions to
conduct appropriate monitoring. Once again, the monitoring should continue whether or
not grazing continues.

Pacheco State Park General Plan
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44. The guideline “consult with experts” should be expanded. Current information on
grazing management for controlling invasive species, promoting habitat for special-status
species, reducing the threat of wildland fire and enhancing wildlife habitat should be
sought from experts etc.

Goal RES W-1

45. Consider the guideline, “Explore opportunities for using livestock to enhance wildlife
habitat.

5-18

Goal OPS-L1 Cont'd

46. Based on other information presented in this letter consider the goal: Leases with
cattle grazer(s) will be maintained and grazing will be conducted under a grazing
management plan that works to preserve the Park’s natural resources and provides the
opportunity for cultural interpretation.

47. Guidelines may include:

1) Develop a process, which brings together resource professionals, park staff, and
the grazing lessee to establish management and production goals for the grazing
lease and outline some management and monitoring strategies that will work
towards attaining those goals.

2) Based on information collected during the process, identify specific grazing
management and monitoring strategies.

3) Coordinate efforts with the grazing leasee so that grazing management is adapted
based on monitored results.

Thank you for the opportunity comment. Pacheco State Park presents an excellent
opportunity to demonstrate a successful “working landscape.” Please let me know if I
can be of assistance as you move forward with Park plans.

Sincerely,
Sheila Barry
Natural Resources/ Livestock Advisor

San Francisco Bay Area
Certified Rangeland Manager #63
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 5

From: University of California Cooperative Extension, Sheila Barry, Natural Resources/Livestock
Advisor, Certified Rangeland Manager #63.

The Califomia Department of Parks and Recreation, Four Rivers Sector appreciates the
comments received by the University of Califomia Cooperative Extension (Extension Service).
The Plan and DEIR is a broad policy document that sets the direction and provides the vision for
the Park's management and development. Ms. Barry's comments focus on specifics of potential
beneficial impacts that cattle grazing could provide. Development of Park facilities will constitute a
new project for which a design would need to be developed, and a second-tier environmental
review (Project Level) would be conducted to evaluate impacts of that specific project. As specific
projects are developed based on need and the availability of funds, the Department will consider
any input offered by the Extension Service when addressing site-specific grazing impacts.

51 Certified Rangeland Manager Involvement

Whereas the Califomia Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 1602 provides that a
“Certified Rangeland Manager (CRM)" shall perform professional forestry services relating
to the application of scientific principles to the art and science of managing rangelands and
range, there are no provisions in the Plan that are in violation of this code. A CRM
license would be needed to prepare specific forest management or conservation plans
for rangelands. This level of detail is not provided in the Plan; the Plan is designed to
guide resource stewardship, facility development and interpretation, and future land use
management for the Park and is acceptable by CEQA standards.

Implementation of Vegetation Goals RES-V| through RES-V5 (pages 3-17 — 3-19) of the
Plan would provide for the preservation and management of vegetation within the Park.
Guidelines under these goals state that consultation with experts will be sought when the
Department develops vegetation inventonies and management plans. The Department
will comply with Title 14 as appropniate during the implementation of these goals.

5-2 Grazing Lease Information

Please see pages 2-1 and page 2-19 in the Plan for reference and information related to
grazing leases. Also, see Chapter 4 in this document to see how these sections will be
amended but will still include grazing lease information.

5-3  Adequacy of Existing Conditions Information

As the Park is a recent addition to the State Park System only limited and generalized
baseline data on cultural information associated with the history of grazing within the
Park exists. This is due in part to the lack of existing data and in part to the
programmatic nature of the programmatic environmental review pursuant to CEQA. A
full cuftural landscape inventory was not conducted as part of the planning process for
the Plan, hence the questions regarding previous cuftivation and details about grazing on
the property are not documented. However, according to CEQA provisions, the DEIR
provides an adequate level of environmental analysis for a programmatic action.
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Commenter is referred to Responses -2 and 4-1 in this document for additional
information on the level of evaluation required in a Plan and DEIR document.

54  Consistency of Acreage Totals

To improve consistency, the statement on page I-1 will be changed to address your
comment as follows:

“Of the total acreage, about ene-half 3,000 acres are currently open to the public.”
55 Soils

Thank you for your suggestion. It is acknowledged that the Plan and DEIR provides
generalized baseline data on soils. This is primarily due to the conceptual level of
planning that the Plan provides and the programmatic nature of the environmental
review. [t is also recognized that the Soil Survey for the Park provides details about
rangeland and the characteristic plant community or “range site” based on the soil types
as well as information about the species composition and total production. This
information will certainly be consulted by the Department when they make future
decisions about potential grazing sites and frequencies within the Park.

5-6 Surface Water

Approximately 90% of Pacheco SP lands are located within the Panoche-San Luis
Reservoir and 10% of Park lands are located within the Pajaro watershed, both of which
are classified as Category | (impaired) priority watersheds. As an impaired, priority
watershed, certain future projects at Pacheco SP may need to comply with the State
Water Resources Control Board's (SWRCB) zero toxicity and habitat restoration
guidelines, as well as the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) standards for
allowable maximum pollutant and nutrient concentrations.

Information from Page 4-17 of the Plan’s environmental evaluation provides information
on the potential sources of point and non-point pollution as a result of the Preferred
Altemative. The document states:

“The development of proposed facilities and paving of unpaved roads and Parking areas
would increase the impermeable surface area within the Park, thereby resulting in an
increase in runoff—and potential polluted runoff—in developed areas. Moreover,
increases in vehicle traffic within the Park associated with new facilities and the
anticipated increase in visitor use would increase vehicle-related pollution in runoff,
including rubber, oll, and gasoline, and other vehicle-related chemicals. . . .

“Construction activities associated with development under this Plan, including digging,
grading, filling, and paving, also have the potential to adversely affect hydrology and water
quality by increasing erosion, sedimentation, and polluted runoff. Construction activities
would expose loose soils, potentially increasing erosion and sittation.  In addition, a
variety of types of construction equipment and related chemicals would be used during
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5-8

construction, potentially resutting in the release of vehicle- and construction-related
chemicals into surface water, groundwater, or runoff. .. .”

it is acknowledged that the Plan and DEIR provide generalized baseline data on surface
water and water quality. This is due to the programmatic nature of the environmental
review. In addition to the Plan provisions to protect water quality, as stated on pages 3-
|6 through 3-17 of the Plan and DEIR, the Department will also comply with the Water
Quality Control Plans, or Basin Plans, adopted by the Central Coast and Region 5
SWRCB pursuant to the California Water Code (Section 13240) and supported by the
Federal Clean Water Act Section 303. Proposed development activities, including those
with on-site septic or those that would generate a significant level of stormwater runoff,
will meet water quality objectives to protect waterways with beneficial uses as identified
in the Basin Plans. The Department will consider the need for a Water Quality
Management Plan as part of the Plan implementation and as projects are further
identified.

Air Quality

The information presented in Section 4.5 under Air Quality Environmental Evaluation
(pages 4-18 — 4-19) assesses the potential impacts that could result with the adoption of
the proposed Plan. The Plan does not propose the introduction of stationary sources of
air pollution into the Park and potential significant adverse impacts to Park vegetation
were not anticipated as a result of the adoption of the Plan. Therefore, air quality
mitigation at this level of environmental review was not used to develop Park vegetation
management.

Page 2-54 identifies the opportunity to assess the current status and future role of
prescribed fire in vegetation management. At that time, the Department could evaluate
the likelihood of being able to conduct a prescribed fire due to air quality concems. In the
meantime, the Department will continue to comply with all local, State, and federal
regulations regarding air quality, as stated on page 4-19, which would include the
Department's use of prescribed fires or any other Department action. Mitigation
measures for planning, implementation, and construction include the BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines and the S)VUAPCD's Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts.

Special-Status Species and Plant Life

Your comments are noted. Please refer to Responses -2 and 4-1 of this document,
which describe the availability of special-status species information and level of
environmental analysis required under CEQA for a Draft EIS. Information on Park
vegetation is also provided in Appendix C. However as part of the planning process a
detailed vegetation survey was not conducted. It is therefore not possible to ascertain the
location of native grassland populations relative to the current grazing lease and other
recommendations that the commenter suggests. The information the commenter
provided on specific plant species and associated papers and authors is useful and will be
recorded for future reference.
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5-11

5-12

513

Invasive Non-Native Species

Goal RES-V3 (page 3-18) provides general direction to Park staff to make efforts to
control invasive and non-native species within the Park.  Guidelines under this goal
include avoidance of planting invasive or non-native species and encouragement of
planting locally native species that are defined as indigenous to the Park or closely
surrounding areas. While the Plan does not outline specific control options at this level of
management, development of a vegetation management plan as recommended under
Goal RES-V3 will provide this information in the future.

Grazing

The statement “there is uncertainty as to whether grazing is beneficial to the site’s
biodiversity and species composition” on page 2-19 under Grazing is accurate.
Development of a vegetation management plan, as recommended under Goal RES-V3
(page 3-18), will assess the potential impacts associated with grazing on native flora and
fauna with additional certainty within the Park.

The Plan serves as a first-tier Environmental Impact Report as defined in Section 15166 of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The analysis of broad
potential environmental impacts discussed in the DEIR will provide the basis for future
second-level environmental review. Second-tier review associated with specific
developments will provide more detailed information and analysis on monitoring and oak
regeneration as requested by the commenter.

Cultural

Thank you for your comment. It is duly noted. As the Plan is intended to be a timeless
document and the marketing efforts of the current lessee could change, the commenter's
suggested text additions are appreciated but will not be implemented into the text.

Vegetation and Wetlands Management

The commenter’s statement is acknowledged and will be considered in more detail when
a more specific vegetation management and monitoring plan is implemented.
Additionally, the Department will utllize every opportunity to work with the grazing
lessee for prevention and control of invasive species whenever possible (Goal RES-V3,
page 3-18).

Wildlife Species Inventory and Management

See response noted above in 5-12.
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5-15

5-16

517

518

Interpretive

The Plan provides some examples for possible future interpretive programs and does not
prevent any new or additional themes from being interpreted as staffing and required
resources allow (Interpretive Themes (VIS-I) and Goal VIS-Il, pages 3-22 — 3-24).

Park Plan

Currently the Plan would allow grazing to continue in its current location if it is needed
for resource management purposes and based on monitoring to ensure that Plan goals
are being met (Goal OPS-LI and OPS-L2, page 3-29, and Goal RES-V4, page 3-18).
Additionally, grazing for resource management purposes could occur in other areas of
the Park and is not limited by the management zone boundanies.

Backcountry Zone

See response 5-15 above. The critena for determining whether grazing will be permitted
and for selecting future grazed and un-grazed areas will depend upon a variety of factors
including staff resources, the results of monitoring, physical conditions, and other
management factors. Grazing management is not specifically listed under Backcountry
Land Use but is included in the “Leases and Special Agreements (OPS-L on page 3-29)"
listing. It is also acknowledged that grazing practices can be adjusted to achieve different
resufts and are one option that can be used for a vanety of resource management
objectives (Goal RES-V4, page 3-18).

Leased Zone
See response 5-16 above.
Parkwide Goals and Guidelines

The commenter's suggestions for additional goals and guidelines as well as revisions to
the content of certain existing text are duly noted. At this time, the Department feels
that it needs additional data to be able to set forth more specific directives related to
grazing as a potential tool that could be considered for resource management purposes.
Please also review the response to comment 4-8 of this document for additional
information regarding the specificity of goals and guidelines.
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Public Input

California Dept. of Recreation
21 Lower Ragsdale Drive
Monterey CA 93940

Re: Pacheco State Park/Dinosaur Point 20 year plan
SCH #2003121089 environmental inpact and general plan

The San Jose Astronomical Association, as a non-profit representing over
300 recreational astronomers in the South Bay area, would like to goon .
record as supporting the preservation of the state lands in this area as a
great resource for public appreciation of the night sky. We urge that the
20 year plan recognize that this area is a unique local resource for
appreciating the heavens away from city lights. This "dark sky" rural
resource 1s unusual. We are aware of many of our fellow amateur |
astronomers who have discovered and started making use of this

unique site in the last 10 years.

We are asking that the general plan make provisions to see that the state
property is "preserved and developed" to preserve "public dark-sky star
gazing". This would include design of facilities to allow limited

night-time use in light-restricted areas. We would also like to ask for lighting
designs that restrict glaring lights and perhaps allow docent control of lights
in restricted areas.

The amateur astronomy community has shown its responsibility to the
environment and state lands it's use of these lands over the last 5 years.
We as an organization, would like to see this relationship continue for
many more decades.

Adopted by SJAA Board
January 10, 2004
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 6

From: San Jose Astronomical Association, San Jose Astronomical Association Board Members.

The Department appreciates your comments on the Pacheco State Parks rare “dark sky”
resource conditions. Based on your comments and those similar in nature from other
commenters, we will add this resource to the Parks existing resources and include goals and
policies to preserve dark sky conditions in areas of the Park.

6-1

Dark Skies

As a result of your comments, the Plan will include information on dark skies and add
provisions to preserve public “dark sky" gazing. The following discussions will be added
to the Plan and DEIR:

Section 2.1 Unit Summary, Significant Resource Values, Aesthetic Resources (page 2-32)
Dark S

Dark night skies at the Park make it an ideal place for observing the wonders of the
universe. As a resource, dark skies are increasingly important to campers who want to
escape from ambient lishting found in most residential areas and cities at night. In
addition, hundreds of amateur astronomers are known to visit the Park annually to take
advantage of this increasingly unique resource. The Park and the San Luis Reservoir
Recreation Area at Dinosaur Point are known locations where astronomers set up
telescopes to observe constellations and other objects and activities within the universe.
It has been reported that these two Parks contain the darkest night skies of anywhere
within reasonable driving distance of the Bay Area. The Parks draw celestial viewers from
as far away as San Francisco, Oakland, Salinas, and Monterey, as well as communities
between them. To take advantage of the dark sky conditions, the Park has hosted public
star-gazing gatherings where the public is invited to leam more about the universe
through amateur astronomers’ telescopes.

Section 2.3 Opportunities and Constraints, Resource Management, Scenic Resources
(page 2-56)

The ridges at the Park offer stupendous, uninterrupted views in all directions and
contnbute to the overall beauty that is experienced there. Additionally, the open,
undeveloped nature of the Park and the steep, dramatic topography allow the view to be
dominated by the natural vegetation, devoid of extensive human-made features. At
night, the Park’s dark night skies add to the pristine nature of the area. The landscape
character also includes historical and cultural elements that are not documented.

Opportunities and Constraints

= Sjgnificant view corridors and ndgetops are undefined and not documented.
= here are no critena to aetermine when views will be affected.
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= An inventory of cultural elements that contnbute to the scenic and aesthetic
character of the FPark is lacking.

»  future development and facilities should protect unique resource.

= Opportunities exist to interpret and educate about the landscape character and the
features that define it

= Opportunities exist to desien future faclities to preserve the dark sky resources
found within the Park

Section 2.3 Opportunities and Constraints, Resource Management, Visitor Experience
and Education, Interpretive Opportunities, Opportunities and Constraints (page 2-57):

= Opportunities exist to partner with groups such as the San Jose Astronomical
Association in interpreting astronomy as a resource and demonstrating the value of
the dark night sky associated with celestial viewing.

Please see Chapter 4 of this document which recommends revisions to Section 3.1 Unit
Purpose and Vision, Park Vision (pages 3-2 — 3-3) to add references to star-gazing and
night skies.

Section 3.3 Parkwide Goals and Guidelines, Resource Management will be revised as
follows:

Scenic/Aesthetic (RES-S) (page 3-13)

Scenic and aesthetic resources consist of site views, open landscape character,
architectural styles, and details found onsite. The site’s scenic qualities are perpetuated by
the undeveloped landscape, consisting of open (grassland) and closed (woodland)
vegetation defined by scattered large stately oaks as well as the rolling topography. The
layout and configuration of the buift structures on the site and their matenals also
contnbute to the overall historic character, affecting scenic quality. Additionally, signage
can portray an image or identity for the Park and contribute to the aesthetic experience.
The dark nighttime sky is an important resource at Pacheco State Park for celestial
viewing and is a contributing factor to the remote and natural setting of the Park.

Goal (RES-S6) (page 3-14)
= Maintain and protect the dark nighttime sky for celestial viewing.
Guidelines

= Develop educational and interpretive services about the value of the dark nighttime
sky and the importance of its protection.

= Work with the County, local entities involved with development around the Park,
and neighboring landowners to minimize adverse effects from light sources outside
the boundaries of the Park.

= Design lighting systems consistent with Goal RES-S5 and associated guidelines.

= Future Park facilities should use properly shielded light fixtures and minimize the use
of exterior lishting to preserve dark skies as a resource.

Thank you for your contribution to the Plan and DEIR.
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LAW OFFICES OF 7
LINNEMAN, BURGESS, TELLES, VAN ATTA, VIERRA,

RATHMANN, WHITEHURST & KEENE

EUGENE J. VIERRA 654 K STREET 1820 MARGUERITE STREET
DIANE V. RATHMANN P. O. BOX 1364 P.O.BOX 156
ALFRED L. WHITEHURST LOS BANOS. CA 93635 DOSPALOS, CA 93620
THOMAS J. KEENE ' (209)392-2141
(209) 826-4911 FAX {209} 392-3964
JAMES E. LINNEMAN, OF COUNSEL FAX (209) 826-4766
JESS P. TELLES, JR., OF COUNSEL 312 WEST 19™ STREET
P.O.BOX 2263
L. M. LINNEMAN (1902-1983) MERCED, CA 95344
JOSEPH B. BURGESS (1902-1990) (209)723-2137
JAY H. WARD (1942-1995) FAX (209) 723-0899
C. E. VAN ATTA (1919-1997) February 26, 2004
b
Reply to:
LOS BANOS OFFICE

Attn: Terry Lee, ASLA

California Department of Parks and Recreation
Central Service Center

21 Lower Ragsdale Road

Monterey, CA 93940

Dear Mr. Lee;

The Board of Directors of the Fatjo Corporation called a special meeting to order at the home of
Lloyd Cotta at 5:30 p.m. on February 12, 2004.

Enclosed are the Minutes reflecting the Board’s comments to the Preliminary General Plan and
the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Please call if you have any questions.
Very truly yours,
LINNEMAN, BURGESS, TELLES,

VAN ATTA, VIERRA, RATHMANN,
WHITHHURST & KEENE
. -

By
ALFRED L. WHITEHURST

ALW:tb
Enclosure
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MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF THE FATJO CORPORATION REGARDING

COMMENTS TO PACHECO STATE PARK PRELIMINARY GENERAL PLAN

AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Thursday, February 12, 2004
Los Banos, California

- The Board of Directors of the Fatjo Corporation called a special meeting to order at the home of

Lloyd Cotta at 5:30 p.m. on February 12, 2004. Present at the meeting were the following
Directors: Lloyd Cotta, Mike Larson, Gloria Escallier, Alfred Whitehurst, Nello Ferretti, and
Steve Waggle,

The sole purpose of the special meeting was to review and comment upon the PACHECO
STATE PARK PRELIMINARY GENERAL PLAN AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT.

The comment period concludes on February 26, 2004, and upon discussion of the Board, Lloyd
moved to adopt the following as comments by the Fatjo Corporation to the said draft. The
motion was seconded by Al Whitehurst and passed unanimously.

The comments were as follows:

1.

Potable Water. The Board agrees that potable water is a number one priority issue. The
Board notes that most of the problem as discussed in the Draft has been solved by the
recently drilled well which does provide potable water to a number of facilities in the
park.

In this regard, the Board agrees to work together with the park to develop further the
distribution of potable water from the new well.

Restroom facilities. The Board agrees with the Draft that restroom facilities, particularly
in the front portion of the park, need to be developed and improved.

The Board remains undecided on the desirability of placement of restroom facilities in
the back country areas of the park. The Board is unconvinced that facilities in the back
country portions of the park are in keeping with the spirit of the benefactor Paula Fatjo.

Ingress and Egress. The Board agrees that a significant difficulty to people wishing to
use the park is ingress and egress from Highway 152. The Directors believe that it is the
responsibility and obligation of the Department of Parks and Recreation to work with
Caltrans toward improving ingress and egress to the park, especially egress on to
Highway 152 West Bound from the Park.
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‘e Board discussed the date for the nexi meeting. Typically the Spring meeti
part. The Board determined thar it shonid gzain this vear and Al volunies

at i

Signage. The Board agrees that signage should be developed and improved to publicize
the park to those traveling toward it on Highway 152 from East and West. The Board
wishes to explore the possibility of donating signs to the State on the condition that the
signs are reasonably priced, and that the Department of Parks and Recreation work with
Caltrans to establish agreeable locations for the said signage.

Windmills. The Board strongly objects to any efforts by the Department of Recreation,
the State, or any other entity to limit the continuing use of park property for placement of
windmills that produce clean and efficient energy, and a steady income to the corporation
for the operation of the park. The Board recognizes that it was the benefactor Paula
Fatjo’s express wish and intent to allow the windmills to remain on the property to
produce income, as well as to produce clean and efficient electricity.

NEW BUSINESS

Water Tank. Lloyd brought up to the Board that a new water tank would be highly
desirable for the potable water that is being generated by the new well.

Upon discussion by the Roard, and further explanation by Lloyd Cotta, Lioyd moved to.
spprove up to $5,3G0 expenditure fora new tank. The motion was seconded by. Charlene.

and passed unanimously.
NEXT MEETING

3o engr yos bey pean
s takes place up

fer that meeting. The date was set at April 27, 2004. Altheugh no specific timie was ser by
motion of the Board, folks usually show up for that meeting at around 5:00 p.m. or shortly after

that.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business of the Board, the meeting /\%:as adjourned at 6:50 p.m.

ALFRED L. WHITEHURST, Secretary
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 7

From: Law Offices of Linneman, Burgess, Telles, Van Atta, Vierra, Rathmann, Whitehurst & Keene,

Alfred L. Whitehurst on behalf of the Board of Directors of the Fatjo Corporation

The Department appreciates the support of the Fatjo Corporation for this project and will
continue to work with the Board as specific projects develop throughout the Park. Reducing the
leased area of the Park is not anticipated to reduce the amount of clean energy produced by
windmills or limit the income generated by the sale of this energy to operate the Park.

741

7.2

7-3

74

Potable Water

Thank you for understanding that the availability of potable water is a top priority to the
successful management of the Park. The Department looks forward to collaborating with
the Fatjo Corporation on the efficient distribution of potable water for Park operations
from the new well.

Restroom Facilities

The Department appreciates your support for developing and improving restroom
facilities, especially in the front portion of the Park. We understand that the Board
remains undecided on the desirability of placement of restroom facilities in the back
country Park zone.

Ingress and Egress

Your opinion on improving the Pacheco SP ingress / egress from Highway 152 is noted.
The Plan provides for working with Caftrans for appropriate safety and access and ingress
improvements (Goal OPS-Al, page 3-28). As part of the planning process, Caltrans was
contacted and a meeting was held to preliminanly discuss the transportation-related
issues at the Park and to begin to understand the future steps needed to work more
closely with Caltrans in developing future plans for improvements.

Signage

Thank you for suggesting that the Board may explore the possibility of donating signs to
the Department for use at Pacheco SP. We look forward to collaborating with you and
Caltrans on developing appropriate signage for the Park.

Windmills

Your objection to limiting Park lands available for energy use is noted. The Department
also recognizes that Paula Fatjo's intent for Pacheco SP was to allow the windmills to
remain on the property to produce income, as well as to produce clean and efficient
electricity. Pages 3-10 to 3-11 state:

“The intent of the LE Zone shall be to maintain windmills and associated power
production and operation infrastructure. The purpose of proposing to reduce the land
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area that the lease encompasses and re-evaluating the lease agreement is to allow for
more flexibility for the Department to manage these lands for resource protection and
public access. Currently, the lease area covers many areas of the Park that are not being
used for windmills or are desirable for such based on their elevation. The text of the
lease may not be consistent with the Park purpose and vision. Maintaining windmill
energy production on the property is consistent with the agreement that Paula Fatjo
created prior to her transfer of the land to the Department and generates income for
use in the Park. The Park vision and purpose is also intended to ensure that resource
protection in this zone is consistent with other resource goals in the Park and that public
access to the proposed Lease Zone continues with guided tours. The land surrounding
the new LE Zone will become part of the Backcountry Zone and will allow for tralil
linkages to be made within the Park and with the adjacent San Luis Reservoir State
Recreation Area lands and possible southeast pedestrian entrance to Pacheco State
Park.”

In addition, the Plan provides the following goal (on page 3-29) to ensure that the Lease
Zone continues to provide energy. The text below was crafted with the intent to
encourage energy production in concert with other Park resource protection or public
access goals. However, it is noted that there was an error in the description of the
reduction of the lease zone.

Guideline | under the OPS L-2 Goal on Page 3-29 will be revised as follows:
Goal OPS-12

»  Work with [TR to ensure that any renewed lease is compatible with the Plan’s goals
and guidelines.

Guidelines

= Reduce the leased land area frem-55%-+te-0% by up to 60% of the current area to
more accurately reflect the location of the existing windmills.

s Ensure that the language of the lease fits current ownership and management
conditions and allows for appropriate public access.

s  Ensure the lease requires that TR meets regulatory requirements for changes,
alterations or additions to any structures, as well as all Department policies.

The potential reduction of the Leased zone would allow the Department flexibility in
managing lands within this area that do not currently provide windmills. Excess lands
within the Lease Zone could provide public access and resource conservation
opportunities. In addition, the reduction of the Lease Zone is not anticipated to reduce
the amount of clean energy currently produced by existing windmills or limit the income
generated by the sale of this energy to operate the Park. The Department feels that
through Goal OPS-L2 and associated guidelines, the Plan meets the benefactor's intent
for clean energy production and improves resource management of this property on the
whole.
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February 25, 2004

Terry Lee, ASLA

California Department of Parks and Recreation
Central Service Center

21 Lower Ragsdale Road

Monterey, CA 93940

One group of park users appears to have been overlooked in the planning -
process — amateur astronomers. We have set up our telescopes and observed
from Pacheco State Park and nearby San Luis Reservoir Recreation Area for
years. These parks are very important to us. They have the darkest night skies
of anywhere within reasonable driving distance of the Bay Area. They draw
observers from as far away as San Francisco, Oakland, Salinas, and Monterey,
as well as communities between them. We have an excellent reputation and
relationship with the park rangers. A couple of times a year, at the request of the
park rangers, we host public star parties. Members of the local community are
invited to view through our telescopes and learn more about the night sky.

The greatest concern is light pollution, which is often overlooked in
Environmental impact studies. A growing number of communities and states
have recognized the impact of lighting on the loss of our night skies. Most have
taken steps to minimize and reduce light pollution. Dark skies are not just for
those interested in astronomy. One of the strongest memories of those who
enjoy camping is the sight of thousands of brilliant stars sprinkled across the sky
like diamonds on black velvet. As light pollution increases, our enjoyment of our
camping environment diminishes.

Fortunately. light pollution can be minimized for little or no cost. Awareness of
the problem and the solutions is the key. Properly shielded lighting directs the
light downward where it is needed, saving both energy costs and our night skies
for everyone.

I have two requests:

1) For the benefit of everyone, minimize the use of exterior lighting. Where
exterior lighting is necessary, use properly shielded lighting.

2) For amateur astronomy, we also need observing locations with good horizons
and no lights. We request that you maintain a couple of parking and/or other
areas where no lights will be installed or visible.

8-1

8-2
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If you would like to discuss further, and/or would like more information on light
pollution, shielded lighting, and what steps other communities have taken,
please let me know.

Thank you in advance for your consideration.

Sincerely,

M

Albert Highe

105 Montalvo Rd.
Redwood City, CA 94062
650 367-7649
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Terry Lee - Input on Resource Management Plan for San Luis Reservor T Paged |

From: "Albert Highe" <ahighe@ix.netcom.com>

To: <dimho@parks.ca.gov>

Date: 2/26/2004 10:10:45 AM

Subject: Input on Resource Management Plan for San Luis Reservoir

Hello Ranger Imhoff,

I recently learned that input was solicited for the General Plan / Resource
Management Plan for San Luis Reservoir. | did not hear of it sooner, and |
hope | can still provide some input. | also would like to be put on your
mailing list to receive updates on the planning process.

One group of park users appears to have been overlooked in the planning
process - amateur astronomers. We have set up our telescopes and observed
from the San Luis Reservoir Recreation Area (Dinosaur Point) and nearby
Pacheco State Park for years. These parks are very important to us. They
have the darkest night skies of anywhere within reasonable driving distance

of the Bay Area. They draw observers from as far away as San Francisco,
Oakland, Salinas, and Monterey, as well as communities between them. We have
an excellent reputation and relationship with the park rangers. A couple of
times a year, at the request of the Pacheco Park Ranger, we host public star
parties. Members of the local community are invited to view through our
telescopes and learn more about the night sky.

The greatest concern is light pollution, which is often overlooked in
Environmental Impact studies. A growing number of communities and states
have recognized the impact of lighting on the loss of our night skies. Most
have taken steps to minimize and reduce light pollution. Dark skies are not
just for those interested in astronomy. One of the strongest memories of
those who enjoy camping is the sight of thousands of brilliant stars

sprinkied across the sky like diamonds on black velvet. As light poliution
increases, our enjoyment of our camping environment diminishes.

Fortunately, light pollution can be minimized for little or no cost.
Awareness of the problem and the solutions is the key. Properly shielded
lighting directs the light downward where it is needed, saving both energy
costs and our night skies for everyone.

I have two requests:

1) For the benefit of everyone, minimize the use of exterior lighting. Where
exterior lighting is necessary, use properly shielded lighting.

2) For amateur astronomy, we also need observing locations with good
horizons and no lights. We request that you maintain a couple of parking
and/or other areas where no lights will be installed or visible. In

particular, Dinosaur Point has been an excellent location although observing
has been hampered by the bright lights installed on the dam.

If you would like to discuss further, and/or would like more information on
light pollution, shielded lighting, and what steps other communities have
taken, please let me know.

Thank you in advance for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Albert Highe
105 Montalvo Rd.
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Terry Lee - input on Resource Management Plan for San Luis Reservoir ' . P?Qe 2 ;

Redwood City, CA 94062
650 367-7649
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 8

From: Citizen, Albert Highe, Amateur Astronomer.

The Department received two copies of the same letter from Mr. Highe that was addressed to
different staff members (Letters 8 and 9). Based on your comments and those received by the
San Jose Astronomical Association, the Department will add dark skies to the Park's existing
resources and include goals and policies to preserve dark sky conditions in areas of the Park.

8-1

Dark Skies

As a result of your comments, the Plan will include information on dark skies and add
provisions to preserve public “dark sky” gazing. Please refer to Response 6.1 to review
changes to the Plan and DEIR.

Light Pollution Concerns

The Plan and DEIR, Environmental Impacts Section 4.5 under “Aesthetics’ identifies light
pollution as a concem (pages 4-30 — 4-31). This section discusses the potential of new
Park facilities to create new sources of light or glare, which could affect day or nighttime
views in the area. The Plan provides the following goals and guidelines as mitigation
measures to avoid these impacts:

Goal RES-S5 (page 3-14)

= Prevent aesthetic and environmental damage from duration and intensity of lighting
and fixtures.

Guidelines

= Ensure that light fixtures are designed and placed only as needed and are in keeping
with site character. Minimize intensity by considenng techniques such as low voltage
fixtures and downlighting.

=  Design lighting systems and facilities that minimize light pollution on site and to
neighboring areas.

Furthermore, Goal RES-56 and associated guidelines were added to the Plan to address
the preservation of the dark night sky at the Park as an important resource consistent
with your comments (refer to Response 6-1 to review the added policy language). As a
resuft, no significant adverse impacts to the Park dark skies are anticipated. Thank you for
your contribution to the Plan and DEIR
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 9

From: Citizen, Albert Highe, Amateur Astronomer.

The Department received two copies of the same letter from Mr. Highe that was addressed to
different staff members (Letters 8 and 9). Based on your comments and those received by the
San Jose Astronomical Association, the Department will add dark skies to the Park's existing
resources and include goals and policies to preserve dark sky conditions in areas of the Park.

9-1

Dark Skies

As a result of your comments, the Plan will include information on dark skies and add
provisions to preserve public “dark sky” gazing. Please refer to Response é6-1 to review
changes to the Plan and DEIR.

Light Pollution Concerns

The Plan and DEIR, Environmental Impacts Section 4.5 under “Aesthetics’ identifies light
pollution as a concem (pages 4-30 — 4-31). This section discusses the potential of new
Park facilities to create new sources of light or glare, which could affect day or nighttime
views in the area. The Plan provides the following goals and guidelines as mitigation
measures to avoid these impacts:

Goal RES-S5 (page 3-14)

= Prevent aesthetic and environmental damage from duration and intensity of lighting
and fixtures.

Guidelines

= Ensure that light fixtures are designed and placed only as needed and are in keeping
with site character. Minimize intensity by considering techniques such as low voltage
fixtures and downlighting.

=  Design lighting systems and facilities that minimize light pollution on site and to
neighboring areas.

Furthermore, Goal RES-56 and associated guidelines were added to the Plan to address
the preservation of the dark night sky at the Park as an important resource consistent
with your comments (refer to Response 6-1 to review the added policy language). As a
resuft, no significant adverse impacts to the Park dark skies are anticipated. Thank you for
your contribution to the Plan and DEIR
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 10

From: Citizen, Andrew Enright

Mr. Ennight's support of the Plan is appreciated.
10.1 Supports Alternative 1

Thank you for your comment. Your preference for Aftemative | is noted.
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SAMUEL H. HALSTED
CONSULTING ENGINEER & PLANNER

I

BOARD LICENSED CIVIL AND INDUSTRIAL ENGINEER
500 SANTA CRUZ AVENUE
MENLO PARK, CA. 94025
650/ 325-3237
oakhillprop@aol.com
Feb. 26,2004

Dear General Plan Group,

I am an adjoining property owner and have attended your hearing
sessions at the Four Rivers office.

I compliment you on your thorough investigation and excellent
presentation materials.

I have urged the planning group to put more urgency on a higher
standard ingress/ egress facility at 152 and Dinosaur Point Road.
It 1s lucky that there have been no terrible accidents at this
point.

I recently found a copy of the 1960’s Freeway Agreement for this
intersection and I enclose it for your consideration.

I believe the first step is to contact the Santa Clara Board of
Supervisors and ask them to work with CalTrans to put the Dinosaur
Point Road intersection on a priority list.

I think this improvement should be shown on the adopted General
Plan in order provide the respective agencies with g proper reason
to schedule this intersection-structure.

Thank you for your good work.

Very truly yours,

ol

Sam Halsted
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 11

From: Adjacent Property Owner, Samuel Halsted

The Department appreciates your concem for safety at the Highway |52 intersection with

Dinosaur Point Road. The Department will continue to manage safety at the Park entrance in

collaboration with Caltrans.

11.1  Traffic Safety

Thank you for your comment and for providing a 1960s Freeway Agreement for the
Highway 152 and Dinosaur Park Road intersection. The Department shares your
concem for safety in this area and acknowledges that this intersection should be
improved to reduce congestion and enhance safety conditions. The Draft EIR identifies
the following mitigation measures to reduce traffic and improve Park access, overall
circulation, and safety at Highway 152 and Dinosaur Point Road (refer to pages 4-27-4-

28):

»  Realign and resurface the Park entrance road;

» Extend tuming and acceleration lanes at the junction of SR 152 and Dinosaur Point
Road or work with Caftrans to establish an overpass or underpass (similar to the

1960s Freeway Agreement); and
» Improve signage along SR 152 and at the Park entrance.

Goals OPS-Al through OPS-A4 (pages 3-28 — 3-29) and associated guidelines of the
Plan were developed with the intent to mitigate or avoid potential safety impacts that
could result from increased visitation at the Park at this intersection.  Implementation of
these mitigation measures will continue to ensure the safety of Park patrons and travelers

along Highway 152 and Dinosaur Point Road.
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4. Staff Recommended Changes to the General Plan

This chapter contains recommended Department staff-recommended changes and modifications
to the Preliminary General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Pacheco State
Park made subsequent to its public release and the public review process. The proposed staff-
recommended changes cover editorial clarifications and minor revisions to the Plan language to
emphasize or clanify points or issues of interest. Changes that are a result of public comments are
included within the responses to comments in Chapter 3.

The text revisions are organized by the chapter page number as they appear in the DEIR. Text
with “strikethrough” (strkethreugh) indicates text that is recommended for deletion from the
EIR. Text recommended for addition to the EIR is presented as underlined (underined).

4.1 DEPARTMENT STAFF-RECOMMENDED CHANGES

Page ES-3, the 4th paragraph has been revised as follows:

This Freliminary General Flan sets forth four four_management zones. Each management zone
represents areas in the Park that may have charactenstlcs in_common, and therefore will be
managed S|m||ar1y

Page |-2, the 4™ paragraph has been revised as follows:

The Park is a 6,900-acre vestige of what was orginally a 150,000-acre land holding pareel; it has
endured, relatively unchanged, more than a century of land use and environmental change in its
locale. The essence of the Park is the great feeling of vastness and the unencumbered landscape
devoid of the boundanies that define the smaller parcels in its vicinity. The Park's strategic location
at the edge of the Diablo Range area defined as “Pacheco Pass” has historically allowed and
continues to provide a link between the Pacific Coast and the Central Valley of Califomia. This
location is also unique ecologically and climatically, creating a rich mosaic of diverse flora and
fauna. The rustic setting werkirg-raneh-provides a feeling of an earlier Califomnia, a sense of the
way the land was mtegral for its use as a cattle ranch and the immense effort it must have taken
to sustain such a vigorous way of life.  While the land is not managed as a working ranch

“worked—neary—as—intenselyas—fwas—r—the—past, the remaining landscape creates a pastoral

memory of another era.

Page |-3, the | paragraph has been revised as follows:

This General Plan is intended to document and set a vision for the future of the Park. It provides
an opportunity to evaluate and formulate a purpose and vision for the Park and to define its
future significance as a major recreational resource located centrally within Califomia. It also sets
forth a guide for future natural and cuftural resource management, recreational uses, visitor

facilities, and interpretive opportunltles The Departments-Generat-Plan-Unit-in-confunetion-with
ts-Centra-ValleyDistretoffieeare _is required to develop a General Plan and EIR for the Park in
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accordance with Public Resources Code (PRC) §5002.2 (referencing General Plan guidelines) and
PRC §21000 et seq. (the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA]). The purpose of the
General Plan is to guide future development activities and management objectives at the Park.

Page 2-1, the 4™ paragraph has been revised as follows:

The Park includes 6,900 acres to the west of the San Luis Reservoir SRA. The most recent ranch
complex and residence of Paula Fatjo including associated corrals and ancillary buildings still exists
and functions predominantly as the Park headquarters. Grazing occurs on the westemn portion of
the site over approximately 2000 acres pursuant to lease agreements that the Department set up
when they took ownersh|D

%Peﬂsieee#ﬂqeﬁaﬁete—the@eeaﬁmeﬂt— The eastem port|on of the Park is leased to Intema‘uonal
Turbine Research, Inc. (ITR) which operates a wind power plant (wind farm) and maintains
turbines that generate approximately 22.5-23 million kilowatt hours (KWh) of annual energy,
which is purchased by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) (DPR 2001). Current visitor
facilities include vehicular Parking, day use area, chemical toilets and a series of trails used for
hiking, mountain biking and horseback riding predominantly. Map 2 illustrates the Park's existing
facilities.

Page 2-10, the “Plants” section of Table Ihas been revised as follows in order to clanfy the table
to show special-status plant species already identified in the text:

Table 1
Special-status Species at Pacheco State Park

SPECIES HABITAT POTENTIAL FOR CNPS | DFG | USFWS
OCCURRENCE

PLANTS
Hospital Canyon Larkspur Wet, boggy areas May be present in wet areas.
Delphinium californicum ssp. B — —
Intenius
Four-Angled Spikerush Seasonally or Potentially present within wet
FEleochans quadrangulata permanently wet or areas including springs and stock

. IB — —

moist areas ponds, although not observed
during surveys.
Round-Leaved Filaree Grasslands Observed by Edminster onsite. 5 o o
FErodium macrophyllum
Napa Westem Flax Chaparral, especially Potentially present in chaparral. B - o
Hesperolinon sp. nov. serpentine
Hall's Bush Mallow Chaparral High potential because species
Malacothamnus halli occurs nearby and along SR 152 B — —
road cut.
Big-scale Balsamroot Basaltic rock outcrops | Known to previously occur at the
Balsamortiza Macrolepis var: eastem end of the Park 1B — —
Macrolepis overlooking San Luis Reservoir,
Santa Clara Valley Liveforever Within serpentine Known to previously occur within
Dudleya Setchellii soils. serpentine soils in the Park — — —
Congdon’s Tarplant Wetland and vernal Potential to occur near wetland /
Hemozoria Parryi ssp. Congdonii | pool-type vemal pools, afthough none have 1B — —
environments. been discovered.
Pacheco State Park General Plan 4-2
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Page 2-18, the 3™ paragraph has been revised as follows:

Special-status plant species are endangered, threatened, or otherwise rare or uncommon in
California.  These species are on efther the State or Federal lists of Endangered or Threatened
species, are candidates for such listing, or are on a variety of informal lists. These informal lists
include the Special Plants list developed by DFG and lists developed by CNPS (2001, 2002). The
CNPS lists include species considered rare and endangered in California and elsewhere (List |B),
species considered extinct (List |A), and species considered rare and endangered in Califormnia
but more common elsewhere (List 2). CNPS List |B species that have potential for occurrence
within the Park include Hospital Canyon Larkspur (Delphinium califormicum ssp. Intenus); Four-
Angled Spikerush (Eleochans guadrangulata); Napa VWestemn Flax (Hesperolinon sp. Nov.); and
Hall's Bush Mallow (Malacothamnus halli).

Page 2-19, the 3™ paragraph has been revised as follows:

Species at the Park with the potential to convert native habitats to areas of non-native vegetation
are broad-leaved peppergrass, also known as the perennial pepperweed, (Lepidium latifolium),
Himalaya berry (Rubus discolor), yellow starthistle (Centaurea solstitialis), red brome (Bromus
madntensis ssp. rubens), fennel (Foeniculum vujgare), and medusahead (7aeniatherum caput-
medusae). These species are all on the Most Invasive Wildland Pest Plant list developed by the
California Exotic Pest Plant Council. In addition, hoary cress (Cardana draba) and milk thistle
(Silybum mananum) are also of concem.

Page 2-19, paragraphs 6-8, and Page 2-20, paragraphs |-2, have been revised as follows:
Grazing

Paula Fatjo ha Sra
paddeckareas; Qrazed her entn”e ranch Dart|a||y with her own cattle and Dar’ually through leases
with _neighboring ranchers. Currently, the western 2,000 acres of the Park are leased by the
Department for grazing, wtilizesrazing-and-areeased:  Grazing leases-de-net-existfor does not

occur on the eastemn portion of the Park—with-the-easternmost-paddeckfence-endingatapeint
eaePef—the—PaHeeﬂ%Py—Gmaﬂg—dees—ﬂet—eee%m—mcludmg the area leased for wind turbines.
Grazing and-edrrertly-oceupiesHess—than—hal-ofthe—ste—Fhis-lease has continued under the

Departments ownership and currently, with a-imited-the limited time frame of the four-year
monitonng program, there is uncertainty as to whether grazing is beneficial to the site's

b|od|ver5|ty and speoes composmon Based—%&tke—e%ﬁease—ee%—a%—the%e&wes—gmze—m
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Page 2-31, the 2" paragraph has been revised as follows:

Entry to the Park from Dinosaur Point Road is through an old the-erigiral-wooden ranch gate,
adding to the sense of entry and a histonic symbol that this was the-feelirg-ef a working ranch.
The few structures, fences, and roads located within the Park also contribute to the aesthetic
quality. Structures in the Park include a vaniety of construction styles and materials and accentuate
the Park's former ranch activities, particularly with some of the “folk art” detailing. VWooden
fences wind throughout the property and define cattle paddocks and a series of enclosures near
the residence buildings, most recently used for Paula Fatjo's horse corrals. The “cuftural”
landscape of Pacheco SP is clearly reminiscent of its history as a working ranch and its vast open
landscape feels endless, largely contributing to the scenic and aesthetic character.

Page 2-33, Table 4 has been revised as follows:

Table 4
Park Recreational Uses/Facilities Inventory

RECREATIONAL USES/FACILITIES

Mountain biking, horseback riding, hiking/multi-use trails
Day use/picnic tables, barbecues, shade ramadas, chemical toilets

Guided walks, interpretive programs/Information board
Camping upon request

Wildlife viewing
Stargazing
Fishing (ponds and streams)
c . . il
. - "
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Page 2-35, the following text has been added after the |st paragraph:
Lease Facilities

Facilities associated with the wind farming and cattle grazing leases in the Park are owned and
operated by the leaseholders. These facilities include windmills and other energy production and
wind energy facilities, srazing/livestock corrals, fences and stock tanks.

Page 2-36, the last paragraph has been revised as follows:

The Park is laced with approximately 25 miles of trails. Most of them are double-track remains of
ranch roads, although some are more rugged single-track trails. Many of these trails are shown on
Map 4. Trails are open to mountain bikers, horseback riders, as well as hikers. Options for day-
use visitors range from short, |-mile loops, to a hike about 20 miles in distance. Most of the trails
are accessible via four-wheel drive for patrol purposes. serre-—are-accessible-with-thePards—of-

hishway-vekicleandsorme-are notaccessible by-vehicles:

Page 2-51, the |* paragraph has been revised as follows:

Department sector staff gather and record visitor attendance data. However, there is little
information regarding specific activities and duration of visitor stay and other detailed use data.
Visitor attendance data were collected from the Park's self-registration and fee system from its
opening through December 2001. During this period, visitors that registered and paid were
recorded from sign-in sheets, while the numbers of others visitors, who did not pay, were
estimated based on staff observations. Beginning January I, 2001 and through March 2003, the
self-registration and fee system were discontinued and Park attendance was collected based on
staff observations. The self-registration system and $4-00-per-day-users fee have been reinstated
and is now being used to track attendance as was done previously. Attendance data show a
steady increase in Park use between July 1999 and June 2003, with annual peak use occurring
between March and May. Table 9 shows visitor attendance data for July 1999—June 2003.

Page 2-53, the 2™ full paragraph has been revised as follows:

Cultural and Historic Resources Inventory and Protection

Some of the Parks historic and cultural resources are mapped; however, this database is not
comprehensive and additional resources may need to be included. This information is integral to
planning for future uses and activities and to determine the best management strategy for such
resources. [t is also necessary to comply with CEQA. The Park also has an extensive collection
of over 3,000 artifacts and documents associated with Rancho San Luis Gonzaga and Paula Fatjo's
tenure on the land. The entire collection has been processed and entered into the Department's

collection management database and is in temporary storage. terporarty-storedir-a-side-reom

of—the—Par<s—headguarters: The temporary storage area is inadequate for the long-term
protection of the artifacts and the materials are not accessible by the general public.
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Page 2-54, the text under “Vegetation and Wetlands Management” has been revised as follows:

Vegetation and Wetlands Management

A vegetation inventory was completed for the Park in 1996 before it was included within the
State Park system. This information is in text form only and is not linked graphically or digitally to
specific locations on the site. To understand what resources are needed for vegetation
management, how visitor uses affect vegetation, and how to protect certain vegetative resources,
vegetative communities should be mapped. A complete wetlands inventory has also never been
completed. A grazing regime currently exists on a portion of the Park. However without
sufficient monitonng the benefits or detriment to native species and wetlands resources remain
unknown. Various invasive species exist in the Park and there is no methodical program to
manage these communities. Erosion, sedimentation and non-point_source pollution from trails
and roads may have a negative effect on vegetation and surface waters. Future—rranagernent

Opportunities and Constraints

= The Fark’s vegetative communities should be mapped and fray-reed-te-be digitized to make
based-en previous and current inventory work available for GIS analysis.

= Known problem areas, such as parts of the Fark containing invasive species, have not been
defined and mapped: strategies are needed for managing these areas.

» /he adequacy of the existing vegetation and wetlands inventory needs to be determined and
aata gaps need to be defined.

= he current status and future role of prescnibed fire in vegetation management need to be
assessed.

= Opportunities exist to devise Best Management Fractices for on-site use.

= here are opportunities to rehabilitate and restore unique plant species occurrences and
communites.

= Surface waters, pond shores and adjacent areas may be impacted from ground disturbance
from wild pig foraging and cattle resulting in runoff, erosion, surface water contamination and
sedimentation.

= Currently no comprehensive surface water management program or monitonng is in place.

= There is no assessment of sediment deposition and non-point source pollution from roads
and no documentation of erosion problem areas.

Page 2-55, the bullet points at the top of the page have been revised as follows:
Opportunities and Constraints

= /he coordination of data collection, mapping and analysis need improvement, periaps
through partnenng with sister agencies and local institutions.
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Additional wildlife surveys and monitonng are needed to previde—augment base-lne
information for the Fark's wildlife, including birds, mammals, amphibians, and reptiles.

Wildlife comdors and habitat areas need to be better understood detiped to provide better
€Rsure protection of species and frpirura-distarbance-of minimize habitat degradation.

Opportunities for rebabitatine—reestablishing native wildlife habitat exist to—rawtarn—and
errch-wHaite-diversity— However, a comprehensive multiple species approach will be needed
fo make sure that habitat manipulations done to benefit one species are not detnimental to
others,

Protocols for future wildlife inventories need to be defined so they can be included in future
budget allocations.

Page 2-55, the bullet points under “Wild Pig Management” have been revised as follows:

Opportunities and Constraints

Fark staff members currently cannot keep up with the management of wild pigs.

Currently there s no formal program for pig management at the Fark except—or
Geprecation-performed-by-rangers

Develop a Fark-wide plan for wild pig management and implement a pjg control program.

Explore opportunities to partner with adjacent landowners and agencies in_a management
plan that willte reduce or eradicate wild pigs.

Page 2-55, the bullet points under “Red-legged Frog Protection” have been revised as follows:

Opportunities and Constraints

Regulations and permit processes applicable to the California red-lesged frog need to be
felowed- iIncorporated into management practices and future development proposals so that
future actions can comply with State and federal laws,

An assessment is needed of the inventory data collected to date and management strategies
to ensure protection of the species.

Explore opportunities epperturit-to partner with DFG and other researchers for inventory
and monitoning work and to pool staff resources.

Rehabilitate and restore areas of the Fark that can support the species.

Page 2-56, the first bullet point under “Scenic Resources” has been revised as follows:

Significant view corridors and ndgetops are undefined and not eeurrerted- designated,
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Pages 2-56 to 2-57, the text under the “Limited Public Access” and “Trails” subtitles has been
revised as follows:

Limited Public Access

Current visitor use of the Park seems to be-is limited primarily because of by the lack of potable
water_and overmight accommodations. However, because the Park has only been open to the
public for a few years, it is expected that the opportunities afforded to the public are not yet well
known and should increase as public awareness increases. In addition, major ard areas of the
Park that are not open to the public, such as the land leased for windmills and energy production.
Interpretive programs and small classes can function better in a small-group, all weather gathering
area. lLack of a well-defined entrance and signage inhibits visitors attending the Park for the first
time. Currently there is not a clear outline of permitted uses and existing facilities.

Opportunities and Constraints

= An assessment is needed to provide for potable water supply and permanent restroom
facilities.

= Explore the opportunity for enhancing the identity of the SP separate from the acjacent SRA.
= The demand for and feasibility of developing ovemight camping facilities need to be assessed.
= Locations for addition, removal, or improvement of signage should be determined.

»  Explore the opportunity to open more areas of the Fark to the public

= The demand for less active recreation opportunities (as opposed to hiking horseback nding,
and mountain biking) needs to be assessed.  Specifically, the assessment should cover
demand for developed picnic, interpretive, wildlife viewing, and nature study facilities and/or
programs.

* A visitor center may provide an opportunity to educate the public about the resources and
recreational expenences they may expect to find in the Fark be-reeced

Trails

There are many trails and old ranch roads at-the that. Mary-ef-these are marked and are open
to the public and are-eurrertly-alt for multi-use. Future usage may require some trails to become
single-use.  There are additional trails on the property that are not marked and are not
sanctioned for public use, specifically in the wind turbine lease area. There are other areas of the
property where it may be desirable to add or open trails. Trail usage can result in resource
degradation and hence requires continuous maintenance and monitoring. Some old ranch roads
and trails, due to their surface condition and location, may contribute to runoff pollution and
sedimentation to pond areas.

Opportunities and Constraints

»  Current demand for trails and the desirability or need for single-use trails should be assessed.
= The need for additional trails in other areas of the Fark should be determined.
»  Explore partnerships with trail user groups for maintenance, trails patrols and stewardship.
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= The possibility of building additional facilities, including a paved multiuse trail for walking and
bicycling should be investigated.

»  The existing trails map needs to be updated-erbanced-as new tralls and uses are set up.
* A method needs to be developed for documenting resource damage resulting from trail use.
= Lack of a comprehensive trails assessment and management plan.

Page 2-57, the 4% bullet under “Interpretive Opportunities” has been revised as follows:

= Opportunities for self-guided interpretive walks and the need for additional displays should be
evaluated.

Pages 2-58, the text under the “ADA Accessibility”, “Concession Opportunities”, and “Limited
Visitor Use and Demand Data” subtitles have been revised as follows:

ADA Accessibility

The Park's rugged terrain, steep slopes and historic structures make ADA accessibility a challenge.

Trails run through the majority of the Park; egrrently—is—accessible—by—trals however with only

some areas are accessible by vehicle. Accessibility should be considered in the planning and
development of future Park facilities. Evaluation of visitor access needs—e should include
opportunities for users with varying degrees of ability.

Opportunities and Constraints

= Opportunities to improve accessibility in Areas—ef the Fark that-can—be-cesigned—to—best
accommodate-ABPAaccessibit-reed-te-should be identified and planned, and when new

faciltties are developed accessibility needs to be a component of the design.

= The site topography and natural features imit areas that can be made accessible; however,
opportunities exist, particularly near the entrance and around the existing ranch structures to
allow all users to expenence the unique aspects of the Fark

Concession Opportunities

There are currently no concessions available in the Park.  There are opportunities to add
concessions that complement the site’s character and enhance overall Park function and
interpretive ability, Fhemes—tnelude such as seasonal horseback riding facilities and the reuse of
existing buildings for ovemight accommodations. Concessions should be considered for
improving and enhancing Park operations in partnership with Department staff.

Opportunities and Constraints

= The vability of providing concession services that compliment and enhance the Fark's
operations needs to be assessed.
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= Opportunities exist to use concessions to embellish the interpretive programs at the Fark

throvgh-the-adaition-ofstattresourees

* Information needed, such as the level of visitor use to develop a viable concession operation
€oeneessions-at this location is currently lacking.

= Lack of services in the Fark vicinity and the FPark’s remote location limit visitation and duration
of stay.

Limited Visitor Use and Demand Data

Facilities and uses should be planned using visitor use information. Currently there are only
limited data regarding visitor use and demand. These data would help to determine the greatest
need for facilities and better understand the existing problems and opportunities. In addition, it
would provide a means to track visitor satisfaction.

Opportunities and Constraints

»  Data ewrrenth—bemrg collected by the Department’s vanous Visitor's Surveys should be

Dhivistior-are-rot-bemg used to aid in planning for future visitors’ needs.

= Explore the opportunity to use regional data sources and collaboratemrg with county agencies
and other entities to plan regional Fark facilities and conservation efforts.

= The system for tracking visitor use of the Fark is imited and there is no database that can be
readlly accessed by Department staff to gain information about visitor and use trends.

Page 2-59, the last two bullet points have been revised as follows:

»  Work closely with the Fatjo Board to keep them informed of Department actions and foster
€ensensHs-sUpport for Fark programs.

= Enforcement responsibility needs to be reviewed and the Department needs to continue
cooperating with local agencies to provide for efficient public safety share-resourees,

Page 2-60, the bullet points under ““Population and Demographics” have been revised as follows:

Opportunities and Constraints

= Development in the area should be tracked and the Department needs—to should
coordinate with agjacent counties to -easure-that understand how Fark activities respond to
demographic trends,

= [he Department needs to establish how the Fark will respond to regional demands for
recreational and nature-based facilities.
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Page 2-60, the bullet points under “Regional Plans” have been revised as follows:

Opportunities and Constraints

= rall opportunities or other recreational links with agjacent San Luis Reservoir SRA lands
need to be getermiped evaluated,

»  Coordlnate recreation and conservation planning with other state, federal, and Bepartment
Seectorstaft-and-other regional agencies and entities.

= The Department should not only coordinate management and enforcement efforts with the
San Luis Reservoir SRA and DFG, but also with USFWS and the adjacent counties for
comprehensive planning of resources and Visitors.

Page 2-61, the 2™ bullet point at the top of the page (under the “Park Access and Circulation”
subtitle on the previous page) has been revised as follows:

»  The Department should werkelesel—wth provide recommendations to Caltrans to evaluate
altematives for future safety improvements for ingress to and egress from SR /52,

Page 2-61, the 2™ subtitle has been revised as follows:

Leases, ena-Special Agreements, and Adjacent Lands

Page 2-61, the 3™ and 4™ bullet points under “Leases and Special Agreements” have been
revised as follows:

= Fark staff involvement in County Panning process can help reduce the impacts of County-
permitted speea! uses through the creation of setbacks or buffers or other conditions of

approval,
= Opportunities exist to work with adjacent landowners through outreach to ensure maximum
protection of Fark resources by minimizing impacts from apd-compatible adjacent land uses.

Page 2-61, the first bullet point under “Staffing Needs and Facilities” has been revised as follows:

= [he Department should determe-evaluate the adequacy of staff facilities and recommend
methods of meeting future needs.

Pages 3-2 and 3-3, the text in the ““Park Vision” has been revised as follows:
Park Vision

The Park vision describes the future essential character and overall appearance of the Park during
various phases of General Plan implementation and, uftimately, upon completion of plan
development. Pacheco SP will be-ere-eftheast remainipg a vestiges of a California ranch and its
associated landscape features within the—a developing region, providing a strategically located
respite for coastal and valley visitors and celebrating the resources indicative of this historical
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location. The 6,900 acres of open space will provide a unique visitor experience. It will include
ample facilities for functional and logical use of the rolling, scenic landscape dotted with natural
springs and a mosaic of narrow ranch roads, some of which will be managed and maintained for
public trail use while others will be rehabilitated to improve wildlife habitat. The land will look
much like it did 100 years ago, providing key critical wildlife habitat, vegetative diversity and dark

night skies.

Upon entry into the Park, visitors will be oriented to a succinct cluster of facilities, desigsned to
minimize physical and visual intrusion into the undeveloped open landscape. The Park will offer a
variety of experiences including horseback riding, hiking, camping, star-gazing and opportunities to
leam about the landscape’s past and thriving future and nich cuttural resources. Visitors will be
able to link up with adjacent open spaces through trail connections and enjoy distant views from
the Parkls ridgetop vistas. An intricate varety of trails will lace through the Park's myriad
landscapes, fostering a sense of beauty and remoteness in the region. Portions of the Fatjo ranch
complex including old corrals evoke a feeling of a working ranch and through guided walks and
interpretive information visitors will understand the history of how the ranch was once part of a
much larger land grant.

Park managers and various intems and researchers will have an opportunity to partake in
resource management using the state-of-the-art tools required for the conservation of native
vegetation, wetlands, and wildlife. Natural springs are-steek-pends will remain healthy and vital to
support wildlife and will add to the diversity of natural systems in the region. Park staff members
will have the personnel, infrastructure, and facilities in place to maintain the unit and operate with
efficency. The landscape will be managed utilizing best management practices for native
vegetation conservation, habrtat and species diversity, and cultural resource protection.

Future issues related to visitor use or other factors will be evaluated using goals and guidelines set
forth in the General Plan. Current, state-of-the-art techniques will also be considered as required
to accomplish the appropriate balance between visitor use and landscape conservation. The
General Plan will help managers to prioritize and budget for a variety of operational, resource-
based actions and facilities related to the visitor experience. In this way they will be able to
balance and sustain the Park's resources as defined in the Declaration of Purpose and in honor of
the ParK's legacy.

Page 3-4, the last paragraph has been revised as follows:

The resources associated with this zone are the cultural and historic elements, including buildings
and landscape features, which define the core of the zone. Future development in this zone
should respect and protect these resources through the sensitive siting and architecture of new
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structures as well as preservation of the configuration of existing site features. The existing
configuration of buildings, corrals, and other landscape features contributes to the character of this
zone and provides an opportunity to interpret is—essenrtiab-to—preserving the “ranch’” history
associated with the Park. In addition to the cultural and histonic elements, the undeveloped
landscape contains rolling terrain, with scattered single oaks and small clusters of oaks. Such
terrain contributes to the sense of place in this zone.

Page 3-9, the 2™ paragraph has been revised as follows:

Activities in the BC Zone shall include a full array of resource management actions as appropriate,
as well as the less intensive recreation uses and limited facilities associated with primitive camping.
Less intensive uses include self-guided interpretive walks and other trail usage by mountain bikers,
hikers, backpackers, horseback riders, birders, photographers, researchers, students, and Park staff
members Resource management act|V|t|es will be espeoally act|ve in this zone. and-grazing—wil

# Prescribed fire will be
used |f deemed ecologlcally desirable, as per a f Ire management plan Ripanan restoration, exotic
species removal, and eradication of wild pigs are other intended resource management activities.
See Table 12 for a summary of BC Zone activities.

Page 3-10, the 2™ paragraph has been revised as follows:

Easements exist with private property owners for use of Windmills Road to access their land
located to the south of the Park. The LE Zone also contains some scattered creeks and ponds,
as shown on Map 6 (in Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis). Other than the [TR office, windmills
and associated infrastructure, the LE Zone is undeveloped.

Page 3-10, the last paragraph has been revised as follows:

The intent of the LE Zone shall be to maintain windmills and associated power production and
operation infrastructure for the life of the lease. If the lease is not renewed, the entire LE Zone
should be changed to BC Zone and opened for public use. The purpose of proposing to reduce
the land area that the lease encompasses and re-evaluating the lease agreement is to allow for
more flexibility for the Department to manage these lands for resource protection and public
access. Currently, the lease area covers many areas of the Park that are not being used for
windmills or are desirable for such based on their elevation. The text of the lease may not be
consistent with the Park purpose and vision. Maintaining windmill energy production on the
property is consistent with the agreement that Paula Fatjo created prior to her transfer of the
land to the Department and generates income for use in the Park. The Park vision and purpose
is also intended to ensure that resource protection in this zone is consistent with other resource
goals in the Park and that public access to the proposed LE Zone continues with guided tours.
The land surrounding the new LE Zone will become part of the Backcountry Zone and will allow
for trail linkages to be made within the Park and with the adjacent San Luis Reservoir State
Recreation Area lands and possible southeast pedestrian entrance to Pacheco State Park.

Page 3-15, the 1™ paragraph has been revised as follows:

Cuttural resources consist of significant and potentially significant prehistoric and ethnographic
sites, historic and ethnographic resources, and cultural landscapes. Pacheco SP includes an
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abundance of important cultural resources, including significant prehistoric resources, and former
histerie-ranch buildings and other structures.

Page 3-15, the 4% bullet point has been revised as follows:

= Submit and complete Park site records and evaluations of cuttural landscapes to the State

Historic Preservation Officer to establish and submit resources that may be eligble for
inclusion in the Natlonal Register of Hlstonc Places and/or the Cahfomla Register of H|stor1c

Page 3-16, under “Hydrology/Water Quality” and “Goal RES-WQ1", the text has been revised
as follows:

The quality and quantity of surface water and groundwater and natural hydrological pattems are
integral to the Park’s physical health. Much of the native flora and fauna depend on the scattered
expressions of surface and subsurface waters in the Park. Hydrologic function is related not only
to activities that take place in the Park but also to surrounding land uses, as the Park contributes
to the regional watershed. and-alse-receivesrunefi-fromadiacentpareels: Many of the Park stock
ponds are man-made and have altered natural drainage pattems and the earthen dams may be
structurally deficient.

Gool RES—WQ]

degradation of the Parks vvetlands ponds, springs and other water courses related to

trampling, surface runoff, and sedimentation.
Guidelines

* Minimize access to Park wetlands, ponds, springs, and other watercourses. Provide key, well-
marked visitor access points to wetlands and ponds and provide interpretive signage to
educate visitors about habitat sensitivity.

= Establish minimum buffers and site-specific guidelines for siting future campsites and
associated facilities away from wetlands, ponds, and watercourses.

= |nventory, map, and evaluate stock ponds and adjacent dams for removal, maintenance, or
restoration as part of a comprehensive management plan. Consider a range of options
including removal of stock ponds to restore the natural landscape, reestablish natural
watercourses and drainages, and reduce erosion and the potential for dam failure. Consider
potential effects on special-status plant and wildlife species, and evaluate the best solution in
coordination with DFG.

*  Minimize trail crossings over springs or ripanan cormdors, and build bridges over such
crossings where essential and practicable.

=  With development of horse-related facilities, implement measures to reduce transport of
pollutants from animal waste to natural springs, ponds, and other watercourses.
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* Provide native plantings for erosion control around degraded pond shores.

Page 3-17, the 1* and 2™ bullet points under “Goal RES-WQ?3", “Guidelines”, have been revised
as follows:

= Consider seasonal requirements of aquatic plant and wildlife species, and plan any work that
would result in streambed alteration or npanian disturbance to avoid adverse impacts on

these species where feasible. Fellow—DEG's—and—eother—resdlatory—reguirements—for
streambed-alteration:

= Adhereto-Review and incorporate water quality protection standards and control measures
available in the Water Quality Control Board's Basin Plans for the region.

Page 3-17, the first paragraph under “Vegetation (RES-V)”, has been revised as follows:

Geography and climate contribute to the unique flora of the Park, “a floristic anomaly in relation
to the whole of the Diablo range” (Edminster 1996). Blue oak woodland and savanna and native
grasslands constitute the main plant communities found at the Park. A large population of coast
live oak is found within the blue oak woodland community, “the only place where coast live oak
is found on the east face of the Diablo range” (Edminster 1996). In addition to the more
common species found at the Park, there are also sensitive and special-status species that are
known to may inhabit the area.

Page 3-18, Goal RES-V4 and Guidelines has been revised as follows:

Goal RES-V4
= Preserve the d|ver5|ty of the Park’s native grasslands %hFeugh—the—bﬁe—eﬁﬂqa%eFed—gmﬁg

= Consult with experts and reports on rangelands and other Department policies for
current information on preservation of native grasslands.

= Fvaluate the use of native grasslands management tools and their beneficial or
detrimental effects to native species and wetland resources as part of an overall Park
vegetation management plan. Potential grasslands management tools could include, but
are not limited to, the use of prescribed fire, grazing, mowing, herbicides, etc.

Page 3-19, the bullet point under “Goal RES-W 1" has been revised as follows:

= Maintain, protect, and enhance native wildlife habitat for common, sensitive, and special-
status wildlife species.
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Page 3-19, the 2™ bullet point under “Goal RES-WI”, “Guidelines” has been revised as follows:

. Evaluate oDDor'tun|t|es to enhance habitat for Ca||fom|a red- Iegged frog throush—the

Page 3-21, the I and 2™ bullet points under “Goal VIS-FI”, “Guidelines” have been revised as
follows:

= Explore the opportunity for a visitor center to orient and educate visitors to the Park as
well as an—nerease—n other, self-guided interpretive facilities such as weather-proof-
displays and signage.

= Plan for recreational opportunities within a regional context and in coordination with
other plans (e.g, the joint General Plan and Resource Management Plan with the San Luis
Reservoir SRA, plans for Henry Coe SP and Merced and Santa Clara County Parks) to

Page 3-21, the bullet point under “Subtheme 4" has been revised as follows:

»  Connecting the Natural and Cultural Landscape with Visitors—an exploration of the
unique flora and fauna of the Park and a celebration of seasonal and historical values not
found elsewhere in the region.

Page 3-24, the bullet point under “Goal VIS-C|" has been revised as follows:

* Provide opportunities for concessions that support the purpose and vision for the Park
and enhance the visitor experience without compromising resource protection.

Page 3-25, the first bullet point has been revised as follows:

= Ensure that any concessions are—adding—to—the—capacity—ofPar—staff—and—clearly

implementing desired visitor programs beyond what the Department is capable of
achieving.

Page 3-26, the bullet point under “Goal REG-PI” has been revised as follows:

* Provide information to local governments on the impacts to the Park from en-regional
planning initiatives and surrounding development to assist in making them compatible
eonsistert-with the Park's purpose and vision.

Page 3-29, Goal OPS-L| and Guidelines have been revised as follows:

Goal OPS-L1
. Jceases—weh—eaieﬂe—graze%—The cattle grazing lease may be maintained at the Park if %hey it
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achieves effective and desired results such as native grass preservation, a reduction in fuel
loads, and maintenance of clear passage on trails and ranch roads.

Guidelines

= Continue existing monitoring of vegetative species composition in some grazed areas and
improve program to include monitoring in other locations as well as for other parameters
such as wildlife species composition and effects on habitat values.

Evaluate the use of grazing as a grassland management tool in a as part of an overall Park

vegetation management plan.

Through review of monitoring reports, adjust enclosures and intensity and frequency of
grazing accordingly and based on goals for species composition and other ecological

requirements.

Ensure cattle are not causing environmental degradation particularly at ponds and springs.

Page 3-30, the last bullet point has been revised as follows:

. Qeveiep—a—piaﬂ—te—e&heic Allow continued use of the e><|st|ng ranch buﬂdmgs for staff
housing w-hou

Page 3-32, the 2™ full paragraph has been revised as follows:

This section describes the Department's guidance for establishing-ard measuring carrying capacity
for State Park holdings. It also presents examples of environmental quality indicators to be used
for monitoring the success of the desired future conditions presented in Section 3.3 as goals and
guidelines.

Page 3-34, the 2™ full paragraph has been revised as follows:

Adaptive management is a tool to assist in addressing recreation carrying capacity and is included
in this General Plan. Adaptive management is an ongoing, iterative process of determining
desired conditions, selecting and monitoring indicators and standards that reflect these desired
conditions, and taking management action when the desired conditions are not being realized. If
the Department determines that the entire Park or a specific area of the Park is not meeting the
desired future conditions set forth herein, then management action would begin. Maragerert
aetor—Monitoring could determine whether that the wvielatien failure to achieve the desired
condition was caused by natural vanation (e.g, by a natural storm event) or by human-induced
vaniables (e.g, overcrowding or trampling associated with hiking). Management actions_may be
needed to improve the visitor expenence or to reduce impacts to the resources and could
include, but are not limited to, the following;
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Page 3-36, Table |4: Pacheco State Park Recreation Carrying Capacity, under “Quality Indicators”
on the “Cultural Resources” row, the following text is added:

- Cultural resources are damaged from public use.

Page 4-4, the 4™ paragraph (inset) has been revised as follows:

Alterative |: Minimum development plan: passive recreation and resource management
based. This altemative represents the minimum actions needed to address existing issues
within the Park and proposes a-ewer the lowest intensity of facility development and
visitor use of the three alternatives. thar-the-Preferred-Alterrative:

Altemative 2:  Moderate development plan: balance of future visitor facilities and
resource management. This altemative anticipates increased future visitation with a
provision for additional facilities, however it still concentrates these in and around existing
developed areas and ensures optimal resource protection.

Altemative 3:  Maximum development plan: more extensive visitor facilities.  This
altemative envisions a more user intensive concept and therefore provides the most
future visitor facilities and the highest levels of public use, which consume more areas of
the Park.

Page 4-6, Table |5, Pacheco State Park Altematives Summary, the “Vegetation” row is revised as
follows:

Vegetation

- Develop and implement a
program for the restoration of
natural ecosystems using best
management practices.

- Develop a fire management plan.

Maintain o e
resedree-management-purpeses:

- Develop and implement a program for
the restoration of natural ecosystems
using best management practices.

- Develop a fire management plan.

- Conduct additional inventory and
mapping of vegetation.

- BEvaluate stock ponds and adjacent dams
for removal, maintenance, or restoration.

o f
management-purpeses:

- Develop and implement a program
for the restoration of natural
ecosystems using best management
practices.

- Develop a fire management plan.
—Expand-grazingasheeded - based-on
resedree-anagerment-goals:

Page 4-12, the last full paragraph is revised as follows:

Resource Management: Altemative 2 proposes much greater resource management efforts than
Altemative |, including restoration and protection of historic structures in place, development of
an active cultural and historic resource management program, utilization of grazing only as needed
to achieve based-en vegetation management goals, a formal management plan to agsressive
control ef wild pig populations, and a program to acquire additional Park lands and surrounding

viewshed lands.

Habitat management would also include additional inventorying, mapping, and

evaluation of stock ponds and adjacent dams for removal, maintenance, or restoration.
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Page 4-14, the 1™ paragraph has been revised as follows:

The Preferred Altemative includes elements directed at protecting and enhancing wildlife
resources in the Park. The General Plan would include development of a coherent wildlife
management plan. In an attempt to control wild pigs, ar—agsressive—eradication—prosram
management plan would be developed that does not include fencing the entire Park boundary.
A wildlife management plan and wild pig eradieation control program could both contribute to
the long-term protection of wildlife resources at the Park. Without fencing the Park, it may not
be feasible to eradicate wild pigs but it would be possible to reduce their numbers to a level
where they do not cause a significant impact to the habitat. Restoration of sensitive habitat
including stock ponds would also be more feasible if pig numbers were lowered. Restoration and
natural recovery of wetland vegetation could substantially improve habitat for California red-
legged frog and other native wildlife species. Collectively, these measures could minimize
potential impacts on wildlife and enhance existing wildlife habitat.

Pages 4-20 to 4-21, the text under “Thresholds of Significance” have been revised as follows:
Thresholds of Significance

The biological analysis uses critenia from Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines_as applicable
to State lands. Pursuant to these critenia, implementation of the General Plan would have a
significant biological impact if the proposed action would:

= Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or indirectly through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by DFG or USFWS;

* Have a substantial adverse effect on any npanan or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by DFG or USFWS;

* Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by §404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marshes, vemal pools, coastal
wetlands, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means;

» Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife comdors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites;

= Conflict with the provisions of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved local,
regional, or state HCP.

Page 4-21, the 2™ paragraph has been revised as follows:

There are a number of vegetation types in the Park, the most common of which are grassland,
blue oak woodland, and blue oak savanna. The Park also includes npanan woodland, wetlands
mesic herbaceous vegetation, coast live oak woodland, chaparral, and scrub.  All of these
vegetation types provide important habitat for native plant and wildlife species. Mesic herbaceous
and riparian vegetation are considered sensitive and are regulated under State and federal law.

Pacheco State Park General Plan 4-19
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The Park also provides habitat for at least five special-status plant species. Construction and
maintenance of Park facilities could result in the loss, permanent alteration, and/or temporary
disturbance of vegetation, including special-status plant species.  Construction and post-
construction impacts on vegetation could also include the introduction of invasive plant species.
Impacts on vegetation that would result in a substantial loss of native vegetation types, sensitive
habitats, special-status plant species, or the introduction of invasive plant species are considered
potentially significant.

Pacheco State Park General Plan 4-20
Response to Comments Final EIR
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