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The	DEIR	included	in	the	GP	contains	the	environmental	analysis	of	potentially	significant	effects	
resulting	from	implementation.	Together,	the	DEIR	and	this	document,	including	responses	to	
comments,	constitute	the	Final	Program	Environmental	Impact	Report	for	the	General	Plan.	

In	accordance	with	Public	Resources	Code	Section	21091	and	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	
(CEQA)	Guidelines	Section	15087,	a	45‐day	public	review	period	for	the	GP/DEIR	was	provided.	
The	public	was	advised	of	the	availability	of	the	GP/DEIR	through:	

 A	legal	notice	placed	was	placed	in	the	Colusa	Sun‐Herald	on	February	17,	2016.	
 A	newsletter	and	notice	were	distributed	in	February	2016	to	an	email	contact	list	of	

interested	parties	(about	90	addresses)	and	a	mailing	list	of	17adjacent	property	owners	
 Notices	and	a	copy	of	the	draft	Plan	were	posted	at	local	libraries,	Colusa	City	Hall	and	on	

the	California	State	Parks	web	site	www.parks.ca.gov/ColusaGP		
 Notification	was	posted	at	the	Park		
 The	Colusa	City	Council	discussed	the	Plan	on	March	15,	2016	in	a	publicly‐noticed	meeting	

at	Colusa	City	Hall.	
 The	Notice	of	Availability	and	Intent	to	Adopt	was	distributed	along	with	publication	of	this	

Preliminary	GP/DEIR	as	required	by	CEQA.		

The	public	review	period	for	the	GP/DEIR	ended	on	March	24,	2016.	During	the	public	review	
period,	comments	were	received	from	several	agencies	and	individuals.	This	document	provides	
these	written	comments	and	responses	to	them.	The	focus	of	the	responses	is	on	the	disposition	of	
environmental	issues	that	have	been	raised	as	specified	by	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15088(b).	The	
responses	also	include	issues	relating	to	planning	considerations	of	the	General	Plan.		

Disposition	of	Comments	

CEQA	Section	21091(d)	and	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15088	require	that	the	lead	agency	evaluate	
comments	received	during	the	noticed	comment	period	and	prepare	a	written	response	for	each	
comment	relating	to	any	significant	environmental	issues	raised	in	the	Draft	EIR.	The	written	
responses	describe	the	nature	of	any	significant	environmental	issues	raised	and	provide	a	good‐
faith,	reasoned	analysis	in	response.	The	range	of	responses	include	providing	clarification	of	the	
GP/DEIR,	making	factual	corrections,	explaining	why	certain	comments	may	not	warrant	further	
response,	or	simply	acknowledging	the	comment	for	consideration	by	the	decision‐making	bodies.		

Many	of	the	comments	received	were	related	to	the	plans	and	programs	for	the	Park,	rather	than	
the	analysis	in	the	DEIR.	CEQA	only	requires	responses	to	the	significant	environmental	issues	
raised	in	a	DEIR,	rather	than	to	the	merits	of	the	proposed	project.	However,	in	the	interest	of	
working	cooperatively	through	issues	that	reflect	the	general	interests	of	the	public	and	important	
planning	partners	and	stakeholders,	California	State	Parks	has	responded	to	all	comments	received	
during	the	public	comment	period,	regardless	of	whether	they	relate	to	the	plans	and	programs	for	
the	Park	or	the	DEIR.	Adjustments	to	the	Plan	are	proposed	where	further	study	is	required	or	
additional	deliberation	with	stakeholders	is	necessary.		

No	comments	were	received	on	the	DEIR	that	resulted	in	the	discussion	of	any	new	impact	or	in	a	
change	in	the	significance	level	of	impacts	disclosed	in	the	DEIR,	or	that	required	new	mitigation,	
consideration	of	new	alternatives,	or	any	other	substantial	change	to	the	DEIR.	Changes	made	to	the	
DEIR	in	response	to	comments	are	limited	to	corrections	of	minor	errors	and	omissions.	
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Response 
# 

Response Plan Changes  
Page & Paragraph #

1A The paragraph states that the plan does not have any real historic 
relevance. Historic research was conducted by two individuals who 
meet the Secretary of Interior Guidelines and therefore the 
Department of Parks and Recreation criteria for conducting cultural 
resource research for CEQA projects were met.  In addition to 
cultural history discussion in Section F. Cultural Resources (GP 
pages 58-68), the DEIR addresses Impacts to Cultural and Historic 
Resources (Impact Cul-1 GP page 183), Paleontological Impacts 
(Impact Cul-2 GP page 183), and Disturbance to Human Remains 
(Impact Cul-3 GP page 184) and requires implementation of GP 
guidelines. Furthermore, DPR Operations Manual (DOM) policies 
will reduce potential impacts to any cultural resources found. 

 none 

1B Thank you for the information; however, these paragraphs present 
information about areas outside the footprint of the project.  

 none  

1C Please refer to GP pages 152-157 which details Interpretation and 
Education Plans for the park, including California Indian topics. 

 none  

1D Please refer to GP pages 65 and 68 for information about the 
former Colusa City Dump. In addition, the DEIR discusses 
potential archaeological resources within the former Colusa City 
Dump and requires implementation of GP guidelines to reduce 
potential impacts to these resources (Impact Cul-1 Impacts to 
Cultural and Historic Resources, GP page 183). Also the Phase One 
Environmental Site Assessment identified potential contamination 
to soil and groundwater due to historic use of the property as a 
landfill and outlines guidelines and policies to reduce potential 
hazards due to this site (Impact Haz-1 Potential Impacts Associates 
with Hazardous Sites, page 190). The rest of this comment 
expresses general opinion that is not relevant to the EIR. 

none 
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2F DPR recognizes the difficulty of managing facilities within the 
floodway. Please refer to GP pages 101-102 for an analysis of 
floodway management challenges adequate for the GP/DEIR. 

 none 

2G Please refer to GP pages 109-111 for an analysis of overnight 
accommodations, based on several studies, which indicate the 
need for the GP-recommended facilities. 

 none 
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Response 
# 

Response 
 

Plan Changes  
Page & Paragraph #

3A The GP does not supersede any existing agreement or constitute 
abandonment of any agreements previously made with DPR or 
DWR. The DPR does not dispute that there is a road on 
Yosemite Pacific Partnership’s parcel just north of the Park 
boundary. Please note the disclaimer on Figure 2.3: “Parcel 
boundaries are approximate and should not be considered legal 
descriptions. Maps are intended for study purposes only.” 
Figure 2.3 and most other GP exhibits use aerial imagery that is 
not based on field surveys. Aerial imagery, even with its known 
inaccuracies in georeferencing (locating an image accurately in 
regards to known geographic coordinates), is helpful in 
illustrating land use concepts to the general public. While the 
DPR cannot adjust the aerial imagery, the DPR will remove the 
inaccurate depiction of a State Park Road on your property. The 
access easement referenced does not give the State access over 
the referenced property or road. 

Page 15, Figure 2.3 

3B The GP sets the overall goals for park management and provisions 
for public use.  It does not define project-level development 
specifics, such as the layout and design of facilities. Please refer to 
Master Response A: Purpose of State Park General Plans and 
the Scope of Environmental Analysis. Because conditions may 
change in the 20-year expected life of the GP, the GP includes 
Goals and Guidelines that are flexible enough to respond to 
these changes, such as Goal O&M 3 on GP page 151 and the 
adaptive management process illustrated on Table 4.2 on page 
146. 

 none  

3C Figure 2.3 on GP page 15 is not intended to illustrate all 
existing roads.  

none 

3D Thank you for the information. The irrigation well on the 
northeast corner of the park is incorrectly depicted on Fig 2.7, 
“Hydrology.”   This will be noted and corrected. 

Page 30, Figure 2.7

3E The status of the DWR restoration project was envisioned to be 
a three to five year effort, with additional efforts taken since 
then to maintain restoration progress.  DWR and DPR have 
continued to monitor the project. To respond to your comment, 
DPR requested clarification from DWR on April 4, 2016 on the 
status of the project. Due to the four year drought, growth of 
vegetation has slowed; however, it is still considered to be 
within the success criteria of the project.  DPR and DWR will 
continue to monitor this project.  

 none 



	

	

3F The GP sets the overall goals for park management and provisions 
for public use.  It does not define project-level development 
specifics, such as the layout and design of facilities. Please refer to 
Master Response A: Purpose of State Park General Plans and 
the Scope of Environmental Analysis. Because conditions may 
change in the 20-year expected life of the GP, the GP includes 
Goals and Guidelines that are flexible enough to respond to 
these changes, such as Goal O&M 3 on GP page 151 and the 
adaptive management process illustrated on Table 4.2 on page 
146. 
 
Unauthorized access and trespass onto State and private 
properties are experienced around California. The State’s 
responsibility is to ensure the public’s safety and to manage and 
protect state properties and its resources. Private property 
owners have similar responsibilities to protect their property. 
DPR encourages land owners to report concerns and issues with 
trespassers and other impacts from Park visitors. Park 
management has not had any report of concerns in the past two 
years about the type of activity mentioned. Please consider 
reporting illegal activities to the Northern Buttes District office 
at (530) 538-2200. The GP includes an adaptive management 
process, illustrated on Table 4.2 on GP page 146, Goal VF 14 
on GP page 141 regarding Park boundary signage, to address 
these issues.  

 none 

3G Please refer to response 3B above.  
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Response 
# 

Response 
 

Plan Changes  
Page & Paragraph #

4A No specific comments on the GP/DEIR are included.  As requested, 
cultural studies have been mailed to the Yocha Dehe Wintun 
Nation and the Cachil Dehe Band of Wintun Indians.  

 none 
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Response 
# 

Response 
 

Plan Changes  
Page & Paragraph #

5A The GP does not change operation of the existing boat ramp 
(built in 1954 by the Colusa County Boat Club), include the on-
going dredging in the Channel, or include operation of the 
proposed City of Colusa boat ramp. Please refer to Chapter 5: 
Environmental Analysis, Section C. Project Description on page 
169 of the DEIR.  DPR contacted CSLC regarding this issue in 
January 2013 and learned that they were asserting ownership of 
this Channel. The GP acknowledges the authority of CSLC 
stating (page 36): “The State Lands Commission has 
jurisdiction over the bed and bank of the river, and the former 
river channel, so any encroachments such as boat ramps, docks, 
or piers must be approved by them.” DPR will continue 
coordination with CLSC for the use of sovereign lands. 

none 

5B Table	5.1	on	GP	page	220	includes	a	comparison	of	the	uses	
proposed	under	the	Minor	Recreation/Habitat	Focus	
Alternative,	Moderate	Recreation	Use	Alternative,	and	the	
Preferred	Plan,	which	are	analyzed,	along	with	the	No	Project	
Alternative,	in	the	DEIR.		In	addition	to	the	City	of	Colusa’s	
proposed	boat	ramp,	there	are	significant	differences	between	
the	three	alternatives.		As	described	in	Section	G.	Alternatives	
to	the	Preferred	Plan,	the	Minor	Recreation/Habitat	Focus	
Alternative	was	rejected	because	it	does	not	meet	the	State	
Recreation	Area	Classification	objectives	of	enhancing	regional	
recreational	facilities;	this	Alternative	focused	on	habitat	
preservation	and	restoration.		The	Moderate	Recreation	
Alternative	was	rejected	because,	although	it	would	respond	to	
the	basic	goals	and	objectives	of	the	project	and	would	avoid	or	
reduce	some	of	the	potential	impacts	of	the	Plan,	the	Preferred	
Plan	provides	greater	enhancement	of	the	recreational	
opportunities	while	still	avoiding	significant	resources	impacts.		
The	purpose	of	EIR	alternatives	is	to	evaluate	and	propose	
mitigation	to	reduce	or	avoid	significant	impacts.	None	of	the	
alternatives	identified	significant	impacts.	

For	these	reasons	and	others	identified	in	Section	G.,	the	
Preferred	Plan	would	be	the	environmentally	superior	
alternative.		Revisions	will	be	made	to	GP	page	227	to	clarify	
this	determination.	 

Section G.  
Alternatives to the 
Proposed Plan  
Page 227 
 



	

	

5C The comment reiterates information presented in the DEIR, 
describing the CEQA requirements related to the Proposed Project.  
As further described in the referenced discussion on GP page 6, 
some future actions may require additional CEQA analysis once 
project detail are known, while others may simply comply with the 
goals and guidelines.  DPR will consider CSLC’s comment letter 
and letter in response to the Notice of Preparation in future 
environmental review of subsequent actions.  Please also refer to 
Master Response A: Purpose of State Park General Plans/Scope of 
Environmental Analysis. 

none 

5D The GP does not change operation of the existing boat ramp 
(built in 1954 by the Colusa County Boat Club), does not 
include the on-going dredging in the Channel, and does not 
include operation of the proposed City of Colusa boat ramp. 
Please refer to Chapter 5: Environmental Analysis, Section C. 
Project Description on page 169 of the DEIR.  DPR contacted 
CSLC regarding this issue in January 2013 and learned that 
they were asserting ownership of this Channel. The GP 
acknowledges the authority of CSLC stating (page 36): “The 
State Lands Commission has jurisdiction over the bed and bank 
of the river, and the former river channel, so any encroachments 
such as boat ramps, docks, or piers must be approved by them.” 
DPR will continue coordination with CLSC for the use of 
sovereign lands. 

none 

5E The Channel is not within the Park boundary. DPR is not 
proposing any future dredging of the Channel. Please refer to 
the analysis on GP page 102, as well as GP Goals CMZ 1 and 2 
on GP page 163. 

 none 

5F DPR has shared your letter with the City of Colusa. It is their 
responsibility to obtain this lease, which is outside the Park. 

 none 

5G CEQA Guidelines Section 21081.6(a) requires lead agencies to 
adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP) to describe measures that have been adopted or made 
a condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid 
significant effects on the environment.  The specific “reporting 
or monitoring” program required by CEQA is not required to 
be included in the Draft EIR.  Most importantly, the Draft EIR 
does not identify any potentially significant impacts requiring 
mitigation, and, therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15097(a), a MMRP is not required.  The DOM policies 
and guidelines are adequately cited and available in 
compliance with CEQA and are not required to be presented in 
an appendix. Please refer to Response 5H for a discussion 
regarding sufficient mitigation.  

 none 

5H  As stated above in response to comment 5G, the Draft EIR does 
not identify any potentially significant impacts that require 
mitigation, and, therefore, the Draft EIR does not include any 
mitigation measures.  The DOM includes policies that are required 

none 
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to be implemented at all State Parks, including this park and are 
not considered mitigation measures.  Potential impacts in the Draft 
EIR are impacts that may occur at the specific project-level.  As 
stated in the Draft EIR Chapter 5. Environmental Analysis, 
Section A. Introduction (page 167): “This General Plan does not 
approve or commit the Department to specific projects, sites, or 
management plans. These items are subject to consideration and 
approval at a later date by Department management.”  As stated in 
the Draft EIR Chapter 5. Environmental Analysis, Section B. EIR 
Summary (page 168): “At each level (whether a management or 
facility development plan), the plan or project will be subject to 
subsequent environmental review to determine if the discretionary 
action is consistent with the General Plan and to identify any 
significant environmental impacts and actions to minimize impacts 
that would be specific to the project. Actions to minimize impacts 
generally require resource specialists to evaluate the scope of 
work, identify the cause of the impacts, and specify measures to 
avoid or reduce the impacts to a less than significant level.”  This 
process ensures that the mitigation measures will comply with 
current applicable plans and regulatory requirements and the 
mitigation measures will identified based on analysis of the actual 
potential impacts. 

5I GP page 21 describes existing facilities, while the DEIR evaluates 
proposed changes to the Park facilities. The GP analyzes the 
demand for overnight accommodations on GP pages 109-112 and 
recommends construction of an RV campground outside the 
floodway. GP page 113-114 analyzes existing utilities in the 
Southeast Parcel and recommends, “The sewage system 
supporting new facilities shall include disposal into the City of 
Colusa sewer system, with treatment outside the levee. GP page 
142 includes Guideline 1A: Upgrade existing sewage treatment 
systems when replacing or expanding facilities in the Southeast 
MZ, to protect water quality. Additional details will be provided 
when development projects are proposed. Please refer to Master 
Response A: Purpose of State Park General Plans/Scope of 
Environmental Analysis for the level of detail provided.. 

none 

5J Please refer to Master Response A: Purpose of State Park General 
Plans/Scope of Environmental Analysis for the level of detail 
provided in this programmatic GP/DEIR. Following adoption of 
the Proposed Plan, the DPR will conduct additional project-level 
design studies and CEQA review, as needed, on the specific 
projects it proposes to implement, this would include analyzing 
potential project-related public access impacts.  Project-level 
CEQA analysis on program actions will be conducted at later dates 

none 



	

	

at such a time that subsequent discretionary actions are taken. 

In addition, as stated on Chapter 5. Environmental Analysis 
Section A. Introduction (page 167) of the DEIR: “This General 
Plan does not approve or commit the Department to specific 
projects, sites, or management plans.  These items are subject to 
consideration and approval at a later date by Department 
management.”  Therefore, the Proposed Plan would not directly 
result in any construction related actives; these activities would be 
analyzed at the project-level.  It is not practicable to fully analyze 
construction-related public access impacts because project‐level 
development specifics, such as the layout and design of facilities 
or specific resource management plans and processes are not clear. 

Public access impacts are addressed throughout the DEIR.  
Specifically, in reference to public access impacted related to the 
Channel or River, “Impact Bio‐3. Potential Increase in Public 
Access and Use,” on page 181 of the DEIR outlines performance 
standards by which future development must adhere to reduce 
potential impacts to biological resources from increased public 
access and use.  “Impact Rec‐1. Potential Impacts to Recreational 
Facilities,” on page 206 sets performance standards to reduce 
potential recreational impacts.  Also, “Impact Noi‐1. Potential 
Noise Exposure and Generation Impacts,” on page 200 sets 
performance standards for temporary construction noise impacts 
and states “Construction activities will also be required to 
implement standard construction BMPs related to noise.”  “Impact 
Hyd‐3. Potential Alteration of the Course of Stream or River 
Impacts,” on page 196 states, “Implementation of the proposed 
General Plan would not result in the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river,” and requires implementation of guideline “VF‐
1B(facilities and infrastructure construction or protection should 
not compromise natural river meander),” to reduce potential river 
alteration impacts.  “Impact Hyd‐1. Potential Water Quality 
Impacts,” on page 193 of the DEIR requires DPR to “prepare a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to project 
construction and would require its contractors to apply all Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) included in the SWPPP during 
construction, in accordance with RWQCB requirements under 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.”  

In conclusion, construction-related public access impacts to the 
Channel or River are adequately addressed for a program-level 
EIR throughout the document.  In addition, the DEIR requires 
specific projects to undergo CEQA review where impacts on 
natural resources, such as public access to the Channel or River, 
can be analyzed more thoroughly when project-specific design 
features are known. 
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7C Comment noted. The GP will reiterate “hunting” in the third 
sentence to eliminate confusion. Table 2.1 was published as 
shown in the 2013 USFWS report Banking On Nature, and we 
have no authority to evaluate or modify this data. 

17, 2 

7D DPR’s attendance reports commonly include Free Day Use, as 
this data is useful for planning. Please note the disclaimer at the 
bottom of the table, “Reported free attendance varies 
significantly due to different estimating techniques.” 

none 

7E Thank you for the information. Regulations show quail season 
for archery hunters from 8/15 to 9/4, however the GP will be 
modified to show waterfowl and quail hunting into winter. 
Please note that this table is not intended to modify current or 
future hunting regulations. 

28, Table 2.3 

7F Please refer to Master Response B: Sacramento Valley Red 
Fox. In addition, the DEIR requires implementation of GP 
guidelines and DOM policies to reduce potential impacts to 
native habitats and species (Impact Bio-1 page 176) and 
special-status species and sensitive habitats (Impact Bio-2 page 
179). 

 none 

7G Thank you for the information. This activity occurs off-site, 
and this narrative does not need to include all species that 
might inhabit these areas.  

none 

7H Thank you for the information. The GP will be modified to 
include bald eagle. In addition, the DEIR requires 
implementation of GP guidelines and DOM policies to reduce 
potential impacts to native habitats and species (Impact Bio-1 
page 176) and special-status species and sensitive habitats 
(Impact Bio-2 page 179). 

54, Table 2.5 

7I Thank you for the information. The GP will be modified to 
include northwestern pond turtles. 

55, 1  

7J The Colusa Subreach is illustrated on GP page 14 Figure 2.2. 
GP page 18 describes regional boating facilities, including the 
nearby Colusa Landing where the new boat ramp and 
Steelhead Lodge are located.  

none 

7K Please refer to Master Response A: Purpose of State Park 
General Plans/Scope of Environmental Analysis, Master 
Response B: Sacramento Valley Red Fox and Master Response 
C: Southwest Management Zone Development. In addition, the 
DEIR requires implementation of GP guidelines and DOM 
policies to reduce potential impacts to native habitats and 
species (Impact Bio-1 page 176) and special-status species and 
sensitive habitats (Impact Bio-2 page 179). 

none 

7L The intent of Guideline NRM-1B is to collaborate with other 
agencies to document the effect or river course changes and 
erosion on bank swallow habitat, not duplicate efforts. 

 none 

7M Thank you for the information. DPR will consider this if it 
becomes necessary to implement control methods to reduce 
non-native and feral animals. 

 none 
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7N The impact of habituation of wildlife to humans is addressed 
throughout the DEIR, and specifically on GP page 176 under 
“Impact Bio‐1. Potential Effects to Native Habitats and 
Species.”  For example, limiting direct contact between people 
(and domestic animals) and wildlife is addressed in Guideline 
NRM‐10A (concentrate Park facilities and programs in 
accordance with the Colusa Subreach Recreation Access Plan 
to reduce impacts on natural resources) and DOM policy 
0311.2 General Animal Management Policy, which states 
among other animal management policies, “In managing 
animals and animal habitats, the Department will: a. Preserve, 
protect, and restore the natural abundance, diversity, dynamics, 
distributions, habitat, and behaviors of native animal 
populations and the communities and ecosystems in which they 
occur…” and “d. Minimize negative human impacts on native 
animals, populations, communities, and ecosystems, and the 
processes that sustain them while providing opportunities for 
the public to experience animals native to California.”  
Also, limiting litter, which would result in sick wildlife from 
consuming human sources of food, is addressed in Guideline 
NRM‐7C (inform Park visitors about releasing and feeding 
animals), Guideline INF‐2B through D (provide visitor 
information about waste management and proper disposal of 
dog waste in the floodway, provide animal‐resistant waste 
receptacles to minimize negative wildlife interactions, remove 
or secure waste receptacles when floods threaten the Park, to 
reduce trash and pollution in the river), as well as DOM policy 
0311.5.3.3.1 Supplemental Feeding Policy, which states, “It is 
the policy of the Department that supplemental wildlife 
feeding is not allowed…”  These are identified as in the Impact 
Bio-1 discussion. 

 none 

7O Please refer to Goals RCA 8 regarding wildlife observation, 
VF 14 regarding signage, and VM4 regarding hunter 
education, for GP direction that will reduce the impacts of 
visitors to wildlife values. Also refer to response 7N. 

 none 

7P Please refer to response 7N. 
 

 none  
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Response 
# 

Response 
 

Plan Changes  
Page & Paragraph #

9A DPR	agrees	with	the	comment	and	will	continue	to	evaluate	
hazardous	materials,	as	recommended	in	the	Phase	1	
Environmental	Site	Assessment	conducted	in	2005,	on	a	
project‐level	basis.	Refer	to	Goal	SEMZ	on	GP	page	164.	In	
addition,	Impact	Haz‐1Potential	Impacts	Associated	with	
Hazardous	Sites	(GP	page	190)	of	the	DEIR	requires	
implementation	of	GP	guidelines	and	DOM	policies	to	reduce	
potential	hazard	impacts,	and	specifically	discusses	those	
impacts	associated	with	the	dump	site. 

 none 

9B This	comment	is	beyond	the	scope	of	the	GP,	and	no	changes	to	
the	existing	condition	have	been	proposed.	Please	refer	to	
Master	Response	A:	Purpose	of	State	Park	General	Plans/Scope	
of	Environmental	Analysis.	Robert’s	Ditch	Irrigation	Company	
maintains	water	rights	under	contract	with	the	Federal	
government	(see	GP	page	88).	DPR	cannot	legally	plan	
modifications,	alterations,	or	relocations	to	this	water	
diversion.	Should	the	owner	of	the	water	right	wish	to	modify	
the	existing	diversion,	DPR	will	work	cooperatively	with	them	
to	develop	alternatives	that	are	in	the	public	interest. 

 none  

9C Thank	you	for	the	suggestion.	DPR	agrees	removal	of	the	
abandoned	wire	fence	could	provide	beneficial	effects	to	
wildlife	movement	and	amelioration	of	flood	flows.	This	action	
may	be	considered	on	a	project‐level	basis.	Please refer to 
Master Response A: Purpose of State Park General Plans/Scope 
of Environmental Analysis. 

none 

9D Thank	you	for	the	comment.	Realignment	of	State	property	
boundaries	is	beyond	the	scope	of	the	GP/EIR	and	is	a	matter	
involving	the	State	Legislature.	Please	refer	to	Master	Response	
A:	Purpose	of	State	Park	General	Plans/Scope	of	Environmental	
Analysis.	DPR	will	continue	coordination	with	the	neighboring	
landowner	regarding	use	of	this	well.	Should	the	owner	of	the	
existing	water	diversion	wish	to	modify	or	eliminate	it,	DPR	
will	work	cooperatively	with	them	to	develop	alternatives	that	
are	in	the	public	interest. 

none 

9E Please	refer	to	Master	Response	B: Sacramento	Valley	Red	Fox. 
In	addition,	the	DEIR	requires	implementation	of	GP	guidelines	
and	DOM	policies	to	reduce	potential	impacts	to	native	habitats	
and	species	(Impact	Bio‐1	on	GP	page	176)	and	special‐status	
species	and	sensitive	habitats	(Impact	Bio‐2	on	GP	page	179). 

 none 

9F Please	refer	to	Master	Response	C: Southwest	Management	
Zone	Development. 

 none 
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NOTE:	Two	attachments	have	not	been	reproduced	here,	but	are	part	of	the	administrative	record:	

 Figure	2.11	can	be	found	on	GP	page	41.	
 Riparian	Recruitment	photos	submitted	by	commenter	are	reproduced	with	the	previous	

comment	letter	#9	above.	

Response 
# 

Response 
 

Plan Changes  
Page & Paragraph #

10A Thank	you	for	the	suggestion.	DPR	agrees	removal	of	the	
abandoned	wire	fence	could	provide	beneficial	effects	to	
wildlife	movement	and	amelioration	of	flood	flows.	This	action	
may	be	considered	on	a	project‐level	basis.	Therefore,	impacts	
associated	with	removal	of	the	wire	fence	would	be	evaluated	
on	a	project‐level	basis.	Please	see	Master	Response	A:	Purpose 
of State Park General Plans/Scope of Environmental Analysis.	
However,	the	DEIR	does	require	implementation	of	GP	
guidelines	and	DOM	policies	to	reduce	potential	impacts	to	
native	habitats	and	species	(Impact	Bio‐1	on	GP	page	176)	and	
special‐status	species	and	sensitive	habitats	(Impact	Bio‐2	on	
GP	page	179). 

 none 

10B Thank	you	for	the	comment.	Realignment	of	State	property	
boundaries	is	beyond	the	scope	of	the	GP/EIR	and	is	a	matter	
involving	the	State	Legislature.	Please	refer	to	Master	Response	
A:	Purpose	of	State	Park	General	Plans/Scope	of	Environmental	
Analysis.	DPR	will	continue	coordination	with	the	neighboring	
landowner	regarding	use	of	this	well.	Should	the	owner	of	the	
existing	water	diversion	wish	to	modify	or	eliminate	it,	DPR	
will	work	cooperatively	with	them	to	develop	alternatives	that	
are	in	the	public	interest. 

 none  

10C Please	refer	to	Master	Response	B: Sacramento	Valley	Red	Fox	
and to Master Response A: Purpose of State Park General 
Plans/Scope of Environmental Analysis.	In addition, the DEIR 
requires implementation of GP guidelines and DOM policies to 
reduce potential impacts to native habitats and species (Impact 
Bio-1 page 176) and special-status species and sensitive 
habitats (Impact Bio-2 page 179). 

none 
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10D Please	refer	to	Master	Response	C: Southwest	Management	
Zone	Development.	In	addition,	the	importance	of	preserving	
riparian	areas	is	stressed	throughout	the	DEIR.	Specifically,	the	
DEIR	requires	implementation	of	GP	guidelines	and	DOM	
policies	to	reduce	potential	impacts	to	native	habitats	and	
species	(Impact	Bio‐1	on	GP	page	176)	and	special‐status	
species	and	sensitive	habitats	(Impact	Bio‐2	on	GP	page	179).	
For	example,	GP	guideline	SWMZ‐2A	through	C	(preserve	
elderberry	shrubs,	minimize	impacts	on	restored	habitats,	
retain	native	vegetation	to	the	extent	feasible,	compensate	for	
removal	of	native	vegetation	by	removing	exotic	plant	species	
from	riparian	habitat	and	replace	with	native	vegetation,	and	
utilize	native	plants	for	vegetation	buffers)	is	required	under	
Impact	Bio‐2. 

none 
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resource	constraints,	administrative	and	operational	constraints,	site	access,	etc.		These	studies	
illustrate	one	possible	solution,	which	undergoes	programmatic	level	environmental	review	with	
this	Plan.	Other	solutions	may	be	considered	that	meet	the	GP	goals	and	guidelines.	

Implementation	of	the	goals	and	guidelines	described	in	Chapter	4,	along	with	the	Department’s	
Operation	Manual	(DOM)	policies	and	Standard	Project	Requirements	(Appendix	M),	ensures	that	
potential	significant	impacts	remain	less	than	significant	or	maintains	them	at	a	less	than	significant	
level.		

As	described	in	Chapter	5:	Environmental	Analysis	Section	A.	Introduction	(GP	page	167)	of	the	
DEIR:	“The	General	Plan	and	EIR	constitute	the	first	tier	of	environmental	review.		‘Tiering’	in	an	
EIR	prepared	as	part	of	a	General	Plan	allows	agencies	to	address	broad	environmental	issues	at	
the	general	planning	stage,	followed	by	more	detailed	examination	of	actual	development	projects	
(that	are	consistent	with	the	Plan)	in	subsequent	EIRs	or	negative	declarations.		Later	EIRs	
incorporate,	by	reference,	the	general	discussions	from	the	broader	EIR	(the	General	Plan)	and	
concentrate	solely	on	the	issues	specific	to	the	later	projects	(Public	Resources	Code	Section	21093;	
CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15152).		This	General	Plan	does	not	approve	or	commit	the	Department	to	
specific	projects,	sites,	or	management	plans.		These	items	are	subject	to	consideration	and	
approval	at	a	later	date	by	Department	management.”	

The	DEIR	has	been	prepared	as	a	“first	tier	(program)	EIR”	under	Section	15166	of	the	State	CEQA	
Guidelines.	It	is	not	intended	to	identify	site‐specific	environmental	concerns,	but	the	general		
environmental	issues	that	are	relevant	to	the	approval	being	considered	(Pub.	Res.	Code	§21068.5,	
§21093;	see	also	CEQA	Guidelines	Sections	15152,	15161,	15168,	15385).		.		A	Program	EIR	is	
prepared	on	a	series	of	actions	that	can	be	characterized	as	one	large	project,	including	a	general	
plan	or	planning	document	such	as	the	GP	(CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15168).		The	DEIR	assesses	
and	documents	the	broad	environmental	impacts	of	the	GP	with	the	understanding	that	a	more	
detailed	site‐specific	environmental	review	may	be	required	to	evaluate	future	development	
projects	implemented	under	the	program.			

In	comparison	to	a	Program	EIR,	a	project	EIR	is	typically	prepared	for	a	specific	construction‐level	
project	(see	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15161).		The	level	of	detail	of	the	project	and	impacts	are	
more	specific	in	a	project‐level	document,	since	a	greater	level	of	detail	is	available	regarding	the	
project.		Under	CEQA,	a	project	EIR	"should	focus	primarily	on	the	changes	in	the	environment	that	
would	result	from	the	development	project	.	.	.	[and]	examine	all	phases	of	the	project	including	
planning,	construction,	and	operation"	(Ibid.).		The	level	of	detail	of	the	project	and	impacts	are	
more	specific	in	a	project‐level	document,	since	a	greater	level	of	detail	is	available	regarding	the	
project.	

DPR,	as	the	CEQA	lead	agency,	has	the	discretion	to	determine	whether	to	proceed	with	a	project	or	
program‐level	EIR.		The	Draft	EIR	is	appropriate	for	a	Program	EIR	since	it	addresses	
environmental	impacts	in	a	programmatic	manner	or	at	the	planning	level	of	detail.		Accordingly,	
the	DPR	does	not	have	sufficient	construction‐level	details	available	to	enable	an	analysis	of	
project‐specific	impacts	at	this	time.		Due	to	the	long‐term	nature	of	the	Proposed	Plan,	it	is	
preferable	not	to	speculate	as	to	specific	uses	or	exact	building	characteristics	at	this	time	because	
the	precise	future	role	of	these	project	components	likely	will	evolve	over	the	coming	years	and	in	
future	planning	horizons	as	identified	in	the	Draft	EIR.			



	

	

As	stated	in	Chapter	1.	Introduction	Section	G.	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	(page	5)	and	
Chapter	5.	Environmental	Analysis	Section	A.	Introduction	(page	167)	following	adoption	of	the	
Proposed	Plan,	“site	specific	development	and	resource	management	projects	at	the	Park	will	be	
subject	to	subsequent	project‐level	CEQA	compliance	and	to	the	permitting	requirements	and	
approval	of	other	agencies,	such	as	the	CDFW,	State	Water	Resources	Control	Board	(SWRCB),	and	
others	as	specific	projects	are	proposed.”		However,	DPR	acknowledges	that	the	Proposed	Plan	
serves	as	the	foundation	for	future	site‐specific	development,	and,	therefore,	“measures	have	been	
incorporated	as	goals	and	guidelines,	where	feasible,	to	help	ensure	that	planned	actions	will	not	
result	in	significant	environmental	impacts.		Therefore,	the	CEQA	analysis	detailed	in	this	GP/EIR	is	
intended	to	be	adequate	for	many	future	actions	implemented	if	they	are	consistent	with	the	Plan’s	
goals	and	guidelines.		Actions	may	require	additional	CEQA	analysis	once	project	details	are	known,	
while	others	may	simply	comply	with	the	goals,	guidelines	and	any	mitigation	measures	identified	
in	this	document	to	ensure	they	are	in	environmental	compliance.”	

Master	Response	B:	Sacramento	Valley	Red	Fox	

	DPR	has	been	coordinating	with	UC	Davis/California	Fish	and	Wildlife	biologists	regarding	the	
Sacramento	Valley	red	fox	since	2014,	collecting	scat	samples	for	genetic	testing	and	installing	
wildlife	cameras	to	monitor	the	Southwest	Parcel	to	further	studies	regarding	native	populations	of	
red	foxes.	Denning	of	red	foxes	has	been	confirmed	in	this	area.	

The	Plan	recognizes	that	the	Southwest	Parcel	includes	native	vegetation	and	habitat,	and	red	fox	
dens	are	illustrated	on	GP	page	41	Figure	2.11.	 

The	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Wildlife	(CDFW),	as	of	January	2016	has	not	included	the	
Sacramento	Valley	red	fox	(Vulpes	vulpes	patwin)	on	their	“Special	Animals	List”	maintained	
annually	by	the	Wildlife	Branch’s	Nongame	Wildlife	Program	that	includes:	officially	listed	or	
proposed	for	listing	under	the	State	and/or	Federal	Endangered	Species	Acts;	CDFW	Species	of	
Special	Concern,	taxa	which	meet	the	criteria	for	listing,	even	if	not	listed;	biologically	rare,	spatially	
restricted,	or	declining	taxa,	etc.			The	“Special	Animal	List”	was	reviewed	by	DPR	prior	to	
preparation	of	the	DEIR	and	again	prior	to	preparation	of	this	FEIR.			

The	Fish	and	Game	Commission	was	also	contacted	on	March	29,	2016	to	confirm	any	formal	
petitions	related	to	the	Sacramento	Valley	red	fox	for	listing	under	the	California	Endangered	
Species	Act	(CESA).	It	was	relayed	to	DPR	that	no	formal	petitions	have	been	submitted	regarding	
the	Sacramento	Valley	red	fox	for	consideration	for	listing	as	Threatened	or	Endangered	under	
CESA.	Additionally,	California	Fish	and	Game	Code	§4152	allows	depredation	of	red	foxes	(except	
the	Sierra	Nevada	red	fox)	when	foxes	are	found	“injuring	growing	crops	or	other	property,”	DPR	
does	not	partake	in	depredation	of	red	foxes	but	is	aware	of	active	depredation	in	areas	
surrounding	the	Park.			

Due	to	an	absence	of	any	legal	status,	or	official	consideration	of	the	Sacramento	Valley	red	fox,	
there	are	no	specific	or	recommended	mitigation	measures	to	incorporate	within	the	first‐tiered	
DEIR	at	this	time.	Further	analysis	under	CEQA	will	be	evaluated	at	the	project‐level	prior	to	
development,		within	the	Park.	At	that	time,	sufficient	information	regarding	the	status,	
requirements,	standard	avoidance	and	minimization	measures,	and	any	required	mitigation	of	the	
Sacramento	Valley	red	fox	will	be	evaluated	and	incorporated.	
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Master	Response	C:	Southwest	Management	Zone	Development	

Stated	on	GP	page	161	Goal	SWMZ1,	“This	Plan	prioritizes	acquisition	of	land	outside	the	floodway	
to	provide	all	season	camping;	however,	if	land	acquisition	is	infeasible	when	the	existing	
campground	is	impacted	by	boat	ramp	parking	expansion,	a	campground	shall	be	allowed	in	the	
SWMZ	(Southwest	Management	Zone).”  

The	Plan	recognizes	that	the	SWMZ	includes	native	vegetation	and	habitat,	as	illustrated	on	GP	page	
41	Figure	2.11.	Please refer to GP pages 99-100 for an analysis of the natural resources present in 
the SWMZ. GP	pages	109‐111	describe	the	significant	and	long‐standing	latent	demand	for	
overnight	accommodations	in	the	region.	GP	page	112	includes	a	description	of	previous	planning	
for	a	campground	in	the	SWMZ.	Appendix	N	includes	the	Riparian	Forest	Restoration	Plan,	with	
soils	information,	a	history	of	the	site	as	a	borrow	pit	and	leaf	disposal	site,	as	well	as	a	letter	
describing	the	acquisition	purpose	of	the	parcel.	

DPR’s	mission	and	policies	include	protection	of	natural	resources	as	well	as	creating	recreation	
opportunities.	Because	the	Park	is	classified	as	a	State	Recreation	Area	[PRC§5019.56(a)],	
consisting	of	areas	selected,	developed,	and	operated	to	provide	outdoor	recreational	
opportunities,	DPR	has	considered	the	best	locations	in	the	Park	to	develop	high	intensity	
recreational	facilities.	The	SWMZ	provides	the	only	location	to	develop	desired	all‐season	camping	
that	will	not	disturb	the	integrity	of	the	Sacramento	River	floodway,	or	cause	impacts	to	intact	
riparian	habitat	within	the	floodway.		The	text	on	page	112	of	the	GP/EIR	discusses	the	Southwest	
Parcel	as	a	proposed	location	for	additional	camping	in	the	Park	since	1975.	Unfortunately,	the	
planting	in	2000‐2001	was	completed	without	reserving	sufficient	space	for	the	planned	
campground.		

Regardless,	the	tree	and	elderberry	plantings	have	matured	and	now	provide	habitat	for	native	
species.	These	plantings	do	not	fully	meet	the	criteria	of	a	“riparian	wetland”	as	defined	by	the	US	
Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	Regional	Supplement	to	the	Corps	of	Engineers	Wetland	Delineation	
Manual:	Arid	West	Region	(Version	2.0),	September	2008.	The	vegetation	stratum	(shrub	and	
grass/forbs)	of	this	site	does	not	meet	prevalence	or	indicator	species	typical	of	riparian	areas,	nor	
do	hydric	soils	exist	within	the	restored	areas.		Thus,	the	text	on	page	99	will	be	revised	to	discuss	
“recruitment”	of	native	riparian/wetland	species	as	it	relates	to	the	delineation	of	jurisdictional	
wetlands	regulated	by	the	US	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	under	the	Section	404	of	the	Clean	Water	
Act.	It	is	acknowledged	that	campground	development	will	require	federal	and	state	actions	that	
are	subject	to	consultation	under	the	federal	Endangered	Species	Act	and	Clean	Water	Act	Section	
404	and	401	to	avoid/minimize	impacts	to	listed	species	and	their	designated	habitat.	

Acquisition	of	sufficient	land	outside	the	Sacramento	River	floodway	is	DPR’s	preferred	solution	to	
providing	overnight	accommodations,	if	feasible.	Acquisition	decisions	are	guided	by	the	State	
Public	Works	Board.	Securing	both	acquisition	and	long‐term	funding	commitments	are	a	
significant	challenge;	however,	DPR	has	committed	to	prioritize	acquisition	to	minimize	impacts	to	
the	SWMZ’s	natural	resources.
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Page	54,	Table	2.5:	

Table	2.5.		Special‐Status	Terrestrial	Wildlife	Anticipated	to	Occur	within	the	Park
Species	 CDFW USFWS Habitat
Invertebrates	
valley	elderberry	longhorn	beetle	
/	Desmocerus	californicus	
dimorphus	

‐‐	 T Elderberry	shrubs,	usually	in	streamside	
habitats	below	3,000	feet	through	the	Central	
Valley	

Sacramento	Valley	tiger	beetle	/	
Cicindela	hirticollis	abrupta	

‐‐	 ‐‐ Now	considered	extinct.	Occurred	on	moist	open	
sand	or	mud	along	river.	

Reptiles	and	Amphibians	(none)	
Birds	
Swainson's	hawk	/	Buteo	
swainsoni	

T	 ‐‐ Forages	in	open	meadows,	grasslands,	and	
agricultural	fields;	nests	in	tall	trees	(20‐30	feet)	

western‐yellow	billed	cuckoo	/	
Coccyzus	americanus	occidentalis	

E	 ‐‐ Large	patches	of	mature	riparian	forest	

bank	swallow	/	Riparia	riparia	 T	 ‐‐ Riparian	woodland;	nests	in	vertical	banks	and	
cliffs	with	fine	or	sandy	soils	

bald	eagle	/	Haliaeetus	
leucocephalus	

E	 ‐‐ Forages	over	wetlands	and	meadows.	
Winters	in	the	region	

Mammals	
western	red	bat	/	Lasiurus	
blossevillii	

CSC ‐‐ Nests	in	old	cottonwood,	sycamore	and	Valley	
oak	cavities.	Forages	over	wetlands,	forests	and	
meadows.	
	

hoary	bat	/	Lasiurus	cinereus	 ‐‐	 ‐‐
western	small‐footed		myotis	/	
Myotis	ciliolabrum	

‐‐	 ‐‐

CDFW	State	Listing	Categories:	
	 E		 California	Endangered	
	 T		 California	Threatened	
	 FP	 Fully	Protected	
							CSC	 California	Species	of	Concern		

USFWS	Federal	Listing	Categories:	
	 T	 Federal	Threatened	
	 PD	 Proposed	for	Delisting	
	 FSC	 Federal	Species	of	Concern	
		

Source:		CNDDB	2013,	CDFW	(March	2016)

	

Page	55,	Paragraph	1:	

Northwestern	pond	turtles	are	known	to	utilize	the	Sacramento	River;	however,	they	tend	to	prefer	
slow,	sluggish	areas	with	many	basking	locations.	The	river’s	edge	adjacent	to	the	Park	and	the	
former	river	channel	do	not	contains	the	type	of	habitat	the	turtles	prefer,	thus	northwestern	pond	
turtles	are	unlikely	to	reside	in	the	Park.	
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Chapter	3:	Issues	and	Analysis	

Page	99,	Paragraph	2:		

SOUTHWEST PARCEL.	Of	the	6	acre	Southwest	Parcel,	remnant	riparian	forest	occurs	on	about	one	
acre,	and	4.5	acres	were	planted	with	native	plants	in	2001	by	the	department.	These	plantings	do	
not	fully	meet	the	criteria	of	a	“riparian	wetland”	as	defined	by	the	US	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	
Regional	Supplement	to	the	Corps	of	Engineers	Wetland	Delineation	Manual:	Arid	West	Region	
(Version	2.0),	September	2008.	The	restored	vegetation	currently	exhibits	poor	no	recruitment	of	
native	riparian/wetland	species	as	it	relates	to	the	delineation	of	jurisdictional	wetlands	regulated	
by	the	US	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	under	the	Section	404	of	the	Clean	Water	Act,	as	the	vegetation	
stratum	(shrub	and	grass/forbs)	of	this	site	does	not	meet	prevalence	or	indicator	species	typical	of	
riparian	areas,	nor	do	hydric	soils	exist	within	the	restored	areas.		Hhowever,	it	still	provides	some	
habitat	for	native	wildlife.	Refer	to	Chapter	2	Habitat	Restoration	and	Appendix	N	for	more	
information.	

Chapter	5:	Environmental	Analysis	

Page	227,	after	Paragraph	3:	

	ENVIRONMENTALLY	SUPERIOR	ALTERNATIVE	

CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15126.6(e)(2)	requires	that	an	environmentally	superior	alternative	to	
the	proposed	project	be	specified,	if	one	is	identified.		In	general,	the	environmentally	superior	
alternative	is	one	which	minimizes	adverse	environmental	impacts	while	achieving	the	basic	
objectives	of	the	project.			The	No	Project	Alternative	would	be	considered	environmentally	
superior	because	all	of	the	adverse	impacts	associated	with	the	project	would	be	avoided	
(construction	and	operational).		However,	CEQA	Guidelines	§15126.6(e)(2)	states	that	if	the	
environmentally	superior	alternative	is	the	No	Project	Alternative,	“the	EIR	shall	also	identify	an	
environmentally	superior	alternative	among	the	other	alternatives.”	

Given	the	nature	of	the	project,	which	consists	of	providing	passive	and	active	recreational	
opportunities	and	to	protect	and	enhance	the	riparian	and	riverine	environment,	few	alternatives	
are	available	that	would	meet	the	project’s	most	basic	objectives.		An	alternative	location	is	not	
feasible.	The	Minor	Recreation/Habitat	Focus	and	Moderate	Recreation	would	not	meet	the	basic	
objectives	of	the	project	or	provide	the	greatest	enhancement	of	recreational	opportunities	while	
avoiding	significant	resource	impacts.					

For	the	reasons	presented	above,	the	Proposed	Plan	meets	the	project	objectives	and	avoids	
significant	resource	impacts,	and,	therefore,	is	identified	as	the	environmentally	superior	
alternative.	
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