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1 INTRODUCTION

The California Department of Parks and Recreation (California State Parks) proposes to implement the Road and
Trail Change-in-Use Evaluation Process (Program) to facilitate the review of proposals to add or change uses of
existing recreational roads and trails in the State Park System. The Program is intended to facilitate
consideration of changes in non-motorized uses of existing State Park roads and trails to best accommodate
accessibility and recreational activities that are appropriate for each facility. The Program seeks to provide
California State Parks with an objective process and evaluation tool to assess proposals to modify roads and
trails to add or remove recreational uses.

A Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) is being prepared to evaluate the potential environmental
effects of the proposed Program. The PEIR is being prepared in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines to enable the use of the provisions of Section 15168 of the
State CEQA Guidelines to streamline the environmental review of later projects that are consistent with the
Program.

California State Parks is the Lead Agency for the Program. A Notice of Preparation was circulated on September
15, 2010 by the Lead Agency to seek input from agencies, organizations and the public to further define the
project, develop alternatives, and discuss potential environmental impacts and mitigation measures that should
be included in the PEIR. A brief description of the proposed project and the organization and intended use of
this scoping report are provided below.

1.1 SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND INTENDED USE OF THE PEIR

This Program applies to decisions that are made for the addition or removal of different types of non-motorized
uses and certain motorized accessibility vehicle uses of a State Park System road or trail. These types of use may
include: pedestrian, accessible pedestrian, wheelchair, equestrian, mountain bike, road bike, in-line skating,
motorized accessibility vehicles that meet State Parks policy standards for enhancing access to designated trails,
or other unidentified non-motorized uses not currently recognized as potential road and trail use types. State
Parks’ policy standards for use of motorized accessibility vehicles on recreational roads and trails will be
presented in the PEIR.

Potential project actions that may result from recommendations for a change-in-use type include:
reconstruction or rehabilitation of an existing road or trail prism; installation of speed control or separation
devices to protect different user types; minor rerouting of trail alignments to correct otherwise unsustainable
road and trail grades, or to resolve an existing environmental problem; installation of hardened surfaces, such
as, but not limited to, aggregate surfacing, rock armoring, wooden boardwalks or puncheons and bridging;
closure, decommissioning, and restoration of existing roads and trails; conversion of roads to trails; and
trailhead, point of access, and parking improvements related to changes in recreational road or trail use.

In general, project actions that are eligible for coverage by the Program would involve modifications within the
corridor of an existing road or trail. Construction would be limited to the existing disturbed area of the road or
trail and adjacent lands.

Any proposed project actions that are taken with regard to trails and roads qualifying for change-in-use as a
result of the application of the proposed Road and Trail Change-in-Use Evaluation Process will be required to
meet Standard Project Requirements (i.e., environmental protection features) established for trail projects with
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the objective of making them as “self-mitigating” as feasible. These Standard Project Requirements have been
developed to protect resources and avoid impacts to cultural and natural values that may be affected by any of
the road and trail project actions. The complete list of Standard Project Requirements for trails will be included
in the PEIR.

Standard Project Requirements include measures to avoid and minimize environmental effects that are
incorporated into the design of a project. The requirements can be defined as a result of detailed testing,
inventories, studies, and documentation that performed before any surface disturbing activity occur as part of
the road or trail modifications approved through the change-in-use process. They also include project
construction activities that must be used, such as vegetative removal strategies, dust and erosion abatement
techniques, seasonal and soil moisture restrictions for construction, and appropriate resource avoidance
methods. The Standard Project Requirements also set inspection and maintenance standards for construction
activities on trails to avoid environmental problems associated with earthquake damage, flooding, spill
prevention, and storm water pollution prevention.

The Road and Trail Change-in-Use Evaluation Process could be applied to roads and trails in all state parks, state
recreation areas, and state beaches of the California State Park System that are owned and/or managed by the
state. The analysis will be organized in the context of regionally defined environmental conditions (e.g., soils,
habitats) to characterize environmental effects of road and trail change-in-use proposals in the relevant context
of different ecosystems and regions. The specific organizing approach will be established in the early stages of
PEIR preparation.

The Road and Trail Change-in-Use Evaluation Process EIR is a Program EIR under Section 15168 of the State
CEQA Guidelines. Later activities that are consistent with the program evaluated in this EIR can benefit from
streamlining of the CEQA process. Because new site-specific actions are proposed in park units under this
Program, District personnel of California State Parks will use a checklist to document the evaluation of the site
and the actions proposed to determine whether the environmental effects are covered in this PEIR. If the
evaluation process confirms that no new effects would occur and that no additional mitigation measures would
be necessary, California State Parks can approve the actions as being within the scope of the PEIR, and no new
environmental document would be required. If additional significant impacts not addressed in this PEIR are
identified, they will be evaluated in later, project-specific CEQA documentation, in accordance with the State
CEQA Guidelines.

1.2 ORGANIZATION AND INTENDED USE OF THIS SCOPING REPORT

This scoping report is organized into chapters, as identified and briefly described below.

Chapter 1, “Introduction”: Chapter 1 summarizes the proposed project and describes the organization and
intended use of this scoping report.

Chapter 2, “NOP Comments”: Chapter 2 provides review and assessment of NOP comments and
recommendations for incorporation of comments into the PEIR.

Chapter 3, “Program EIR Preparation Guidance”: Chapter 3 describes information needed to complete the PEIR
sections, a list of studies needed to support the PEIR, anticipated schedule for the PEIR, and outline and
summary of sections/topics to be addressed in the PEIR.

California Department of Parks and Recreation
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Chapter 4, “References and Attachments Provided in NOP Comment Letters”: Chapter 4 contains a compiled list
of references and attachments that were provided in NOP comment letters.

Appendices: The appendices contain the NOP (Appendix A), NOP comment letters (Appendix B), and other
documentation used for preparation of the scoping report.
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2 NOP COMMENTS AND TOPICS
RECOMMENDED FOR THE PEIR

Public comments submitted during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) circulation period are summarized and
assessed in this section of the Scoping Report. Also, the list of environmental issues to be included in the PEIR
based on the scoping comments is described. Please note that the PEIR will address the full scope of
environmental issues, so it will not be limited to the topics raised in the scoping process.

The following discussion provides a review and assessment of the environmental issues raised in comments on
the NOP. Comments are related to specific letters by the letter number and page number (See Appendix B for
numbered comment letters). The commentary is organized by topic. Where a response to a comment is
appropriate to clarify how the PEIR will address a topic, it is presented in parentheses.

2.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A commenter asks if mitigation monitoring or review of mitigation impacts related to proposed Standard Project
Requirements will be conducted and whether the testing, studies, inventories, and documentation to be used in
development of the Standard Project Requirements will be reviewed by the public (Letter O-5, page 2). (As
stated in the NOP, the complete list of Standard Project Requirements will be included in the PEIR. Therefore,
these Standards will be subject to environmental review. Monitoring approaches will also be explored in the
PEIR.)

A commenter asks if the Program would impact or supersede other agency authority over land use within their
jurisdiction (Letter 0-5, page 7). Interagency processes would need to be defined in the PEIR. Commenter
suggests adoption of specific standards for determining the suitability for use by specific groups and for multi-
use. Criteria should be established for determining when a trail is suitable for use by specific groups and for
multi-use. Such criteria would include trail width, grade, sight lines and steepness of adjacent terrain (Letter I-7,

page 1).

Some commenters state that there is inequity in the number of miles of trails allocated and ratio of trail users to
various user groups ( Letter O-9, page 3; Letter O-11, page 1; Letter O-1, page 1).

2.1.1 TRAIL USE CHANGE SURVEY AND PROGRAM CHECKLIST

Several commenters offered suggestions about how to improve the survey checklist or questions about the
appropriate use of the survey. A commenter asks if the Program checklist will be made available for public
review during the PEIR process (Letter O-5, page 4).

The Bay Area Ridge Trail Council recommends some additions to the draft Trail Use Change survey evaluation
criteria list: #2) Compatibility: add “Is the trail part of a regional trail route that supports additional uses in other
jurisdictions?”; and #3) Effects to Circulation Patterns: add “Does the change close a “use gap” in a longer,
regional trail?” (Letter O-10, page 3).

The Marin Conservation League recommends that State Parks should not rely solely on the current trail use
change survey procedure for CEQA-compliant review of an individual project because it does not provide the
analytical support for identifying potentially significant impacts or specific mitigation to reduce impacts to less

California Department of Parks and Recreation
Road and Trail Change-In-Use Evaluation Process Scoping Report 21



NOP Comments and Topics Recommended for the PEIR Ascent Environmental

than significant As an example, the commenter states that for the Bill’s Trail project, the survey failed to identify
its location within designated critical habitat (Letter O-13, page 2).

One commenter states that The Trail Use Change Survey refers to evidence of “unauthorized trail use”, Section
2.4., and it is not clear how this information will be used and interpreted. Commenter states that there can be
many reasons for unauthorized trail use by mountain bikers, including cyclists being arbitrarily excluded from
trails, failure to provide desired trails, or the need for more legitimate trail access. In most cases, unauthorized
trail use will not be diminished unless the root causes are identified and dealt with in a constructive manner
(Letter O-9, page 3).

2.1.2 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECTS ELIGIBLE FOR THE CHANGE-IN-USE PROCESS

A number of commenters ask how projects would be evaluated under the PEIR and request that Program
methodology and its limitations be described in detail.

A commenter asks if there will be a maximum distance within which a change to adjacent lands can be made
under the Program, specifically as it relates to minor rerouting under the Program (Letter O-5, page 2). (The PEIR
will define parameters and guidance under the Program for any proposed actions taken on adjacent lands within
a trail corridor.)

Based on an observation that the bioregions are not intended to provide homogeneous policies throughout their
individual reaches, the commenter suggests that the PEIR project description include a discussion of the
limitations to organizing impacts and mitigation measures by the 10 bioregions (Letter O-5, page 3).

A commenter asks how uses appropriate for a road or trail are determined (Letter 0-5, page 1). (This process
will be outlined in the PEIR.)

One commenter asks that CEQA exemptions be preserved for routine maintenance by providing clear
differentiation between maintenance and major realignment or upgrade (Letter O-10, page 3).

Commenter states that the PEIR needs to make it very clear how specific projects will be evaluated and what the
noticing requirements will be and how they will be implemented under the Program. Several commenters
request that the noticing requirements be expanded beyond CEQA requirements (e.g., allow organizations and
individuals to register with State Parks for e-notification of pending change-in-use projects) and State Parks
website (Letter O-13, pages 2 and 3; Letter O-3, page 1; Letter O-4, page 1).

A commenter suggests that a comprehensive description of the overall action be provided with a glossary to
support it. This could be portions of the State Park’s “Trail Handbook” as an appendix that provides the types of
trail and road modification needed for a change-in-use (Letter O-13, page 3).

2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION (GENERAL)

Several commenters made general suggestions on how to approach environmental impacts and mitigation in
the PEIR.

A commenter requests that the PEIR either append a list of BMPs or otherwise incorporate them as specific
mitigation measures (Letter O-13, page 4).

California Department of Parks and Recreation
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Commenter states that trail use changes themselves may mitigate certain impacts. For example, opening a trail
for additional uses may allow for more visitors to have direct park access without the need for a vehicle (Letter
0-10, page 3).

Commenter states that evaluation of environmental impacts of additional trail users, or the environmental
impact of a allowing a different class of trail users should focus in part, on the per capita impact. For example,
the document should discuss whether an individual mountain biker has a greater impact on the
trail/environment than an individual hiker (Letter O-11, page 1). Some bicyclist organizations commented that
the Program analysis should take into account the number of trail miles in a given park unit and whether they
are proportionately allocated to users based upon the size of the user group ( Letter 0O-9, page 3; Letter O-11,
page 1; Letter O-1, page 1).

A commenter asks if the PEIR will address NEPA issues or processes for joint state and federal approvals (Letter
0-5, page 7).

More specific comments related to impacts and mitigation are grouped by resource area or topic below (Section
2.2 through 2.18 of this document).

One commenter asks how CEQA Guideline Section 15131 will be addressed in the Program or PEIR (i.e. will only
environmental effects be assessed, or will it include social factors and public safety, or economic factors and
ability to fund policing and management of trails (Letter O-5)). Although CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 states
that ‘economic or social effects of a project may be used to determine the significance of physical changes
caused by the project’, it is our opinion that a change-in-use of a State Park road or trail would not result in a
social or economic impact that could lead to a finding of significance under CEQA (ex. divide an existing
community), mainly because these roads and trails are located within established recreational areas instead of
existing neighborhoods and communities.

2.3 AIR QUALITY

No substantive comments related to air quality were provided in the NOP comment letters.

2.4 GREENHOUSE GAS/CLIMATE CHANGE/ENERGY RESOURCES

A commenter asks to what extent the Program could increase greenhouse gases or otherwise promote climate
change (Letter O-7, page 1). Another commenter refers to projected rises in sea-level and the need for planning
associated with safety of fills and sea level rise. Commenter also states that the DEIR should discuss climate
change impacts such as inundation and its impacts on other resources (i.e. biological resources, transportation,
hydrology, water quality, hazards, cultural resources, utilities, and public services) and aim to address both
mitigation and adaptive measures (Letter S-1, page 2).

2.5 TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

One commenter asks how the need for resilient habitat, given global warming, will be discussed in the PEIR
(Letter 1-10, page 1).

One commenter provides research related to potential trail and trail use impacts and management implications
on vegetation and wildlife (Letter O-11, pages 2, 6, & 7).
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A commenter lists examples of impacts to vegetation, wildlife, and habitat made by various user groups on trails
(i.e. walkers, joggers, equestrians, and mountain bikers), varying in degree based on personal observation and
anecdotal evidence(Letter O-13, pages 3 & 4):

vegetation trampling and compaction of leaf litter and soil;
soil loss through rutting and erosion, with consequent sedimentation of waterways;
loss of both herbaceous and brittle woody plant species near trails;

habitat disturbance and trail “widening” due to wandering off trail or cutting corners;

A A A A K

habitat fragmentation (widening trail impedes movement and dispersal of animals that are reluctant to
cross exposed openings);

4 habitat disturbance from noise and the presence nad motion of users (e.g., decreased nesting near
trails, altered bird species composition near trails, and increased predation of nests by animals using the
trail as corridor);

4 introduction of exotic and weedy species from foot traffic, bicycle tires, and horse manure (trails are
natural conduits for movement of exotic species);

4 nutrient enrichment from horse manure and urine that could favor invaoitno so fweedy species along
horse trails; and

4 direct loss off small or slow-moving wildlife such as small rodents and reptiles by rapid moving bicycles
(“road kill”).

2.6 AQUATIC BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

No substantive comments related to aquatic biological resources were provided in the NOP comment letters.

2.7 GEOLOGY, SOILS AND MINERALS
Potential impacts to geology and soils as a result of the Program that are referenced by some commenters
include soil compaction, erosion, and loss of soil structure (Letter O-9, page 4; Letter O-2, page 2; Letter O-11,

pages 3 through 5). Another commenter provides research related to potential trail and trail use soil impacts
and management implications (Letter O-11, pages 3 through 5).

2.8 HYDROLOGY, WATER QUALITY, AND SEDIMENTATION
Some commenters state concern that opening trails to more trail user groups and users may create ruts in
existing trails that could result in sedimentation to adjacent water bodies (Letter O-9, page 4; Letter O-2, page

2). Another commenter provides research related to potential trail and trail use impacts on water resources
and management implications (Letter O-11, pages 3 through 5).

2.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES

No substantive comments related to cultural resources were provided in the NOP comment letters.

2.10 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Comments related to trail use safety are summarized in this section of the Scoping Report. No substantive
comments were received related to other hazards or hazardous materials.
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2-4 Road and Trail Change-In-Use Evaluation Process Scoping Report



Ascent Environmental NOP Comments and Topics Recommended for the PEIR

A commenter asks if, in addition to environmental protection features, the “Standard Project Requirements” will
include safety provisions (Letter O-5, page 2).

Some commenters state concern that displacement of traditional trail users will occur due to safety concerns
(i.e. mountain bike use is opened on hiking and/or equestrian use trails) (Letter O-6, page 1 & 2).0One
commenter provides a statement on safety considerations for multi-use trails from California Equestrian Trails
and Land Coalition (CET&LC) and requests these recommendations be considered for inclusion in the Program
requirements for all trails (Letter 0-5, Exhibit G).

CET&LC requests that if mountain bike use is to be added to any equestrian and/or hiking trail, mitigation must
include speed limits, safety practices, and effective enforcement which would also serve the collateral benefit of
preventing associated environmental damage (Letter 0-5, page 5). CET&LC requests that their safety guidelines
be considered as a template in development of safety requirements to be included in the Program (Letter 0-5,
Exhibit G). The commenter states that because these safety guidelines both provide for public safety and define
mitigations which will reduce consequent and related environmental damage, these safety guidelines should be
consistent with CEQA guidelines 15126.4(a)(2) as it relates to the full enforceability of mitigation measures. The
commenter states that reckless mountain bikers are a significant safety problem for equestrian users and that
there is a lack of enforcement of rules on trail use or formalized reporting and recording of incidents. The
commenter recommends that the PEIR address these issues with mitigation measures (Letter 0-5, page 5).

The commenter also references CEQA Guideline 15126.2(a) and relates it to why the PEIR analysis should
consider significant health and safety problems caused by a physical change (e.g., inclusion of bikes on a trail),
impacts of bringing new users onto a trail (i.e. new users=more users), and scenic quality impacts (Letter 0-5,
pages 5-6).

The commenter states that the speed and behavior of problem bikers have an indirect and cumulative effect,
under CEQA, of damaging existing trails and parkland environments. Commenter also states that problem bikers
create a threatening and frightening experience on the trail for other users instead of a relaxing and serene
experience. The commenter then states that these are significant social and environmental effects as described
in CEQA Guideline 15126.4 and 15126.2. The commenter states that mitigating for these issues is best
accomplished by preventing the speed and behavior of problem bikers with enforced time, place, and manner of
use restrictions, or not authorizing trail use for bikers on equestrian use trails under the no project alternative
(Letter 0-5, page 6).

Another commenter states that the PEIR should spell out the road and trail performance standards that are
necessary to ensure safety and minimize user conflicts (Letter 0-13, page 5).

With respect to potential trail safety and user conflict, potential trail measures were suggested by a commenter
and are listed below (Letter I-11, page 1 &2):

1. Trail tread widening. This practice may enhance rides, but may increase damage and habitat
fragmentation (Letter I-11, page 1 &2).

2. Riding up the up-hill slope to reduce or “shave” bike speed that results in increases environmental
damage to the slope. Armoring the slope makes clear that secondary impacts follow from this practice.
Speed differential between bicyclists and other trail users has been repeatedly reported by the public
and members of the California Trails Committee as reflected in their publicly available meeting minutes.
It is a key safety and resource impact. Speed also can cause environmental damage because bicycle
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uses/users often occupy the center of the trail, travel in groups, and have difficulty staying on the trail
tread when the trail steepness causes high speeds (Letter I-11, page 1 &2).

“Before-and -after” assessment. If a before-and-after assessment had been conducted on the Tapia
Spur trail in Malibu, for example, it would have demonstrated displacement and serious safety issues to
other uses arising from added mountain bike use (Letter I-11, page 1 &2).

Acceptance of user experience reports. In discussing user conflicts, the argument that official reports or
scientific data are required to establish the existence of user conflict must be set aside. The
environmental preparer should not ignore the written decision of Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals which
held, in its finding in favor of the Defendant Babbitt, that:

“Individual comment is a very persuasive indicator of "user conflict," for determining the
existence of conflicts between humans cannot be numerically calculated or counted; rather, the
existence of conflict must be evaluated. The court can envision no better way to determine the
existence of actual past or likely future conflict between two user groups than to hear from
members of those groups.” (Bicycle Trails Council of Marin v. Babbitt, 82F. 3d 1445, Court of
Appeals, 9th Circuit, 1996) Emphasis added.

The Court of Appeals accepted user experience as an indicator of conflict. State Parks is well positioned
to follow the Court’s opinion (Letter I-11, page 1 &2).

Minimum sight distance. Commenter states that a minimum sight distance threshold requirement is
needed for trails that are narrow and/or have blind corners to ensure they are not opened to unsafe
trail uses (Letter O-2, page 2). Another commenter references safety concerns associated with blind
curves and switchbacks on narrow trails (Letter O-5, Exhibit G, Page 2).

Use of trail conflict research. Findings from research conducted by Jacob & Schreyer, Roger Moore,
Jennifer Hoger & Deborah Chavez found that: 1) Conflicts can occur among different user groups, within
the same user group, and due to factors unrelated to trail activity; 2) Conflict can be felt or perceived
even when there is no actual contact between trail users; 3) Conflict can be seen as a difference
between perceived “low impact” passive users and “high impact” aggressive users; 4) User conflict is a
matter of perception and varies from person to person ( Letter O-9, page 2).

Trail management techniques. Trail use conflicts can be reduced with trail management techniques such
as 1) Information and education; 2) Signs; 3) Setting appropriate expectations for trail users; 4) Paid and
volunteer trail patrols; 5) Peer education on proper trail behavior; 6) User involvement and partnerships;
7) Trail advocacy groups; 8) User group coalitions; 9) Volunteer trail work; 10) Shared-use events; and
11) Designing trails in a way that manages speed ( Letter O-9, page 2).

Examples of measures that can be implemented to manage safety on trails include the following (Letter
0-9, page 5 & 6):

Provide public education on proper trail etiquette

Provide trail yield instruction signs at all multi-use trailheads
Provide directional signage

Conduct multi-use trail workshops

A A A A Kk

Conduct horse desensitization sessions

2-6
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Work with bike shops, schools, clubs, and outdoor stores to promote low impact riding.
Park trailhead interpreters to pass out information on proper trail behavior

Mobilize bike-equestrian patrols

Increase staff patrol

Cite violators of trail regulations

Design trails for speed control (narrow trails, pinch points, obstacles, rough surfaces)
Design trails for safe passing (strategically placed widened areas, pull out zones)

Line of sight modifications

Re-route trails

Build new trails

Alternate use restrictions, i.e. bikes one day, horses and walkers another day
Alternate use by time of day

Adherence to trail maintenance schedules

Adopt-a-trail for maintenance by volunteers

Require cyclists and equestrians to wear helmets

Disperse use by opening more trails

Separate trailheads for a central trail system

Partnerships and MOUs with user groups

Promote multi-use events, i.e. barbecues, poker rides, trail building, volunteer celebrations
Use walk your bike zones

Create multi-use trail advisory committees

Designate “high speed” trails and “low speed” trails

Use “stacked loop” trail system design to disperse users

Keep trails narrow to slow users and reduce environmental impact

Prohibit off trail travel

Design trails with sustainable grades

A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A M

Use a trail permit/pass system to control trail carrying capacity (permits issued according to
proportional size of user group)

[N

Deploy rangers on bikes and horses in parks.
Close trails to horses when other less drastic measures have failed

Close trails to bikes when other less drastic measures have failed

2.11 AESTHETICS AND VIEWS

A few commenters refer to analysis of visual effects of the Program (Letter O-5, page 8 & 117; Letter O-13, page
4; Letter 0-13, page 4). Specific topics raised include the following:

4 Because the desired trail experience differs among user groups; therefore, impacts will be perceived
differently. To the extent possible, the PEIR should describe desired aesthetic experience of different
user groups (Letter O-13, page 4).

4 Aesthetic impacts will vary with specific conditions of a site (Letter O-5, page 8).
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2.12 TRANSPORTATION

A commenter states that secondary and cumulative impacts from more parking space demand at trail heads to
accommodate added uses will be an impact (Letter I-11, page 2).

2.13  NOISE

No substantive comments were provided related to noise impacts that would result from change-in-use.

2.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING

No substantive comments were provided related to population and housing impacts from change-in-use.

2.15 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

No substantive comments related to public services and utilities were provided in the NOP comment letters.
Refer to ‘Security and Emergency Preparedness’ below for comments related to police and ambulance service.

2.16 SECURITY AND EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

Commenter states that because the State does not have the money or staff to police destructive bikers, and that
the environmental consequences associated with problem bikers includes significant impacts to plants, animals,
habitats, erosion, visual resources, and the experience for other users (Letter O-5, Exhibit D-H). Commenter
suggests that mitigation for such impacts could include more funds for enforcement and patrolling, significant
penalties, or the requirement of bikers to obtain a license or be visually identifiable (ex. wear a number on trails
or affix an easy to read license plate to their bike) on State trails (Letter 0-5, page 7).Commenter states that
rescue and medical costs should be examined in the PEIR. The public likely bears the cost of the consequences
of mountain bike accidents even though they may be predominantly single user accidents (Letter I-11, page 2).

2.17 CUMULATIVE

Commenter state that cumulative impacts on special-status species must be addressed. This will be addressed
in the PEIR (Letter O-7, page 3).

2.18 ALTERNATIVES

A commenter requests including an alternative provided that strikes a balance between user demands,
environmental protection, mitigation and allocation of park resources. The scope of the alternatives might
consider: 1) Evaluating the ratio of miles of trails to the size of the user group. For example, crowding of one
large user group on a small number of trails may lead to higher impacts. Dispersing use may relieve some of
these impacts. 2) Defining a trail so that the desired experience is provided. For example, agree that a fire road
is not a trail (but can link single track experiences together) and that a narrow trail may have fewer
environmental consequences than a larger road. 3) Inventorying trail systems so that park units can identify
environmental degradation, barriers, gaps in demands, and implement remedies (Letter I-14, page 2).
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3 PEIR PREPARATION GUIDANCE

3.1 IDENTIFICATION OF INFORMATION NEEDS AND STUDIES NEEDED TO SUPPORT
THE PEIR TO COMPLETE THE PEIR SECTIONS

Three technical studies have been approved to address key issues and build a foundation for the PEIR.

3.1.1 TRAIL USE CONFLICT AND SAFETY ASSESSMENT

Investigate field records, existing studies, and available data regarding trail use conflicts between different types
of users (i.e., hikers, equestrians, mountain bikers, and motorized accessibility users) on California State Park
trails and other California and U.S. multiple use trails. The purpose of the assessment will be to develop factual
evidence about the nature, frequency, social issues, and safety consequences of trail use conflicts for use in the
PEIR trail use conflict section and to critique existing studies for objectivity (including identifying the author and
sponsor, where known) and whether they address solutions related to design or management programs (such as
speed controls, sight distance, or etiquette-promoting programs). The work product would be a stand-alone
assessment that could be used as an appendix from which the EIR section would be prepared. Attend a
workshop in Sacramento to discuss and get feedback on preliminary findings. (Alta Planning and
Design/Greenways)

3.1.2 ROAD AND TRAIL CHANGE-IN-USE EROSION POTENTIAL AND CONTROL PRACTICES FOR
MAJOR SOIL TYPES

Evaluate approaches to geographically organizing erosion vulnerability characteristics that would be potentially
viable for use in evaluating environmental impacts of the road and trail change-in-use process. Evaluate the
differences in erosion potential for major soil types and meteorological conditions relevant to road and trail
change-in-use projects expected from the proposed process for the purpose of organizing the PEIR impact
analysis and refining management practices to control erosion. The approach should be practical for Districts to
use in evaluating and defining management responses for their projects as part of the change-in-use process.
The work product would be a stand-alone appendix to the PEIR and would inform the environmental setting and
impact analysis of the PEIR. Attend a workshop in Sacramento to discuss and get feedback on preliminary
findings. (Pacific Watershed Associates)

3.1.3 ECOSYSTEM-BASED ORGANIZATION OF ROAD AND TRAIL CHANGE-IN-USE PROJECT
IMPACTS

Evaluate approaches to geographically organizing ecosystem characteristics that would be potentially viable for
use in evaluating environmental impacts of the road and trail change-in-use process. These will include, but not
necessarily be limited to, California Biodiversity Council Bioregions (10), California Wildlife Action Plan regions
(8), geomorphic provinces (13), and landscape provinces (9). Based on the evaluation of the advantages and
disadvantages of different approaches, a preferred approach will be selected in coordination with State Parks
and an ecosystem setting description suitable for inclusion in the PEIR will be prepared with accompanying
maps. Attend a workshop in Sacramento to discuss and get feedback on preliminary findings. (Ascent
Environmental)
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3.2 PRELIMINARY PROJECT SCHEDULE FOR PEIR

The following table outlines the schedule anticipated for completion of the PEIR.

Notice to Proceed 0
Kick-off Meeting 1
Receive project info and technical studies 2
Submit detailed project description to State Parks 4
6
description
Submit ADPEIR to State Parks 12
s
Submit Screencheck DPEIR to State Parks 17
E
DPEIR public release 22
DPEIR public hearings (2) 26
DPEIR Public Review Period Closes 28
Submit Administrative Final PEIR and draft MMRP to State 34
Parks
i
Final PEIR
Publish Final PEIR 40
Submit Findings of Fact, Statement of Overriding Cons, MMRP 41
EIR Certification 43
File Notice of Determination 43
3.3 PRELIMINARY OUTLINE OF THE PEIR

The preliminary outline of the PEIR is presented below. This outline may be revised as the environmental
evaluation is completed for the Draft PEIR.

Chapter Page
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS......ccctttttiitiiitiiiniiitiirteiriieseeiieeemiemmmemmmmmmemmmmmmmmmmmmmmmiemmmmsmmmmmmmmmmemmeemmemmmeessmmmmmnne i
1 INTRODUCTION ...uiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinniiiisisisisssisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 1-1
1.1 Purpose and Intended Uses of This Draft Environmental Impact Report........ccccccvveveecvveeennnnnn. 1-1
1.2 CEQA Provisions for a Program Environmental Impact REPOrt .......ccceeeeviieeeiiiiee e 1-
1.3 Scope of the Draft Environmental Impact REPOIt.....cuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie et 1-
14 Effects Found Not t0 Be SignifiCant........ceiieiiiiiiiiiic et 1-
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1.5 Lead and Responsible Agency Roles and Responsibilities.........cccccuvieviieiiiiciie e 1-
1.6 Terminology Used in the Environmental Impact REPOrt........cccovvieiiiiiiiiiiciee e 1-
1.7 Organization of the Environmental Impact REPOIt.......ccocuiiiiiiiiieiiiiee e 1-
2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniisiisisiisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssns 2-1
2.1 Taku oo [V Lot o] o VEUUUU PP R U PPPPT 2-1
2.2 Statewide Road and Trails Change-in-Use Programi........ccccceeeeuiieeiiiieeeiiieeeesieee e e ssiveeeesivnee s 2-
2.3 Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures .........ccccevvveeeeiiieeesiieeeescieee e 2-
2.4 Significant and Unavoidable Environmental IMPacts ......cccevviiiiieiiiiiee e 2-
2.5 Summary of Program AILEINAtiVES ......eee i e e e e e et e e e e e e e anraaeeeas 2-
2.6 Areas of Controversy and Issues to be ResSoIVed .........ceeeviiiiiiiiiiiie e 2-
2.7 State Parks Approval Process for Later Road and Trail Projects .....cccceccvivieeeeeecccciiieeee e, 2-
3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION.....iuiiiuiiteiiteituitniireiiessiasrassessiossiassrassssstssssassssssssssssssassssssssssssssasssasssnssssssasssns 3-1
3.1 Statewide Road and Trails Program OVEIVIEW .........cccuuviieeeeeeeiiiiiieeee e e eeeiiere e e e e e e esnnrenee e e e e esnnnens 3-1
3.2 Geographic EXtent of the Programi.........ccueeiiciiie ettt e et e e e aaeea s 3-
3.3 Policy and Planning Context for Road and Trail Changes-in-USe ...........ccccecvvreiviieieeciieee e 3-
3.3.1 Trails POlICY NO. 2005-06 .....cceeieiieeiiiiieeeeeeeciieree e e e e eseirrere e e e e e ssnbraeeeeeeesssanstaneeeeeessnnnsrnneeeas 3-

3.3.2 California Recreational Trails Plan........ccccciieiiieiiie sttt et e s 3-

3.3.3 Trail Manager’'s TOOIDOX .......coiiuiiiiiiiee ettt e et e et e e e e e e arae e e e aaeeaean 3-

3.3.4 Park Unit General Plans and Trails Management PIans ..........ccccceevviiieeciiee s, 3-

3.4 ObjJectives Of The PrOgrami.......cui it et e e e et e e e e eba e e e e sabaee e esataeeesnraeaens 3-
3.5 Program CharaCteriSTiCS ...uiiiiuiiiiiiieieectiee ettt ettt e e e et ee e st e e e et ae e e e et eeeesaabeeeesnbaeeeenssaeeeannees 3-
3.5.1 Road and Trail Project Actions Covered by the Program .........cccceeecieeeiiiieeeccieee e, 3-

3.5.2 Road and Trail Project Actions Excluded from the Program ........cccccceeeviieeiiiiiee e, 3-

3.5.3 Standard and Specific Project Requirements for Changes-in-Use ..........cccceccvveeeeeeeencnrnnnen.. 3-

3.5.4 Project Checklist — Trail Use Change SUIVEY .......ccocuiiiiiiiiieeciiiieeccieee e e e e saaee s 3-

3.5.5 Project Evaluation FOrmM and PrOCESS .....cccuiiiiicuiiieeiiiieeeeiite e esiteeeesive e e sstve e e ssaaee s ssaeeessnaaeae s 3-

3.6 CEQA and Regulatory Compliance for Projects Consistent with the Program..........ccccccceevuunnnenn. 3-
4 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES.......ccccceuureee 4-1
4.1 Programmatic Environmental Impact Analysis APProach.......ccccececcciiiieeeeeeccciiieeee e 4-1
4.1.1 Analysis by Type of Road or Trail Use Change........ccceeeeeeciiiiieeee et 4-

4.1.2 Organization by Geographic Conditions (Landscape Provinces)......cocceeeeeveeeeecveececveeeeennnen. 4-

4.1.3 Programmatic Level of Detail in Analysis and Mitigation .........ccccccoeiiiiiiiieiiicciiiiieee e 4-

4.2 AT QUATIEY e ettt e e s bt e e s ettt e e s aa bt e e e s b et e e e aabe e e e saaabaeeesantaeee e teenne 4-
4.3 Greenhouse Gas/Climate Change/ENergy RESOUICES ........cccveeeueeeeieeeireeeeieeeereeeereeeetee e eeeveeeeanes 4-
4.4 Terrestrial BiolOgiCal RESOUICES .....cuviiiiiiee ettt e e s st ree e e e e e et e e e e e s e snnbtaaeeeeeesnnenns 4-
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4 REFERENCES AND ATTACHMENTS PROVIDED
IN NOP COMMENT LETTERS

The following is a list of attachments, websites, and citations that were provided in various comment letters.
These attachments and references will be reviewed and, as appropriate, some of these resources may be used
in the PEIR environmental analysis.

NOP Comment Letter O-5:

References http.//biodiversity.ca.gov/mou.html ; Memorandum of Understanding: California's Coordinated
Regional Strategy to Conserve Biological Diversity, “The Agreement on Biological Diversity," September 19, 1991

B. Draft Questionnaire.

C. Bioregions of California, Biodiversity Council.

D. Impact of Mountain Biking - Palos Verdes Nature Preserve, compiled by Lynn Brown.

E. Article “Trail Wars at Annadel State Park” dated July 6, 2010

F. Summary of personal reports of incidents involving bikers, compiled from Park Watch.org
G. CET&LC Safety Considerations for Multi-use Trails.

H. Motion to Intervene, Lake Oroville Relicensing, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, March 31, 2006

NOP Comment Letter O-9:

For additional consideration of trail conflict and the research conducted on its causes and solutions, please refer
to the following sampling of studies:

Hoger & Chavez (1998). Conflict and management tactics on the trail. Parks & Recreation, 33(9), 41-49.

Moore, (1994). Conflicts on Multiple-Use Trails: Synthesis of Literature and State of Practice.
Washington, D.C.: Federal Highway Administration.

4 Ramthum (1995). Factors in user group conflict between hikers and mountain bikers. Leisure Sciences,
17(3), 159-170

4 Schneider (2000). Revisiting and revising recreation conflict research. Journal of Leisure Research, 32(1),
129-132.

4 Vaske, Donnelly, Karin & Laidlaw (1995). Interpersonal versus social-values conflict. Leisure Sciences,
17(3), 205-222

Some examples of research conducted that compare the effects of bicyclists with other trail users:

4 Marion & Wimpey, (2007). Environmental Impacts of Mountain Biking: Science Review and Best
Practices. Originally published in Managing Mountain Biking: IMBA’s Guide to Providing Great Riding
(2007).

4 Bjorkman, Alan. 1996. Off Road Bicycle and Hiking Trail User Interactions: A Report to the Wisconsin
Natural Resources Board. Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources: Bureau of Research.
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Chiu, Luke and Kriwoken, Lorne. Managing Recreational Mountain Biking in Wellington Park, Tasmania,
Australia. Annals of Leisure Research, (in press).

Crockett, Christopher S. 1986. Survey of Ecological Impact Considerations Related to Mountain Bicycle
Use on the Edwards Field Trail at Joseph D. Grant County Park. Santa Clara County (CA) Parks
Department.

Gander, Hans and Ingold, Paul. 1996. Reactions of Male Alpine Chamois Rupicapra r.rupicapra to Hikers,
Joggers and Mountainbikers. Biological Conservation 79:107 - 109.

Goeft, Ute and Alder, Jackie. 2001. Sustainable Mountain Biking: A Case Study from the Southwest of
Western Australia. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 9(3): 193 - 211.

Herrero, Jake and Herrero, Stephen. 2000. Management Options for the Moraine Lake Highline Trail:
Grizzly Bears and Cyclists.

Papouchis, Christopher M. and Singer, Francis J. and Sloan, William. 2001. Responses of Desert Bighorn
Sheep To Increased Human Recreation. Journal of Wildlife Management 65(3): 573 - 582.

Spahr, Robin. 1990. Factors Affecting The Distribution Of Bald Eagles And Effects Of Human Activity On
Bald Eagles Wintering Along The Boise River. Boise State University.

Taylor, Audrey R. and Knight, Richard L. 2003. Wildlife Responses to Recreation and Associated Visitor
Perceptions. Ecological Applications 13(4): 951 - 963.

Thurston, Eden and Reader, Richard J. 2001. Impacts of Experimentally Applied Mountain Biking and
Hiking on Vegetation and Soil of a Deciduous Forest. Environmental Management 27(3): 397 - 409.
Weesner, Meg. 2003. Cactus Forest Trail Environmental Assessment, Saguaro National Park, Arizona,
National Park Service.

Wilson, John P. and Seney, Joseph. 1994. Erosional Impacts of Hikers, Horses, Motorcycles and Off-Road
Bicycles on Mountain Trails in Montana. Mountain Research and Development 47(1): 77 - 88.

NOP Comment Letter O-11 attachments/links:

Environmental Impacts of Mountain Biking: Science Review and Best Practices.
http://www.imba.com/resources/research/trail-science/environmental-impacts-mountain-biking-science-
review-and-best-practices. By Jeff Marion and Jeremy Wimpey. 2007. Also provided as attachment in
Comment Letter O-11.

http://www.imba.com/resources/research/environmental-impacts

http://www.imba.com/resources/research/trail-science/environmental-impacts-mountain-biking-science-
review-and-best-practices

NOP Comment Letter I-14:

www.americantrails.org (provides information on environmental impacts caused by various user groups
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SCH # 2010082023

State of Californla
The Resources Agency
California Department of Parks and Recreation

REVISED NOTICE OF PREPARATION

RECEIVED
SEP 16 2010

Date: September 16, 2010

PROJECT TITLE: Road and Trafl Change-in-Use Evaluation Process
Program Environmental Impact Report BTATE GLEARING HOUSE

State Clearinghouse Number 2010092023

This Natice of Preparation (NOP] revises and supersedes the previously released NOP doted September 8,
201 for the Road ond Troll Chenge-in-Use Program Environmental mpoct Repork (EIR). The revisions
are related to o changes in the nome of the progrom, date of ane scoping meeting, ond due dote for
public comments about the scope of envirommental issues in the Program EIR.

INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVES:

The California Department of Parks and Recreation (California State Parks) proposes to implement the
Road and Trail Change-in-Use Evaluation Process {Program) to facilitate the review of proposals to add
or change uses of existing recreational roads and trails in the State Park System. The Program is
intended to facilitate consideration of changes in non-motorized uses of existing State Park roads and
trails to best accommodate accessibility and recreational activities that are appropriate for each road or
trail facility. The Program seeks to provide Calitornia State Parks with an objective process and
evaluation tool to assess proposals to modify roads and trails to add or remove recreational uses.

A Program EIR is being prepared to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the proposed
Program. The Program EIR is being prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines.

California State Parks is the Lead Agency for the Program, as defined by CEQA. The project description,
lacation, and possible environmental effects are included with this notice. ‘We are now seeking Input
from agencies, organizations and the public to further define the project, develop alternatives, and
discuss potential emviranmental impacts and mitigations.

CALIFORMIA STATE PARKS CONTACT PERSON FOR QUESTHONS ABDUT THE PROGRAM:
Gary Waldron, Environmental Program Manager

California State Parks

Morthern Service Center

Cne Capitol Mall, Suite 410

sSacramento, California 95814

Telephone: (916) 445-8772

Email: pwald@parks.ca.gov



BOCH # 2010092023

SEMD COMPENTS OMN THE SCOPE OF THE PROGRAM EIR TO:
Heidi West, Environmental Coordinator

California State Parks

MNorthern Service Center

One Capitel Mall, Suite 410

Sacramenta, California 95814

Fax: (916) 445-8883

Email: cegansci@parks.ca.gov (Subject Line: Change In Use)

Due to time limits mandated by State law, please submit comments to the Contact below no later than
Movember 30, 2010, Include the full name, telephona number with area code, and email address of a
contact person for your agency or organization with each submittal.

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETIMNGS:

Affected agencies, organizations, and the public a