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3.3. Organizations Comments and Responses 

3.3.1. Comment Letter O1, Amy Granat, Managing Director, 
California Off-Road Vehicle Association (CORVA), 
February 26, 2024 
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Letter O1 Response Amy Granat, Managing Director, California Off-Road Vehicle 
Association (CORVA), February 26, 2024 

O1-1 Thank you for your comment and support of the General Plan. This comment is 

not directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary General Plan or Draft EIR for 

addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the proposed project, nor 

does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. However, 

this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public 

disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No further response is 

required.  

O1-2 State Parks will consider the suggestion to exclude water and electricity 

hookups at the proposed group campsite during future project planning and 

design. This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary General 

Plan or Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the 

proposed project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant 

environmental issues. No further response is required. 

O1-3 State Parks will consider the suggestion to exclude water and electricity 

hookups for the proposed campground remodel during final design of the 

project. This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary 

General Plan or Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated 

with the proposed project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant 

environmental issues. No further response is required. 

O1-4 See response to comment O1-1. 

O1-5 See response to comment O1-1. 

O1-6 This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary General Plan or 

Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the proposed 

project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental 

issues. However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments 

document for public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No further 

response is required. 

O1-7 Commentor expresses support for the proposed development of a Roads and 

Trails Management Plan for the SVRA. This comment is not directed at the 

adequacy of the Preliminary General Plan or Draft EIR for addressing adverse 

physical impacts associated with the proposed project, nor does it contain an 

argument raising significant environmental issues. No further response is 

required. 

O1-8 See response to comment O1-1 

O1-9 This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Preliminary General Plan or 

Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the proposed 

project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental 

issues. No further response is required.  
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3.3.2. Comment Letter O2, Kerry Kriger, Founder, Executive 
Director & Ecologist, Save the Frogs!, February 29, 2024 
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Letter O2 Response Kerry Kriger, Founder, Executive Director & Ecologist, Save 
the Frogs!, February 29, 2024 

O2-1 Thank you for your comment. This General Plan has been written to balance 

recreation opportunities with the protection of natural and cultural resources.  

As such, this General Plan includes many goals and guidelines focused on the 

protection of wildlife. Please see Wildlife Guideline 1.2 and 1.7 for guidelines 

pertaining to the protection of amphibians. 

 As described on page 3-1 of the DEIR, the programmatic analysis of General 

Plan impacts addresses potential impacts related to all aspects of the General 

Plan, including ongoing management of the SVRA and the implementation of 

proposed projects. The impact analysis for each environmental resource topic is 

divided into “General Plan Implementation” and “New and Improved Facilities” 

to clearly differentiate between the impact analysis for general management of 

the SVRA and the impact analysis for new and improved or expanded facilities.  

 State Parks disagrees with the comment that this EIR is inadequate in analyzing 

the full impact of operations across the SVRA. The General Plan describes 

Corral Hollow Creek as having documented occurrences of various amphibian 

species including foothill yellow-legged frog and western spadefoot. The 

General Plan also considers Corral Hollow Creek as suitable habitat for 

California red-legged frog. Potential impacts to these species would be 

minimized by the implementation of Wildlife Guidelines 1.2 and 1.7. 

 The General Plan, Chapter 2 Existing Conditions Figure 2-13 shows the habitat 

types found in the SVRA and includes Waterfall Canyon; any species that occur 

in those habitats could occur there and were analyzed in the EIR. OHV use is 

currently prohibited in the drainage area of Waterfall Canyon. Please see 

Chapter 4 The Plan, page 4-9 of the General Plan, for allowable uses and 

resource management of Waterfall Canyon. 

 There are currently no areas within the park set aside for compensatory 

mitigation. State Parks agrees that it is imperative that any development or 

expansion takes into account the holistic environmental impact and that 

amphibian populations and their habitats are prioritized. The General Plan has 

succeeded in developing a management strategy that balances high quality OHV 

recreation with the protection of natural and cultural resources. 

O2-2 The new and improved or expanded facilities are primarily located on 

previously disturbed areas. Thus, impacts to sensitive ecological areas resulting 

from the development of these projects would be less-than-significant.   

 This General Plan makes a concerted effort to reduce environmental impacts 

associated with the implementation of the General Plan and the development of 

the proposed projects. The General Plan has succeeded in developing a 

management strategy that balances high quality OHV recreation with the 

protection of natural and cultural resources. 
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 This EIR does not improperly rely on the “self-mitigating approach,” nor is it 

deficient in the analysis of impacts. The lack of a long list of impacts and 

associated mitigation measures and performance standards is the result of the 

Park being managed to avoid impacts to sensitive resources, and that reasonably 

foreseeable projects would be located in heavily disturbed areas. Where 

appropriate, the goals and guidelines include performance standards. 

 The current Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan (WHPP) framework document was 

approved by State Parks in April 2021. The OHMVR Division works with the 

Districts to prepare and implement WHPPs. The Natural Resource Division 

ensures that WHPPs apply Best Available Science. Once finalized, the WHPP 

will supersede the Habitat Management System (HMS). The terms WHPP and 

the HMS program have been used almost synonymously. Carnegie’s draft 

WHPP is in progress, with the public draft anticipated late 2024 or early 2025. 

The public will have the opportunity to comment of the Carnegie draft WHPP. 

 Senate Bill 249: Specific WHPP Requirements include: 

➢ Developed in consideration of state and regional conservation objectives 

[PRC Section 5090.32(g)] 

➢ Conserves and improves habitat [PRC Section 5090.35(c)(1)] 

➢ Contains an updated wildlife inventory and inventory of native plant 

communities [PRC Section 5090.35(c)(1)] 

➢ Implements annual monitoring [PRC Section 5090.35(d)] 

➢ Applies best available science [PRC Section 5090.39(a)(1)] 

➢ Provides opportunity for public comment [PRC Section 5090.39(a)(2)] 

 

Monitoring that was performed through the HMS is ongoing and will be carried 

over into the updated WHPP for Carnegie. Ongoing monitoring includes: 

• Annual Avian Point Count Monitoring (since 2015) 

• Rodent Diversity and Abundance Study (2016-2019) 

• Acoustic Bat Monitoring (2014, 2016) 

• Large Mammal Monitoring with Camera Traps (began in 2017) 

• Amphibian Monitoring (annual dipnet and visual surveys since 2003) 

Some post-2014 Natural Resource reports are available on the Alameda-Tesla 

website and include data for Carnegie https://alamedateslaplan.com/resources/ 

▪ 2018 Carnegie Automated Recording Unit Pilot Project (birds) 

▪ 2016 Acoustic Bat Surveys at CSVRA 

▪ 2020 Habitat Use by Mountain Lions 

▪ 2022 Bird Occupancy Modeling 

▪ 2020 Rodent Diversity and Population Dynamics 

▪ 2020 Bird Survey Season Report 

 

State Parks also has a Districtwide Golden Eagle report that was not made public 

due to sensitivity.  

 

Based on this abundant amount of research, monitoring, and data for the SVRA, 

State Parks believes there is enough baseline information for a detailed analysis 

https://alamedateslaplan.com/resources/
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of the impacts on natural resources and wildlife in this General Plan Update and 

EIR.  

 

 Section 2.3.2 “Biotic Resources” of the General Plan provides an in-depth 

analysis of existing conditions related to biological resources. This section 

includes ample information about amphibians within the SVRA. 

 Please also see response to CDFW comment A4-7. 

O2-3 The goals and guidelines related to the protection of wildlife outlined in the 

General Plan are sufficient in minimizing impacts to wildlife. Please see 

response to CDFW comment A4-8. This comment provides no further 

explanation about why they think the measures are insufficient. Thank you for 

the attachment. No further response is required. 

O2-4 The commenter included a letter from Sarah Kupferberg, Ph.D., Board Member 

of Save the Frogs, dated October 21, 2016 regarding the previous Carnegie 

SVRA General Plan EIR, which was never certified and is no longer applicable. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

 Pages 3 through 117 of this comment letter includes various attachments that 

were originally submitted as supplements to their comments on the 2016 

Carnegie SVRA General Plan EIR. These attachments include a critique of the 

SVRA Adaptive Management, a rebuttal to the 2016 Draft FEIR’s Response to 

Comments, and an independent impact analysis conducted by Friends of Tesla 

Park using Carnegie SVRA’s HMS. These attachments are included in 

Appendix A of this FEIR for informational purposes only and are not applicable 

to this EIR. 



  Organizational Comments and Responses 

 

 
Prepared for: California State Parks 
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area FEIR 

AECOM 
3.3-11 

 

3.3.3. Comment Letter O3, William Hoppes, President and Carin 
High, Co-Chairperson, Ohlone Audubon Society and 
Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge, March 2, 
2024 
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Letter O3 Response William Hoppes, President and Carin High, Co-Chairperson, 
Ohlone Audubon Society and Citizens Committee to 
Complete the Refuge, March 2, 2024 

O3-1 For the reasons specified in this document, the EIR complies with CEQA. 

Specific comments on the adequacy of this EIR are responded to in detail 

below. 

 Minor changes have been made to the General Plan. A comprehensive list of 

changes made to the General Plan can be found in Chapter 6 “Revisions to the 

General Plan” and changes made to the EIR can be found in Chapter 7 

“Revisions to the DEIR.” Revised documents will be made available to the 

public consistent with requirements of the PRC and CEQA prior approval of the 

General Plan and certification of the EIR.  

O3-2 1. The current EIR is different from the 2016 EIR because it analyzes the 

implementation of the General Plan and reasonably foreseeable projects for the 

existing SVRA only, while the prior EIR analyzed impacts from General Plan 

implementation for a greatly expanded SVRA that included large expanses of 

lands not currently open to public recreation. Because the Carnegie SVRA is 

currently managed as an active SVRA, and the reasonably foreseeable projects 

are all located in previously disturbed areas, the impacts of these specific 

projects will either have less-than-significant impacts or no impacts at all, as 

analyzed in the current EIR.  

 2. CEQA does not state that an alternatives analysis has to analyze a non-OHV 

alternative for an existing SVRA. In the case on the 2016 EIR, the courts found 

that a non-OHV alternative should have been considered for the additional 

property that was proposed as an addition to the SVRA and not currently open 

to the public. That property is currently undergoing a separate planning and 

classification process independent of and separate from this Carnegie SVRA 

and General Plan and will consider a variety of scenarios. This EIR assesses a 

non-OHV alternative (Alternative 2). Alternative 2 would result in the closing 

of Carnegie SVRA which would mean that no OHV use or other Park activities 

would occur. It also assesses the no project alternative. Because the EIR 

analysis did not identify significant or potentially significant impacts that could 

be reduced by additional alternatives (as intended by CEQA), no further 

alternatives analysis is required. 

 3. The 2016 EIR did not contain mitigation measures that failed to set 

performance standards. The courts found that some of the goals and guidelines 

relied upon to avoid and reduce impacts should have set standards. The lack of a 

long list of impacts and associated mitigation measures and performance 

standards in the current EIR is based on the fact that the existing SVRA is 

actively managed to avoid impacts on sensitive resources, and that reasonably 

foreseeable projects that would be implemented under the General Plan are 

located in heavily developed or disturbed areas. Thus, implementation of the 

goals and guidelines, including for siting facilities and avoiding sensitive 
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resources, will not result in significant impacts. Where appropriate, the goals 

and guidelines include performance standards. 

O3-3  This comment provides a brief history of the prior planning and associated 

environmental review efforts for the Carnegie SVRA. No further response is 

required. 

O3-4 As described in the Project Description of the DEIR, Chapter 2 “Existing 

Conditions” and Chapter 4 “The Plan” of the General Plan Update serve as the 

project description used for this CEQA analysis. Chapter 2 “Existing 

Conditions” provides a description of much of the physical setting in the SVRA 

including existing facilities and ongoing operations. Chapter 4 “The Plan” 

identifies proposed visitor experience areas, facilities, and programs; operations 

facilities and programs; and SVRA management goals and guidelines. The 

General Plan is incorporated by reference, consistent with Section 15150 of the 

CEQA Guidelines.  

 This General Plan Update and associated EIR define the “project” as the 

ongoing and continued operation of the SVRA according to the goals and 

guidelines in the General Plan, as well as the implementation of a series of 

reasonably foreseeable projects that will likely be implemented under the 

General Plan, including upgrades to existing and a limited number of new 

facilities. All of these are described at the level of information currently 

available. The General Plan is not “framed” as an update, but it is an update to 

the 1982 General Plan, which to this date is the only General Plan adopted for 

the SVRA and thus the one the SVRA is currently managed under. This 

inherently makes the current General Plan an update to an existing General 

Plan. 

O3-5 Chapter 4 of the General Plan Update includes a description of proposed 

projects that are reasonably foreseeable because they are in various stages of 

planning and that therefore could be constructed or implemented under the 

General Plan (see Section 4.3.1.4 Visitor Facilities of the General Plan). This 

includes a campground remodel, new group campsite, new campfire center, new 

front hills single motorbike trail, additional visitor recreation area (near MX 

track), rehabilitating the Franciscan Riding Area into a sustainable trail network 

for advanced riders, and reopening of the Waterfall Canyon Area to non-

motorized trail use. As described on page 4-3 of Chapter 4 “The Plan,” the Plan 

proposes to open Waterfall Canyon to non-motorized trail use (i.e. hiking, 

mountain biking). The Plan does not propose opening the trail to “all uses” as 

this comment suggests. Virtually all of these projects would occur in areas that 

currently experience heavy use and have previously been disturbed. In many 

cases, the project would aid in managing use to better serve the visitors while 

also protecting resources. 

 As described on page 3-1 of the DEIR, the programmatic analysis of General 

Plan addresses potential impacts related to all aspects of the General Plan, 

including ongoing management on the SVRA and the implementation of 

proposed projects. The approach to analyzing the General Plan’s environmental 
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impacts is programmatic because the General Plan presents a framework for 

future management and park development. Each project is analyzed at the level 

possible, given the current state of its planning and development. 

OHV impacts related to biological resources are discussed in Section 3.4 of the 

DEIR and Section 2.3.2 of the General Plan. Impacts related to Hydrology and 

Water Quality are discussed in Chapter 3.7 of the DEIR and Chapter 2.3.1 of 

the General Plan Update. Impacts related to geology and soils are discussed in 

Chapter 2.3.1 of the DEIR and Chapter 2.3.1 of the General Plan Update. The 

General Plan also describes all the management plans that are currently being 

implemented at the SVRA to manage visitor use and protect resources. 

O3-6 Like the 2016 EIR, this EIR analyses impacts from implementing the goals and 

guidelines of the General Plan. Unlike the 2016 DEIR, this DEIR also includes 

an analysis of the impacts that the proposed projects for maintenance and 

upgrades to visitor facilities that could be implemented under the General Plan 

may have on the environment. For each project, the level of detail currently 

known (concept plan, design drawing, narrative only) is provided at the level 

known at this time. Chapter 3 of the DEIR assesses impacts to the various 

resources required to be addressed under CEQA. Each impact is subdivided into 

two subsections: “General Plan Implementation,” which addresses 

environmental impacts through a programmatic lense, and “New and Improved 

Facilities,” which addresses environmental impacts through a project lense. 

Where possible, this EIR assesses all reasonably foreseeable impacts resulting 

from the implementation of the proposed projects. The projects that are 

reasonably foreseeable to be implemented under the General Plan largely 

consist of upgrades or expansions of existing facilities and are generally located 

in disturbed and heavily used areas of the SVRA. Therefore, the lack of 

substantial impacts resulting from implementation of these projects should not 

be a surprise. Where the presence of sensitive resources in a project area cannot 

be excluded, the goals and guidelines in the General Plan provide detailed 

guidance for surveys and avoidance. 

 It is not improper to develop a programmatic EIR to accompany and analyze the 

impacts of a long-range planning document, such as this General Plan Update. 

As discussed in the 2021 Court Decision and above, it is improper to defer 

analysis of projects and reasonably foreseeable impacts within a programmatic 

EIR if details of the projects are known. As described above, reasonably 

foreseeable impacts have been assessed.  

O3-7 The commenter lists 6 projects that were implemented at the SVRA but were 

not within the 1981 General Plan, and identifies 9 additional projects that were 

not identified in the 1981 General Plan and did not have an NOE prepared. The 

projects listed by the commenter are part of the existing operations of the SVRA 

and we cannot comment on what level of CEQA compliance was completed. 

The DEIR analyses all impacts associated with General Plan implementation 

and reasonably foreseeable projects that could be implemented under the 

General Plan. Thus, it meets all requirements of CEQA. 
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O3-8 The commenter expresses an opinion about “free reign” for future projects 

without further impact analysis. State Parks must develop a General Plan for 

each park unit before significant improvements can be made. Thus, a General 

Plan by nature needs to be a broad policy document that encompasses future 

management actions and future projects. Where future projects would result in 

impacts beyond what was analyzed in the program EIR, additional CEQA 

analysis will be conducted. There is no “free reign” for future projects and 

impacts. 

O3-9 The commenter expresses an opinion about past environmental compliance for 

projects at the SVRA. The current General Plan is specifically developed to 

provide a comprehensive planning framework for the SVRA and to identify 

impacts associated with General Plan implementation, including reasonably 

foreseeable project. Additional CEQA compliance may be needed in the future, 

as details about planned projects emerge or get refined. These future compliance 

documents may tier off the current EIR or take the form of stand-alone 

documents. 

O3-10 Extensive descriptions of baseline conditions (i.e. existing conditions at the 

Carnegie SVRA) are included in Chapter 2 “Existing Conditions” of the 

General Plan. These descriptions are based on ongoing mapping and inventory, 

and do not draw from the 1981 General Plan, as alleged by the commenter. All 

source documents for the General Plan, including the extensive existing 

conditions chapter are references in the documents. 

O3-11 This comment includes language from Section 15126.6 of the CEQA 

Guidelines about alternatives analyses. This comment also lists the three 

alternatives assessed in Chapter 6 “Alternatives to the Proposed Project.” This 

comment does not discuss the adequacy of this EIR. No further response is 

required. 

O3-12 The EIR does not imply that implementing the No Project Alternative would 

result in the “abandonment” of actions taken to comply with state and federal 

laws. Chapter 6 “Alternatives to the Proposed Project” explains that the General 

Plan Update is necessary to develop a planning document that is consistent with 

current laws and regulations. 

 The No Project Alternative represents perpetuation of existing management 

actions and the 1982 General Plan. The impact evaluation of the No Project 

Alternative relies on the fact that the 1982 General Plan is outdated, not 

compatible with current policies, and noes not adequately address resource 

issues. If this General Plan Update is not adopted, then the 1982 General Plan 

would continue to be the guiding management plan for Carnegie SVRA, which 

is not compatible with current local, state, and federal policies, nor does it 

provide the most accurate depiction of the ongoing management practices of the 

Park.  
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 As described in Chapter 6 “Alternatives to the Proposed Plan,” the 

environmentally superior alternative is the proposed Plan because it balances 

protection of resources while allowing for high-quality recreation. This plan 

also focuses OHV use to areas that are not environmentally sensitive.  

O3-13 Alternative 1 (Reduced Emissions Alternative) and Alternative 2 (SVRA 

Shutdown and Park Closure) present a reasonable range of alternatives that 

could reduce or eliminate any significant environmental impacts of the project. 

While Alternative 2 (SVRA Shutdown and Park Closure) does not meet many 

of the project objectives described in the EIR, the 2021 Court Ruling requires 

that State Parks considers a “Non-OHV Alternative.” Many of the project 

objectives depend on using the Park for OHV recreation, because this General 

Plan was written for the management of an existing SVRA. Finally, as required 

by CEQA, all projects are required to include the “No Project Alternative.” 

 Therefore, the range of alternatives provided in Chapter 6 “Alternatives to the 

Proposed Plan” satisfies the requirements set forth in CEQA Section 15126.6 

and requirements set forth in the 2021 Court Ruling.  

O3-14 The General Plan aims to actively manage the Park to avoid impacts on 

sensitive resources. In most cases, environmental impacts would be less than 

significant because of the environmentally oriented goals and guidelines 

described in the General Plan. The lack of a long list of impacts and associated 

mitigation measures and performance standards is the result of the Park being 

managed to avoid impacts to sensitive resources, and that reasonably 

foreseeable projects would be located in heavily disturbed areas. As described 

in response to comment O3-13, the Alternatives evaluated in the EIR satisfies 

the requirements set forth in CEQA Section 15126.6 and requirements set forth 

in the 2021 Court Ruling.  

O3-15 The current EIR is substantially different from the EIR written in 2016. The 

2016 General Plan included the development of the large Alameda-Tesla 

property for OHV use, while this Plan includes the ongoing management of the 

existing SVRA with the description of multiple reasonably foreseeable projects. 

Comparing this EIR to the EIR written in 2016 is not applicable. 

 Extensive descriptions of baseline conditions, i.e. existing conditions at the 

Carnegie SVRA are included in Chapter 2. Existing Conditions of the General 

Plan. Alternatives are driven by the need to reduce any significant or potentially 

significant impacts that result from a project.  

 Please also see response to comment O3-12 for discussion on the adequacy of 

this EIR’s alternatives analysis.  

O3-16 The EIR thoroughly discusses anticipated impacts resulting from the adoption 

of the General Plan and its associated reasonably foreseeable projects. CEQA 

requires the EIR to analyze impacts resulting from the proposed project. This 

means that impact conclusions are developed by comparing proposed project 

conditions to baseline conditions (in this case, existing conditions). The Plan 
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Area is currently an operational OHV recreation area. Thus, the Plan is required 

to assess impacts resulting in the changes associated with the proposed General 

Plan. Because the General Plan neither includes drastic changes to the 

management of the Park, nor proposes projects in environmentally sensitive 

areas, many of the impacts are not expected to be significant. 

 Additionally, the OHMVR Division aims to manage the Park with the purpose 

of balancing OHV recreation with programs that conserve and protect cultural 

and natural resources. As such, the Plan includes many goals and guidelines that 

minimize environmental impacts associated with OHV activities, further 

reducing potential impacts. 

O3-17 The commenter is correct in that CEQA requires lead agencies to adopt all 

feasible mitigation for significant and unavoidable impacts. The discussion in 

the Alternatives analysis identifies that implementing the additional measures 

creates a burden on SVRA staff without the proven benefit of substantially 

reducing operation impacts. However, the analysis does not claim that these 

measures are ‘infeasible.’ However, even with implementation of the additional 

measures, the impacts will remain significant and unavoidable.  To demonstrate 

its efforts to make the maximum feasible contribution to improve local air 

quality, State Parks is adding the measures identified in Alternative 1 to the 

goals and guidelines in the General Plan. 

O3-18 The commenter expresses an opinion that Alternative 2 is not supported by data 

and that actions of protective resources exist only because of OHV impact. This 

is not correct. State Parks manages all 280 units in the state park system to 

protect sensitive resource and provide high quality recreation. If the SVRA were 

to be closed for OHV use, it is highly unlikely that the same level of resource 

management would continue, as no funding would be allocated as a result of 

use. No further response it required. 

O3-19 The analysis of Alternative 2 is adequate for the purpose of this EIR. The EIR 

does not specify what would happen to the land if Carnegie SVRA were shut 

down. Assessing potential impacts to related to future uses of this area if 

Carnegie SVRA was no longer operational would be speculative. What is 

important to note, is that the Park would no longer be used for OHV recreation, 

which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the 

recreation based on a complete loss of an SVRA.  

O3-20 The General Plan and EIR do not claim that the OHMVR Division is outside the 

purview of the State Parks system and the commenter provides no textual 

evidence for his statement.  

 It would not be feasible to relocate the existing Carnegie SVRA. This comment 

does not provide any suggested off-site alternatives, and assessing potential 

impacts of an off-site alternative would be speculative. Additionally, as 

discussed throughout the EIR, all environmental impacts related to the proposed 

project would be less than significant, except for impacts to air quality. 

Relocating the SVRA to another location in the region would not necessarily 
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reduce the air quality impacts, as OHV related air quality impacts would likely 

be considered regardless of its location. Carnegie SVRA is one of only 8 

SVRAs in the state. SB155 seeks to identify additional areas throughout the 

state for OHV recreation to help satisfy the needs of a growing population. The 

commenter provides no evidence as to why they believe shutdown is feasible. 

No further response is necessary. 

O3-21 In 1979, State of California purchased the 1,533-acre Carnegie property using 

OHV Trust funds. If the Park was no longer used for OHV Recreation, State 

Parks would have to pay back those funds to the OHV Trust. If State Parks 

reclassified this SVRA to a State Park, State Recreation Area, or Historic Park, 

State Parks would have to come up with the funding to manage the reclassified 

Park. It is unknown where these funds would come from, and therefore, 

considering the reclassification of the Park is not feasible.   

 Whether or not the SVRA is reclassified, adoption of “Alternative 2: SVRA 

Shutdown and Park Closure” would result in the same impacts: complete loss of 

an SVRA.   

O3-22 CEQA does not state that an alternatives analysis has to analyze a non-OHV 

alternative for an existing SVRA. In the case on the 2016 EIR, the courts found 

that a non-OHV alternative should have been considered for the additional 

property that was proposed as an addition to the SVRA and not currently open 

to the public. That property is currently undergoing a separate planning and 

classification process independent of and separate from this Carnegie SVRA 

and General Plan and will consider a variety of scenarios. This EIR assesses a 

non-OHV alternative (Alternative 2). Alternative 2 would result in the closing 

of Carnegie SVRA which would mean that no OHV use or other Park activities 

would occur. It also assesses the no project alternative. Because the EIR 

analysis did not identify significant or potentially significant impacts that could 

be reduced by additional alternatives (as intended by CEQA), no further 

alternatives analysis is required. 

 This General Plan does not propose any expansion of OHV beyond the existing 

SVRA limits. The General Plan proposes to rehabilitate the Franciscan Riding 

Area into a sustainable trail network for advanced riders, which will have no 

significant impacts to the environment. 

 As discussed in Chapter 3.3 “Air Quality” of the EIR, the only significant 

impact the environment would be related to air quality. During project 

operations, the emissions would slightly exceed the SJVAPCD thresholds for 

PM10. Many guidelines, including OM Guideline 4.3, 7.1, and the guidelines 

incorporated from Alternative 1 (OM Guidelines 7.2 through 7.4) would help 

reduce emissions. As discussed in Impact 3.3-1 on page 3.3-23 of the EIR, no 

feasible mitigation measures currently exist for directly treating fugitive dust 

emissions from OHV recreation, given the predominantly undeveloped, 

mountainous area of the planning area where water sources are limited, and 

water and dust-suppressant application trucks would produce significant 
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additional emissions of exhaust and fugitive PM dust. Therefore, this impact 

would be significant and unavoidable.  

O3-23 The General Plan itself does not propose a reduction in OHV use within 

Carnegie SVRA. Rather, as required by CEQA, a range of project alternatives 

have been evaluated. These alternatives include a non-OHV alternative 

(Alternative 2) which would reduce OHV use. Alternative 2 was evaluated and 

determined to not meet the project objectives nor would it align with the 

OHMVR Division’s mission statement.  

 Impacts associated with implementation of the General Plan, including 

reasonably foreseeable projects such as the reopening of Waterfall Canyon to 

non-OHV use, are assessed throughout the EIR. As discussed, impacts 

associated with the proposed projects would generally be less than significant 

because the projects would primarily occur in disturbed areas. Impacts 

associated with the ongoing management of the SVRA would generally not be 

significant because of the extensive goals and guidelines that would be in place 

to reduce environmental impacts. 

O3-24 The commenter explains the importance of establishing an environmental 

baseline to assess impacts of the proposed project and the proposed alternatives. 

This comment does not discuss the adequacy of this EIR. No further response is 

required. 

O3-25 The comment suggests that the Non-OHV Use Alternative should include the 

reclassification of the SVRA to a State Park or State Recreation Area. In 1979, 

State of California purchased the 1,533-acre Carnegie property using OHV 

Trust funds. If the Park was no longer used for OHV Recreation, State Parks 

would have to pay back those funds to the OHV Trust. If State Parks 

reclassified this SVRA to a State Park or a State Recreation Area, State Parks 

would have to come up with the funding to manage the reclassified Park. It is 

unknown where these funds would come from, and therefore, considering the 

reclassification of the Park would require many baseless assumptions and is not 

feasible.   

 Parks appreciates the suggestions for a reduced OHV alternative. CEQA does 

not state that an alternatives analysis must analyze a reduced OHV alternative 

for an existing SVRA. This EIR fulfills the requirements for an alternatives 

analysis by including an analysis for the “no project alternative” (Alternative 3) 

as well as two other alternatives that describe a reasonable range of alternatives 

that could feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives and could reduce 

or eliminate significant environmental impacts to the project.  

 As discussed in response to comment O3-17, to make the maximum feasible 

contribution to improve local air quality, State Parks is adding the measures 

identified in Alternative 1 to the goals and guidelines in the General Plan. 

O3-26 Extensive descriptions of baseline conditions, i.e. existing conditions at the 

Carnegie SVRA are included in Chapter 2 “Existing Conditions” of the General 
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Plan. The EIR assesses impacts of the ongoing management of the SVRA as 

well as impacts resulting from reasonably foreseeable projects. The lack of a 

long list of impacts and associated mitigation measures and performance 

standards in the current EIR is based on the fact that the existing SVRA is 

actively managed to avoid impacts on sensitive resources, and that reasonably 

foreseeable projects that would be implemented under the General Plan are 

located in heavily developed or disturbed areas. Thus, implementation of the 

goals and guidelines including for siting facilities and avoiding sensitive 

resources will not result in significant impacts. Where appropriate, the goals and 

guidelines include performance standards. 

 The comment suggests that the EIR should assess “cumulative impacts” from 

all activities within the SVRA. All environmental impacts resulting from 

implementation of the proposed General Plan and its associated reasonably 

foreseeable projects are Project-specific effects. Project-specific effects are 

defined as “all direct or indirect environmental effects other than cumulative 

effects and growth-inducing effects” (PRC Section 21065.3). The DEIR 

analyzes all direct and indirect environmental effects associated with General 

Plan implementation and reasonably foreseeable projects that could be 

implemented under the General Plan. The EIR also adequately analyzes the 

project’s contribution to cumulative impacts (see Chapter 4 of the DEIR). Thus, 

it meets all requirements of CEQA. 

O3-27 The lack of a long list of impacts and associated mitigation measures and 

performance standards in the current EIR is not based on the fact that the 

existing General Plan is relying on management plans or defers any action. It is 

based on the fact that the SVRA is actively managed to avoid impacts on 

sensitive resources, and that reasonably foreseeable projects that would be 

implemented under the General Plan are located in heavily developed or 

disturbed areas. Thus, implementation of the goals and guidelines including for 

siting facilities and avoiding sensitive resources will not result in significant 

impacts. Where appropriate, the goals and guidelines include performance 

standards.  

 Prior court decisions have explained that self-mitigating EIR’s (i.e. EIRs where 

mitigation for project impacts are written into the project description) are 

inadequate. This comment suggests that this EIR is inadequate because it uses 

this “self-mitigating” approach. The project objectives, State Parks’ mission 

statement, and OHMVR Division’s mission statement all aim to balance 

recreation opportunities with the protection of natural and cultural resources.  

Including goals and guidelines for the protection of the SVRA’s natural and 

cultural resources are not mitigation, rather, they are necessary policies to 

ensure that the General Plan aligns with the objectives set forth in the project 

description, and to assure that this SVRA is managed in alignment with State 

Parks and the OHMVR Division’s mission statements. While these guidelines 

do result in reducing impacts to the environment, they are also necessary 

components of the General Plan. It would not align with the management 

strategy of the SVRA if these guidelines were omitted from the General Plan. 

Just because the General Plan itself includes guidelines that minimizes 
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environmental impacts, does not mean that this EIR uses a “self-mitigating” 

approach.  

 The commenter is correct in stating that there are some plans (for example, a 

Roads and Trails Management Plan) that have not been developed yet. This 

General Plan clearly states on page 4-19 that “the Park should consider 

developing a roads and trails management plan once the General Plan is 

approved.” A programmatic EIR is not inadequate because it identifies the need 

for additional planning in the future.  

 The commenter has stated that that plans and reports are not described in the 

EIR, and thus the public cannot evaluate their efficacy. The commenter has not 

identified (in this comment) any specific plans or reports that have not been 

provided. The commenter states that some plans and reports are outdated. The 

commenter has not identified any specific plans or reports (in this comment) 

that are outdated.  

 The commenter also expresses concern that future planning documents or 

reports would not have measurable performance standards or meet performance 

standards. In many cases, the purpose of a report (for example, HMS reports) is 

to describe various conditions, whether it be wildlife surveys or vegetation 

surveys. Documentation that is meant to describe the conditions of the Park are 

not necessarily required to contain mitigation or performance standards. 

Furthermore, any concerns about the quality of plans and reports that have not 

yet been written are speculative.  

O3-28 This comment states that the following plans and reports cited in the General 

Plan were improperly relied upon for the following reasons. 

 1. 2012 Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP). The commenter does not 

provide support to the claim that this SWMP is outdated. While it is from 2012, 

the contents of the plan are still applicable to the management of the SVRA. 

Furthermore, assessing whether this SWMP is compliant with CEQA is outside 

the scope of this EIR. Additionally, the commenter does not provide any 

examples of measures within this plan that lack performance criteria.   

 2. Habitat Monitoring System (HMS) reports.  Please see response to comment 

O2-2. 

 3. Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan (WHPP). Please see response to comment 

O2-2. 

 4. SVRA Roads and Trail Management Plan (RTMP). As described in comment 

O3-27, a programmatic EIR is not inadequate because it identifies the need for 

additional planning in the future. 

 The commenter does not provide any support for the claim that the Best 

Management Practices identified in the SWMP were improperly relied upon. 
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O3-29 The commenter does not provide any evidence or reasoning to support the 

claims that the EIR fails to adequately identify, analyze and avoid, minimize or 

propose mitigation for impacts. 

O3-30 Extensive descriptions of baseline conditions, i.e. existing conditions at the 

Carnegie SVRA are included in Chapter 2 “Existing Conditions” of the General 

Plan. As described on page 3-1 of the DEIR, the programmatic analysis of 

General Plan addresses potential impacts related to all aspects of the General 

Plan, including ongoing management of the SVRA and the implementation of 

proposed projects. The General Plan aims to actively manage the Park to avoid 

impacts on sensitive resources. In most cases, environmental impacts would be 

less than significant because of the environmentally minded oriented goals and 

guidelines described in the General Plan. The lack of a long list of impacts and 

associated mitigation measures and performance standards is the result of the 

Park being managed to avoid impacts to sensitive resources, and that reasonably 

foreseeable projects would be located in heavily disturbed areas.  

 Commenter expresses general disagreement with the impact conclusions stated 

in the EIR. However, the commenter does not identify any specific impact 

conclusion that they disagree with, nor do they provide evidence supporting 

their claims. Further, an EIR is not inadequate simply because experts in a 

particular subject matter dispute the conclusions reached by the experts whose 

studies were used in drafting the EIR, even where different conclusions can 

reasonably drawn from a single pool of information. (CEQA Guidelines Section 

15151; Greenbaum v. City of Los Angeles). 

O3-31 State Parks agrees with the commenter’s claim that impacts evaluated in the 

EIR should not be understated or overstated, and that CEQA review must be 

based on factual information. State Parks also agrees with the commenter’s 

statement that that CEQA review must include a complete project description, a 

description of the baseline, discussion of reasonably foreseeable impacts, and 

mitigation where necessary. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

this EIR. No further response is required. 

O3-32 Please see response to comment O2-2. 

O3-33 Please see response to comment O2-2. 

O3-34 Please see response to comment O2-2. 

O3-35 Please see response to comment O2-2. 

O3-36 Please see response to comment O2-2. 

O3-37 Please see response to comment O2-2. 

O3-38 Impacts associated with implementation of the General Plan, including 

reasonably foreseeable projects, are assessed throughout the EIR. As discussed, 

impacts associated with the proposed projects would generally be less than 

significant because the projects would primarily occur in disturbed areas. As 
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discussed throughout this document already, this EIR does adequately evaluate 

baseline conditions and environmental impacts.  

 There are currently no areas within the park set aside for compensatory 

mitigation. As discussed in Water Guideline 1.2, compensatory mitigation will 

be required for loss of jurisdictional waters and wetlands.  

O3-39 The “reopening” is not meant to imply any past OHV use, rather, it is meant to 

imply that the area has been open for non-OHV use in the past. 

O3-40 While Waterfall Canyon has not been open for OHV or non-OHV uses, it has 

also not been designated as a compensatory mitigation site, as this comment 

suggests. The comment provides no specific language from the EIR or General 

Plan that states this area has been used as a compensatory mitigation site. No 

further response is required. 

O3-41 A description of Waterfall Canyon Drainage Area is provided within Chapter 2 

“Existing Conditions” on page 2-39. While the General Plan states that 

Waterfall Canyon may be open for recreation in the future, the General Plan 

also makes clear that the opening of Waterfall Canyon would rely on the 

development of an RTMP and CEQA review (General Plan page 4-19). 

Additionally, the possibility of opening Waterfall Canyon up for OHV 

recreation would depend on compliance with certain guidelines (EIR page 2-

17). There is no extensive discussion of baseline or impacts related to Waterfall 

Canyon because that would be beyond the scope of this document, and will be 

assessed later on when more details on the reopening of Waterfall Canyon. 

Where future projects would result in impacts beyond what was analyzed in the 

program EIR, additional CEQA analysis will be conducted. 

O3-42 As discussed in response to comment O3-41, the opening of Waterfall Canyon 

to non-OHV or OHV uses would be dependent on the development of an RTMP 

and its associated CEQA review. For each project, the level of detail currently 

known (concept plan, design drawing, narrative only) is provided at the level 

known at this time. Subsequent environmental review may be needed when 

more details of the project are known. 

O3-43 As discussed in response to comment O3-41 and O3-42, the reopening of 

Waterfall Canyon to recreation would be dependent on an RTMP and additional 

CEQA review. While water quality is the primary limiting factor preventing 

recreation in the area, this EIR does not explicitly state or imply that there are 

not other environmental considerations. For each project, the level of detail 

currently known (concept plan, design drawing, narrative only) is provided at 

the level known at this time. Subsequent environmental review may be needed 

when more details of the project are known. 

O3-44 As discussed in response to comment O3-40, Waterfall Canyon is not 

designated as a compensatory mitigation site, as this comment suggests.  
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 As discussed in comments O3-41 and O3-42, the opening of Waterfall Canyon 

to non-OHV and OHV recreation is dependent on the development of an RTMP 

and additional CEQA review. This EIR does not state that the “ultimate 

objective” is to open Waterfall Canyon to OHV use. The EIR states that, if 

certain criteria are met, including the development of an RTMP and the 

compliance with certain guidelines, Waterfall Canyon may be opened for OHV 

in the future.  For each project, the level of detail currently known (concept 

plan, design drawing, narrative only) is provided at the level known at this time. 

Subsequent environmental review may be needed when more details of the 

project are known. 

O3-45 As discussed in comments O3-41 through O3-44, the reopening of Waterfall 

Canyon would be dependent on the development of a RTMP that would require 

additional CEQA review. For each project, the level of detail currently known 

(concept plan, design drawing, narrative only) is provided at the level known at 

this time. Subsequent environmental review may be needed when more details 

of the project are known. 

O3-46 As discussed in response to comment O3-40, Waterfall Canyon is not 

designated as a compensatory mitigation site, as this comment suggests.  As 

discussed in comments O3-41 and O3-42, the opening of Waterfall Canyon to 

non-OHV and OHV recreation is dependent on the development of an RTMP 

and additional CEQA review. For each project, the level of detail currently 

known (concept plan, design drawing, narrative only) is provided at the level 

known at this time. Subsequent environmental review may be needed when 

more details of the project are known. 

O3-47 Water quality impacts related to the New Front Hills Motorbike Trail Expansion 

are addressed in Section 3.10 “Hydrology and Water Quality” of this EIR. No 

further response is required. 

O3-48 The new trail is at the concept stage of development, and therefore, many 

details of the new trail (including capacity limit, reservation system on high use 

days, and speed limits) are currently unavailable. Additional details about this 

new trail will be provided in the Roads and Trails Management Plan. 

Additionally, all impacts associated with the addition of this trail will be 

mitigated to the extent feasible. The commenter’s opposition to this trail is 

noted. 

O3-49 The new additional visitor recreation area expansion would be done in an area 

that has already been developed. The lack of a long list of impacts and 

associated mitigation measures is not based on the fact that this project is 

located in heavily disturbed area. As such, significant impacts to the Corral 

Hollow Creek riparian area, western spadefoot habitat, and other sensitive 

resources are not expected to occur. Additionally, this area would be developed 

consistent with General Plan goals and guidelines which requires buffers for 

western spadefoot habitat and compensatory mitigation for impacts to riparian 

habitat (please see Wildlife Guidelines 1.2 and 1.7 on page 4-26, Water 

Guideline 1.2 and 2.1 on page 4-19, and NRM Guideline 2.3 on page 4-24). 
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 As described in this General Plan, the management of the SVRA balances OHV 

use with resource protection and preservation. The commenter’s opposition 

towards expanding OHV use in this area is noted.   

O3-50 The new Campfire Center is at the concept stage of development, and therefore, 

many details of the project are unknown (including noise restrictions and 

lighting design). Noise restrictions implemented in the SVRA are universal, 

therefore, the noise restrictions required at the campgrounds would be required 

at this Campfire Center. Events held at the Campfire Center would not occur 

between the noise restricted hours of 10 pm to 6 am.   

 The proposed Group Campsite would be located further away from the other 

campsites in order to reduce the noise disturbance to smaller groups of campers 

associated with a large group of campers. Please see Figure 4-2 “Proposed 

Projects” in the General Plan to see the proposed location of the Group 

Campsite. 

 For information on allowable noise levels, please see page 2-151 and 2-152 of 

the General Plan. Noise levels would be required to remain within the ranges 

provided in the Alameda County General Plan Noise Element and the San 

Joaquin County General Plan Noise Element.  The standards in the Alameda 

County General Plan include an exterior limit of 55 dB and an interior limit of 

45 dB. The San Joaquin County General Plan Noise Element establishes that for 

non-transportation noise sources, the maximum hourly equivalent sound levels 

at outdoor activity areas of 50 dB or less during the daytime and 45 dB during 

the nighttime and maximum sound levels of 70 dB during the daytime and 65 

dB during the nighttime.  

 As discussed on page 2-106 of the General Plan, Carnegie SVRA employs State 

Parks Peace Officers (SPPOs) whose job is to patrol the SVRA. These SPPOs 

would enforce night-time noise requirements.  

 The lack of a long list of impacts and associated mitigation measures is based 

on the fact that this project is located in a heavily disturbed area. Additionally, 

this area would be developed consistent with General Plan goals and guidelines 

which requires restrictions on noise and compensatory mitigation for impacts to 

riparian habitat (OM Guideline 5.3 and 5.5 on pages 4-36 and 4-37, Water 

Guideline 1.2 and 2.1 on page 4-19, and NRM Guideline 2.3 on page 4-24). 

O3-51 The development of this trail would be developed consistent with General Plan 

goals and guidelines which requires measures to avoid and minimize impacts to 

wildlife and their habitat, as well as provide compensatory mitigation for 

impacts to riparian habitat (please see Guidelines associated with Wildlife Goal 

1 on pages 4-26 and 4-27, Water Guideline 1.2 and 2.1 on page 4-19, and NRM 

Guideline 2.3 on page 4-24 of the General Plan). Additionally, guidelines 

protecting cultural and tribal cultural resources would reduce development and 

operational impacts on these resources (please see goals on guidelines on pages 

4-27 through 4-31 of the General Plan).  
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 The lack of a long list of impacts and associated mitigation measures is based 

on the fact that this project is located in a heavily disturbed area. 

O3-52 State Parks agrees with the commenter that potential impacts should be avoided 

and mitigated to the extent feasible. State Parks also appreciates the commenters 

suggestions to enhance preservation at the SVRA.  No further response is 

required. 

O3-53 Potential impacts to spadefoot are discussed in Section 3.4 “Biological 

Resources” of the EIR. State Parks acknowledges that there is a risk of impacts 

on spadefoot resulting from General Plan implementation. As noted, upgrades 

or expansions to existing facilities as described in the General Plan and DEIR 

are generally located in disturbed and heavily used areas of the SVRA. 

 The commenter expresses an opinion about past environmental compliance for 

projects at the SVRA including the 4x4 area and the MX track.  

 State Parks has identified numerous special-status wildlife species observed or 

assumed to be present in the planning area, including spadefoot. The 

information regarding these species can be found in Tables 2-11 through 2-14 in 

Chapter 2 “Existing Conditions” of the General Plan. 

 Chapter 4.4 “Goals and Guidelines” of the General Plan includes specific goals 

and guidelines related to wildlife which are intended to protect all wildlife, 

including special-status species, and thus including spadefoot, during General 

Plan Implementation, including during design and construction of specific 

projects that are reasonably foreseeable to be implemented during the lifespan 

of the General Plan. These include the following:  

 Wildlife Goal 1: Manage the SVRA to maintain a quality OHV recreational 

experience while protecting native wildlife species, including special-status 

wildlife species and their designated habitats. 

 Wildlife Guideline 1.2: Avoid siting new facilities within 150 feet of pools 

currently known or later identified to support California red-legged frog, 

California tiger salamander, western pond turtle, or western spadefoot. 

 Wildlife Guideline 1.7: If construction activities are planned within suitable 

upland habitat for special-status herpetofauna (California red-legged frog, 

California tiger salamander, western pond turtle, or western spadefoot) and 

within the known maximum upland dispersal distance of those species from 

known breeding habitat, develop and implement appropriate measures to avoid 

or compensate for potential direct and indirect impacts of project-specific 

activities on special-status herpetofauna in upland habitats. Before the start of 

construction, implement any protection or mitigation measures agreed upon 

during consultation with the wildlife agencies. 

The proposed upgrades and expansions to facilities at the SVRA described in 

the General Plan, including the new additional visitor recreation area and the 

new group campsite, are not within known spadefoot habitat. If any project that 
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moves forward are within the known maximum upland dispersal distance of 

spadefoot from known breeding habitat, Wildlife Guideline 1.7 will be 

implemented. Because the proposed projects are at the concept stage of 

development, it is not possible to further analyze specific impacts or speculate 

about potential further mitigation at this time.  Therefore, no further action is 

needed at this time. 

 The commenter also expresses an opinion about State Parks’ previous measures 

to protect spadefoot. State Parks appreciates the supplemental information 

provided by the commenter related about western spadefoot toad. 

O3-54 As described on page 3.10-7 of the EIR, all of the proposed new and improved 

facilities are required to adhere to the SWRCB’s Phase II MS4 Permit 

requirement, along with the Carnegie SWMP and OHV BMP Manual 

requirements related to stormwater management and discharge and control. 

Compliance with these existing laws, regulations, and plans and adherence to 

General Plan goals and guidelines would serve to minimize long-term 

operational water quality impacts associated with operation of the proposed 

facility projects to reduce erosion and sedimentation. 

 The commenter is correct in stating that some of the proposed projects are 

located within the 100-year floodplain. Impacts associated with projects being 

located in the 100-year floodplain are discussed on pages 3.10-11 and 3.10-12 

of the EIR.  

 Impacts to Corral Hollow Creek are discussed extensively throughout the EIR 

within sections 3.7 “Geology and Soils/Paleontological Resources,” 3.9 

“Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” and 3.10 “Hydrology and Water Quality.” 

 The commenter also expresses on opinion about projects being placed in the 

100-year floodplain. As discussed, potential impacts related to developing 

proposed projects within the 100-year floodplain have been discussed 

thoroughly throughout the EIR. 

O3-55 The EIR thoroughly discusses anticipated impacts resulting from the adoption 

of the General Plan and its associated reasonably foreseeable projects, as 

required by CEQA.  

 The lack of a long list of impacts and associated mitigation measures and 

performance standards in the current EIR is not based on the fact that the 

existing General Plan is relying on management plans or defers any action. It is 

based on the fact that the SVRA is actively managed to avoid impacts on 

sensitive resources, and that reasonably foreseeable projects that would be 

implemented under the General Plan are located in heavily developed or 

disturbed areas. Thus, implementation of the goals and guidelines including for 

siting facilities and avoiding sensitive resources will not result in significant 

impacts. Where appropriate, the goals and guidelines include performance 

standards.  
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 Extensive descriptions of baseline conditions, i.e. existing conditions at the 

Carnegie SVRA are included in Chapter 2. Existing Conditions of the General 

Plan.  

 Like the 2016 EIR, this EIR analyses impacts from implementing the goals and 

guidelines of the General Plan. Unlike the 2016 DEIR, this DEIR also includes 

an analysis of the impacts that the proposed projects for maintenance and 

upgrades to visitor facilities that could be implemented under the General Plan 

may have on the environment. For each project, the level of detail currently 

known (concept plan, design drawing, narrative only) is provided at the level 

known at this time. Where applicable, information from the 2016 EIR may have 

been used to inform the discussion in this EIR. 

 Prior court decisions have explained that self-mitigating EIR’s (i.e. EIRs where 

mitigation for project impacts are written into the project description) are 

inadequate. This comment suggests that this EIR is inadequate because it uses 

this “self-mitigating” approach. The project objectives, State Parks’ mission 

statement, and OHMVR Division’s mission statement all aim to balance 

recreation opportunities with the protection of natural and cultural resources.  

Including goals and guidelines for the protection of the SVRA’s natural and 

cultural resources are not mitigation, rather, they are necessary policies to 

ensure that the General Plan aligns with the objectives set forth in the project 

description, and to assure that this SVRA is managed in alignment with State 

Parks and the OHMVR Division’s mission statements. While these guidelines 

do result in reducing impacts to the environment, they are also necessary 

components of the General Plan. It would not align with the management 

strategy of the SVRA if these guidelines were omitted from the General Plan. 

Just because the General Plan itself includes guidelines that minimizes 

environmental impacts, does not mean that this EIR uses a “self-mitigating” 

approach. For the reasons described throughout this comment and document, 

this EIR is CEQA compliant. 

O3-56 Please see response to comment O2-2 

O3-57 Section 2.3.2 Biotic Resources provides a list of information sources and studies 

that were used to inform the existing conditions of biological resources. These 

plans include HMS reports, as well as additional biological reports that were 

completed and published after 2015, including (but not limited to): 

 

• Acoustic Bat Survey at Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area (The 

Wildlife Project 2016)  

• Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area Delineation of State and Federal 

Jurisdictional Waters (State Parks 2016) 

• Scientific Collecting Permit Annual Report: Amphibian and Reptile Species 

of Special Concern 2018 (State Parks 2019a)  

• Habitat Use by Mountain Lions at Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area 

in Alameda and San Joaquin Counties, California (State Parks 2020a)  

• Rodent Diversity and Population Dynamics in an Off-highway Vehicle Area 

(State Parks 2020b) 
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• 2020 Bird Survey Season Report: California State Vehicular Recreation 

Area Avian Monitoring for Habitat Conditions and Disturbance Effects 

(Cole and Siegel 2021)  

• Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area Valley Elderberry Longhorn 

Beetle Survey (State Parks 2021a) 

• Automated bird sound classifications of long-duration recordings produce 

occupancy model outputs similar to manually annotated data (Cole et al. 

2022)  

• Reconnaissance-level surveys conducted in the planning area by AECOM 

biologists in 2012 

 

 The commenter expresses general disagreement with the impact conclusions 

stated in the EIR. However, the commenter does not identify any specific 

impact conclusion that they disagree with, nor do they provide evidence 

supporting their claims. Further, an EIR is not inadequate simply because 

experts in a particular subject matter dispute the conclusions reached by the 

experts whose studies were used in drafting the EIR, even where different 

conclusions can reasonably drawn from a single pool of information. (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15151; Greenbaum v. City of Los Angeles). No changes are 

needed.  

O3-58 The presence of natural, cultural resources, physical, and aesthetic resources 

within the SVRA are described thoroughly in Section 2.3 “Resource Values” in 

the General Plan. The lack of a long list of impacts and associated mitigation 

measures and performance standards is the result of the SVRA being managed 

to avoid impacts to sensitive resources, and that reasonably foreseeable projects 

would be located in heavily disturbed areas. 

O3-59 Many guidelines in the General Plan describe requirements to monitor and 

report for water quality, plants, wildlife, and cultural resources (see Water 

Guideline 2.2, Plant Guideline 1.1, Wildlife Guideline 1.1, CR Guideline 2.1, 

and TCR guideline 1.6 of the General Plan).  Where appropriate, the goals and 

guidelines include performance standards. In many cases, guidelines include 

measures to reduce impacts to these resources if potential impacts are 

reasonably foreseeable. No changes are needed. 

O3-60 As described above, multiple guidelines require ongoing monitoring of various 

resources within the SVRA which will track the efficacy of protective measures 

for natural resources. Where appropriate, the goals and guidelines include 

performance standards. 

 The project objectives, State Parks’ mission statement, and OHMVR Division’s 

mission statement all aim to balance recreation opportunities with the protection 

of natural and cultural resources.  This General Plan includes a variety of goals, 

guidelines, and project plans that demonstrate State Park’s commitment to 

balancing OHV and Non-OHV recreation with the protection of natural and 

cultural resources. The phrase “maintain a quality OHV recreational 

experience” does not imply that implementation of this General Plan will result 

in a prioritization of OHV over natural and cultural resource protection, it just 
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indicates one of the many objectives of this General Plan, which among other 

things, is to maintain a quality OHV recreational experience. 

O3-61 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive 

planning framework for the SVRA and to identify impacts associated with 

General Plan implementation, including reasonably foreseeable projects. While 

some reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan and 

analyzed in the EIR, there may be projects proposed in the future that are not 

currently foreseeable and therefore have not been discussed in the General Plan. 

Thus, guidelines in the General Plan need to be broad enough to apply to a wide 

array of potential projects. Where they apply, performance standards have been 

included in goals and guidelines.   

 Additional CEQA review may be needed in the future, as details about planned 

projects emerge or get refined. These future compliance documents may tier off 

the current EIR or take the form of stand-alone documents.  

 Impacts associated with projects being located in the 100-year floodplain are 

discussed on pages 3.10-11 and 3.10-12 of the EIR. Potential impacts (including 

downstream water quality impacts) related to developing proposed projects 

within the 100-year floodplain less-than-significant, as explained in Section 

3.10 “Hydrology and Water Quality.” Modifications to, such as channelization 

of, Corral Hollow Creek are not proposed at this time. No further response is 

required. 

O3-62 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive 

planning framework for the SVRA and to identify impacts associated with 

General Plan implementation, including reasonably foreseeable projects. While 

some reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan and 

analyzed in the EIR, there may be projects proposed in the future that are not 

currently foreseeable and therefore have not been discussed in the General Plan. 

Thus, guidelines (such as NRM Guideline 1.2) in the General Plan need to be 

broad enough to apply to a wide array of potential projects. Where they apply, 

performance standards have been included in goals and guidelines.   

 Impacts associated with specific projects including the New Group Campsite, 

Front Hills Trails, Pedestrian Loop Trails, North side of Franciscan RMA, and 

the Additional Visitor Recreation Area have been assessed throughout the EIR 

to the extent possible given the current project planning stages.   

 As discussed, analysis of impacts resulting from General Plan implementation 

and the development of reasonably foreseeable projects have not been deferred. 

Additional CEQA review may be needed in the future, as details about planned 

projects emerge or get refined. These future compliance documents may tier off 

the current EIR or take the form of stand-alone documents.  

 State Parks agrees with the commenter that the HMS reports contains useful 

information and disagrees with the commenter’s claim that the HMS and WHPP 

are “self-mitigating.” The commenter provides no further explanation or support 
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of this claim. This EIR does not improperly defer analysis. No further response 

is required. 

O3-63 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive 

planning framework for the SVRA and to identify impacts associated with 

General Plan implementation, including reasonably foreseeable projects. While 

some reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan and 

analyzed in the EIR, there may be projects proposed in the future that are not 

currently foreseeable and therefore have not been discussed in the General Plan. 

Thus, guidelines (such as NRM Guideline 1.3) in the General Plan need to be 

broad enough to apply to a wide array of potential projects. Where they apply, 

performance standards have been included in goals and guidelines.   

 As discussed, analysis of impacts resulting from General Plan implementation 

and the development of reasonably foreseeable projects have not been deferred. 

Additional CEQA review may be needed in the future, as details about planned 

projects emerge or get refined. These future compliance documents may tier off 

the current EIR or take the form of stand-alone documents. This EIR does not 

improperly defer analysis. No further response is required.  

 Please see response to CDFW comment A4-7. 

O3-64 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive 

planning framework for the SVRA and to identify impacts associated with 

General Plan implementation, including reasonably foreseeable projects. For 

reasons described more thoroughly above, guidelines must be written to 

encompass a broad array of future possibilities. Where they apply, performance 

standards have been included in goals and guidelines.   

 Please see response to comment O2-2.  

O3-65 Please see response to comment O2-2. 

O3-66 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive 

planning framework for the SVRA and to identify impacts associated with 

General Plan implementation, including reasonably foreseeable projects. While 

some reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan and 

analyzed in the EIR, there may be projects proposed in the future that are not 

currently foreseeable and therefore have not been discussed in the General Plan. 

Thus, guidelines (such as NRM Guideline 1.3) in the General Plan need to be 

broad enough to apply to a wide array of potential projects. Where they apply, 

performance standards have been included in goals and guidelines.   

 Habitat fragmentation is defined as the process during which a large expanse of 

habitat is transformed into a number of smaller patches of smaller total area 

isolated from each other by a matrix of habitats unlike the original (Fahrig, 

2003). By locating trails around the edge of high-quality habitat, the integrity 

and size of high-quality habitat would be preserved, minimizing impacts related 

to habitat fragmentation by restricting it to low quality habitat.  
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 The General Plan does not violate this guideline by opening Waterfall Canyon 

to non-ohv uses. As described on page 4-3 of Chapter 4 “The Plan,” the Plan 

proposes to open Waterfall Canyon to non-motorized trail use (i.e. hiking, 

mountain biking). The Plan does not propose opening the trail to “all uses” as 

this comment suggests. 

O3-67 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive 

planning framework for the SVRA and to identify impacts associated with 

General Plan implementation, including reasonably foreseeable projects. For 

reasons described more thoroughly above, goals and guidelines must be written 

to encompass a broad array of future possibilities. Where they apply, 

performance standards have been included in goals and guidelines.   

 The project objectives, State Parks’ mission statement, and OHMVR Division’s 

mission statement all aim to balance recreation opportunities with the protection 

of natural and cultural resources.  This General Plan includes a variety of goals, 

guidelines, and project plans that demonstrate State Park’s commitment to 

balancing OHV and Non-OHV recreation with the protection of natural and 

cultural resources. The phrase “maintain a quality OHV recreational 

experience” does not imply that implementation of this General Plan will result 

in a prioritization of OHV over natural and cultural resource protection, it just 

indicates one of the many objectives of this General Plan, which among other 

things, is to maintain a quality OHV recreational experience. No changes are 

needed. 

O3-68 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive 

planning framework for the SVRA and to identify impacts associated with 

General Plan implementation, including reasonably foreseeable projects. For 

reasons described more thoroughly above, goals and guidelines must be written 

to encompass a broad array of future possibilities. Where they apply, 

performance standards have been included in goals and guidelines.   

 Please see response to comment O2-2.  

 As discussed, analysis of impacts resulting from General Plan implementation 

and the development of reasonably foreseeable projects have not been deferred. 

Additional CEQA review may be needed in the future, as details about planned 

projects emerge or get refined. These future compliance documents may tier off 

the current EIR or take the form of stand-alone documents. This EIR does not 

improperly defer analysis, nor does it fail to meet “statutory requirements.” No 

further response is required. 

O3-69 A comprehensive “Adaptive Management Plan” for management of the SVRA 

has not yet been written. As discussed in Soils Guideline 1.2 and NRM 

Guideline 2.1, the development of an adaptive management plan for soils and 

biological resources would be developed as part of implementation of this 

General Plan. Just because these plans have not yet been developed, does not 

mean that adaptive management plans will not be developed, as the comment 

implies.  
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 The EIR assesses environmental impacts resulting from implementation of the 

General Plan. There are many guidelines in the plan that, if approved, would be 

implemented and would require the ongoing monitoring of varying resources 

including water quality, wildlife, plants, cultural resources, and tribal cultural 

resources (please refer to Water Guideline 2.2, NRM Guideline 1.4, CR 

Guideline 2.1 and 2.6, and TCR Guideline 1.2 and 1.6). The lack of additional 

mitigation or “corrective action” is due to the fact that the General Plan itself 

has been written to balance the protection of natural resources with quality 

OHV recreation, and thus, many measures that will protect resources within the 

SVRA are displayed as guidelines within the General Plan itself. 

O3-70 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive 

planning framework for the SVRA and to identify impacts associated with 

General Plan implementation, including reasonably foreseeable projects. For 

reasons described more thoroughly above, goals and guidelines must be written 

to encompass a broad array of future possibilities. Where they apply, 

performance standards have been included in goals and guidelines.   

 Please see response to comment O2-2.  

 The General Plan describes throughout the document that some areas within the 

SVRA have been used for grazing in the past, not that they are actively grazed. 

Descriptions about various watershed areas include discussion that some land 

within many of the watersheds contain grazing land. These watershed areas are 

very large and the portions of these watersheds that may be actively grazed are 

not within the SVRA.  

 Monitoring of natural resources is ongoing and would be continued once the 

General Plan is approved. This EIR does not improperly defer analysis, as this 

comment suggests. 

O3-71 If the General Plan is approved, all of the guidelines, including NRM Guideline 

2.4, will be implemented.  

 Many environmental scientists with expertise in natural resources and ecology 

are part of the team at Carnegie SVRA. NRM Guideline 2.4 does not propose 

the development of any sort of program, rather, this guideline provides guidance 

on how management strategies shall be informed.  

 The commenter’s suggestion to engage peer review of HMS reports and the 

draft WHPP is noted. 

O3-72 The current General Plan is specifically developed to provide a comprehensive 

planning framework for the SVRA and to identify impacts associated with 

General Plan implementation, including reasonably foreseeable projects. For 

reasons described more thoroughly above, goals and guidelines must be written 

to encompass a broad array of future possibilities. Where they apply, 

performance standards have been included in goals and guidelines.   
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 As discussed in response to comment O3-60 and O3-67, OHV recreation is not 

prioritized over the protection of natural resources. This General Plan prioritizes 

both providing high quality OHV recreation and protecting natural and cultural 

resources in the SVRA. 

O3-73 State Parks considers Wildlife Guideline 1.1 sufficient as written and no edits 

are necessary.  

 Extensive descriptions of baseline conditions, i.e. existing conditions at the 

Carnegie SVRA are included in Chapter 2 “Existing Conditions” of the General 

Plan. Baseline conditions related to natural resources such as wildlife, plants, 

and habitat is in Section 2.3.2 “Biotic Resources.” 

 Table 2-13 on page 2-81 includes a description of all special-status birds 

observed or presumed to be present in the SVRA. This includes burrowing owl 

that, as described in the table, was observed adjacent to planning area during 

reconnaissance surveys within the Alameda-Tesla property as well as the 

adjacent LLNL Site 300. As indicated in that table, burrowing owls have not 

been recorded within the planning area. Because proposed projects are restricted 

to the planning area, none of the proposed projects will disturb land known to 

occupy burrowing owl. Additionally, the reasonably foreseeable projects would 

be located in heavily disturbed areas, where burrowing owls are unlikely to be. 

 As discussed, the EIR relies on Chapter 2 “Existing Conditions” for the 

description of the baseline conditions. The General Plan and EIR provides 

specific data on natural resources, including locations of observed special-status 

plants and wildlife. The impact analysis in the EIR relies on this information.  

 The projects that are reasonably foreseeable to be implemented under the 

General Plan largely consist of upgrades or expansions of existing facilities and 

are generally located in disturbed and heavily used areas of the SVRA. 

Therefore, the lack of substantial impacts resulting from implementation of 

these projects should not be a surprise. 

O3-74 Potential impacts to protected species have been assessed in Chapter 3.4 

“Biological Resources” of the EIR. As discussed, potential impacts to protected 

species resulting from the implementation of the General Plan would be reduced 

to a less-than-significant level due to the extensive guidelines in place aimed at 

reducing such impacts.  

 Extensive descriptions of baseline conditions, i.e. existing conditions at the 

Carnegie SVRA are included in Chapter 2 “Existing Conditions” of the General 

Plan. Baseline conditions related to natural resources such as wildlife, plants, 

and habitat is in Section 2.3.2 “Biotic Resources.” 

 As discussed, analysis of impacts resulting from General Plan implementation 

and the development of reasonably foreseeable projects have not been deferred.  

 Please see response to CDFW comment A4-7.  
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 If adopted, the General Plan goals and guidelines will be applied to the 

management of the SVRA and all projects proposed under this plan. Thus, any 

expansion of OHV use into areas that have previously not been used for OHV 

use will be monitored closely and measures will be taken to minimize impacts 

resulting from introducing OHV use into those areas. 

 

O3-75 The CDFW comment letter provides many examples of measures that can be 

taken to avoid and minimize impacts to California tiger salamander, western 

spadefoot toad, and western pond turtle. These include: erecting protective 

fencing during the breeding season to block off breeding aeras and allow 

herpetofauna to disperse without being disturbed or crushed by vehicles; 

restricting specific areas from use during breeding and dispersal times of year or 

after rains; and establishing buffer areas. State Parks recognizes that 

scientifically supported dispersal distances are greater than 150 feet for 

California tiger salamander, western spadefoot toad, and western pond turtle. 

This guideline would be implemented alongside Wildlife Guideline 1.7 that 

states: 

  Wildlife Guideline 1.7: If construction activities are planned within 

suitable upland habitat for special-status herpetofauna (California red-

legged frog, California tiger salamander, western pond turtle, or western 

spadefoot) and within the known maximum upland dispersal distance of 

those species from known breeding habitat, develop and implement 

appropriate measures to avoid or compensate for potential direct and 

indirect impacts of project-specific activities on special-status 

herpetofauna in upland habitats. Before the start of construction, 

implement any protection or mitigation measures agreed upon during 

consultation with the wildlife agencies. 

 Consistent with CDFW’s suggestions in their comment letter provided during 

the scoping period, the General Plan proposes an adaptive approach to avoiding 

and minimizing impacts to these species. Because the General Plan proposes a 

wide array of projects, and additional projects that are not currently known may 

also be implemented after the adoption of this Plan, it is not feasible to apply a 

one-size-fits-all approach to mitigation. Consultation with the wildlife agencies 

would be required prior to any construction, and mitigation measures that best 

apply to the project would be applied.  

 Please see response to CDFW comment A4-7.  

Any expansion of OHV into areas that previously were not used for OHV will 

be located away from special status species habitat, as feasible. 

O3-76 Potential impacts to protected species related to the implementation of the 

General Plan and associated reasonably foreseeable projects, have been assessed 

in Chapter 3.4 “Biological Resources” of the EIR. As discussed, potential 

impacts to protected species and their habitat resulting from the implementation 
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of the General Plan would be reduced to a less-than-significant level due to the 

extensive guidelines in place aimed at reducing such impacts. Because the 

Carnegie SVRA is currently managed as an active SVRA, and the reasonably 

foreseeable projects are all located in previously disturbed areas, the impacts of 

these specific projects will either have less-than-significant impacts or no 

impacts at all, as analyzed in the current EIR. 

 Any expansion of OHV into areas that previously were not used for OHV will 

be located away from special status species habitat, as feasible.  

 Please see response to CDFW comment A4-7. 

If the General Plan is approved, all goals and guidelines would be implemented. 

The lack of a long list of mitigation measures is due to the fact that the SVRA is 

actively managed to avoid impacts on sensitive resources, and that reasonably 

foreseeable projects that would be implemented under the General Plan are 

located in heavily developed or disturbed areas. Thus, implementation of the 

goals and guidelines including for siting facilities and avoiding sensitive 

resources will not result in significant impacts. 

O3-77 State Parks disagrees with the commenter’s opinion that the Natural Resource, 

Plant, and Wildlife Goals and Guidelines fail to reduce impacts. Disagreement 

among experts on a particular environmental subject matter does not make an 

EIR inadequate.  

 Potential impacts to biological resources discussed in Section 3.4 “Biological 

Resources” of the EIR. State Parks acknowledges that there is a risk of impacts 

on wildlife resulting from General Plan implementation. As noted, upgrades or 

expansions to existing facilities as described in the General Plan and DEIR are 

generally located in disturbed and heavily used areas of the SVRA. As 

discussed, potential impacts to protected species and their habitat resulting from 

the implementation of the General Plan would be reduced to a less-than-

significant level due to the extensive guidelines in place aimed at reducing such 

impacts. 

 The lack of a long list of mitigation measures is due to the fact that the SVRA is 

actively managed to avoid impacts on sensitive resources. Implementation of 

the goals and guidelines within the General Plan would prevent significant 

impacts to wildlife and their habitat. 

O3-78 As discussed in response to comment O3-60 and O3-67, OHV recreation is not 

prioritized over the protection of natural resources. This General Plan prioritizes 

both providing high quality OHV recreation and protecting natural and cultural 

resources in the SVRA. 

 As discussed, analysis of impacts resulting from General Plan implementation 

and the development of reasonably foreseeable projects have not been deferred. 

Additional CEQA review may be needed in the future, as details about planned 
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projects emerge or get refined. These future compliance documents may tier off 

the current EIR or take the form of stand-alone documents. 

O3-79 As quoted in the comment, Wildlife Guideline 1.4 states “Avoid siting facilities 

within 150 feet of preferred Alameda whipsnake habitat, particularly scrub 

vegetation types.” This measure includes scrub vegetation as an example of 

preferred Alameda whipsnake habitat, but does not imply that scrub vegetation 

is the only habitat type this species can be found in.  

 While some reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan 

and analyzed in the EIR, there may be projects proposed in the future that are 

not currently foreseeable and therefore have not been discussed in the General 

Plan. Thus, avoidance and minimization language in many guidelines (such as 

Wildlife Guideline 1.4) in the General Plan need to be broad enough to apply to 

a wide array of potential projects.   

 As described in Table 2-12. Special-Status Wildlife Species Observed or 

Assumed to Be Present in the Planning Area—Reptiles and Amphibians on 

page 2-79 of the General Plan Update, Alameda whipsnake habitat has been 

identified within the SVRA, and Alameda whipsnakes have been identified in 

various locations in the SVRA. General measures to avoid impacts to Alameda 

whipsnake have been provided in Wildlife Guideline 1.4.  

 As discussed, analysis of impacts resulting from General Plan implementation 

and the development of reasonably foreseeable projects have not been deferred. 

Additional CEQA review may be needed in the future, as details about planned 

projects emerge or get refined. These future compliance documents may tier off 

the current EIR or take the form of stand-alone documents. 

O3-80 Impacts associated with implementation of the General Plan, including 

reasonably foreseeable projects such as the reopening of Waterfall Canyon to 

non-OHV use, a new pedestrian trail along Corral Hollow Creek, and 

rehabilitating the Franciscan Riding Area into a sustainable trail network for 

advanced riders are assessed throughout the EIR.  

 The opening of any new non-OHV and OHV trails in Waterfall Canyon, along 

Corral Hollow Creek, and in the Franciscan Riding Area would rely on the 

development of an RTMP and CEQA review. There are no extensive impacts 

related to OHV use in Waterfall Canyon, along Corral Hollow Creek, or in the 

Franciscan Riding Area because that would be beyond the scope of this 

document, and will be assessed later on when more details on these projects are 

available. Where future projects would result in impacts beyond what was 

analyzed in the program EIR, additional CEQA analysis will be conducted. 

Project level analysis has been conducted to the extent feasible. CEQA analysis 

has not been improperly deferred.  

 Chapter 2 “Existing Conditions” of the General Plan Update describes existing 

conditions related to soils, hydrology, water quality, wildlife occurrences, and 

habitat. 
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O3-81 As discussed, impacts associated with implementation of the General Plan, 

including reasonably foreseeable projects such as the reopening of Waterfall 

Canyon to non-OHV use, a new pedestrian trail along Corral Hollow Creek, and 

rehabilitating the Franciscan Riding Area into a sustainable trail network for 

advanced riders are assessed throughout the EIR.  

 The opening of any new non-OHV and OHV trails in Waterfall Canyon, along 

Corral Hollow Creek, and in the Franciscan Riding Area would rely on the 

development of an RTMP and CEQA review. There is no extensive impacts 

related to OHV use in Waterfall Canyon, along Corral Hollow Creek, or in the 

Franciscan Riding Area because that would be beyond the scope of this 

document, and will be assessed later on when more details on these projects are 

available. Where future projects would result in impacts beyond what was 

analyzed in the program EIR, additional CEQA analysis will be conducted. 

Project level analysis has been conducted to the extent feasible. CEQA analysis 

has not been improperly deferred.  

 Construction compliance monitoring conducted by a qualified biologist or 

biological monitor may be required during construction of projects with 

potential to impact wildlife. This will be determined during the consultation 

process with CDFW and/or USFWS prior to projects with potential to impact 

listed species (please see NRM Guidelines 1.2 and 1.3). 

O3-82 State Parks disagrees with the commenters belief that Wildlife Guideline 1.7 

does not provide adequate protection for special-status herpetofauna. While 

Wildlife Guideline 1.7 is written broadly enough to apply to a wide array of 

projects, it also provides details such as the timing of consultation with wildlife 

agencies relative to the project development, as well as thresholds for consulting 

with the agencies (e.g. if construction occurs within the known maximum 

upland dispersal distance for the name species).    

 While some reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan 

and analyzed in the EIR, there may be projects proposed in the future that are 

not currently foreseeable and therefore have not been discussed in the General 

Plan. Thus, avoidance and minimization language in many guidelines (such as 

Wildlife Guideline 1.7) in the General Plan need to be broad enough to apply to 

a wide array of potential projects.   

 The “wildlife agencies” discussed in Wildlife Guideline 1.7 refer to CDFW and 

USFWS.  

 Please see response to CDFW comment A4-7. 

 SVRA does not rely solely on consultation with CDFW and USFWS for the 

protection of wildlife in the SVRA, as this comment implies. In many cases, 

goals and guidelines include provide measurable performance standards. 

O3-83 Eliminating OHV use in areas near potential habitat for special status species 

may not be feasible. Any expansion of OHV into areas that previously were not 
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used for OHV will be located away from special status species habitat, as 

feasible. [would like this to be reviewed] 

 [include standard response on take permits] 

 The CDFW comment letter provides many examples of measures that can be 

taken to avoid and minimize impacts to California tiger salamander, western 

spadefoot toad, and western pond turtle. These include: erecting protective 

fencing during the breeding season to block off breeding areas and allow 

herpetofauna to disperse without being disturbed or crushed by vehicles; 

restricting specific areas from use during breeding and dispersal times of year or 

after rains; and establishing buffer areas. State Parks recognizes that 

scientifically supported dispersal distances are greater than 150 feet for 

California tiger salamander, western spadefoot toad, and western pond turtle. 

This guideline states: 

  Wildlife Guideline 1.7: If construction activities are planned within 

suitable upland habitat for special-status herpetofauna (California red-

legged frog, California tiger salamander, western pond turtle, or western 

spadefoot) and within the known maximum upland dispersal distance of 

those species from known breeding habitat, develop and implement 

appropriate measures to avoid or compensate for potential direct and 

indirect impacts of project-specific activities on special-status 

herpetofauna in upland habitats. Before the start of construction, 

implement any protection or mitigation measures agreed upon during 

consultation with the wildlife agencies. 

 Consistent with CDFW’s suggestions in their comment letter provided during 

the scoping period, State Parks proposes an adaptive approach to avoiding and 

minimizing impacts to these species. Because the General Plan proposes a wide 

array of projects, and additional projects that are not currently known may also 

be implemented after the adoption of this Plan, it is not feasible to apply a one-

size-fits-all approach to mitigation. Consultation with the agencies would be 

required prior to any construction, and mitigation measures that best fit the 

scope of any given project will be required. 

O3-84 No construction would occur until SVRA has completed all that is required by 

CEQA, as well as CESA and ESA, if applicable. 

 Construction compliance monitoring conducted by a qualified biologist or 

biological monitor may be required during construction of projects with 

potential to impact wildlife. This will be determined during the consultation 

process with CDFW and/or USFWS prior to projects with potential to impact 

listed species (please see NRM Guidelines 1.2 and 1.3).  

 As described above, State Parks would comply with measures required by 

CDFW and/or USFWS. Adherence to buffer zones outlined in CDFW’s 

comment on the NOP is not the only measure they provided that would avoid 

and minimize impacts to listed wildlife. As described, State Parks would adopt 
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any mitigation measures agreed upon during consultation with CDFW and/or 

USFWS, including buffer zones, if necessary. 

O3-85 Reasonably foreseeable projects are all located in previously disturbed areas, 

and would not result in significant impacts related to sediment mobilization, 

water quality degradation, or alterations of breeding pond hydroperiods. Any 

expansion of OHV use would also not have significant impacts. If potentially 

significant impacts related to expanded OHV use is revealed during the 

development of the RTMP, measures would be taken to reduce these impacts to 

the extent practicable.  

 Please see response to CDFW comment A4-7. 

 As discussed in thoroughly in the EIR, impacts to wildlife related to the 

implementation of this General Plan would be reduced to a less-than-significant 

level.  The lack of a long list of impacts and associated mitigation measures and 

performance standards in the current EIR is not based on the fact that the 

existing General Plan is relying of management plans or defers any action. It is 

based on the fact that the SVRA is actively managed to avoid impacts on 

sensitive resources, and that reasonably foreseeable projects that would be 

implemented under the General Plan are located in heavily developed or 

disturbed areas. Thus, implementation of the goals and guidelines including for 

siting facilities and avoiding sensitive resources will not result in significant 

impacts. 

O3-86 The siting of the facilities described in Section 4.3.1.3 “Proposed Projects” are 

largely located in already disturbed areas and would therefore avoid and 

minimize impacts to bats. As of now, significant impacts to bats are not 

anticipated. If impacts to bats are anticipated as more project details become 

available, additional analysis may be required. However, these details are not 

yet known, and any assessment of impacts would be speculative. State Parks 

appreciates the general suggestions for avoiding impacts to bats. 

O3-87 The siting of the facilities described in Section 4.3.1.3 “Proposed Projects” are 

largely located in already disturbed areas and would therefore avoid and 

minimize impacts to burrowing owls. As of now, significant impacts to 

burrowing owls are not anticipated. If impacts to burrowing owls are anticipated 

as more project details become available, additional analysis may be required. 

However, these details are not yet known, and any assessment of impacts would 

be speculative. State Parks appreciates the general suggestions for avoiding 

impacts to burrowing owls. 

O3-88 While some reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan 

and analyzed in the EIR, there may be projects proposed in the future that are 

not currently foreseeable and therefore have not been discussed in the General 

Plan. Thus, avoidance and minimization language in many guidelines (such as 

Wildlife Guideline 1.10) in the General Plan need to be broad enough to apply 

to a wide array of potential projects.  Where appropriate, the goals and 

guidelines include performance standards. 
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 The siting of the facilities described in Section 4.3.1.3 “Proposed Projects” are 

largely located in already disturbed areas and would therefore avoid and 

minimize impacts to migratory wildlife corridors. Impacts to migratory wildlife 

corridors is discussed on page 3.4-8 of the EIR. As of now, significant impacts 

to migratory wildlife corridors are not anticipated. If impacts to migratory 

wildlife corridors are anticipated as more project details become available, 

additional analysis may be required. However, these details are not yet known, 

and any assessment of impacts would be speculative. 

O3-89 The impact analysis for Impact 3.4-1, and the reasoning behind a “less than 

significant” conclusion is discussed extensively on pages 3.4-2 through 3.4-6 of 

the EIR. Extensive descriptions of baseline conditions, i.e. existing conditions at 

the Carnegie SVRA are included in Chapter 2 “Existing Conditions” of the 

General Plan. Please see response to comment O2-2 regarding the HMS and 

WHPP availability. 

 The commenter goes on to summarize the points previously made. These 

comments refer to avoidance buffers, performance standards, deferral of 

analysis and mitigation, agency consultations, inadequate avoidance and 

minimization of impacts, compensatory mitigation, monitoring, adaptive 

management, and the 2021 court ruling. These comments have been responded 

to thoroughly throughout this document. No further response is required. 

O3-90 Please see response to CDFW comment A4-7. 

O3-91 To demonstrate its efforts to make the maximum feasible contribution to 

improve local air quality, State Parks is adding the measures identified in 

Alternative 1 to the goals and guidelines in the General Plan. These include: 

 OM Guideline 7.2: Provide regional air quality information (e.g., basics of air 

quality, local ambient pollutant concentrations, summer Spare the Air 

day alerts) on the website and at the SVRA entrance. Materials could 

include but are not limited to educational information about fugitive dust 

and ozone precursors, low-emission OHV engines and models, and 

health risk exposure.  

 OM Guideline 7.3: During high-wind conditions, prohibit OHVs from entering 

the recreational trails and OHV areas.  

 OM Guideline 7.4: Implement the following operational emission reduction 

measures to help BAAQMD and SJVAPCD reduce regional air quality 

emissions:  

▪ Replace diesel-fueled maintenance equipment with alternative-fuel 

equipment (e.g., propane, electricity) when feasible.   

▪ Install and utilize additional electric vehicle (EV) charger(s) at the 

SVRA to promote the use of low or zero-emission vehicles. 
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 The purpose of an EIR is to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of a 

proposed project on the environment, and to recommend feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce significant impacts. In this case, the proposed project is the 

implementation of the General Plan Update. While State Parks actively 

manages this SVRA to minimize environmental impacts related to ongoing 

OHV, the SVRA is currently being used for OHV recreation. The General Plan 

does not propose any drastic changes to OHV use within the SVRA, and 

therefore, impacts associated with ongoing OHV use are not expected to be 

significant compared to the environmental baseline.   

 While children are particularly sensitive to poor air quality (as discussed on 

page 3.3-7 of the EIR), individual people without pre-existing conditions are not 

generally considered “sensitive receptors.”  

O3-92 The commenter is correct in stating that red sticker OHVs do not meet current 

CARB emission standards, which is why they are only allowed from October to 

May when air quality is generally better. The commenter is also correct that 

some equipment used at SVRA is powered by diesel fuel. The General Plan 

proposes multiple guidelines to reduce air quality impacts related to diesel 

(please see MY Guideline 1.5, OM Guideline 6.2, OM Guideline 6.5, and OM 

Guideline 7.1). 

O3-93 As described in response to comment O3-91, additional measures from 

Alternative 1 will be implemented to further reduce air quality impacts. If 

approved, a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan will be adopted as part of 

this project. 

O3-94 While some reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan 

and analyzed in the EIR, there may be projects proposed in the future that are 

not currently foreseeable and therefore have not been discussed in the General 

Plan. Thus, avoidance and minimization language in many guidelines (such as 

OM Guideline 1.2) in the General Plan need to be broad enough to apply to a 

wide array of potential projects.  Where appropriate, the goals and guidelines 

include performance standards. 

 State Parks appreciates the commenter’s suggestions for additional actions that 

can be taken. Converting all buildings and requiring new buildings to be 

operated by solar power may not be feasible. 

O3-95 While some reasonably foreseeable projects are described in the General Plan 

and analyzed in the EIR, there may be projects proposed in the future that are 

not currently foreseeable and therefore have not been discussed in the General 

Plan. Thus, avoidance and minimization language in many guidelines (such as 

OM Guideline 1.3) in the General Plan need to be broad enough to apply to a 

wide array of potential projects.  Where appropriate, the goals and guidelines 

include performance standards. 

 State Parks appreciates the commenter’s suggestions for additional actions that 

can be taken. 
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O3-96 State Parks disagrees with the commenter and believes that implementing OM 

Guideline 4.3 will help reduce dust related to traffic. 

O3-97 See response to comment O3-91.  

O3-98 State Parks disagrees with the commenter that OM Guideline 7.4 is not 

adequate. 

 OM Guideline 7.4 provides as much detail as is available regarding State Parks 

strategy to implement operational emission reduction measures to help reduce 

regional emissions. The commenter provides no justification about why they 

believe this guideline has no measurable performance standard. 

 Support for the proposed mitigation is noted. 

O3-99 As discussed, the additional guidelines proposed as Alternative 1 have been 

incorporated into this General Plan. OM Guideline 7.3 provides as much detail 

as is available regarding State Parks strategy to increase public awareness about 

air quality. The commenter provides no justification about why they believe this 

guideline has no measurable performance standard. 

O3-100 State Parks does not propose closing the entire SVRA during high-wind 

conditions. State Parks proposes to prohibit OHV’s from entering recreation 

trails and OHV areas during high-wind conditions. No changes are needed. 

O3-101 OM Guideline 7.4 provides as much detail as is available regarding State Parks 

strategy to implement operational emission reduction measures to help reduce 

regional emissions. The commenter provides no justification about why they 

believe this guideline has no measurable performance standard. 

O3-102 OM Guideline 7.4 provides as much detail as is available regarding State Parks 

strategy to implement operational emission reduction measures to help reduce 

regional emissions. The commenter provides no justification about why they 

believe this guideline has no measurable performance standard. 

O3-103 As discussed in response to comment O3-91, the purpose of an EIR is to 

evaluate the potential environmental impacts of a proposed project on the 

environment. In this case, the proposed project is the implementation of the 

General Plan Update. The SVRA is currently being used for OHV recreation 

and the General Plan does not propose any drastic changes to OHV use within 

the SVRA, and therefore, noise impacts associated with ongoing OHV use are 

not expected to be significant compared to the environmental baseline.   

 As discussed in Section 3.13 “Noise” of the EIR, project-related operations is 

not expected to produce substantial vibration levels at acoustically sensitive 

receptors outside of the project boundary. 

O3-104 Impacts to wildlife are discussed in Section 3.4 “Biological Resources” of the 

EIR. Because the General Plan neither includes drastic changes to the 

management of the SVRA, nor proposes projects in environmentally sensitive 
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areas, management of the SVRA is not anticipated to generate noise levels 

beyond existing conditions. Therefore, no impacts to wildlife resulting from an 

increase in noise are anticipated. 

 In regard to noise impacts during construction of the proposed projects, OM 

Guideline 5.3 would require multiple measures be taken to minimize 

construction noise. This includes limiting construction activities to between 

8:00 a.m. and 6 p.m. with the exception of emergency work. Nighttime noise 

during construction would be minimized and is not anticipated to result in 

impacts to wildlife. These measures would also contribute to a reduction in 

daytime noise, reducing any daytime noise impacts to wildlife.  Furthermore, 

more details about proposed projects may reveal additional environmental 

impacts beyond what was identified in this EIR. If this is the case, additional 

CEQA analysis may be conducted in the future. However, this EIR has provided 

analysis of environmental impacts to resulting from project construction to the 

extent that information is available. Due to the lack of detail available about 

many of the proposed projects, additional analysis of project construction noise 

impacts to wildlife would be speculative and is therefore not discussed in detail 

in this EIR.  

 Measures to lessen impacts related to noise have been included in OM 

Guidelines 5.2 and 5.3. 

 This analysis focuses on roadside noise and construction noise, because 

roadside and construction noise would be the most significant contributors to 

noise, since operational noise generated by recreationists would not 

substantially change. 

 The commenter provides additional resources related to anthropogenic noise 

impacts on birds. No further response is required. 

O3-105 Noise levels generated from the operation of expanded visitor facilities, such as 

the New Group Campsite, are not expected to be substantially different from 

existing noise levels. Impacts related to noise have been discussed in the EIR to 

the extent that project-level details are available. If more project-level details 

revel additional anticipated noise impacts, additional CEQA analysis may be 

conducted in the future.  

 The lack of mitigation measures and performance standards in the current EIR 

is based on the fact that the SVRA is actively managed to avoid impacts on 

sensitive resources, including nosie impacts on sensitive receptors. OM 

Guidelines 5.2 and 5.3 would be implemented to reduce noise. 

 Nighttime noise is not expected to change with implementation of the General 

Plan. 

O3-106 Noise is not expected to change from existing conditions. Therefore, noise 

impacts to wildlife resulting from implementation of the General Plan are not 
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anticipated. Additionally, OM Guidelines 5.2 and 5.3 would be implemented to 

reduce noise levels in the SVRA. Thus, no mitigation measures are required.   

O3-107 State Parks appreciates the commenters suggestions for additional studies that 

could be conducted within the SVRA. State Parks may consider conducting 

studies related to noise in the SVRA, and the relationship between wildlife and 

noise associated with SVRA activities. 

O3-108 The EIR addresses cumulative impacts related to noise in section 4.4.11 on page 

4-11 of the EIR. As discussed, implementation of the General Plan 

improvements would not occur all at the same time and would be spread out 

over years. Noise generated from existing visitors facilities is the environmental 

baseline, it is not an additional project that is eligible for consideration in the 

cumulative analysis.  

 Cumulative impacts to wildlife are discussed in section 4.4.3 on pages 4-6 and 

4-7 of the EIR. In regard to the “cumulative” impacts to wildlife associated with 

the frequency of OHV noise, as discussed, operational noise related to OHV use 

in the SVRA would not change substantially. Thus, impacts would not be 

significant. 

 With the implementation of OM Guidelines 5.2 and 5.3, noise impacts would be 

less than significant. With the implementation of NRM Guidelines 1.1 through 

1.5, NRM Guidelines 2.1 through 2.4, and Wildlife Guidelines 1.1 through 1.10, 

impacts to wildlife would be less than significant. No additional mitigation is 

required.  

 The noise along Corral Hollow Road is the existing conditions and therefore 

considered the project’s environmental baseline to which increases in noise are 

compared to. Traffic noise along Corral Hollow Road is not considered a nearby 

project impact that qualifies for consideration as a cumulative impact. 

O3-109 State Parks agrees that reducing OHV use in the SVRA would likely reduce 

noise. However, as discussed, the California State Parks Mission is to “provide 

for the health, inspiration and education of the people of California by helping 

to preserve the state’s extraordinary biological diversity, protecting its most 

valued natural and cultural resources, and creating opportunities for high-quality 

outdoor recreation.” This General Plan has struck a balance between protecting 

the environment and providing high-quality recreation, by proposing many 

goals and guidelines that would reduce environmental impacts (such as OM 

Guidelines 5.2 and 5.3 to reduce noise). With the various goals and guidelines 

in place, impacts related to noise are less than significant. Therefore, mitigation 

to further reduce noise is unnecessary. 

 While State Parks does not specifically call out e-bikes or E-Motorbikes in 

Section 4.3.1.2 “Recreational Uses,” the discussion of OHVs does not exclude 

OHV’s powered by electricity. As described above, with the various goals and 

guidelines in place, impacts related to noise are less than significant. Therefore, 

mitigation to further reduce noise is unnecessary. 
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O3-110 The commenter does not provide evidence that the General Plan claims the 

group campsite and new front hills single motorbike trail will accommodate 

increasing attendance. The new front hills single motorbike trail is intended to 

connect visitor experience areas and to help calm traffic along the main SVRA 

road which sometimes gets congested. Therefore, this project would help solve 

a current problem that is being experienced by visitors. 

 Figure 2-24. “Attendance at Carnegie SVRA over Time, by Pass Type” shows 

attendance from 2000 to 2019. The commenter is correct that this figure shows 

that attendance has generally been decreasing. The General Plan acknowledges 

this decrease in Section 2.7.4.3 “Carnegie SVRA Visitation” of the General 

Plan. Visitation data from 2020 through 2023 is not available, nor is that data 

necessary to show the general trend in attendance from the last two decades. 

O3-111 The projects that are reasonably foreseeable to be implemented under the 

General Plan largely consist of upgrades or expansions of existing facilities and 

are generally located in disturbed and heavily used areas of the SVRA. 

 Please see response to CDFW comments A4-7 through A4-9.  

O3-112 As described on page 4-43 of the General Plan, the number of visitors that 

Carnegie SVRA can support at any given time will depend on a variety of 

factors. Therefore, instead of assigning a specific quantifiable visitor capacity 

threshold, the SVRA can be better managed through an adaptive management 

process related to establishing visitor capacity. For more details on this 

approach, please see the heading Step 5. Establish Initial Visitor Capacities on 

page 4-43. 

 State Parks agrees that visitor capacities must be developed to protect resources 

and ensure a fun and safe experience for guests. To establish a visitor capacity 

that is most applicable to the SVRA at any given time, the General Plan 

proposes an adaptive approach to establishing visitor capacities. 

O3-113 The General Plan does not state that there will be an increase in demand for 

visitor facilities. The visitor facilities would serve existing visitors, and 

potentially attract new visitors. 

 This General Plan does not “assume” that there will be no significant impacts to 

sensitive biological, physical, or cultural resources, rather this EIR provides 

evidence and explanation as to why impacts to these resources (with the 

exception of Air Quality) will be less than significant or nonexistent. 

 If implemented, this General Plan would guide the management of the SVRA. 

As stated on page 2-111 of the General Plan, the OHMVR Division’s aims to 

ensure quality recreational opportunities remain available for future generations 

by providing education, conservation, and enforcement efforts that balance 

OHV recreation impacts with programs that conserve and protect cultural and 

natural resources. In other words, State Parks and the OHMVR Division have 

responsibility to both provide high quality recreation opportunities (including 
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OHV recreation) and protect cultural and nature resources. By adding new 

visitors’ facilities, the recreational opportunities at Carnegie SVRA will be 

enhanced. The demand for these added facilities is not driven by projected 

increase in park attendance as this comment implies, rather, it is driven by State 

Park’s obligation to provide high quality recreation opportunities.  

 Adding facilities is not contrary to the 2021 Court ruling. 

O3-114 The General Plan and EIR have accurately presented attendance data from 2000 

to 2019. As described on page 4-43 of the General Plan, the number of visitors 

that Carnegie SVRA can support at any given time will depend on a variety of 

factors. Therefore, instead of assigning a specific quantifiable visitor capacity 

threshold, the SVRA can be better managed through an adaptive management 

process related to establishing visitor capacity. For more details on this 

approach, please see the heading Step 5. Establish Initial Visitor Capacities on 

page 4-43. 

O3-115 The purpose of an EIR is to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of a 

proposed project on the environment, and to recommend feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce significant impacts. In this case, the proposed project is the 

implementation of the General Plan Update. The SVRA is currently being used 

for OHV recreation. Under proposed project conditions, the SVRA would 

continue to be used for OHV recreation. There are no changes in the land use at 

the SVRA, therefore, there are no changes to the aesthetic value of the property. 

Because there would be no significant impacts to aesthetic resources resulting 

from the implementation of the General Plan, no mitigation is required. 

O3-116 State Parks thanks the commenter for the information regarding LED lighting 

and will take it into consideration.  

O3-117 This comment summarizes points already made throughout the comment letter. 

These summarized points provided in this comment have been responded to 

thoroughly. No further response is required. 

O3-118 State Parks appreciates the link to the attachment provided.  These documents 

have been saved to the administrative record and will be available. 
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