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Office of the City Manager
CONSENT CALENDAR

January 22, 2019

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
From: Dee Williams-Ridley, City Manager
Submitted by: Scott Ferris, Director, Parks Recreation & Waterfront

Subject: Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Berkeley Tuolumne Camp
Permit (46690) Project

RECOMMENDATION

Adopt a Resolution adopting the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) for the Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit
(46690) Project.

FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION

There are no direct fiscal impacts associated with the adoption of mitigated negative
declaration environmental documents. The Mitigated Negative Declaration for the City
of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project was prepared by 2M Associates
under the contract number 7470E. Funding to complete the Tuolumne Camp Project
Permit (No. 46690) was appropriated in budget code 125-52-543-583.0000-000-461-
612310, Project Code PRWCP08001.

CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City retained
2M Associates to prepare the Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND)
and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) environmental documents to
assess the environmental impacts of the proposed reconstruction and operation of
Berkeley Tuolumne Camp. The MND determined that the project will have less than
significant environmental impacts if specific mitigation measures are implemented. The
specific mitigation measures are detailed in the attached Final Initial Study / Mitigated
Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan.

On August 30, 2018, the Draft MND was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, all
regulatory agencies having jurisdiction over the Project, and interested stakeholders for
the required thirty day public review period. On September 12, 2018, the MND was
presented at the regular meeting of the Parks and Waterfront Commission. On October
2, 2018, the State Clearinghouse provided the City with comments received by the
responding agencies, and confirmation that the City has complied with the State
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental document, pursuant to the
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California Environmental Quality Act. A total of 11 written comment letters from both
agencies and members of the public were received.

On December 10, 2018, the City published the Response to Comments and Final MND,
which modified the Draft MND where appropriate, and notified all commenters of its
availability for the required 10-day review period. During this final review period,
clarifying questions from one commenter were received and responded to; no other
comments on the Response to Comment and Final MND were received.

BACKGROUND

Berkeley Tuolumne Camp, established in 1922, is a 15-acre property operated under a
Special Use Permit with the US Forest Service (USFS). The camp has served primarily as
a family camp, but also offered teen leadership programs, adult hiking camps, and private
group rental opportunities. Prior to the fire, BTC had the capacity to host approximately
280 campers, 60 staff members, and 10 counselors-in-training at one time, and served
over 4,000 campers each year. The major facilities at the Camp included a Dining Hall; a
Recreation Hall, 77 small single-story wood-frame camper tent cabins; staff cabins;
maintenance and storage structures; swimming areas; a bridge across the river; parking
and loading areas, and electric, water supply, and wastewater utilities.

In August of 2013, the Rim Fire destroyed Berkeley Tuolumne Camp (BTC) and in
December was declared a federal disaster. The majority of structures at BTC were
destroyed by the fire. The property was covered by the City’s insurance policy, and
insurance proceeds will be the primary source of reconstruction funds. The City has also
been awarded a Public Assistance Grant from the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) and California Office of Emergency Services (CalOES) to partially fund
reconstruction.

Since the fire, the City has been working closely with the USFS to complete an updated
master plan in order to rebuild Camp. On March 2, 2015, the City received a letter from
the USFS formally accepting the City’s conceptual proposal for Berkeley Tuolumne Camp
rebuild, which includes expanding the Special Use Permit area to about 30 acres. On
August 30, 2018, the USFS released its environmental documentation for the Project,
which included a Draft Finding of No Significance.

The total Project budget estimate is approximately $62M, which includes planning,
design, permitting, environmental review, and construction. On April 4, 2017, the City
Council funded the estimated City cost share of $3.3 M (which includes the City’s
required FEMA grant matching funds). The City currently anticipates beginning
construction in 2020, with a goal to re-open camp in 2022.

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY
The Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed project contains a comprehensive
environmental assessment of the project. The assessment determined that the Project
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will have a less-than significant impact on the environmental if the City implements
specific mitigation measures. The Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Plan includes
detailed roles, responsibilities, and methods for implementing and documenting
compliance with the mitigation measures.

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION

The adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed Tuolumne Camp
Project Permit (No. 46690) will allow the City to complete the permitting process and
move into the bidding phase of the Project in the fall of 2019.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED
None

CONTACT PERSON
Liza McNulty, Capital Improvement Program Manager, PRW, 981-6437

Attachments:

1: Resolution
Exhibit A: Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Initial Study / Mitigated
Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan.
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RESOLUTION NO. ##,###-N.S.

ADOPTING THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (MND) AND MITIGATION
MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN (MMRP) FOR THE BERKELEY TUOLUMNE
CAMP PERMIT (46690) PROJECT

WHEREAS, the City operated the Berkeley Tuolumne Camp, a residential family camp,
since 1922 on United States Forest Service land pursuance to a special use permit; and

WHEREAS, in August 2013, the Berkeley Tuolumne Camp was destroyed by the
California Rim Fire; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City
retained 2M Associates to prepare an Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration
environmental documents and associated Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan to
assess the environmental impacts of the proposed reconstruction and operation of
Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Project Permit (No. 46690); and

WHEREAS, the MND determined that the Project will have less than significant
environmental impacts if specific mitigations measures are implemented; and

WHEREAS, the City has received and responded to comments from the public and
regulatory agencies and revised the Draft Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration
where appropriate; and

WHEREAS, there are no direct fiscal impacts associated with the process to adopt
mitigated negative declaration and environmental documents.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Council of the City of Berkeley adopts
the Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Project Permit (No. 46690) Final Initial Study / Mitigated
Negative Declaration and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (Exhibit A) in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Exhibits
A: City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Initial Study / Mitigated
Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan.



Page 5 of 224

/[ CITY °F

-

o
M
2
aL

m

Parks, Recreation &
Waterfront Department

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND RELEASE OF RESPONSE TO COMMENTS AND FINAL MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION/INITIAL STUDY (MND/1S) FOR THE
BERKELEY TUOLUMNE CAMP (46690) PERMIT PROJECT

TO: All Interested Parties

PROJECT NAME: Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (466690) Project
PROJECT LOCATION: 331585 Hardin Flat Road, Groveland, Tuolumne County, CA
PROJECT SPONSOR: City of Berkeley

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed Project would obtain a 30-year term Special Use Permit
(SUP) from the Forest Service that will allow the City of Berkeley to reconstruct BTC facilities to
current code and operate BTC much as it was prior to the Rim Fire. The new SUP would be
expanded to approximately 30 acres (from its currently permitted 14 acres) and would include the
Small Falls and Sugar Pine Trails that extend away from the main camp. About 14.5 acres of the
permit area is proposed to be developed for parking, the main camp area, staff camp area, all
support facilities and the Sugar Pine and Small Falls Trails. BTC would be designed to operate at a
capacity that matches, but does not exceed, the pre-fire overnight staff and camper capacity of 360
individuals. The SUP would be issued for a term period of 30 years and may be renewed upon
review and approval by the Forest Service. Because of the expanded 30-acre SUP area, a Forest
Plan Direction amendment would be completed to accommodate the Camp.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW — DRAFT MND/IS: The City of Berkeley issued a Draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration/Initial Study (Draft MND/IS) for the Project on September 1, 2018 for a 30-day
review period which concluded on October 1, 2018. The Draft MND/IS was sent to responsible
agencies, organizations and individuals; and was posted on the City’s website.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF FINAL MND/IS: The review period for the Final MND/IS starts on
December 11, 2018 and ends on December 21, 2018. All comments must be received by 5 pm on
December 21, 2018 and sent to:

Liza McNulty, Program Manager
City of Berkeley

Parks, Recreation & Waterfront
2180 Milvia Street, Third Floor
Berkeley, CA 94704

2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA 94704 Tel: 510.981.6700 TDD: 510.981.6903 Fax: 510.981.6710
E-mail: parks@cityofberkeley.info Website http://www.cityofberkeley.info/parks
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Preparation of the Responses to Comments has been overseen by the City’s Parks, Recreation &
Waterfront Department and the conclusions and recommendations made in the document
represent the independent views and recommendations of the City. The Response to Comments
and Final MND/IS is available on the City’s website at:
https://www.cityofberkeley.info/Parks_Rec_Waterfront/Recreation/Tuolumne_Camp.aspx.

ADOPTION OF FINAL MND/IS: The Berkeley City Council will consider adopting the Berkeley
Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan on January 22, 2019 at its regular City Council Meeting held at 1231 Addison Street,
Berkeley, CA 94702.
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CHAPTER

INTRODUCTION

This Response to Comments document contains the public and agency comments received during
the public review petiod for the Berkeley Tuolummne Camp Permit (46690) Draft MND/IS (MND/1S)

and responses to each of those comments.

The MND/]IS is an informational document intended to disclose to responsible agencies and the
public the environmental consequences of approving and implementing the Berkeley Tuolumne
Camp Permit (46690) (Project). All written comments received during the public review period
(September 1, 2018 through October 1, 2018) on the Draft MND/IS are addressed in this Response
to Comments document. A public hearing was held on the Project on September 12, 2018. Oral
comments received during the public hearing are also addressed in this Response to Comments
document.

The responses addressing public comments on the Draft MND/IS correct, clarify and supplement
text in the Draft MND/IS as appropriate. Also included are text changes made at the initiative of the
City of Berkeley (City), the Lead Agency. These changes (summarized in Chapter 2) do not alter the
conclusions of the Draft MND/IS. Rather, they expand on or clarify those initial conclusions. This
document has been prepared in conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public
Resources Code 21000, et seq. and California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section
15000, et seq.).

The City must file a Notice of Determination (NOD) within five working days after deciding to
approve the Project with the Tuolumne County Clerk. The Tuolumne County Clerk will post the
NOD which starts a 30-day statute of limitations on court challenges to the approval of the Project
under CEQA (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15075).

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 1-1
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CHAPTER

TEXT CHANGES TO THE
DRAFT MND/IS

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents corrections, additions and revisions made to the Draft MND/IS initiated by
the City, reviewing agencies, and the public. New text is indicated in underline and text to be deleted
is reflected by strikethreugh. Text changes are presented in the section and page order in which they
appear in the Draft MND/IS.

The changes made to this Draft MND/IS represent clarifications/amplifications of the analysis
contained in the Draft MND/IS based on on-going review by City staff and consultants and do not
constitute significant new information that, in accordance with Section 15088.5 of the CEQA
Guiidelines would trigger the need to recirculate portions or all of the Draft MND/IS.

2.1.1 TEXT CHANGES

Since publication of the Draft MND/IS, City staff working with the Project design team have
refined elements of the BTC design. None of the changes to the Project Description alter any of the
significance findings in the Draft Initial Study. Additionally, text changes address typographical
errors, new information collected since publication of the Draft MND/IS and points of

claraification in response to public comments.
Page MND-3: Mitigation Measure AIR-1 is clarified:

AIR-1 A construction-phase Dust Control Plan (DCP) shall be prepared prior to the start
of any Project construction activity. The DCP shall include, at a minimum, all

basic emission control measures (listed below) and-anyadditional-measares

Page MND-4: Mitigation Measure AIR-2 is clarified:

AIR-2  Acquire burn permits from the Tuolumne County Air Pollution Control District.
The California Air Resources Board provides daily information on “burn” or “no
burn” conditions. Burning shall be prohibited on “no burn” days. Design and
implement burn plans to minimize particulate emissions. Notify the Groveland
District Wildlife Biologist prior to pile burning to minimize disturbance to
protected or sensitive species.

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 2-1
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Chapter 2. Text Changes to the Draft MND/IS

Page MND-5: Mitigation Measures BIO-5, BIO-6 and BIO-8 are clarified:

BIO-5 Conduct a pre-construction plant survey the spring prior to Project construction.
Flag and avoid new occurrences of sensitive plants. Notify the Groveland Ranger
District Botanist to determine esutse-efaetion any additional measures.

BIO-6 During breeding season (February 15 to September 15), cEonduct pre-

construction nest surveys for migratory birds, California spotted owls, and

northern goshawks within /4 mile of construction activities implemented-during
the-breedingseason{February 15to-September15). If active nests are discovered,

protective measures such as nest buffers or limited operations would be
implemented in consultation with a USFS biologist.

BIO-8 If any Forest Service Sensitive (FSS) or Federal-listed terrestrial wildlife species are
discovered within the BTC project site area prior to or during ground disturbance
and construction activities, such activities shall cease and not restart until USFS
biologist certifies that continued construction would not cause any harm to listed
species aJSES bielegistshall be-contactedforrecommen dations-as-to-how-to

proceed.

Page MND-10: Mitigation Measure LUP-1 is clarified:

LUP-1 SubmitallplansteObtain confirmation from the Forest Service for-eensisteney

revdewwthat the Project is consistent with the Forest Plan Direction aadprior to Camp
construction.

Page 1S-2: The Project Background of the Draft Initial Study is revised to provide a more detailed
description of the pre-fire BTC facilities and operations:

Founded in 1922, the BTC was used as a family institution since its inception. Though not
the first public municipal camp established in the Stanislaus National Forest, it is the only
camp dating to the 1920s that remained in continuous use by a single municipality until the
Rim Fire. Recreational structures at BTC prior to the Rim Fire included 78 Tent Cabins

25 staff housing structures, Restroom / Shower Buildings, a Dining Hall, Recreation Hall

Nature Center, Stage and Amphitheater, Office, Store, Sports Courts, Archery Range

Seasonal Weir and Swimming Hole, Kiddie Kamp and Sauna. The pre-fire BT'C facilities are
shown in Figure 2 (refer to Map Package). Infrastructure on site included pedestrian bridges,
driveway and parking, electric and phone service, multiple propane tanks, water intake and

treatment facilities, and wastewater collection and treatment svstems. BTC generally

operated at its full capacity of 300 campers and 60 staff from late May through early

September (set up and close down activities by staff typically began in April and were

completed by November). The primary program at BTC for over 90 vears prior to the Rim
Fire was ‘Family Camp’, a multigenerational program that included arts and crafts and guided
nature exploration, weekly campfires and talent shows, sports and swimming, and a weekly
show performed by staff for Campers. In addition to Family Camp, BT'C also operated

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 2-2



Page 14 of 224

Chapter 2. Text Changes to the Draft MND/IS

youth, teen leadership, and adult 50+ programs. Her9tyears-ithas-been-enjoyed-by

Page 1IS-5: Section 3.3 Proposed Project Program of the Draft Initial Study is revised to correct
typographical errors, and to clearly indicate the Special Use Permit area, requirements, and the
proposed operating period of the reconstructed BTC:

The proposed Project would obtain a 30-year term Special Use Permit (SUP) from the

Forest Service that will allow the City to reconstruct Camp facilities to current code and

operate the Camp much as it was prior to the Rim Fire. The-new-SUP-would-be-expanded-to

faeilities-and-the Sugar Pine-and-Small Halls Trails: In order to support all Camp facilities and
program operations, including protection of cultural resources, incorporation of the Sugar
Pine and Small Falls Trails, and all infrastructure requirements, the new Permit Area will be
approximately 30 acres. However, not all of that 30 acres will involve facility development.
About 14.5 acres of the permit area is proposed to be developed for access from Hardin Flat
Road, the main camp area south of the river, parking and the staff camp area north of
Hardin Flat Road, accessible paths of travel, trails and the leach field area. The remainder of

the area will consist of undeveloped forest lands that serve as the setting for the Camp.

Prior to the Rim Fire, BTC typically operated at capacity. BTC would be designed to operate

at a capacity that matches, but does not exceed, the pre-fire overnight staff and camper

eapaeityoccupancy of 360 individuals. BTC would operate during the same period as it did

before the fire, generally between April and November inclusive of Camp set-up and take-

down. BTC would be closed during the winter months. The SUP would be issued for a term
period of 30 years and may be renewed upon review and approval by the Forest Service.
Figure 3 (map package) illustrates the BTC permit areas. Because of the expanded 30-acre
SUP area, a Forest Plan Direction amendment would be completed to accommodate the
Camp.

The City’s reconstruction of BT'C is consistent with Forest Service policy encouraging

organization camp facilities and programs that promote environmental education, hiking,
fishing and similar forest-related activities (FSH 2709.14, Policy 13.2). The reconstruction is

also aligned with Forest Service objectives to provide, under special use authorization,
sufficient suitable facilities and services that supplement or complement those provided by
the private sector, state and local government on private land, and the Forest Service on

NES land to meet public needs to facilitate the use, enjoyment, understanding and
appreciation of natural resource settings in National Forests (FSM 2340.2).

Working in partnership, the Forest Service and the City developed the following project
understandings: 1) the Project will result in no increase in camper capacity/occupancy over

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 2-3
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Chapter 2. Text Changes to the Draft MND/IS

pre-fire capacity/occupancy; 2) the Project will be consistent with current laws and

regulations including E.O. 11988, Floodplain Management (FEMA 1977a) and consistency
with the Forest Plan; and 3) the Project will provide for the protection of all cultural
resources. In addition the Camp Special Use Permit will require the City to comply with
applicable laws, codes, and ordinances. Tuolumne County will review and issue permits for
the project. The new Dining Hall foundation would be constructed outside the existing 100-
vear floodplain and the finished floor elevation of the hall and associated decking, while
perhaps cantilevered, would be above the 100-year floodplain.

Figure 4 (map package) illustrates the overall Facility Concept and Figure 5 illustrates the
Central Camp Facilities Concept Plan.

Page 1S-9: Table 1 under Project Description is revised to present the green building features
incorporated into the Project:

Revegetation and erosion e Erosion control mulching; liner and container planting; 6 actes
control (Map Package; plant protection and hand weeding; temporary irrigation or
Figure 2.01-5) hand watering for establishment period
Green Building Features
Operating Energy o Installation of infrastructure for seven future electrical Most of the tent cabins will not
vehicle charging stations. have lights, walls, roofing, windows,
e Installation of infrastructure for future roof-mounted mechanical heating/cooling or

photovoltaic panels at Dining Hall and Recreation Hall insulation.

e Lighting systems incorporate high efficiency LED fixtures.
Exterior lighting will be minimal. Lighting controls turn
lights off when not in use

e Windows and screen openings located to allow illumination
of interior spaces with minimal use of electrical lighting

e All buildings designed for passive cooling and heating. No
mechanical cooling systems. Mechanical heating systems

installed only at the Dining Hall and Manager’s Cabin
minimized ot eliminated elsewhere to the maximum extent

accepted by jurisdiction having authority.

Passive Cooling e Buildings and porches oriented to reduce solar heat gain at
walls, windows and screen openings
e Slider/double hung windows and large screened openings

located to allow maximum natural ventilation

e Large louvers located on the highest point of Dining Hall

and Recreation Hall ceilings will exhaust hot air. Movement
of air will be assisted by ceiling fans

e Corrugated metal roofing installed to allow heat to be
exhausted through corrugation channels and ridge vent to

reduce radiant transfer to roofing assembly and building
intetior

e Walls and roof insulated to reduce heat gain and continuous
insulation is used at roof to reduce thermal bridging through
framing members

e All windows and glass doors have dual pane insulated glazing

e Concrete slab-on-grade buildings partially dug into grade to
reduce temperature swing during hot days

Passive Heating e Joints and junctures sealed to reduce heat loss.

e Walls, roof and floor insulated and dual pane insulated
glazing to reduce heat loss

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 2-4



Page 16 of 224

Chapter 2. Text Changes to the Draft MND/IS

Embodied Carbon e Structural framing wood dimensional and engineered lumber

e All redwood dimensional lumber, siding and trim certified as
sustainably harvested from a well-managed forest

e Use of concrete kept to minimum: building retaining walls
integrate slab-on-grade to reduce large footings; site retaining
walls built from dry-stacked boulders in lieu of concrete with
a maximum height of 8 feet

e Plastic foam roof insulation specified with pentane or CO2
blowing agents

Page 1S-21: To avoid confusion regarding the regulatory setting and jurisdictions having authority,
text is edited under Section 7, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Section 2a:

a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps and prepared pursuant
to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

The proposed BTC permit area is designated Public under the Tuolumne County General Plan
(County of Tuolumne 1996) and Pubhc under the Tuolumne County Ordmance Code (County
of Tuolumne).

- The BTC perrmt area is
within the SNF and contains no farmlands. As a result, the Pro1ect would not convert any

Farmland.

Page 1S-25: Section 3 Air Quality, Impact Discussion, third sentence on page 25 is deleted for clarity:

Pages 1S-28-29: For clarity, Mitigation Measure AIR-1 and AIR-2 are revised:

AIR-1 A construction-phase Dust Control Plan (DCP) shall be prepared prior to the start
of any Project construction activity. The DCP shall include, at a minimum, all basic

3

emlsslon control measures (hsted below) aﬂd—aﬁyh&e}dteeﬁa-l—meaﬁﬁes—&pphe&b}e—te

AIR-2  Acquire burn permits from the Tuolumne County Air pollution Control District.
The California Air Resources Board provides daily information on "burn" or "no
burn" conditions. Burning shall be prohibited on “no burn” days. Design and
implement burn plans to minimize particulate emissions. Notify the Groveland
District Wildlife Biologist prior to pile burning to minimize disturbance to
protected or sensitive species.

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 2-5
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Chapter 2. Text Changes to the Draft MND/IS

Page 1S-33: The breeding season of the California Spotted Owl contains a typographical error and is

corrected:

The breeding cycle of the California spotted owl is sensitive to disturbance extends from
mid-February to mid or late-August. September.

Page 1S-43: For clarity, Mitigation Measures BIO-5, BIO-6 and BIO-8 are revised:

BIO-5 Conduct a pre-construction plant survey the spring prior to Project construction.
Flag and avoid new occurrences of sensitive plants. Notify the Groveland Ranger
District Botanist to determine eeutse-efaetion-any additional measures.

BIO-6 During the breeding season (February 15 to September 15), conduct pre-

construction nest surveys for migratory birds, California spotted owls, and
northern goshawks within %4 mile of construction activities implemented-during

. If active nests are discovered,
protective measures such as nest buffers or limited operations would be
implemented in consultation with a USFS biologist.

BIO-8 If any Forest Service Sensitive (FSS) or Federal-listed terrestrial wildlife species are
discovered within the BTC project site area prior to or during ground disturbance
and construction activities, such activities shall cease and not restart until USFS
biologist is consulted, recommended measures are implemented, and USFS biologist

ertlﬁes that contlnued construction would not cause any harm to listed spec1es a

Pages IS 52-53: To clarify Project GHG emissions would be less than significant, text is added to
Section 7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Subsections 7a and 7b of the Draft Initial Study:

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2) was used to

quantlfy the Drooosed Project’s GHG emissions asseeiated-with-Projeet-constraeton

For Project construction, GHG emission rates for state-average construction equipment (as
included in the CalEEMod database) were applied to Project-specific construction activities
and equipment (as listed in Chapter 2 Project Description Table 3). Applying-thismedelte

the-Total Project construction GHG emissions would be 314.7 metric tons of COz. and its

annual emissions in the first year of operation would be 82.6 metric tons of COz. (assuming
that all construction activity would occur in the vear 2019, a worst-case scenario because the

state-average construction fleet will emit less GHG emissions in subsequent future years).

No California air district has set a CEQA significance threshold for construction GHG
emissions. Neither the Tuolumne County Air Pollution Control District nor the San Joaquin

Valley Air Pollution Control District have quantitative significance thresholds for operational
GHG emissions

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 2-6
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Chapter 2. Text Changes to the Draft MND/IS

For Project operation, CalEEMod was initialized according to its land use type/size (i.e.
number of family/staff tent cabins to be built with provision for electricity) and with
Project-specific motor vehicle trips (see Section 16 Transportation and Circulation) and

Project-specific water use data (see Section 18 Utilities and Service Systems). The model’s
interim total GHG emissions were adjusted further in proportion to the Project’s planned
operation only during the summer season (15 weeks, rather than a full year’s 52 weeks). The

adjusted total Project annual operational GHG emissions as shown in Table A would be
82.6 metric tons of COy.. Both Project eenstraetionand operational GHG emissions are
would be well below the quantitative thresholds adopted by other California Aair Bdistricts
and would comply with adopted GHG reduction plans, as discussed in Subsection 7b
below), thus, Project GHG emissions impacts are less than significant.

TABLE A: PROJECT ANNUAL OPERATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

(metric tons /vear)

Project GHG Soutrce CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area <01 0 0 <01
Energy Use 41.7 <0.1 <01 419
Motor Vehicles 32.8 <0.1 <0.1 329
Solid Waste Disposal 1.2 0.1 0 2.9
Water Use 3.2 01 <0.1 5.0
Total 78.9 01 <01 82.6
Significance Thresholds 1,100
Significant Impact? No

: i .2) initiali i ific pa i i
type/size, motor vehicle trip generation, water use and its planned operation only during summer

months.

CO2e¢ per year. The minimum quantitative threshold of 1,100 MT is used for this analysis.

b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

. The
Project would reconstruct BTC utilizing green building measures (see Table 1 in the Project

Description). As presented in Table A, Project annual operational GHG emissions would be

below the lowest established California air district significance threshold. Thus, the Project

would not conflict with the goals of AB 32 or any other State climate change prevention or

adaptation strategies, a less than significant impact.

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 2-7
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Chapter 2. Text Changes to the Draft MND/IS

Pages IS 64-65: For clarity regarding Stormwater drainage systems, text is edited under Section 2,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 9e:

Storms that exceed the rainfall intensities of the ten-year design storm return frequency

would exceed the capacity of the storm drain system. Majorstorm-flow-patterns-would-be
inrvestigated-to-ensure-that storms-thatexeeed-the Project grading would ensure that flows in

excess of the design capacity of the storm drainage facilities are safely ehanneled directed to
dispesalin the South Fork Tuolumne River.

Page IS 74: Mitigation Measure LUP-1 is clarified:

LUP-1 Submitall-planste Obtain confirmation from the Forest Service fereensisteney

review that the Project is consistent with the Forest Plan Direction aad-prior to
Camp construction.

Page IS 75: Text is added to clarify mineral resources on the site.

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

The proposed BTC SUP area is within the SN and the Forest Plan Direction (USDA 2017)

does not identify the Project site as an area containing mineral resources. The Project would

not prevent the reasonable access to the South Fork Tuolumne River for valid mining
claimants to conduct authorized mining activities. The Project would not materially interfere
with any current or reasonably foreseeable mining operations.

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 2-8
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CHAPTER

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This chapter contains the comment letters received in response to the Draft MND/IS during the
public review period (September 1, 2018 through October 1, 2018). Each comment letter is
numbered, each comment is further identified by sub-number and responses are provided for each
comment. The responses amplify or clarify information provided in the Draft MND/IS and/or refer
the reader to the appropriate places in the document where the requested information can be found.
Comments that are not directly related to environmental issues (e.g., opinions on the merits of the
project unrelated to its environmental impacts) may either be discussed or noted for the record.
Where text changes in the Draft MND/IS are warranted based on comments received, updated
project information, or information provided by agencies, those changes are included in the response

to comment, and are also listed in Chapter 2 of this Response to Comments document.

The changes to the analysis contained in the Draft MND/IS represent clarifications/amplifications
and do not constitute significant new information. In accordance with Section 15088.5 of the CEQ.A
Guidelines, recirculation of the Draft MND/IS is not required.

Table 1 presents a list of state and local agencies and individuals providing written comments on the
Draft MND/IS and oral comments heard duting the public hearing for the proposed Project.

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 3-1
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Chapter 3. Comments and Responses

TABLE 1: LIST OF COMMENTERS

Letter Number Date of Letter Commenter
State and Local Agencies
1 September 24, 2018 | Department of Transportation
2 October 2, 2018 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
Organizations
3 September 10, 2018 | Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center
4 September 25, 2018 | Friends of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp
Individuals
5 September 11, 2018 | Mariko H. Roberts
6 September 12,2018 | Cameron Woo
7 September 17,2018 | Lucinda Chipponeri & family
8 September 18, 2018 | Carol Hart
9 October 1, 2018 Claudia Kawczynska, Member of Parks and Waterfront Commission
10 October 1, 2018 Peggy O’Day
11 October 1, 2018 Cameron Woo
Public Hearing Oral Comments — September 12, 2018
Phil Coffin
Richard Thomison
Cameron Woo
Kathy Brown
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Chapter 3. Comments and Responses

3.1 STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G, BROWN Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 10 PLANNING DIVISION
P.O. BOX 2048, STOCKTON, CA 95201

(1976 E. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BOULEVARD 95205)

PHONE (209) 948-7325 : Matking Conservation
FAX (209) 948-7165 : a California Way of Life.
TTY 711

www.dot.ca.gov

1-1

September 24, 2018

10-TUO-120-Post Mile (PM) R50.350
City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp

Permit 46690 Project

Initial Study (IS) and Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND)

State Clearing House (SCH#) 2018082070

Ms. Liza McNulty, PE

Capital Improvement Program Manager
City of Berkeley

Parks, Recreation & Waterfront Department
2180 Milvia Street, Third Floor

Berkeley, CA 94704

Dear Ms. McNulty:

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to review the
Initial Study (IS) and Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), State Clearing House (SCH#)
2018082070 for the City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project. The proposed
project is the reconstruction of the Berkeley Tuolumne Camp which was destroyed during the
2013 Rim Fire. The project would maintain capacity of Camp facilities at pre-Rim Fire
condition, that is 360 campers and staff, and would provide new facilities meeting current
building codes and environmental standards. The project is located at the Stanislaus National
Forest, Groveland Ranger District, 331585 Hardin Flat Road, Groveland, Tuolumne County,
California. '

Caltrans has reviewed the IS/MND and has the following comments:

The proposed site plan Initial Study states that the proposed project will only have access on Hardin
Flat Road. The address of the campground has a closer proximity and more probability of using
Golden Arrow Road to its access., Will it be signed to indicate the camp users will only use Hardin
Flat Road as its access? Any proposed directional signs that may need to be installed by the
applicant must be outside of the State highway right of way (R/W) and in accordance with State
Outdoor Advertising Program regulations and Federal laws.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integraied and efficient fransporiation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”




1-2

1-3

14

Page 24 of 224

Ms. Liza McNulty
September 24, 2018
Page 2

If work is to occur within Caltrans R/W and during bird nesting season (Feb 15 — September 1),
the project proponent will be required to complete a pre-construction bird survey. Rare plants
have been previously identified near the project area (slender-stemmed monkeyflower and
Small's southern clarkia), thus, if work will occur in Caltrans R/W, a pre-construction botanical
survey will need to be completed and survey results will need to be submitted to a Caltrans
biologist for review.

If any project construction or temporary traffic control activities will encroach into Caltrans R/W,
the project proponent must submit an application for an Encroachment Permit to the Caltrans
Permit Office. Appropriate environmental studies must be submitted with this application.

These studies will include an analysis of potential impacts to any cultural sites, biological
resources, hazardous waste locations, and/or other resources within Caltrans R/W at the project
site(s). CEQA documentation with supporting technical studies required when submitting the
Encroachment Permit.

Caltrans recommends that traffic impact fees be collected for future multimodal improvements to
reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and to mitigate cumulative impacts to the State Highway

System

If you have any questions or would like to discuss these comments, please contact me at
(209) 948-7325 (e-mail: gregoria.ponce@dot.ca.gov).

Sinze :
GREG
Office of Rural Planning

c: David Gonzalves, Director, Tuolumne County Community Resources Agency
Darin Grossi, Executive Director Tuolumne County Transportation Council
Office of Planning and Research - State Clearing House

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’'s economy and livability "
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Letter #1 Response: Department of Transportation

1-1 As stated on page 4 of the Draft Initial Study, vehicle access to Berkeley Tuolumne Camp
(BTC) is from Hardin Flat Road. Campers would generally be traveling east on State
Highway 120 from the Bay Area. Hardin Flat Road is closer and provides direct access to
BTC. No signs are proposed on Highway 120 or within the State highway right of way. Two
signs are proposed within the Hardin Flat Road right-of-way going both directions to
announce entrance into the BTC permit area, and other signs will face Hardin Flat Road at
each of the Camp entry drives.

1-2 The Project is not anticipated to result in any construction or temporary traffic control
activities within the right-of-way of State Highway 120. However, if it becomes necessary for
construction activity within the Caltrans right-of-way, the Initial Study identifies mitigation
measures to reduce potential impacts to nesting birds (Initial Study page 41 and page 43) and
sensitive plants (Draft Initial Study page 38 and page 43).

1-3 As stated in Response 1-2 above, it is not anticipated the Project will require any
construction activity within the Caltrans right-of-way. However if it becomes necessary for
Project-related construction activities within the Caltrans right-of-way, the City will submit
an Encroachment Permit application with required supporting documentation to Caltrans.

1-4 In response to Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) the Office of Planning & Research (OPR) has
updated the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines to include new
transportation-related evaluation metrics. Draft guidelines were developed in August 2014,
and updated in January 2016 based on public comments. OPR released final proposed
CEQA Guidelines and a Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts on
November 27, 2017. The final proposed CEQA Guidelines include a new Section 15064.3
on Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) addressing criteria for analyzing transportation impacts.
Section 15064.3 states the application of the criteria do not take effect until January 1, 2020
unless the lead agency adopts them earlier. Neither Tuolumne County nor the Tuolumne
County Transportation Council (TCTC), the state-designated Regional Transportation
Planning Agency, has established any standards, thresholds or impact fees for VMT. No
determination on the significance of VMT impacts was made for the Project since none is
legally required.

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 3-6
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City of Berkeley, Parks Recreation and Waterfront 7014 3490 0001 3008 4194

2180 Milvia Street, Third Floor
Berkeley, CA 94704

COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THEI MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, CITY OF BERKELEY TUOLUMNE CAMP PERMIT (46690) PROJECT,
SCH# 2018082070, TUOLUMNE COUNTY

Pursuant to the State Clearinghouse’s 31 August 2018 request, the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) has reviewed the Request for Review
for the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690)
Project, located in Tuolumne County.

Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and
groundwaters of the state; therefore our comments will address concerns surrounding those
issues. | |

. Regulatory Setting

Basin Plan
The Central Valley Water Board is required to formulate and adopt Basin Plans for all areas

2-1 within the Central Valley region under Section 13240 of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act. Each Basin Plan must contain water quality objectives to ensure the

reasonable protection of beneficial uses, as well as a program of implementation for
achieving water quality objectives with the Basin Plans. Federal regulations require each
state to adopt water quality standards to protect the public health or welfare, enhance the
quality of water and serve the purposes of the Clean Water Act. In California, the beneficial
uses, water quality objectives, and the Antidegradation Policy are the State's water quality
standards. Water quality standards are also contained in the National Toxics Rule, 40 CFR
Section 131.36, and the California Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.38.

The Basin Plan is subject to modification as necessary, considering applicable laws,
policies, technologies, water quality conditions and priorities. The original Basin Plans were
adopted in 1975, and have been updated and revised periodically as required, using Basin
Plan amendments. Once the Central Valley Water Board has adopted a Basin Plan
amendment in noticed public hearings, it must be approved by the State Water Resources
Control Board (State Water Board), Office of Administrative Law (OAL) and in some cases,

KanL E. LonaLey ScD, P.E., chair | PATRICK PULUPA, £S0., EXECUTIVE OFFICER

11020 Sun Genter Drive #200, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley

% RECYCLEN PAPER
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the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). Basin Plan amendments

only become effective after they have been approved by the OAL and in some cases, the
USEPA. Every three (3) years, a review of the Basin Plan is completed that assesses the
appropriateness of existing standards and evaluates and prioritizes Basin Planning issues.

For more information on the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River Basins, please visit our website:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/.

Antidegradation Considerations

All wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy (State Water Board

_Resolution 68-16) and the Antldegradation Implementatlon Policy cor]talned in the Basm

Plan. The Antldegradatlon Policy is available on page 1V-15. 01af'
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalleywater_issues/ basin_plans/sacsjr.pdf

In part it states:

Any discharge of waste to high quality waters must apply best practicable treatment or
control not only to prevent a condition of pollution or nuisance from occurring, but also to
maintain the highest water quality possible consistent with the maximum benefit to the
people of the State.

This information must be presented as an analysis of the impacts and potential impacts
of the discharge on water quality, as measured by background concentrations and
applicable water quality objectives.

The antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element in the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System and land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) permitting
processes. The environmental review document should evaluate potential lmpacts to both
surface and groundwater quality.

' Permitting Requirements

Construction Storm Water General Permit

Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where projects disturb less
than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total disturbs
one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (Construction General Permit),
Construction General Permit Order No. 2009-009-DWQ. Construction activity subject to
this permit includes clearing, grading, grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as
stockpiling, or excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities performed to
restore the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General Permit
requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
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(SWPPP).

For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the State Water Resources

~ Control Board website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtml.

Phase | and Il Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits’

The Phase | and Il MS4 permits require the Permittees reduce pollutants and runoff flows
from new development and redevelopment using Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
the maximum extent practicable (MEP). MS4 Permittees have their own development
standards, also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post-construction standards that
include a hydromodification component. The MS4 permits also require specific design
concepts for LID/post-construction BMPs in the early stages of a project during the
entitlement and CEQA process and the development plan review process.

For more information on which Phase | MS4 Permit this project applies to, visit the Central

Valley Water Board website at:
http.//www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_water/municipal_permits/.

For more information on the Phase Il MS4 permit and who it applies to, visit the State
Water Resources Control Board at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/phase_ii_municipal.sht
mi :

Industrial Storm Water General Permit
Storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must comply with the regulations
contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ.

For more information on the Industrial Storm Water General Permit, visit the Central Valley

Water Board website at:
hitp://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_water/industrial_general_

permits/index.shtml.

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit

If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters or
wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be needed from the
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE). If a Section 404 permit is required by
the USACOE, the Central Valley Water Board will review the permit application to ensure

' Municipal Permits = The Phase | Municipal Separate Storm Water System (MS4) Permit covers medium sized
Municipalities (serving between 100,000.and 250,000 people) and large sized municipalities (serving over
250,000 people). The Phase Il MS4 provides coverage for small municipalities, including non-traditional Small
MS4s, which include military bases, public campuses, prisons and hospitals.
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that discharge will not violate water quality standards. If the project requires surface water
drainage realignment, the applicant is advised to contact the Department of Fish and Game
for information on Streambed Alteration Permit requirements.

If you have any questions regarding the Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, please
contact the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento District of USACOE at (916) 557-5250.

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit — Water Quality Certification

If an USACOE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Permit, Letter of
Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic General Permit), or
any other federal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act or Section 9 from
the United States Coast Guard), is required for this project due to the disturbance of waters

- of the United ‘States (such as streams and wetlands), then-a Water Quality: Certification

must be obtained from the Central Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities.
There are no waivers for 401 Water Quality Certifications.

Waste Discharge Requirements — Discharges to Waters of the State

If USACOE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “non-federal”
waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed project may
require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by Central Valley
Water Board. Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, discharges to
all waters of the State, including all wetlands and other waters of the State including, but
not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to State regulation.

For more information on the Water Quality Certlflcatlon and WDR processes, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at: Co
http://www. waterboards ca gov!centralvalIeyfhelp!busmess helpipermltz shtml.

Dewatering Permit : '
If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be discharged

to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board General Water
Quality Order (Low Risk General Order) 2003-0003 or the Central Valley Water Board's
Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge Requirements (Low Risk
Waiver)

R5-2013-0145. Small temporary construction dewatering projects are projects that
discharge groundwater to land from excavation activities or dewatering of underground
utility vaults. Dischargers seeking coverage under the General Order or Waiver must file a
Notice of Intent with the Central Valley Water Board prior to beginning discharge.

For more information regarding the Low Risk General Order and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/2003/wqo/w
qo02003-0003. pdf
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For more information regarding the Low Risk Waiver and the application process, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/boa rd_decisions/adopted_orders/waivers/r5-
2013-0145_res.pdf

Reqgulatory Compliance for Commercially Irrigated Agriculture

If the property will be used for commercial irrigated agricultural, the discharger will be
required to obtain regulatory coverage under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program.
There are two options to comply:

1. Obtain Coverage Under a Coalition Group. Join the local Coalition Group that
-+ supports {and ewners-with the implementation-of the Irrigated Lands ‘Regulatory

Program. The Coalition Group conducts water quality monitoring and reporting to
the Central Valley Water Board on behalf of its growers. The Coalition Groups
charge an annual membership fee, which varies by Coalition. Group. To find the
Coalition Group in your area, visit the Central Valley Water Board's website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/irrigated_lands/for_growe
rs/apply_coalition_group/index.shtml or contact water board staff at (916) 464-4611
or via email at IrrLands@waterboards.ca.gov.

2. Obtain Coverage Under the General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Individual Growers, General Order R5-2013-0100. Dischargers not participating
in a third-party group (Coalition) are regulated individually. Depending on the
specific site conditions, growers may be required to monitor runoff from their
property, install monitoring wells, and submit a notice of intent, farm plan, and other
action plans regarding their actions to comply with their General Order. Yearly
costs would include State administrative fees (for example, annual fees for farm
sizes from 10-100 acres are currently $1,084 + $6.70/Acre); the cost to prepare
annual monitoring reports; and water quality monitoring costs. To enroll as an
Individual Discharger under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program, call the
Central Valley Water Board phone line at (916) 464-4611 or e-mail board staff at
IrrLands@waterboards.ca.gov.

Low or Limited Threat General NPDES Permit

If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to discharge
the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will require coverage
under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Dewatering

discharges are typically considered a low or limited threat to water quality and may be

covered under the General Order for Dewatering and Other Low Threat Discharges to
Surface Waters (Low Threat General Order) or the General Order for Limited Threat
Discharges of Treated/Untreated Groundwater from Cleanup Sites, Wastewater from
Superchlorination Projects, and Other Limited Threat Wastewaters to Surface Water
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(Limited Threat General Order). A complete application must be submitted to the Central
Valley Water Board to obtain coverage under these General NPDES permits.

For more information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/boa rd_decisions/adopted_orders/general_ord
ers/r5-2013-0074.pdf ' : 4 s

For more information regarding the Limited Threat General Order and the application
process, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http:ﬂwww.waterboards.oa.gov!centraIvalley!board__decisio ns/adopted_orders/general_ord
ers/r5-2013-0073.pdf . ; '

NPDES Permit

If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of surface waters of
the State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed project will require
coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. A
complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted with the Central Valley Water
Board to obtain a NPDES Permit.

For more information regarding the NPDES Permit and the application process, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at: '
http:ﬂwmv.waterboards.ca.gov!centralvalley!helplbusiness__helpipermitS.shtmI

If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4644 or
Stephanie.Tadlock@waterboards.ca.gov. ' /

%Q@MMMCQJ{LM@QL

Stephanie Tadlock
Senior Environmental Scientist

State Clearinghouse unit, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, Sacramento
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Comment noted. The Project is located in the South Fork Tuolumne Hydrologic Unit
(Unit 536.80 of the San Joaquin Hydrologic Basin Planning Area). The goals and policies of
the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Joaquin River Basin (CVRWQCB Resolution
No. R5-2013-0098) and other applicable Basin Plan policies will be addressed in all permit
applications to the Board.

Comment noted. The Project is being planned and designed to assure that existing water
quality will be maintained to not affect present and anticipated beneficial use of the waters of
the South Fork Tuolumne River and will not result in water quality less than that prescribed
in the Board’s policies as referenced in State Water Board Resolution 68-16. This includes a
Project design and operations where no waste or increased volume or concentration of waste
will be discharged into the South Fork Tuolumne River. The Project will meet waste
discharge requirements of Tuolumne County in terms of the best practicable treatment or
control of the discharge necessary to assure that (a) a pollution or nuisance will not occur
and (b) the highest water quality consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State

will be maintained.

The City of Berkeley is required by the US Forest Service as part of the City’s Special Use
Permit to obtain all necessary regulatory permits for the reconstruction of the Camp,
including a Construction General Permit. The hydrology section of the Draft MND/IS and
Appendix A Tables A-1 and A-2 review the steps, criteria and best management practices
that will be followed to manage water during construction and operations of the Camp to
protect the water quality of the South Fork Tuolumne River.

As noted in the Draft MND/IS, at a minimum this will involve Water Quality Certification
and coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
construction general permit for storm water discharge under Section 401(A)(1) of the Clean
Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1975. The City will work
with Central Valley Regional Water Quality Board staff to determine if additional permits are
required and will submit the appropriate applications once detailed design is underway

Not applicable. The Camp is located in the Stanislaus National Forest, not a municipality,
and is not an industrial use.

As noted in the Draft MND/IS, a Section 404 permit from the USACOE will be obtained.

As noted in the Draft MND/IS, a Water Quality Certification will be obtained from the
Board. The City will work with Central Valley Regional Water Quality Board staff to obtain
the Certification and determine if additional permits are required and will submit the
appropriate applications once detailed design is underway

Not applicable. The Project includes jurisdictional waters of the United States.

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 3-13
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It is not known at this time if during construction there will be any dewatering to be
discharged to the land. If during detailed design that is found to be the case, then a Low-risk
General Order application will be made.

Not applicable. The Project is not commercial irrigated agriculture.

The City of Berkeley is required by the US Forest Service as part of the City’s Special Use
Permit to obtain all necessary regulatory permits for the reconstruction of the Camp. As
noted in the Draft MND/1IS, at a minimum this will involve Water Quality Certification and
coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction
general permit for storm water discharge under Section 401(A)(1) of the Clean Water Act
and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1975. The City will work with Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Board staff to identify what type of NPDES permit is needed
and if additional permits are required and will submit the appropriate applications once

detailed design is underway.

Refer to Response 2-10.
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3.2 ORGANIZATIONS
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Q ﬂ Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center
Box 396, Twain Harte, CA 95383 « (209) 586-7440 - fax (209) 586-4986
@ y Visit our website at: WWW.CSerc.org or contact us at: johnb@ecserc.org

September 10, 2018

Liza McNulty, Program Manager
City of Berkeley

Parks Recreation & Waterfront
2180 Milvia Street, Third Floor
Berkeley, CA 94704

Comments on the IS/MND for the Reconstruction of the Berkeley Tuolumne Camp
and a 30-year Permit for the City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp

The following comments are submitted in response to the Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and the associated request for comments by the Stanislaus
National Forest concerning the 30-year permit to the City of Berkeley to reconstruct and operate the
Camp. While our staff has reviewed the entire Initial Study and Mitigated Neg Dec, our purpose with
these comments is not to critique insignificant points or to take up agency staff time on points that
don’t really matter. Accordingly, we are focusing on a few main points.

BACKGROUND FOR COMMENTS

Our staff emphasizes that we support the reconstruction of the Berkeley Tuolumne Camp
and the wide range of recreational, social, and educational opportunities that the Camp provided
when it was functioning. Many thousands of visitors have had enjoyable vacations and social
interactions with other families and individuals staying at the Camp prior to its near total destruction
by the Rim Fire. CSERC accepts the reality that while the river corridor area and adjacent habitat will
inarguably lose some wildlife, watershed, and scenic value if a major camp development is allowed to
be reconstructed on the site, we understand that the magnitude of visitors served and the quality of
the experience provided by the Camp likely justify the diminishment of wildlife, watershed, and
scenic values.

THE EXTENT OF PRIOR FACILITIES DOES NOT MINIMIZE NEED FOR PROJECT CONSIDERATION
CSERC agrees that, in general, much of what is proposed as this project is primarily
replacement of what was there prior to the Rim Fire. For purposes of planning to meet the
requirements of both CEQA and NEPA, it is important to analyze what is actually in need of
environmental review. In this instance, based strictly upon a review of the IS/MND, it appears that
the City of Berkeley proposes to gain approval for restoring/re-operating the previous Camp and to
allow everything to be “replaced” more or less consistent with past policies and planning
requirements. With these comments, CSERC asserts that as part of the CEQA process as well as the
Forest Service permit analysis, there should be a clear assessment of which of the previous sited
facilities would not likely be allowed in their current location if this was a new development
application. It is necessary to assess whether this overall site is even the right location for a Camp
serving 360 visitors. When reviewing the Forest Service EA for this same project through NEPA
analysis, it is very apparent that key comparison assessments and considerations were carefully
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made. As a result, the EA spells out that all tent cabins, staff cabins, the Dining Hall, and sanitary
facilities and potable water treatment and distribution utilities that were located previously within
the 100-year floodplain will now be relocated out of the floodplain. It is not readily apparent from
reading the IS/MND if those same requirements are mandated. If they are, then the IS/MND is
responsive to the environmental risks and the potential significant impacts. It will be compliant with
current federal policies and requirements. However, if the IS/MND does not contain those same
requirements (such as relocating facilities and infrastructure out of the 100-year floodplain), then
the IS/MND is deficient and needs to incorporate the proposed action adjustments to facilities and
their location as is required by the EA’s Alternative 1 (the Proposed Action) - pg 100.

With its high fire risk, its risk of flood events, and its lack of public water or sewer, the BTC site
would be unlikely to be approved for a new Berkeley Tuolumne Camp large-scale development if
there was not already the prior, historic use at this location. At the least, current Forest Service or
other applicable regulatory requirements should be adhered to if approval is be gained for a
replacement BTC.

As the IS/MND is currently written, however, CSERC asserts that the question of whether to
allow (or not allow) all of the previous facilities and uses previously established on the pre-fire site is
not adequately addressed in this Initial Study/Mitigated Neg Dec, whereas it appears to be
adequately addressed in the Forest Service EA document.

The consultants who have prepared the Initial Study/Mitigated Neg Dec appear to assert that
due to the BTC facilities covering the site prior to the Rim Fire, those pre-fire conditions are the
“baseline”, so there would be no new significant impact from reconstruction of the Camp or re-
operation of the Camp, despite the many new adjusted facilities and a much broader footprint of
permitted operations on what would otherwise be national forest lands open to all members of the
public. On that point alone, it is clear that this project is not simply replacement of the existing
camp. The previous BTC permit was for 14 acres, (although the IS on page 5 admits that the actual
area used by the Camp was roughly 25 acres when the leach field and “programmed use areas” were
counted).

Now, however, the City of Berkeley is requesting a new permit for 30 acres, despite the
IS/MND stating that 14.5 acres contain the parking, the main camp area, staff camp area, all support
facilities, and the Sugar Pine and Small Falls Trails. (Note that in the project’s EA document, the
statement is made that all of those are contained within 13.5 acres.). It is not made clear in the
IS/MND as to what justifies the expansion of the permit for the other 15.5 acres of the permit area. It
appears from maps in the IS/MND that in addition to the leach field area, the majority of the permit
expansion area is primarily intended to provide for new staff housing, a significant parking area, and
an archery range. While those may be desirable in the eyes of BTC officials, it is noteworthy that an
expanded permit area for Berkeley reduces public forest access and uses that would otherwise be
available for the general public.

The new proposal is more than double the acreage contained in the previous permit. We
assert that there should have been more analysis in the IS/MND of what would or would not be
“grandfathered” in if this was not judged to be a renewal of the previous BTC facility. And
accordingly, there should have been more sufficient rationale to explain whether there may or may
not be impacts from adding 15.5 acres to the permit.
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IS/MND APPEARS TO PROVIDE INADEQUATE PROTECTION FOR RESOURCES ALONG RIVER

In our previous CSERC comments concerning this project, our staff emphasized two key
resource issues of significance. The first was that we identified the problem of Camp facilities
impinging closely adjacent to or directly out into the river corridor and potentially blocking normal
wildlife movement along the river. Our second key concern was potential contamination from Camp
activities that would blow, leach, or wash into the River due to being so close to the river. We
identified both of those concerns as issues needing careful consideration.

In the IS/MND, the consultants allege that the project will have no significant effect on
riparian habitat, except possibly for the western pond turtle, and most of that risk would be from
construction. We could not find any detailed discussion in the IS/MND concerning the impingement
of the Dining Hall and its foundation/structural support intruding into the river corridor and affecting
a broad suite of wildlife. We could not find any discussion in the IS/MND as to how mitigation would
eliminate the Dining Hall and its support structure from constraining wildlife movement along the
south edge of the river corridor. Furthermore, we could not find any river corridor wildlife movement
considerations except for Special Status wildlife species — when in fact river corridor movement zones
are important for nearly the full suite of terrestrial (and some aquatic) wildlife species.

As | communicated for our Center at the Open House, our biologists supported pulling back
any infrastructure from the river area to the fullest extent feasible. As noted previously in these
comments, in the Forest EA (which apparently is intended to mirror this CEQA analysis), the Forest
Service document spells out clearly the mandate for the City to relocate most facilities out of the 100-
year floodplain. Again, as mentioned previously, a review of the IS/MND does not appear to echo
those pivotal requirements, or perhaps our staff has missed that analysis in our review. We
emphasize with these comments that whichever legal analysis may prevail, it is our strong request
that all facilities to the extent feasible be relocated outside of the river buffer area.

GHG EMISSIONS AND THE LACK OF APPROPRIATE MITIGATION

Tying back to a previous point raised in these comments, the project applicants and the
document’s consultant authors appear to suggest that there is no need for mitigation for GHG
emissions created by the operations of this very large lodging, food service, recreational destination
camp facility. CSERC believes this is not a valid conclusion. This project proposes to construct over
100 structures so that the Camp can operate as a destination that will draw large numbers of visitors
arriving in vehicles, traveling from hours away to come to this Camp. Compared to the actual, current
baseline -- which is no camp in operation at this time and no facilities at this time providing showers,
food, and other amenities for 360 users -- the newly constructed Camp will produce high levels of
GHG emissions over time once it is operating.

But page 53 of the IS/MND claims that the new BTC would not produce more GHG emissions
than pre-Rim Fire, so the project would not conflict with the goals of AB 32 and the impact is Less
Than Significant. Under that assumption, no mitigation is required. CSERC strongly disputes that
claim. When significant development (even for reconstruction purposes) is planned under CEQA,
then feasible and realistic mitigation measures should be mandated to reduce GHG emissions for
both the construction and the ongoing operations that will generate GHG emissions. New
technologies are fully available for utilizing solar panels (no forest canopy exists at all in many sites on
the project areas) or for utilizing a suite of other mitigation options to reduce emissions.
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CSERC urges that the Initial Study/Mitigated Neg Dec be revised to acknowledge the
responsibility of the project applicant to reduce GHG emissions to be consistent with AB 32 and to
also be consistent with an obligation to do all possible to provide feasible and cost-effective public
benefits when applying for permitted use of public lands. Appropriate mitigation requirements to
reduce GHG emissions should be incorporated into the approval process.

THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ARE NOT CORRECTLY OR ADEQUATELY ANALYZED

If this project had been brought forward for consideration two years ago, there could be
grounds for suggesting (as is done on page 92 of the IS/MND) that there are no cumulatively
considerable impacts:

“Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)

The proposed Project would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts.”

However, the current situation is much different, and there ARE cumulative impacts that must
be considered in determining whether or not to require mitigation for cumulative effects. First and
foremost, the neighboring Thousand Trails Yosemite Lakes Hardin Flat project is currently going
through Tuolumne County’s Community Resources Agency for review and potential approval by the
County. That project includes the addition of 150 RV sites, recreation cabins, and mobile-home
sites. It also includes bridge abutment repairs and culvert repairs.

Second, Hardin Flat LLC “Yosemite Under Canvas” is proposing a 99-unit luxury tent
(glamping) campground site, a mobile kitchen, dining and reception tent, laundry facility, and
restrooms/showers, etc. This second major development proposal is planned for a site just to the
northwest of the Thousand Trails Yosemite Lakes project (which lies just to the west of the BTC site).

Third, Tuolumne County has received a pre-application inquiry for a major lodge facility
directly across the highway from the glamping campground facility. While our Center has not
received an advisory notice detailing the specifics of the new lodge facility proposal for the north side
of the highway, area residents observed project consultants meeting with Cal Trans representatives
to determine the extent of needed turn lanes, etc. for this lodge facility project. It obviously is not
just speculation, since the proponents of the lodge facility have also held a meeting with local cabin
owners to discuss the project, well water supplies, wastewater treatment, etc.

The combination of just the projects identified above totals 700-900 guests all bringing
vehicles, noise, pollution, disturbance of wildlife, night-time lighting, and other impacts to an area
within 2 miles of the BTC site. To suggest that there is no cumulative impact of the BTC project
when combined with other current or proposed projects would be disingenuous.
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CSERC urges that the final Mitigated Neg Dec include acknowledgment that there IS a
significant cumulative impact of this project when combined with currently proposed nearby
development.

In closing, in order for a project to qualify for reliance upon a Mitigated Neg Dec, it is
necessary for there to be no potentially significant impacts that would be generated by the project.

For that to be the case with the Berkeley Tuolumne Camp project, CSERC urges that the
project as described in the final IS/MND (1) require the relocation of facilities out of the 100-year
floodplain, consistent with what is described in the Forest Service EA document, (2) that realistic GHG
emissions analysis identify how cost-effective, feasible GHG mitigation measures can reduce the
project’s GHG emissions — and that feasible mitigation measures be mandated, and (3) that there be
admission that the project will potentially create significant cumulative effects, and that in response
that realistic mitigation measures are identified to reduce to some degree the significance of those

cumulative impacts.

CSERC Executive Director
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Letter #3 Response: Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center

3-1

3-2

3-3

The purpose of the BTC Project is to continue as an organization camp consistent with
current laws, regulations, and the Forest Plan Direction (March 2017) management emphasis
for developed recreation sites. The need for the Camp is to continue at the same level of
service as prior to the Rim fire to support the City of Berkeley’s provision of broad, quality
camp programs that provide outdoor recreation and experiences benefiting all Berkeley
residents. Income from a fiscally sustainable Camps Fund supports all camp programming
and staffing at BTC, Echo Lake Camp, and Day Camp in the City of Berkeley. In addition,
the funding generated from BTC supportsannual maintenance and long-term capital
improvements at BTC, Echo Lake Camp, and Cazadero Camp.

The BTC Project is consistent with Forest Service policy encouraging organization camp
facilities and programs that promote environmental education, hiking, fishing, and similar
forest-related activities (FSH 2709.14, Policy 13.2). The Project is also aligned with Forest
Service objectives to provide, under special use authorization, sufficient suitable facilities and
services that supplement or complement those provided by the private sector, state, and
local government on private land and the Forest Service on NFS land to meet public needs
to facilitate the use, enjoyment, understanding, and appreciation of natural resource settings
in National Forests (FSM 2340.2).

Reconstructed tent cabins, staff cabins, the Dining Hall and all utilities will be located
outside of, or elevated above, the 100-year floodplain. Refer to page 67 and Figure 5 of the
Draft Initial Study.

Current Forest Service and other applicable regulatory agency requirements will be adhered
to for the replacement of BT'C. Because the initial study concluded that the Project would
have no significant and unavoidable environmental impacts, an analysis of Project

alternatives is not required (CEQA Guidelines § 15063(d)).

The Project impact analysis for each environmental factor included in the Draft Initial Study
is based on existing conditions at BT'C; i.e. post Rim Fire conditions. This is a conservative
approach, since it would be appropriate to utilize historic operational levels to establish
existing environmental conditions baseline for CEQA purposes (INorth County Adypocates v.
City of Carlsbad (2015)—Cal. App.4th—Case No. D066488). For clarity Section 3 Air Quality,
Impact Discussion, third sentence on page 25 is deleted:

The statement in the Project Description that about 14.5 acres of the permit area is proposed

to be developed for parking, the main camp area, staff camp area, all support facilities and the
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3-5

Sugar Pine and Small Falls Trails was made to provide a general understanding of the lands
that may actually be disturbed by construction. (Refer to Chapter 2 for clarity). Thus, although
the area covered by the Special Use Permit will be 30 acres (rather than the previous 14), the
actual developed area will be approximately the same.

The difference between the Draft MND/IS and the EA statements for the majority of BTC
developments occurring in 14.5 acres (vs. 13.5 acres on page 7 of the EA) is because the
Draft MND/IS included the Small Falls and Sugar Pine Trails in the acreage estimate.

An expanded Special Use Permit area for BTC does not reduce public forest access and uses
that could otherwise be available for the general public. The Special Use Permit for BTC
does not provide for exclusive use of the Permit area. The general public and individual BTC
campers have in the past, and likely will in the future, use federal lands in and around the
BTC Special Use Permit area and along the South Fork Tuolumne River for a wide variety of

dispersed recreation activities.

The expansion of the BT'C Special Use Permit area by 15.5 acres is to incorporate all
facilities, including the leach field area, and program areas into the Permit area. As shown on
Figure 3 of the Draft Initial Study, this was not the case in the past. Other technical site
considerations for the expansion of the Permit area include, but are not limited to: provision
of parking off of Hardin Flat Road as required by Tuolumne County code; avoidance of
cultural resources; and relocation of reconstructed structures out of the floodplain. The
entire Special Use Permit area was surveyed for natural and cultural constraints that might be
impacted by development to avoid potential impacts where possible or to identify the
mitigation measures included in the MND/IS. The analysis of potential environmental
impacts within the Special Use Permit area is contained in the technical reports that support
the MND/1IS.

Berkeley Tuolumne Camp is a river camp. Access to and use of the South Fork Tuolumne
River corridor is fundamental to the BTC purpose and its programs. In the larger context of
the region, the BTC location along the South Fork Tuolumne River is recognized as a
developed recreation site in the Stanislaus National Forest’s Forest Plan Direction (March,
2017). That designation balances river corridor use with multiple-use values, other goals and
objectives, management prescriptions, and the associated standards and guidelines for attaining
them. These include Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs). Mitigation Measure HYDRO-8 and
the referenced Tables A-1 and A-2 included in the Draft Initial Study outline mitigation
parameters within which BTC must be designed and managed to accommodate the RCA goals

and objectives.

The following technical reports in support of the MND/IS are available on the City of
Berkeley web page for download. They address the full suite of terrestrial and aquatic wildlife
species in the project area and potential impacts that may occur with the development and
operation of BTC:
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e Agquatics Biological Assessment / Biological Evaluation

e Terrestrial Wildlife Biological Assessment / Biological Evaluation
e Botany Report

e DPotential Waters of the United States Report

e Migratory Landbird Conservation Report

e Management Indicator Species Report

e Noxious Weed Risk Assessment Report

e Biological Evaluation for Sensitive Plants

e Watershed Management Report

The implementation of the BT'C revegetation plan (refer to the Draft Initial Study Figure 5)
emphasizes riparian habitat and wildlife movement along the South Fork Tuolumne River,

Thimbleberry Creek, and related drainages.

In terms of pulling facilities back from the river floodplain, all reconstructed buildings would
be relocated outside of the 100-year floodplain, as clarified in Chapter 2, including the
Dining Hall, Tent Cabins, and Staff Cabins. Construction within the floodplain would be
limited to accessible paths of travel required by state and local law, a pier supporting the
reconstructed pedestrian bridge, below ground water intake facilities, and in-kind repair or
replacement of existing wall or weir structures if required. Refer to page 67 and Figure 5 of
the Draft Initial Study. As communicated by CSERC at the Open House conducted in May,
2015 as part of the scoping process, the wildlife species specifically mentioned in relation to
a suggestion to include larger buffers around the river, was raccoons. Since raccoons, and
most other terrestrial wildlife species (with the exception of most birds) that migrate along
the river corridor are generally nocturnal, an impediment to migration would be from human
activity and BTC programs. These programs generally occur in the early evening hours only,
before 10 pm. There are no facilities proposed that would block nighttime migration up or
down the stream zone. Existing and proposed revegetation of riparian vegetation will benefit
bird migration. Additionally, riparian revegetation and wildlife friendly bridges and/or
culverts will facilitate wildlife migration along Thimbleberry Creek and related drainages.

Section 7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft Initial Study concluded greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions of the proposed Project would be less than significant based on Project-
specific GHG emission estimates from its construction and operational sources. Since
neither the Tuolumne County Air Pollution Control District (TCAPCD) nor the San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control District (SfJVAPCD) have quantitative significance thresholds
for GHG emission, the Draft Initial Study GHG emissions significance determination was
based on a review of the quantitative criteria adopted by other California air districts as

summarized in the table below.
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CALIFORNIA AIR DISTRICT CEQA GHG SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Thresholds
Air District Status Stationary Sources Land Use Projects
Bay Area AQMD Adopted 2011; 10,000 MT CO2e¢/year | 1,100 MT CO2e/year; or

suspended by court
order; re-adopted 2017

4.6 MT CO2e/yeat/Setvice Population;
or Compliance with a Qualified GHG
Reduction Plan

Mendocino County
AQMD

Adopted Bay Area
thresholds; rescinded
2013

None currently recommended pending adoption/ CEQA review

of GHG reduction plan

San Joaquin Valley | Adopted 2009 No quantitative GHG emission standards.
APCD Implement Best Performance Standards (BPS) for GHG
reduction; or demonstrate 29% reduction from business-as-usual
(BAU) GHG emissions
San Luis Obispo Adopted 2012 10,000 MT CO2e¢/year | 1,150 MT CO2e/year; or
County APCD 4.9 MT CO2e/year/Service Population;
or Compliance with a Qualified GHG
Reduction Plan
Ventura County Proposed 2011 Options reviewed, but none currently recommended

APCD

South Coast Stationary - Adopted 10,000 MT CO2e¢/year | 3,000 MT CO2e/year
AQMD 2008;

Land Use - Proposed

2009 (no action to date)
Sacramento Adopted 2009 (Revised | 10,000 MT CO2¢/year | 1,100 MT CO2e/year
Metropolitan 2014-2015)
AQMD

Source: APCD/AQMD websites.

No California air district has adopted a quantitative threshold for project operation GHG

emissions of less than 1,100 metric tons (MT) per year. Project annual GHG emissions from

the BT'C construction and operational sources combined would be well below this lower-
limit threshold of 1,100 MT (i.e., at 314.7 MT from construction and 82.6 MT from

operation), therefore, mitigation measures are not required under CEQA.To clarify Project

GHG emissions would be less than significant, text is added to pages 52-53, Section 7
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Subsections 7a and 7b of the Draft Initial Study:

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2) was used

to quantify the proposed Project’s GHG emissions asseeiated-with-Projeet
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For Project construction, GHG emission rates for state-average construction

equipment (as included in the CalEEMod database) were applied to Project-specific

construction activities and equipment (as listed in Chapter 2 Project Description

Table 3). Applyingthismedelte-the-Total Project construction GHG emissions

would be 314.7 metric tons of COx. and its annual emissions in the first year of

operation would be 82.6 metric tons of COx. (assuming that all construction activity
would occur in the yvear 2019, a worst-case scenatio because the state-average
construction fleet will emit less GHG emissions in subsequent future years). No
California air district has set a CEQA significance threshold for construction GHG
emissions. Neither the Tuolumne County Air Pollution Control District nor the San
[oaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District have quantitative significance
thresholds for operational GHG emissions

For Project operation, CalEEMod was initialized according to its land use type/size
i.e., number of family/staff tent cabins to be built with provision for electricity) and

with Project-specific motor vehicle trips (see Section 16 Transportation and

Circulation) and Project-specific water use data (see Section 18 Utilities and Service

Svstems). The model’s interim total GHG emissions were adjusted further in

proportion to the Project’s planned operation only during the summer season
(15 weeks, rather than a full year’s 52 weeks). TheT adjusted total Project annual

operational GHG emissions as shown in Table A would be 82.6 metric tons of
COgze. Both Project eonstraetionand operational GHG emissions are would be well

below thee quantitative thresholds adopted by other California Aair Ddistricts and

would comply with adopted GHG reduction plans, as discussed in Subsection 7b

below), thus, Project GHG emissions impacts are less than significant.

TABLE A: PROJECT ANNUAL OPERATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS
EMISSIONS (metric tons/vear)

Project GHG Source CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Area <01 0 0 <0.1
Energy Use 41.7 <0.1 <0.1 419
Motor Vehicles 32.8 <0.1 <0.1 329
Solid Waste Disposal 1.2 0.1 0 2.9
Water Use 3.2 0.1 <0.1 5.0
Total 78.9 01 <01 82.6
Significance Thresholds 1,100
Significant Impact? No

Source: CalEEMod (Version 20163.2) initialized with Project-specific parameters relating to its land use

tvpe/size, motor vehicle trip generation, water use and its planned operation only durin:
summer months.

uantitative thresholds adopted by other California air districts range from 1,100 — 3,000 M'T

CO2e¢ per year. The minimum quantitative threshold of 1,100 MT is used for this analysis.
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b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

lesel. The Project would reconstruct BT'C utilizing green building measures (see

Table 1 in the Project Description). As presented in Table A, Project annual

operational GHG emissions would be below the lowest established California air
district significance threshold. Thus, the Project would not conflict with the goals of

AB 32 or any other State climate change prevention or adaptation strategies, a less
than significant impact.

3-7 According to the Tuolumne County Planning Department, of the three projects identified by
the Commenter, only one of the projects has submitted an application: Yosemite Under
Canvas (YUC). The YUC project is currently under environmental review. It is unknown if
the other two projects identified by the Commenter will submit applications to Tuolumne
County and it is unknown what the ultimate projects will propose as part of their permit
application. Therefore, the Thousand Trails project and the major lodge project are not
addressed in our response as they are considered too speculative to be reasonably
foreseeable (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064).

According to Tuolumne County Planning Department, the YUC project proposes 99 tent
sites. The Initial Study for YUC is currently under preparation consequently there is no
information available regarding transportation, air quality and GHG emissions for the YUC
project. Assuming 99 average daily trips (ADT) for YUC, in combination with 132 ADT for
the BTC project, would result in a total increase of 231 ADT on Highway 120. As
demonstrated below, this would represent a minor increase in ADT on the Big Oak Flat
segment of Highway 120.

The most recent Caltrans data for ADT on the Big Oak Flat segment of Highway 120 shows
a peak hour ADT of 1,050

(http:/ /www.dot.ca.gov/ trafficops/census/volumes2016/Route118-133.html). The Big Flat
segment of Highway 120 is considered a Mountainous Major Collector under the Tuolumne
General Plan, which has a Level of Service (LOS) 'A' threshold of 3,190 ADT for very good
operations with little conjestion (Tuolumne County General Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Report, Appendix D, Traffic Study).).The combined BT'C and YUC projects
represent an increase of 231 ADT on the Big Oak Flat segment of Highway 120 which
would not impact the existing LOS ‘A’ rating. The increased ADT is far below the
maximum two way ADT of 13,520 (corresponding to a minimum LOS ‘D) identified by the
Tuolumne County General Plan (Policy 4.1.A), and is therefore considered a less than
significant transportation impact.

The Tuolumne County Air Pollution Control District (TCAPCD) emission thresholds are
1,000 Ibs/day or 100 tons/year for all pollutants. The highest BTC emissions for NOx are
about 20 Ibs/day and about one ton/yeat. Conservatively applying compatable emissions
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from the YUC project, the total emissions would be considerably well below the TCAPCD
threshold.

3-8 To summarize, (1) the Project would relocate reconstructed BTC buildings out of the 100-
year floodplain consistent with the Draft Environmental Assessment prepared for the
Project; (2) the Project GHG emissions would be below established thresholds and thus less
than significant; and (3) the Project would not have impacts that are cumulatively

considerable.
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September 25, 2018

Liza McNulty

Program Manager

City of Berkeley Parks Recreation & Waterfront
2180 Milvia Street, Third Floor

Berkeley, CA 94704

Dear Ms. McNulty,

I am writing on behalf of Friends of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp (FOBTC) to express our support for the Initial

Study of the potential environmental impacts of the City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project.
The Initial Study appropriately finds that the project (as proposed with mitigations) will not have a significant

effect on the environment. We support the findings of the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and urge the
City Council to adopt the MND.

The Initial Study’s supporting documents show that the Berkeley Tuolumne Camp project will help revegetate
forest habitat and restore and improve stream habitats, including in the Tuolumne River. City staff have
thoughtfully and sensitively designed the project to rebuild camp in ways that will create a delightful and
restorative environment for campers and staff and bring back a vital and healthy forest.

FOBTC represents thousands of campers and staff, including hundreds of Berkeley households, spanning many
generations of involvement over the 100-year history of camp. We are united in one goal — to help rebuild
camp so that future generations of Berkeley families from all neighborhoods and backgrounds can have the
same life-changing experiences at camp that ours did.

We are pleased to see the reconstruction process continue to move forward. We ask the City Council to adopt
the MND so that the permitting and rebuilding process can continue to make rapid progress.

Sincerely,

Christine Chilcott
President - Board of Directors
Friends of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp

Friends of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp (FOBTC) is dedicated to preserving and enhancing the Camp
experience for present and future generations through education, volunteer efforts, and financial support

contactus@fobtc.com (510) 236 - 7469
http://www.fobtc.com
PO Box 7931, Berkeley, CA 94707
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Letter #4 Response: Friends of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp

4-1 Comment noted, no response necessary.
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3.3 INDIVIDUALS
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Mariko Roberts <marikoroberts48@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 11, 2018 7:39 AM
comments-pacificsouthwest-stanislaus@fs.fed.us
McNulty, Liza

BTC

As a member of volunteer planner and designer for the rebuilding of the Berkeley Tuolumne Camp, as well as a
writer and reviewer of numerous environmental documents from mid 1970's until retirement in 2011, I believe
that the proposal reflects sensitively to environment settings and social/archeological concerns.

I often reflect on my family's annual and continuous visits to the camp since the summer of 1968 with great
fondness; and disappointed that my grand children (now 10 and 7 years old) have not had this opportunity.

I believe that the rebuilt BTC would be even better (environmentally and socially) than the previous.

Sincerely,

Mariko H. Roberts

(Continuous Berkeley resident since 1959).
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Letter #5 Response: Mariko H. Roberts

5-1 Comment noted, no response necessary.
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Camp-Tuolumne-Parks-Rec-Waterfront-Public-Comment: CEQA Neg Dec
09.12.18

I have a special interest in the rebuilding of Berkeley’s Tuolumne Camp and making sure that it
is a resource that is shared and open to all residents of the city. My concern is that it is only
serving a small sector of the community, and one that is not very representative of Berkeley’s

diverse population.

Reading through the City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) SPECIALIST REPORT
brought to my attention what seems to be the mission of BTC (Berkeley Tuolumne Camp).
On page 12 of the report, it describes the priorities listed under the permit granted by the
Forest Service as amended in 1976 that — “establishes priorities for campers served.” It lists
three classifications:

Priority 1 — ‘at-risk’, disabled or low-income/scholarship campers
Priority 2 — youth and educational programs
Priority 3 — family campers

Table 1.01-9 in the report (p 13) shows the typical usage by these groups for the years
2005-2013:

#1 Priority (At-Risk, Low-Income, Disabled) 196 campers / 4.85% of BTC / 27% of ALL CAMPS
#2 Priority (Youth Educational) 182 campers / 4.5% of BTC / 8.1% of ALL CAMPS
#3 Priority (Family Campers) 3.367 campers / 90.6% of BTC / 64.7% of ALL CAMPS

These numbers point out that the majority of visitors to BTC are family campers and not the
number 1 priority group of low-income or at-risk youth. | can understand the report’s premise
that the BTC family camp is used as an income generating enterprise that provides annual
surplus of $564,000 but where does that money go? Is it funding outdoor and educational
experiences for the priority groups 1 and 2? It doesn’t appear so.

I would ask that the City and the Commission do better at meeting Tuolumne Camp’s mission
and make it more inclusive and open to all residents of Berkeley. And to responsibly use the
half-million dollars in annual revenue towards outdoor experiences and education for the two
priority groups identified — at-risk/low-income youth and youth education in general.
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The survey results below conducted by the Berkeley Parks, Recreation & Waterfront Department in Spring 2015, show

that a significant number of campers attend Tuolumne Camp year after year, thus limiting the number of new participants.
59% of campers polled have attended the éamp for 11 or more years. 15% have attended Tuolumne Camp for 21-35 years.
This data shows that even a smaller number of (unique) individuals have access to the camp than the yearly attendance

m:@@mmﬁm.Oo:o_cm.o:“mm_mz_zomiuo&o:o*omq:_umqmm_\wﬁ:mmmﬂsm people year after year, and many of those people are
non-Berkeley residents. = -CAMERON WOO

Q5: Which of the following categories best represents your total years as a camper
at Tuolumne Camp?

Answered: 432 Skipped: 8 Those polled: 234 Berkeley residents

‘m .“ w szo:-_wm_‘xm_mu:mm_amsﬁm
| have never : : :
been a camper : : s

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Source: Internet Survey Summary (part of the Master
Development Plan Update: July, 201£ sted online at
City of Berkeley Parks, Recreation & \i....erfront page.
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Opinion submission to Berkeleyside 04.07.17
730 words

Tuolumne Funding Approved ... But Who Are Berkeley’s Happy Campers?

By Cameron Woo
Cameron Woo is a longtime Berkeley resident, business owner and outdoor enthusiast

On Tuesday of this week, the Berkeley City Council voted to appropriate $3.3M to help reconstruct
Tuolumne Camp which was destroyed in the 2013 Rim Fire. In the question whether to rebuild,
Tuolumne Camp has a lot going in its favor—a beloved tradition as Berkeley’s family camp since 1922, a
committed and vocal group of supporters lobbying for its resurrection, and the idea of a resource that
has aided generations of Berkeley families to commune with nature. What’s not to support?

| agree that summer camp is a positive, often transformative, experience. Particularly for city dwellers,
the week long retreat is a time for fellowship, discovery and relaxation. Tuolumne Camp appears to
offer all of this and more. Unfortunately, it is serving only about 2,400 Berkeley residents each season
(based on a 4,000 yearly attendance, 60% of whom currently live in Berkeley). That is slightly less than
2% of the Berkeley population. In addition, 80% of the campers have attended for 6+ years, many for
generations.* With this high level of legacy attendees, the pool of participants grows smaller still. One
has to ask if this is a good use of $3.3M of taxpayer funds. (Cost estimates by the city show that figure
could rise to $5.3M)

Who attends Tuolumne Camp? A review of the Friends of Tuolumne Camp Facebook page revealed an
extremely homogeneous group of campers. All the photos depicted white families enjoying camp life. |
found one African American individual among the gallery of images posted. These photos seem not to
reflect the racial diversity of Berkeley—they neither represent the economic or social makeup of our
city. The visual evidence suggests that Tuolumne Camp is a very segregated experience.

As a Berkeley homeowner and taxpayer, | became curious to learn what programs and financial
assistance the city offers to low-income Berkeley families to attend Tuolumne Camp. | was especially
interested to learn about the city’s outreach efforts to publicize this great resource and its many
benefits. Did they spread the word via schools? Through churches or neighborhood groups? From our
council members? For many, the camp appears to be among Berkeley’s best kept secrets.

| am still waiting to hear back from the Parks, Recreation and Waterfront Department on specific
outreach programs and support for low-income families to attend the camp. Unlike the other two
facilities that fall under Berkeley auspices—Cazadero Camp and Echo Lake Camp—each of whom
presented the City Council with specific programs they’ve established to serve at-risk youth and families
in need—Tuolumne Camp has made no such claims.

On Tuesday, council member Worthington acknowledged the legitimate questions of inclusivity and
access to Tuolumne Camp, but summed up his belief that the relatively small contribution from the city
of $3.3M could leverage upwards to $54M in insurance and FEMA funding—and described it as “a good
investment.” The question to ask is ... who will reap the rewards?

The Council unanimously approved the expenditure. With this green light, Berkeley’s Parks, Recreation
& Waterfront Department appears committed to reconstruct Tuolumne Camp to its former glory. The
Friends of Tuolumne Camp, an impassioned group of citizens, is lending its support. As the camp is
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rebuilt over the next few years, it is an opportunity to envision what a city camp can be—a respite from
urban life, a place for learning and a way to engage with community. These formative experiences
should be made more available to all Berkeley residents. Nowhere is this needed more than in the city’s
underserved neighborhoods. One only need to look to the city of Richmond to find an innovative,
socially relevant program called “YES Nature to Neighborhoods” that provides low-income youth and
families access to the natural environment. Berkeley would do well to follow their lead. The investment
Kriss Worthington spoke of should be applied to fostering the next generation of environmental
stewards. How will people fight to save our forests if they have never had the good fortune to live

among them?

Let’s hope that Tuolumne Camp is reconstructed to better serve today’s Berkeley and the rich diversity
of its citizens. After all, each of us is paying for it.

*Data sourced from survey conducted of 440 Tuolumne Camp participants by Berkeley Parks, Recreation
and Waterfront Department in Spring 2015.

Link from YES Nature to Neighborhoods: http://www.yesfamilies.org
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Letter #6 Response: Cameron Woo

6-1

6-2

This comment refers to a social effect of the Project, not a potentially significant effect on
the environment (Section 15131 of the CEQ.A Guidelines ). However, a response to Mr.
Woo’s comment is provided to present social information pertaining to the Project to clarify
the social and economic benefits of the Project.

The comment states that the majority of visitors to BTC are family campers and that these
campers are not the Forest Service’s Number 1 priority group of low-income or at-risk
youth and expresses an understanding, as cited in the Society, Culture and Economy
Specialist Report (Specialist Report) referenced by Mr. Woo. The comment also states that
the BTC family camp is used as an income-generating enterprise, but questions where that

funding goes.

BTC is one of four camp facilities and/or programs of the City of Berkeley that operate as a
single economic entity known as the Camps Fund. The Camps Fund is required to be self-
sustaining and does not receive any operating revenue from the City’s General Fund.
Income to the Camps Fund provides for all camp programming and staffing at BT'C, Echo
Lake Camp, and the Berkeley Day Camp conducted in Berkeley. In addition, the Camps
Fund is responsible for annual maintenance and long-term capital improvements at BTC,
Echo Lake Camp, and Cazadero Camp.

As stated in the Specialist Report,

“The needs for the restoration of BTC are larger than what can be observed on-site,
because the BTC has for decades been an integral fiscal enabler of other service
delivery programs of the City of Berkeley including the Youth Camp programs
housed at Echo Lake Camp, the Day Camps programs housed in Alameda County,
and the Cazadero Camp located in Sonoma County. All of these facilities depend on
the surplus revenue that can be earned by BTC Family Camp programs, and
restoration of the full comprehensive Camps Program will require the camper-
serving capacity of the new BTC to be equal to what existed before the Rim Fire.
Anything less than full visitor-serving capacity at BT'C will diminish the City’s ability
to offer programs to at-risk youth and individuals with disabilities, both at the two
residential camps on NFS lands in the Sierras and at Berkeley Day Camp in and
around the City of Berkeley.”

This comment refers to a social effect of the Project, not a potentially significant effect on
the environment (Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines ). However, a response to Mr.
Woo’s comment is provided to present social information pertaining to the Project to clarify

the social and economic benefits of the Project.

As noted, Table 1.01-9 in the Specialist Report cites that while 4.85 percent of historical use
at BTC was by at-risk, low-income, or campers with disabilities, the overall percentage for all
City of Berkeley camps (including Echo Lake Camp and Berkeley Day Camp) is 27 percent.

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 3-37
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This well documents the success of BTC in supporting the overall goals of the City. The
reconstructed BTC would be accessible which should encourage more use by individuals
with disabilities and their families. It is agreed that as the BTC is reopened there will be an
opportunity to reevaluate the BTC Camp fee structure and supplemental fiscal support
opportunities to increase use by low-income families who reside in the City of Berkeley.

City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690) Project Response to Comments -- December 2018 3-38
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2396 Rubicon Lane
Lincoln, CA 95648

Mr. Jason Kuiken
Forest Supervisor
Stanislaus National Forest

- Attn: BTC

19777 Greenley Road
Sonora, CA 953 70

‘September 17, 2018

Subject Comments regardmg proposed Mltl gated Negatwe Declaration &, Berkeley
Tuolmnne Camp Permit (46690) Project

Dear Mr. Kuiken:

'I hereby subr.mt comments regardmg the proposed Mmgated Negatlve Declaration &

Berkeley Tuolumne Camp permit project. -

My family owns the first privately owned home immediately west of and adjacent to
United States Forestry Service (Stanislaus National Forest) property leased by the City of
Berkeley. In 2015, our original five subjects of concern regarding the proposed permit
project were identified in written comments & forwarded to the USFS (SNF) Sonora.
Office. This month we reviewed the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration &
proposed permit project report. OQur concerns are mostly resolved regarding the
following subjects: 1) flood protection/mud-slide risk; 2) planned fuel modification of
existing forest; 3) recreational land use; 4) surface water and groundwater quality; & 5)
high-risk campfire use. - Our concerns regarding increased fire risk, water quality
protection notice, noise & trespass are unresolved; in addition, the placement of future
road signs & Hardin Flat Road logging & construction barriers are of new concern.

Please make sure all campfires at BTC’s central location are banned petnianently due to
high risk of forest fire; in addition, eliminating the use of campfires will help improve

- Hardin Flat community’s poor air quality caused by increased campfire smoke during

summer months. For those of us with allergies and asthma, campfire smoke and
prescribed burning pose severe health challenges that must be avoided.

Regarding protection of water quality, please make sure any installed sewer system and
leach field do not result in degradation to river (surface) water and groundwater; in
addition, please make sure these systems do not threaten human health and/or
contaminate riparian habitat. My family and pets play in or near Tuolumne River South
Fork all four seasons. How will local residents or private property owners be notified in
case of accidental spills or contamination?

My famlly recommends plans for an outdoor stage in the central camp be eliminated. As
you probably know, sounds carry loud and clear in the mountains. In the past, amplified
noise from the stage was clearly heard at our home and, for those of us who truly enjoy
Mother Nature’s solitude, unwarranted noise from this stage was not welcome. We
recommend the proposed indoor River Hall replace the outdoor stage so amphﬁed noise
is not heard by neighbors.
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Page 2 of 2
Proposed BTC Permit Project

My family’s experiences with people who visit BTC have been negative occasionally.
Some BTC visitors have “day camped” on our private property along the Tuolumne
River South Fork. These visitors have subjected my family to unwarranted noise; trash
left on the riverbank for us to clean, including human feces; and literally stopped my
family from trout fishing and/or relaxing on our property along TRSF. Other visitors
walk west & east across the meadow immediately behind our home or take shortcuts
down our driveway & path to the river. My family members have been threatened and
our pets attacked on our property by unleashed dogs. We want to avoid all of these
situations in the future. :

We recommend Hardin Flat Road construction barriers be placed at least 200-yards east
of the west side boundary of Stanislaus National Forest before & during logging &
construction. If the road barriers are closer to the construction site, Hardin Flat residents
will hear less traffic noise, & experience less wear & tear to their property (driveways)
when vehicles, including construction traffic (trucks) & recreational vehicles, need to
turn around.

We recommend no temporary or permanent BTC or USFS signs be posted within.
100-yards of the Hardin Flat Road west side boundary of Stanislaus National Forest. -
Even if well intended, unsightly signs (such as the large red & white “no campfire” sign
recently installed) mar the view of natural forest that escaped Rim Fire devastation.

And lastly, we truly apprcclate BTC is seasonal (summer only), limited to no more than
350 visitors & Teepee Village or the tent overflow area west of BTC’s central location is
climinated. One of the objectives of USFS’s Forest Plan Direction after the Rim Fire is
to enhance deer habitat. My family agrees with USFS’s proposal, and we recommend
that deer enhancement be done at BTC in and west of the former overflow area where an
established deer route is already located. Here the natural habitat & thermal cover were
not completely burned by the Rim Fire so deer are able to forage and hide. In the past
five years, we have witnessed an increase of deer behind our home and our neighbors’
homes to the west because riparian habitat was not burned. USFS and Berkeley have an
opportunity to provide better deer enhancement in BTC’s former overflow area. This
enhancement would further protect community deer populations, which are enjoyed by
local residents and visitors

We appreciate the oppoxtumty to pmv1de comments; thank you. If you have any .
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. .

Sincerely,

ppone:

- cc: Ms. Liza McNulty - -

Program Manager
City of Berkeley
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Letter #7 Response: Lucinda Chipponeri & family

7-1

7-4

Comment noted. Lucinda Chipponeri’s comments pertaining to fire risk, water quality
protection notice, noise, trespass and signage/construction batriers are addressed in
Responses 7-2 thru 7-8.

Campfires would be limited to 8 pm to 9:45 pm Friday nights during the operating period.
BTC is required to obtain a burn permit on an annual basis for campfires and brush
removal. Mitigation Measure AIR-2 has been clarified to prohibit burning in the Camp on
no burn days. Refer to Chapter 2.

There would be a fireplace associated with the Dining Hall. The reconstructed Campwould
include an approximately 240,000-gallon water supply for fire prevention storage and a
system of hydrants and standpipes throughout the Camp as approved by the Tuolumne
County Fire Marshall.

BTCwould implement a Noxious Weed Management Program to reduce fuel sources within
the Camp, and hazard trees would be removed. On-site staff would reside at the Camp full
time during BTC operations. While there remains a risk of human caused fire outbreaks at
the site, the presence of staff on site full time significantly reduces the risk of unauthorized
and unsafe campfires in the area compared to the existing condition.

Management requirements of the Forest Service include that the Camp acquire burn permits
from the appropriate County Air Pollution Control District that would determine when
burning of burn piles is allowed.Burn plans would be designed and implemented to
minimize particulate emissions. In addition the Groveland District Wildlife Biologist would

be notified prior to pile burning to minimize disturbance to protected or sensitive species.

All BTC wastewater system features will be designed and constructed to be outside the
100-year floodplain of the South Fork Tuolumne River, which was not the case prior to the
Rim fire. The leach field design will include percolation tests and soil profiles, system design
plans and specifications (plot plan, grading plan, description of groundwater and soils,
description of monitoring devices, system operation and function), and site evaluation and
testing necessary to obtain certification of an on-site sewage treatment and disposal system
pursuant to Tuolumne County Code Section 13.08.270A.

A Water Quality Emergency Notification Plan is required by Tuolumne County and the
State of California — Health and Human Services Agency, California Department of Public
Health prior to the start of Camp operations. Among other requirements, this plan would
include the means and methods for notifying neighbors should there be any wastewater

system failure.

Comment noted. The outdoor stage and amphitheater are integral components of the Camp

and support a variety of BT'C programs and activities. Stage use with amplified sound is
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7-5

7-6

7-7

7-8

typically limited to Thursday and Saturday nights, 8 pm — 9:30 pm during the operating
period. The stage is oriented to the north, not downstream to nearby residences. Mitigation
Measure NOISE-1 specifies the speaker system must be designed to meet noise levels of 50
Leq, dB, which is consistent with the Noise Element of the Tuolumne County General Plan
for stationary noise sources. The speaker system for the BTC stage will not exceed noise
levels of 50 Leq, dB at the downstream boundary of the Permit Area. This will be ensured by
setting maximum volume levels via monitoring with a handheld SPL meter (sound pressure
level) at the Special Use Permit area boundary.

If any of the nuisance factors mentioned in the comment have occurred in the past five
years, they were unrelated to BTC as it has not been operational. Dogs are not permitted at
BTC. While BTC operates under a Special Use Permit from the Stanislaus National Forest,
that permit is not for exclusive use. BT'C operates a full set of programmed “day camp”
activities, none of which take place adjacent to or on downstream private properties. The
general public and individual BT'C campers have in the past, and likely will in the future, use
federal lands in and around the Camp Special Use Permit area and along the South Fork
Tuolumne River for a wide variety of dispersed recreation activities. If BT'C campers are
trespassing or causing a nuisance, City staff should be notified. If members of the general
public are trespassing or causing a nuisance to private property the Groveland Ranger
District of the Stanislaus National Forest should be notified.

BTC has not been operational since the Rim fire. All emergency and hazard tree logging at
the Camp has been conducted by others under a permit from the Stanislaus National Forest.
Currently Hardin Flat Road has been closed by Tuolumne County for the reconstruction of
the Hardin Flat Road bridge across the South Fork Tuolumne River. Barriers have been
placed along Hardin Flat Road for that construction. During the reconstruction of BTC,
Hardin Flat Road should remain open. No barriers are anticipated. One-way traffic controls
or temporary road closure may be in place during some period of construction; such
controls and closures would be only at the Camp itself, and limited in duration/occutrence.
It is not anticipated that through traffic will be diverted requiring vehicles to turn around
because of BTC construction.

Two signs are proposed within the Hardin Flat Road right-of-way going both directions to
announce entrance into the Camp permit area. Other signs will face Hardin Flat Road at
each of the BTC entry drives. These signs will be constructed of natural materials based on
the design guidelines contained in the Design Narrative Built Environmental Image
Guidelines as referenced in the aesthetics section of the MND/IS and thus will not have any
significant aesthetic or other environmental impacts.

The reconstruction of BTC includes a revegetation plan that emphasizes dense riparian
plantings and conifers shading the South Fork Tuolumne River, Thimbleberry Creek, and
related drainages. These will enhance wildlife corridors (refer to the Draft Initial Study,
pages 9 — 10 and Figure 6). The BTC Special Use Permit Area does not include the
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“overflow area” referenced by the comment. Any habitat enhancement in this area would be
under the auspices of the Forest Service.
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Liza McNulty, Program Manager
City of Berkeley

Parks Recreation & Waterfront
2180 Milvia Street, 3" Floor
Berkeley, CA 94704

Dear Ms. McNulty:

| am writing to express my wholehearted support of the City of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp
Permit (BTC) project's 30-year permit to reconstruct the camp, much as it was before the
2013 Rim Fire, and to operate Camp throughout the life of the permit. | also hope that
after its’ 30 year term, that this permit may be extended for generations to come.

My family began its’ BTC camping traditions in 1977 and is hoping to have the opportunity
four our fourth generation of campers return when camp reopens in the near future. The
South Fork of the Tuolumne just upstream of Hardin Flat is to our family what it is to
countless others: a mountain home. There is no other place on the planet that substitutes
for this respite away from the Bay Area.

“plantlng program de3|gn documents (90 percent completlon) will be submitted to the
Forest Service for review and comment for consistency Forest Service standards.”
Furthermore, all endangered, threatened, and non-threatened species are protected and
accounted for in this plan.

Also, as a dark-sky enthusiast, | am glad to see in the Mitigated Negative Declaration the
that:

» All outdoor lighting shall be dark sky-compliant and consistent with California Green
Building Standards Code Section 5.106.8 Light Pollution Reduction

« All light fixtures shall include shrouds (either fixed or adjustable), other shielding, or
be directed in such a way as to block direct light as seen from Hardin Flat Road.

« Lighting that is not required during nighttime hours shall be controlled by the use of
timed switches and/or motion detector activation controls so lights are only on when
necessary.

Thank you for your consideration of my support for this very important place and
rebuild for the future,

Carol A. Hart

5599 Bear Creek Dr.
Catheys Valley, CA 95306
209-374-3324 Home
928-814-2404 Cell
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Letter #8 Response: Carol Hart

8-1 Comment noted, no response necessary.
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CEQA
Negative Declaration

Berkeley Tuolumne Camp Permit (46690)

October 1,2018

As a Berkeley Parks and Waterfront Commissioner, I have had the opportunity to follow the
project planning and re-development of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp since its unfortunate
destruction in the 2013 Rim Fire. Tuolumne Camp is a treasured resource and I applaud the
efforts to rebuild the facility. In reviewing the CEQA, I took notice of significant impacts
regarding the cultural resources detailed in the report, specifically pages 12—13 that list the
“Campers served in the Berkeley camps program by priority” — the data shows unequal usage
(90%) by BTC Priority #3 (family campers, private groups) over the BTC Priority #1 (at-risk,
low-income, disabled) and BTC Priority #2 (youth and educational programs) that make up the

remaining 10% of camp usage.

These figures are not in keeping with the mission of Berkeley Tuolumne Camp and I would
demand that we do better. I will be supporting programs and efforts in the future to increase the
participation of the priority groups identified in the CEQA, and this insure that BTC is open to

all Berkeley residents.

Sincerely,
QAMA;_

Claudia Kawczynska

Member of Parks and Waterfront Commission
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Letter #9 Response: Claudia Kawczynska, Member of Parks and Waterfront
Commission

9-1 Comment noted. See Letter 6, Responses 6-1 and 6-2.
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Liza McNulty, Program Manager
City of Berkeley

Parks Recreation & Waterfront

2180 Milvia Street, Third Floor
Berkeley, CA 94704

Email: Imcnulty@cityofberk