Appendix G. Response to Public Comments

Once the Draft CCP/EA was complete, a planning update was prepared and mailed out to 379 interested
stakeholders on September 18, 2006. The planning update announced the availability of the Draft CCP/
EA for review and comment as well as providing notice of the public comment meetings on October 4 and
5, 2006. On September 25, 2006 a Notice of Availability for the draft CCP/EA published in the Federal
Register (Vol. 71, No. 185, p. 55801) announcing that the Draft CCP/EA was open to public comment for
a 30 day period and noting the location and times for public comment meetings. Printed copies of the
Draft CCP/EA were mailed to 65 interested stakeholders, including local libraries, state agencies, local
landowners and others and electronic copies were posted for downloading on the Pacific Region Refuge
Planning website and on the Refuge website.

Due to requests for an extension of the Draft CCP/EA comment period, the public comment period was
extended for an additional 30 days ending on November 27, 2006. Supplemental notices announcing the
30 day comment period extension were mailed to 379 interested stakeholders. Many comments were

received during public meetings and 25 written comments were also received during the comment period.
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STONE LAKES REFUGE ALLIAN

1600 DAY DRIVE « CARMICHAEL, CA 95608 + (916) 486-9624

October 2, 2006

David Bergendorf

Refuge Planner

US Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, W-1832
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

Dear Mr. Bergendorf:
Re: Stone Lakes NWR CCP

The Stone Lakes Refuge Alliance wishes to indicate its opposition to the

1 continuation of the waterskiing which has been an historic use on the lake which
fills the borrow pit that provided materials used for the levee on which the railroad
track is situated. A small, private club has used this lake for waterskiing for the
last three decades, during most of which the property was privately owned.

Now that this property is in public ownership, it is inappropriate for private group
to enjoy its exclusive use, even on an occasional basis. This being the case,
any relationship between the refuge and the waterskiing club should be
terminated.

In a national wildlife refuge, all public use should be compatible with the refuge’s
purposes. While outdoor recreation is in general a valid use of a federal wildlife
3 refuge, loud and clearly disruptive activities are not. The use of this body of
water should be confined to slow and quiet activities, such as canoeing and
kayaking. Around the edge of the lake, visitors need a calm and quiet
atmosphere to enjoy the natural scene, for birding and nature observation.

The Alliance urges you to prepare a comprehensive conservation plan that
4 contains no op?unity'fur'waterskih}gin the Stone Lakes NWR.

Sincerely

P,

Bruce Keﬁnedy
President
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1) The comment is acknowledged.

2) There is no formal relationship between the Refuge and the waterskiing club.
High-speed boating, primarily associated with waterskiing, reportedly has
occurred on Refuge waterways since before lands and waterways were incorporated
into the National Wildlife Refuge System as described on page 54 of the CCP/

EA. Compatibility Determinations for existing and proposed visitor uses of the
Refuge, including high-speed boating, are included as Appendix A of this CCP.
Compatibility Determinations as described in the National Wildlife Refuge System
uses compatibility policy (part 603 FW 2), of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) Manual, have been completed for high-speed boating on Refuge waters
and will be used to determine if the described proposed and existing uses are
determined to be compatible uses of the Refuge. In addition, the appropriate
refuge uses policy (part 603 FW 1) provides the policy and procedure for refuge
managers to follow when deciding if uses are appropriate on a refuge. Service
Manual chapters, can be viewed on the internet at: http://www.fws.gov/policy/

manuals/.
3) As stated in the National Wildlife Refuge System uses compatibility policy (part
603 FW 2),” ...the Secretary shall not initiate or permit a new use of a refuge or

expand, renew, or extend an existing use of a refuge, unless the Secretary has
determined that the use is a compatible use...” As directed by this policy (part 603
FW 2), uses found to be incompatible, through a Compatibility Determination, will
not be allowed on the Refuge whether the use is new or existing. As stated in the
appropriate refuge uses policy (part 603 FW 1), “...the refuge manager will decide
if a new or existing use is an appropriate refuge use. If an existing use in not
appropriate, the refuge manager will eliminate or modify the use as expeditiously
as practicable.”

4) The comment is acknowledged.
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Gery Fraglen To David_Bergendorf@fws. gov
<calersari@ebogiobsl .net>

10/032006 01:40 PM

oC
boe

Subject Public Use at Stone Lakes NWR

Mr. Dawvid Bergendorf

Fefuge FPlanner

T7.3. Fish & Wildlife 3erwvice CA/NV
FEefuge Planning Office

2800 Cottage Way, W191a
Sacramento, CAL 95825

Fe: High Speed and MNon-motorized Eoating
Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge

Dear Mr. EBergendorf:

I request to have my comments on 3tone Lakes NUR
recorded in the official record for consideration of
the subject proposal.

First and foremwost, Let me state my opposition to high
speed motorized boating within any portion of the
Gtone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge. There are
nutnerous reasons for wmwy opposition to high speed
hoating. Primary among them is that such an activity
iz incompatible within the Ztone Lakes NUR
specifically, and generally incowpatible with the
mizsion of the National Wildlife Refuge Systewm. We
are, after all, talking sbout a WILDLIFE refuge!
Without guestion, high speed boating represents a high
degree of disturbance to wildlife. There would also
he numerous disturbances and adverse effects on the
habitat and other elements of che natural comounitcy.

Gecondly, I am a flat-water kayaker. I can tell you

& from personal experience that high speed bhoats and
kayaks cannot safely coexist within such a confined
area as the waterways of the S3tone Lakes NUWE. It i=
also very difficult to find quiet waters within
Sacramento County and the Central VWalley in general
where paddle boaters to not have to endure the noise

g and other conflicts with regard to power hoaters. On
the other hand, power bosters have numerous waterways
open for their use, including water skiing.

To sunmarize, I am in favor of opening the waterways

%] of the Ztone Lakes NUWE to paddle boaters and
eliminating high speed powerboats and water skiing
entirely.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
SJervice's risk assesswment and visitor use activity
proposal.

Sincerely,
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5) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use Determination will be made for
Refuge uses.

6) The comment is acknowledged.

7) The comment is acknowledged. The direct impact on visitors of noise associated
with high-speed boating was not included in the draft Compatibility Determination
for high-speed boating, but has been added to the final version.

8) The comment is acknowledged.
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ALIFORNIA -- THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARIENEGGER,G

TMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
H STREET, P.O. BOX 942834

INTO, CA 942360001

5791

October 3, 2006

David Bergendorf

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, W-1832
Sacramento, California 95825

Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge: Draft Comprehensive Conservation
Plan/Environmental Assessment
State Clearinghouse (SCH) Number: 2006094003

The project corresponding to the subject SCH identification number has come to our
attention. The limited project description suggests your project may be an
encroachment on the State Adopted Plan of Flood Control. You may refer to the
California Code of Regulations, Title 23 and Designated Floodway maps at
http-//recbd.ca.gov/. Please be advised that your county office also has copies of the

9 Board's designated floodways for your review. If indeed your project encroaches on an
adopted food control plan, you will need to obtain an encroachment permit from the
Reclamation Board prior to initiating any activities. The attached Fact Sheet explains

10 the permitting process. Please note that the permitting process may take as much as
45 to 60 days to process. Also note that a condition of the permit requires the securing

1p allofthe appropriate additional permits before initiating work. This information is
provided so that you may plan accordingly.

If after careful evaluation, it is your assessment that your project is not within the
12 authority of the Reclamation Board, you may disregard this notice. For further
information, please contact Sam Brandon of my staff at (916) 574-0651.

Sincerely, .
N N

Mike Mirmazaheri, Chief
Floodway Protection Section

cc:  Govemor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, CA 95814
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9) The comment is acknowledged.

10) Thank you for providing the fact sheet.
11) The comment is acknowledged.

12) The comment is acknowledged.
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3117-14TH, 188, SACTO 95814 FAx NO. :916-447-8685 Oct. B3 28686 @1:38PM

Fgérpé:xm‘s

15 L 5t.,C-425
Sacramento, Ca. 95814
916-447-4956
www.swainsonshawk,org

October 3, 2006

David Bergendorf, Refuge Planner BY FAX: 414-6497
US Tish and Wildlife Service

2800 Cottage Way, W-1832

Sacramento, Ca. 95825-1846

Re: CCP for Stone Lakes NWR/ Waterskiing
Dear Mr. Bergendorf:

Fricnds of the Swainson’s Hawk strongly urges you exclude waterskiing from the permitted
activities in the Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge. This use is incompatible with the
purpose of the wildlife refuge. Our native wildlife is facing numerons challenges, including
rampant habitat destruction, and other disruptions from urbanization in the region. The wildlife
refuge is a sanctuary which needs to be maintained in the best interests of wildlife.

Thank you for your consideration and your support of California’s wildlifc, particularly the state
listed Swainson’s Mawk.

Sincerely,

SMM

Jude Lamare, President, Friends of the Swainson's Hawk, 916-447-4956
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13) The comment is acknowledged. See response #2 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use determination will be made for
Refuge uses.

Stone Lakes NWER Comprehensive Conservation Plan 285



Anne Blandn To  David_Bergendo fififis.gov
<hajafmgDaboglobal. nat>

10/04/2006 0&:12 P

oo
boo

Subject Public Use at Stone Lakes NWR

I am writing this for the comments by the public on
the uses of Stone Lakes NWER.

I have driven by the 3tone Lakes for twenty
vears,wondering if there was public access. Tears ago
I heard that they were saved from the developers. Then
14 I heard that they were & MNational Wildlife Refuge with
no public access. Now I hear that the refuge will he
open to the pubhlic.
Thizs iz wonderful bhecause I am a Birder,a kayaker,and
2 supporter of open space and wildlife.

I was appalled when I heard that power hoats were
15 allowed in the refuge. This use definitely is not

cowpatible with a wildlife refuge.

Not only is there lots of noise, but the motors are
16 dangerous to the animals in the water,and the wave

action, turbulance and gasoline are damaging to the

habitat of the water,the riwver bed and banks.

17 This area seems like a good area for paddleboats.
There are so few areas where we don't have to watch
12 out for mwotor bhoats. Hopefully It will ke asavailable

for us non-motorized boaters.
FPlease do not allow motor bhoats in the 2tone Lakes FEefuge.

from
Anne L. EBlandin
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14) The comment is acknowledged. Please note that more than 6,000 people
currently visit the Refuge each year to participate in a variety of wildlife dependent
recreational and educational activities, as described under Visitor Services
beginning on page 53 of this CCP.

15) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use Determinations are made for
Refuge uses.

16) The comment is acknowledged. The direct impact on visitors of noise associated
with high-speed boating was not included in the draft Compatibility Determination
for high-speed boating, but has been added to the final Compatibility
Determination.

17) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use Determinations will be made
for Refuge uses.

18) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use determinations will be made
for Refuge uses.
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Sacramento Audubon Society

P. 0. Box 160694, Sacramento, CA 95816-0694

October 10, 2006

David Bergendorf, Refuge Planner
United States Fish &Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, W-1832
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

Re: Support for Proposed No-Wake Boat Speed Limit at Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge.

Dear Mr. Bergendorf.

The Sacramento Audubon Society joins with Sierra Club and Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk in
support of USFWS’ proposal, in its draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental

19 Assessment (“CCP™), to limit boats to a no-wake speed limit at the Stone Lakes National
Wildlife Refuge.

As the Appendix A Compatibility Determination for High-Speed Boating in the CCP explains,
the present use of the refuge’s waters for waterskiing is inconsistent with the refuge’s

20 fundamental conservation purposes. High-speed boating creates noise and wakes that disturb the
area's wildlife, erodes and degrades shoreline habitats, and adversely affects wildlife-dependent
visitor uses. In addition, allowing high-speed boats on the refuge’s waters necessitates the
removal of navigational hazards that constitute valuable habitat for special status species and
other fish and wildlife, and presents a safety hazard to non-motorized boaters using the same
narrow waterway.

Now that the refuge has been dedicated as a wildlife preserve and for wildlife appreciation,
boating activity at the refuge should be managed and conducted in a manner that is consistent

51 with those purposes. The Service has recognized this need by finding that existing, high-speed
boating in the refuge is not compatible with the refuge’s purposes, and, accordingly, proposing in
both of its “action” alternatives in the CCP (Alternative B and Alternative C) to a establish a no-
wake boating speed limit. Sacramento Audubon Society supports the prompt adoption of the
proposed, no-wake boating speed limit at the Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge.

Sincerely,

Lkt . (1 eec s

Keith G. Wagner, President
Sacramento Audubon Society
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19) The comment is acknowledged.

20) The comment is acknowledged. The direct impact on visitors of noise associated
with high-speed boating was not included in the draft Compatibility Determination
for high-speed boating, but will be added to the final version.

21) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use Determinations are made for
Refuge uses.
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MOTHER LODE CHAPT
I E RRA 1414 K STREET, ST
SACRAMENTO, CA ¢

TEL. (916) 557-1100

( LU B Fax: (916) 557.
coordinatori@sierraclub-s:

FOUNDED 1892 www.motherlode sierrach

October 17, 2006

David Bergendorf, Refuge Planner
United States Fish &Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, W-1832
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

Re: Support for Proposed No-Wake Boat Speed Limit
at Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge

Dear Mr. Bergendorf.

The Sierra Club has over 9,000 members in Sacramento and San Joaquin counties, within an

22 hour’s drive of Stone Lake Wildlife Refuge. Many of these urban dwellers are grateful for the
close access to nature, and others who have not visited the refuge are happy just knowing that
wildlife and wildlife habitat are “safe” and can thrive here in the Sacramento Valley.

The Club has been an advocate for the Refuge from its very inception, and we have always found
the continued use of waterskiing to be objectionable. This new CCP provides the perfect
opportunity to address this inconsistent use, and eliminate it through the no-wake speed limit.

23

The Sierra Club supports the adoption of the proposed no-wake boating speed limit at the Stone

24
Lakes National Wildlife Refuge as soon as it can be accomplished.

Thank you for considering our comments.
Sincerely,

Uik Hre

Vicki Lee
Conservation Chair
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22) The comment is acknowledged.

23) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use determinations will be made
for Refuge uses.

24) The comment is acknowledged.
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Susan Freglen To  david_bergendorfii fws gov

<susanfregion@oearthink.net> o
101742006 05:55 FM boc
Please respond to Subject Stone Lakes NWR CCF
Susan Fregien
=susanfregieni@earthlink.net=

Dawid Bergendorf
Lefuge Planner

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CAL 95825

Mr. Bergendorf,

o5 I am writing in support of the UTIFUS Compatikbility Determination for High
Speed Boating (i.e., Not Cowmpatible), which has historically heen in the form
of waterskiing within what is now Eefuge houndaries. High speed boating and

2f waterskiing do not weet any of the goals or ohjectives for which Stone Lakes
HWE wazs established and for which the public wisits the refuge. Conservation,
protection, and restoration of wildlife and their habitats are the primary
purpose of the Befuge. Additionally, compatible wildlife-dependent recreation

27  and environmental education are desired. High-speed boating does not
contribute to the Refuge goals or its maintenance.

In wy experience as an agquatic biologist I have worked on several WNWREs along

28  the Pacific Flyway and have also wisited many others for enjoyment. I have
seen first-hand that birds and other wildlife are wery sensitive to human
disturbance, especially motorized boats. I understand that waterskiiers
travel at speeds of about 35-45 mph and are in close proximity to riparian

29  habitat adjacent to the ski areas which are used by foraging, resting and
breeding hirds and other animals. The noise and disturbance created by this
activity is not compatible with the goals of protecting and conserving these
species. bdditionally, the removal of woody snags and debris from the water

20 {which provide wildlife and acuatic habitat) is an interference with the
purposes for which the refuge was established.

Waterskiing within the 3tone Lakes NIUE is clearly presents a use conflict with
2] the purpose and goals of the Refuge.
The U3FT3 should not change the determination of this use.

Sincerely,

Susan Fregien

8522 Hayden Way
Fair Oaks, CL 95628
916-967-8522
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25) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use determinations are made
for Refuge uses. Please note that all Compatibility Determinations presented in
the CCP are considered final when the Refuge Compatibility Determination and
Concurrence have been signed by authorized representatives of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.

26) The comment is acknowledged. Please note that the official Refuge purposes are
described under the heading “Refuge Purposes” on page 13 of the CCP.

27) The comment is acknowledged.

28) The comment and personal experience is acknowledged.

29) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use determinations are made for
Refuge uses. The direct impact on visitors of noise associated with high-speed
boating was not included in the draft Compatibility Determination for high-speed
boating, but has been added to the final version.

30) The comment is acknowledged. Please note that the official Refuge purposes are
described under the heading “Refuge Purposes” on page 13 of the CCP.

31) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use Determinations are made
for Refuge uses. Please note that all Compatibility Determinations presented in
the CCP are considered final when the Refuge Compatibility Determination and
Concurrence have been signed by authorized representatives of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.
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ke and Cind Whitehead To  david_bergendori@fws.gov
<tamang s 38ghaboglohal.nat>

ot thomas_harveydfvs. gov
10HY2006 09:44 AN - 7@fhsg

beo

Subject Comments onthe Draft Stone Lakes NWR C
Conservation Plan...

Dawid Bergendorf,

Fefuge Planner,

2800 Cottage Way, W-15832,
Sacramento, CA 958Z5-1846

19 Oetober 2007

Zubject: Corwents on the Boating/Vessel use element of
the Draft Conservation FPlan for Stone Lakes NWR

Good Day Mr. Bergendorf,

I applaud you and your staff, and yvour agency for your
considered wisgion to protect and prowvide for the
enjoyment of this ecological resource, in the document
entitled, the "Draft Stone Lakes WNUWER Comprehensive
Conserwvation Plan"™. Although not a local resident, I
feel compelled as a user of this nation's refuge
system during mwmy wany yvear’s of trawvel, for bird
watching, the seeking of solitude, hiking and other

¥ environmentsl activities that I pursue, to be an
active participant in this Draft Plan.

In reading through the, "Issues identified by the
Public™ section, I was taken a little by surprise,
that the use of motorized watercraft [(and
waterskiing?) within the refuge was being considered.
In mwy trawvels to wvarious National Wildlife Refuge's
atdtninistered by the United States Fish and Wildlife
Zerwvice, the major feeling which strikes mwe the most,
iz that of the guiet and the solitude these area’s
provide, along with the interaction I feel, with the
natural enviromment of that specific locale. As most
people can surely recognhize, it is most difficult in
thizs day and age, to find such richness and diversity

23 in the out-of-doors, close to, what we refer to as,
'civilization'

I wish to go on record &5 opposing the use, whether
34 because of historical trends or in the consideration
of future expansion, of any type of motorized wessel
{boat or jet-ski or ?) operation within the designated
refuge. This type of activity is not compatible with
the mission of the National Refuge 2ystem and the
goals of the Stone Lakes NUR as put forth in the
"Comprehensive Conservation Plan'™ and the "Draft
Conservation Plan”. Examine the last paragraph of the
"fizsion Statement”™ of the "Draft Conservation Plan®
for the basic premise. Words like 'ecological
importance, sanctuary, harmonizing, environmental

35
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32) The comment is acknowledged.

33) The comment is acknowledged. See response # 20.

34) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use Determinations are made for
Refuge uses.

35) The comment is acknowledged.
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educaticn, and appreciative setting' stand cut as
guideposts.

Motorized vessels of any type, do not promote nor do
36 . s s R .

they enccourage the baszic ildea of a “refuge

environment. There are many other opportunities and

locetions in nearby communities for thiszs activity. As

a power boater myself, my family and I accept the need

for & varisty of diverse settings to be limited for
37 the future enjoyment of the natural resource.

18 Thiz iz a Mational Wildlife Fefuge, not & Natiocnal
Becreation Areal

Thank you very much for this opportunity te share my
thoughts and to register my comments on this important
Conservation Plan and its future impact for all, and
especially those who have little or no voice in these
type of proceedings: the fish and wildlife..

I have put the Stone Lakes NWR on my liszt to wisit...
Eincerely,

Michael A. Whitehead
P.0O. Box 1303
Eureka, California
85502-1303

cct Thomas Harvey

Project Leader

Stone Lakes Maticnal Wildlife Refuge
1624 Hood=Franklin BRoad,

Elk Grove, CA 95757
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36) The comment is acknowledged.
37) The comment is acknowledged.
38) The comment is acknowledged.
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Cetober 23, 2006

Thomas E. Harvey

Project Leader

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Stone Lakes National Wildhife Refuge
1624 Hood-Franklin Road

Elk Graove, CA 95757

Drear Mr Harvey:

On behalf of the Beach Lake Ski Club we want to thank you for the time extended to us

39 during our meeting of October 10, 2006, We would also like to thank your superviser,
Dan Walsworth, Nevada & Califomia Refuge Supervisor, David Bergendorf, Mational
Wildlife Refuge Planner, Mr. Russell van Loben Sels (Reclamation District 744), and
vour stafl members [or joining our meeling.

Pursuant 1o our meeting we would like to go on public record and outline the ¢lub’s

KTy position during the official 30-day comment period (September 28 — October 28, 2006),
in resporse Lo the statement made in the Dralt CCP: “Refuge stall will cooperate with
high-speed hoaters o seek allernative siles for waterskiing and Lo phase oul the
incompatible use.”

The club is financially oblizated to a 10-year contractual lease agreement with hr.

41 Harvey Colling for access purposes. We are currently fnishing the third season (lease
vear §) and our next season will put us with seven (7} more years remaining on our lemse
obligation expiring vear end 2013,

Sinee the ski club has mamntnned a 35-vear historical wse of the facilities (circa 1971 ) we
42 would propose that a plan be set forth that enables the club o co-exist with the future
planned uses of the refuge during a “phase out™ period of 7 vears. We agree, in part, that
“high speed boating™ activities are best separated and limited 10 a portion of the waterway
as to not corflict with smaller craft such as canoes and kayaks, although we have shared

43 the facality with a [shing elub [or many vears without incadent, We also understand that
the implementation of such uses will nol become reality until necessary Gacility

44 improvements and increases in staffing / funding are made. All of which may take some
time Lo aceur,

We would hike w propose an agreement thal would lessen the impact on our members in
thal the possible replacement site you made mention of would coincide with a scaling
45 back of the area cumently occupied by our club within the refuge. In other words, when
the “car top” boats begin using the lake, we would have the alternative Thormton Rd site
secured in a long-term lease so that our members from the south would have a place
within reasonable proximily to therr homes. Our members who live 1o the nonh could
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39) The comment is acknowledged. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s mission is,
working with others, to conserve, protect and enhance fish, wildlife, and plants and
their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people.

40) The comment is acknowledged.

41) The comment is acknowledged.

42) The use of high-speed boats on the Refuge was found to be not appropriate
through an Appropriateness Determination completed in September of 2006.

As stated in the Appropriate Refuge Uses policy (part 603 FW 1), “...the refuge
manager will decide if a new or existing use is an appropriate refuge use. If an
existing use in not appropriate, the refuge manager will eliminate or modify

the use as expeditiously as practicable.” However, since the Appropriateness
Determination policy was finalized on July 26, 2006 a draft Compatibility
Determination had already been prepared for high speed boating on the Refuge.
Please note that the Compatibility Determination is considered final when the
Refuge Compatibility Determination and Concurrence have been signed by
authorized representatives of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. As stated in the
National Wildlife Refuge System Uses Compatibility policy (part 603 FW 2),” ...the
Secretary shall not ...permit...an existing use of a refuge, unless the Secretary
has determined that the use is a compatible use...” As directed by this policy
(part 603 FW 2), no uses of the Refuge will be allowed unless the use is found

to be compatible. Likewise, existing uses found to be not compatible, through a
Compatibility Determination, will not be allowed on the Refuge. Furthermore
the Compatibility policy (part 603 FW 2, 2.14) states “Existing uses determined
to be not compatible will be expeditiously terminated or modified to make the

use compatible. Except with written authorization by the Director (of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service), this process of termination or modification will not
exceed 6 months from the date that the compatibility determination is signed.”
There is no provision in Refuge System policy to change findings in Compatibility
Determinations or Appropriateness Determinations on the basis of the Club’s
financial obligation to a private party. There is no provision in Refuge System
policy to allow a phase out period in excess of 6 months, for a use found to be not
compatible, without written authorization by the Director. Therefore it is beyond
the authority of the Refuge to permit a 7 year phase out period, for high speed
boating on the Refuge, as recommended in the comment.

43) We agree with the comment that high speed boating is likely to conflict with
smaller water craft such as kayaks and canoes. We acknowledge your comment
regarding the fishing club.

44) We respectfully disagree with the comment’s assertion that non-motorized
boating will require facility improvements and increases in staffing and funding.
Currently basic parking and car-top boat launch facilities exist, on the Beach Lake
Unit near the end of Elliott Ranch Road, that can accommodate 10-15 vehicles.
The rationale for Objective 3.B (page 89 of the CCP) states that boating would
be allowed from June to September, with a no-wake zone in effect for the entire
Refuge. Non-motorized boats could be launched, by reservation, on the Refuge
beginning in June 2007, following signature of the final CCP. Please note that
Objective 3.B also calls for enhancement of boating opportunities, to approximately
20 fgrs by 2009; requiring additional facility improvements and increases in
statfing.

45) The Refuge will make a reasonable effort to assist the club with finding an
alternative location for their high speed boating activities. However, the Refuge
can not guarantee that an alternative location will be found that is acceptable to
Club members.

46) Reducing the linear extent of high speed boating associated with waterskiing
on the Refuge would not eliminate the impacts of high speed boating. Therefore,
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46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

33

56
27

maintain a much smaller portion of the existing site within the refuge starting at the point
just north of the R.ID. 744 pump going north to our launch ramp we maintain on Mr.
Collin's property. As required. the club would relinquish over two miles of the waterway
to the newly established 5 mph zone that would be dedicated to non-motorized craft as
well as the center of most wildlife dependent activities planned for the refuge. Ower the
next vear or two we would condense into the far northern area as the plans come to
fruition and the demand for other uses increase. For the balance of our lease (2007-2013)
we would keep to the northern most 10 acres or half mile of waterway for the duration of
our phase out. This half-mile stretch of waterway bordered mostly by private lands is the
bare minimum space needed to facilitate most of our uses.

As mentioned in our meeting, we would not allow the weighting of boats designed to
increase the size of the boats wake, recognizing this could have an impact on the R.ID.
744 levee. Both barefoot waterskiing and slalom waterskiing require a boat casting a
minimum wake, which has caused no visible levee erosion. Our ¢lub Bylaws will include
the following beginning in 2007:

Wake Enhancement: The use of devices, equipment or placement af passengers on
boats for the purpose of creating an enlarged wake is prohibited and will NOT be
allowed on any boat used within The Stone Lake Wildlife Refirge Boundaries. Such
devices and equipment include, but are not limited to; exterior panels or wings deploved
underwater; rubberized, plastic or metal tanks or bags filled with any material; crowding
aof passengers lo the rear; inside-the-hull water tanks; or boat hulls designed specifically
to enhance the wake.

We would continue to honor the current practice of leaving habitat along the shores “as
is™ by only relocating loose floating debris from our usage area with no significant impact
to habitat,

Our members appreciate your willingness to work with us in an effort to secure the new
site in Thomton to mitigate our waterway losses that we have enjoyed for over 35 vears.
We see this solution as an equitable trade-off for about half of our clubs’™ members.
However, in order to fulfill our lease we would strongly request the continued use of a
small portion of the waterway for the remaining 7 years.

We ask that a resolution be adopted as a part of the CCP that places no undue hardship on
any party. We hope that the citizens from the 23 families that currently make up our club
our lease. The final 7 years of the clubs” lease related activities would be physically
separated and buffered from all other uses that pose compatibility concerns. We are
proposing to limit our usage area by 2 miles and reduce our temporal use to
approximately a 4-month window outside the nesting season and influx of migratory
birds. Furthermore, we feel the overall club usage would be reduced greatly with the
intraduction of the new Thornton site capturing at least half of the clubs® use while we
conclude our phase out by 2014,
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reducing the scale of high speed boating on the Refuge would not change

the Compatibility Determination. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use Determinations are made for
Refuge uses.

47) The CCP does not propose to dedicate any zones exclusively to non-motorized
watercraft. However, the CCP and EA do propose to restrict all Refuge waters to a
no-wake zone, to prohibit gasoline powered motor boats, to close waters seasonally
to all watercraft and to place limitations on the use of electric watercraft motors.
Reducing the linear extent of high speed boating associated with waterskiing on
the Refuge would not eliminate the impacts of high speed boating.

48) The comment is acknowledged. See response # 46.

49) The comment and the estimate of the minimum space needed to facilitate water
skiing are acknowledged. However, as stated in the National Wildlife Refuge
System Uses Compatibility policy (part 603 FW 2),” ...the Secretary shall not
...permit...an existing use of a refuge, unless the Secretary has determined that
the use is a compatible use...” The Refuge can not allow a use found to be not
compatible except with written authorization by the Director of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service Manual, part 603 FW 2, 2.14).

50) The comment is acknowledged.

51) We can not assess the validity of what is meant by “visible levee erosion”. Based
upon available evidence, we believe that continued high-speed boat traffic on
the Refuge could lead to the need for extensive levee repair or even levee failure.
Information in support of the likelihood of high-speed boating impacting levees is
presented in the Compatibility Determination for high speed boating, beginning on
page 126, of Appendix A, in the CCP.

52) The comment is acknowledged.

53) The comment is acknowledged.

54) The comment is acknowledged. See response #45.

55) The comment is acknowledged. See response #42.

56) The Refuge will make a reasonable effort to assist the club with finding an
alternative location for their high speed boating activities. However, the Refuge
can not guarantee that an alternative location will be found that is acceptable to
ski club members. The Refuge System can not allow the use of refuge resources
for private economic activities when those uses are found to be not compatible with
Refuge purposes or not appropriate uses. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use Determinations are made for
Refuge uses.

57) The CCP proposes many forms of recreation that citizens and families can enjoy
on the Refuge. Compatibility Determinations conclude the following uses are
compatible, with stipulations: fishing: wildlife observation and photography;
environmental education and interpretation; recreational boating associated with
hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and plant gathering. Please
note that the Compatibility Determination are considered final when the Refuge
Compatibility Determination and Concurrence have been signed by authorized
representatives of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as described in response #21.
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maintain a much smaller portion of the existing site within the refuge starting at the point
just north of the R.T). 744 pump going north to our launch ramp we maintain on Mr
Collin's properly. As reguired, the club would relinguish over two miles of the waterway
to the newly established 5 mph zone that would be dedicated to non-motorized craft as
well as the center of most wildlife dependent activities planned for the refuge. Over the
next vear or two we would condense into the far northern area as the plans come to
fruition and the demand for other uses increase. For the balance of our lease (2007-2013)
we would keep to the northern most 10 acres or half mile of waterway for the duration of
our phase out. This half-mile stretch of waterway bordered mostly by private lands is the
bare minimum space needed to facilitate most of our uses,

As mentioned i our meeting, we would not allow the weighting of boats designed to
increase the size of the boats wake, recognizing this could have an impact on the R
T44 levee, Both barefoot waterskiing and slalom waterskimng require a boat casting a
minimurm wake, which has caused no visible levee erosion. Our club By laws will include
the following beginming in 2007:

Walie Enhancement: The wuse of devices, equipment ov placement of passengers on
Beats for the purpose of ereating an enlarged wake is prohibited and will NOT be
allowed on amy boat used within The Stone Lake Wildlife Refuge Boundaries. Such
devices and equipment include, but are not Timited to; exterior panels or wings deploved
underwarer; rubherized, plastic or metal fanks or bags filled with any marerial; crowding
af passengers o the rear: inside-the-hull water tanks; or boat hulls designed specifically
to enhance the wake.

We would continue to honor the current practice of leaving habitat along the shores “as
is” by only relocating locse floating debris from our usage area with no significant impact
to habitat.

Cur members appreciate vour willingness to work with us in an effort to secure the new
gite in Thormnton to mitigate our waterway logses that we have enjoyed [or over 35 years.
We see this sclution as an equitable trade-ofY for about half of our clubs™ members.
However, in order to fulfill our lease we would strongly request the continued use of a
small portion of the waterway for the remaining 7 years.

We ask that a rezolution be adopted as a part of the CCP that places no undue hardship on
any party. We hope that the citizens from the 23 families that currenthy make up our club
can gontinue to enjoy the recreational and natural beauty of this site for the remainder of

58 our lease. The final 7 vears of the clubs’ lease related activities would be physically
separated and buffered from all other uses that pose compatibility concerns, We are
59 proposing to limit our usage area by 2 miles and reduce our temporal use to

appraximately a 4-month window outside the nesting season and influx of migratory
birds. Furthermore, we feel the overall club usage would be reduced greatly with the

60 intraduction of the new Thornton site capturing at least half of the clubs” use while we
conclude our phase out by 2014,
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58) There is no provision in Refuge System policy to allow a phase out period in
excess of 6 months, for a use found to be not compatible, from the date that a
Compatibility Determination is signed, without written authorization by the
Director. Therefore it is beyond the authority of the Refuge to permit a 7 year
phase out period, for high speed boating on the Refuge, as recommended in the
comment.

59) See response #46.

60) The Refuge will make a reasonable effort to assist the club with finding an
alternative location, however the Refuge can not guarantee that an alternative
location will be found that is acceptable to ski club members. Furthermore, the
Refuge can not allow a use found to be not compatible to continue except with
written authorization by the Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service
Manual, part 603 FW 2, 2.14) as described in response #49.
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61 We loak forward to our continued cooperative and mutually beneficial working
relationship with you and your staff over the coming years

Sincerely,
harshall D Schoewe

President, Beach Lake Ski Club
Affiliated Member Club USA Water Sk

ce: G David Robentson
Stacey MeKinley
Leon Larson, T78A Wnerski
Harvey Callins
Ene Hintz

Proposed location of buoy course use arca once alternative site is secured on Thormion Rd
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61) The comment is acknowledged.
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63

SOS Cranes

PO Box 22192
Sacramento, CA 95822
WWW.S0SCranes.org

October 26, 2006

David Bergendorf

Refuge Planner

2800 Cottage Way, W-1832
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

RE: Stone Lakes NWR Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan
Dear Mr. Bergendorf:

Save Our Sandhill Cranes is a Sacramento based 501(c)(3) non-profit
corporation which is concerned about the ongoing loss of open space habitat
and agricultural lands that Sandhill cranes and other wildlife depend on for
over-wintering in our area. (Please see our web page www.soscranes.org for
a better description of our mission and work.)

Greater and Lesser Sandhill cranes have been spending the winter in our
area each vear for about eleven thousand yvears. In the last one hundred
years or so their habitat has been reduced tremendously. In reviewing the
Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan for the Stone Lakes National
Wildlife Refuge we are pleased to see that there is actually an increase in the
use of the Refuge by cranes. This success appears to be due to the improved
and proper management of the Refuge which has increased the wildlife
compatibility of the properties. We commend the stafl and management for
this success and look forward to its continuation.

The draft plan is a visionary document that will improve the habitat for
cranes, other wintering migratory birds, and many other wildlife that are
being pressured towards extinction due to urban development and
conversion of agricultural lands to uses incompatible with healthy wildlife
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62) The comment is acknowledged.
63) The comment is acknowledged.
64) The comment is acknowledged.
65) The comment is acknowledged.
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66 populations. We are dismaved to see that the Refuge has, for the past few
vears, allowed a particularly egregious and incompatible use within its
borders — lhighspeed boating and water skiing. We fully agree with the

67 plan’s finding of incompatibility in Appendix A, page 127. We urge vou to
quickly put an end to this incompatible use within the bounds of the Refuge.

We look forward to the time when no motor driven craft. except staff
operated, are allowed on any of the waters within the Refuge so that quiet,
human powered canoes and kavaks can allow for improved public access.
69 The use of motor boals 15 nol only incompatible with wialdhile usc, 1t 1s very
incompatible with paddle boats, especially in the narrow and confined
walers ol the Reluge. As a member of the volunteer Paddle Team at the
nearby Cosumnes River Preserve, wluch leads public paddle trips on the

68

70 Preserve, | can personally attest to this incompatibility. Furthermore,
minimizing motor-powered craft to those necessary for Refuge staft and
7 emergencies only, results in overall improvements in air quality, water

quality. and fuel energy conservation as well as reducing erosion from the
wave wash of the faster vessels. The benefits may seem incremental but
they are a positive step in the right direction for the future of the Refuge.

Thank vou for the opportunity of reviewing and commenting on this
forward-looking and visionary plan which, 1l fully implemented, will greatly
enhance the local environment for wildlife.

Michael Savino, President
Save Our Sandhill Cranes
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66) The comment is acknowledged.

67) The comment is acknowledged. See response #2 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use Determinations are made for
Refuge uses.

68) The comment is acknowledged.

69) The Refuge agrees that high-speed boating will likely not be feasible alongside
non-motorized boats such as canoes and kayaks, as described in draft Compatibility
Determination for high-speed boating beginning on page 124 of the draft CCP.

70) The comment is acknowledged and we appreciate you sharing your personal
observations.

71) The comment is acknowledged.
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73

74

75
76

7
Ei=
79

80

e To  david_bergendoriffws gov
R
OO —
10/26/2006 11:20 PM
beo

Subject Comments for US Fish and Wildlife Service on C
Comprehensive Conservation Flan and Emironr
Assessment for Stone Lakes Mational Wikdlife Ri

David Bergendorf, Eefuge Planner

U3 Fish and Wildlife 3Zervice

Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge

2800 Cottage Way, W-183Z2, Sacramento, CL 95825-1846.

Dear Sirs:

I was pleased to meet Fish and Wildlife Zervice staff
and obtain information on the Comprehensive FPlan and
Environmental Assessment for the Stone Lakes National
Wildlife Refuge during a public meeting in Elk Growve.
I would like to comrend all staff involwved in
preparation of the documents for excellent assessmwents
of exizing biological conditions.

A=z T live nearby and have long awvaited the opportunity
for improwved recreation access for the public lands
and waters within the refuge near wy howe, I would
like to take this opportunitcy to comeent on the draft
rlan and EL on behalf of myself, my family and my
friends, who did not have the tCime to respond
separately, as fol lows:

Comments for TS Fish and Wildlife Z2ervice on Draft
Comwprehensive Conservation Plan and Envirommental
Azzessment for Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge:

Comteent: FPlease clarify apparent discrepancies
throughout the draft plan and EL on the acreages of
lands that are managed under the draft plan:
Approved Project Boundary of 17,640 (p. 1), 1,7640.7
[p. 7) or 18,129 acres (p. 216):

5,283 natural bictic communities (p. 56) and 10,321
agricultural cover total 18, 604 acres:

9,000 acres core refuge area (p. 1), or 2,146 acres
(p. 71:

2,000 acres cooperative wildlife mwanagement area (p.
1), or 9,066 acres (p. 7):

6,200 acres actively managed by the Zervice (p. 1, 8)
or 6,000 acres (p. 109, 174):

6,200 acres within the approved project boundary (p.
8) or 4,000 acres (p. 216):;

2,000 discontinuous acres conhtained in the Refuge (p.
313 Bue
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72) The comment is acknowledged and we appreciate your attendance at the public
comment meeting in Elk Grove.

73) The comment is acknowledged.

74) The approved Refuge boundary for Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge totals
17,641 acres. The errors are noted and have been changed in the CCP.

75) The comment is acknowledged, and the correct figures have been added to the
CCP. The entire Refuge consists of 8,740 acres of agriculture, 743 developed acres
and 8,158 natural areas. These land use types total to 17,641 acres.

76) The core Refuge area consists of 9,146 acres as described on page 7 of the CCP.

In the introduction, on page 1, the intent was to describe an approximate acreage
figure for the core Refuge area. However, for clarity the core Refuge figure on page
1 will be corrected to 9,146 acres.

77) The cooperative wildlife management area totals 9,066 acres. In the introduction,
on page 1, the intent was to describe an approximate acreage figure for the
cooperative wildlife management area. However, for clarity the cooperative wildlife
management area figure on page 1 will be corrected to 9,066 acres.

78) While both of the actively managed acre figures are approximate estimates, the
figure on page 1 and 8 (6,200 acres actively managed) is more accurate. The figures
on page 109 and 174 (6,000 acres) have been changed to the more accurate estimate
of 6,200 acres.

79) The figure on page 8 (6,200 acres actively managed) is the most accurate
estimate. The figure on page 216 in the Fire Management Plan (4,000 acres
actively managed) was considered an accurate estimate in 2001, when the Fire
Management Plan was written. When the Fire Management Plan is updated in
the future, the figure of actively managed acres will be updated as well.

80) The precise acreage owned in fee title is 1,746.9 acres. The figure for acreage
owned in fee title on page 8 (1,740 acres owned in fee title) was intended as an
approximate figure and was preceded by the word “about” to indicate that the
figure was an estimate. The figure on page 8 has been corrected to 1,746.9 acres
for clarity. The figure on page 313 of the “Wilderness Review” (2,000 discontinuous
acres) is inaccurate and has been corrected and clarified.
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1,740 acres in feae title ownership [(p. B);
2,933 acrea undar cooperative agreement, “over 2,700
g1 gcres”™ [p. 21a8);
%2 1,533 under agricultural sazement (p. 2) — defina
termz and relation to other lands;
1,900 acres annual or perennial grasslands (p. 53)

3 —define terma and how grasalands would be expanded,
prasumably from other land typas, in soms
aliernatives.

Also: Apout 5,000 acres publlcly cwned within the
Rafuge and CWMA are managed by five local and state

24 ggencies (p. B). Comment: Identify more clearly
which agencies manage which properties, and the
apecific terms and conditions of all cooperatlve
agreemanta for those preopertiea. Colored mapa do not
edequately describe what the cocopsrative agreements or
managenent conditions represent in terms of existing
or proposed fedaral policlies or actiena. Past actions
ghould have respectlve NEPA and other environmental

g5 reviews summarized in this draft plan and EA.

P. 11 "The Service has finalized a3 coopsrative

86 agreament with Sacramente County Department of
Fegicnal Parks, Eecreaticn and Open Space over
managsmant of the Horth Stone Lakss Unit.” Comment:
Such an agreemsnt muat be incleuded In the deaft plan

{7 end EA 23 executed. EBxplein how the agreement applies
to the current draft plan, Appendix C.4 apparently
ghows a 1998 draft without signatures or dates and

88 based sclely on the 1952 plan that apparently la to be
auperseded by the current draft plan and EA. Define
the tsrms and conditicos in the Draft Heorth Steone Lake
Management and BEsstoration plan to be incorporated in
the future Refugs plans (p. B2). Explain specifically
what draft county policies will become federal
policies end actions. Indicate how NEFA requirements
were mat for the previous drafrt cooperative agresmant
with tha county and for the grazing cooperative land
management agresment, or how thossz sgreements are
coversd in this NEPA action. Explain how the hunting
programs, past and preposed, can be conducted under
provisions of Section 5.H. prohibiting hunting,
firearms and shooting “on the Refuge™ and how the
agrasmant £its within the policies of the Natlonal
Wildlife Fefugs System. Explain how the Ssrvice
compliez with the county Flood Management Plan under
Section 7.A. and how that requirement directly affecta
management options for the draft plan and indirecely
affects the enviromment. The cocperative agreement
contains many terma and conditions that may
aignificantly affect the enviroaoment of the reglon.

F. 14 "The 2,731 Acre North Stens Leke Unit consists
of two adjacent parcels owned by the DPR (1,224 acres)
and Sacramenta County (1,567 acres). The goal of the
BService i3 to cooperativsly manags both these parcsls
with the Counkty and the State, as a unit of the
Refuge.® Commant: The preceding provides eatablished
federal policy end programs and precludes managemsnt
opticons within the scope of the dreit plan snd EA.
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81) The acres under conservation easements total 1,533.56. The acres under
cooperative agreements total 1,567.00. The approximate estimate on page 8 has
been corrected to reflect these, more accurate figures. The figure on page 216 in
the Fire Management Plan (over 2,700 acres under cooperative agreement) was
considered an accurate estimate of lands managed under cooperative agreements
and easements in 2001, when the Fire Management Plan was written. When
the Fire Management Plan is updated in the future, the figure of cooperatively
managed acres and easement acres will be updated.

82) The general terms of easements and cooperative agreements that the Refuge
will enter into are described under “Land Conservation Methods” and “Related
Projects and Studies in the Area” on page 8 and 13 respectively of the CCP. The
CCP describes the preferred alternative, which is consistent with the terms of all
easements entered into or that would be entered into by the Refuge within the
approved Refuge boundary. In addition, all individual easements and agreements
are publicly-recorded documents that are available from the Refuge headquarters
upon request.

83) Objective 1.H and the associated strategies describe how non-irrigated grasslands
will be managed and enhanced on the North Stone Lake Unit. The CCP does not
propose expansion of grasslands on the Refuge. The 30 acres planted to restore
the native grassland community, described in the environmental assessment
(alternatives table on page 190 of the CCP), will result in conversion of primarily
non-native grasslands to primarily native grasslands and does not describe
expansion of overall grassland acreage.

84) Lands described on page 8 as private lands and lands “managed for conservation
purposes by five local and State agencies” are not all managed by the Refuge under
cooperative agreements. However, lands owned by Sacramento County Parks
(1,567 acres) and Caltrans (150 acres) are managed by the Refuge. Copies of
these management agreements are available from the Refuge headquarters upon
request. Lands owned by the California State Parks (1,073 acres), the California
Department of Water Resources (410 acres) and the Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District (1,800 acres) are not managed by the Refuge, but may still be
managed, by local and State agencies, for conservation purposes as indicated on
page 8 of the CCP.

85) There is no requirement to provide a summary of environmental documentation
for all prior actions on a Refuge in a CCP. The “History of Refuge Establishment
and Acquisition” section summaries previous land conservation efforts on the
Refuge. Specific inquiries regarding other previous actions should be referred to
the Refuge and are beyond the scope of the CCP.

86) The comment is acknowledged. See response #82.

87) The cooperative agreement with Sacramento County Department of Regional
Parks, Recreation and Open Space was finalized in 1999 and relates to joint
management of grassland habitat on the North Stone Lake Unit and is consistent
with the habitat restoration and management goals and objectives of the CCP.

88) The draft cooperative agreement is included for illustrative purposes only. See
response #82 for a description of why actual cooperative agreements have not
been included with the CCP. There are no changes to the Fire Management Plan
proposed as part of the CCP process, although it will be updated outside of the CCP
process in the future. The Fire Management plan is included in the appendices for
informational purpose only.

89) A summary of the Draft North Stone Lake Management and Restoration Plan
is provided on page 14 of the CCP. The proposed action to manage the Refuge
according to the goals, objectives and strategies described beginning on page 73
of the CCP is consistent with the Draft North Stone Lakes Management and
Restoration Plan.
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1,740 acres in fee title ownership (p. 8);:

2,232 acres under cooperative agresement, Yover Z,700
acres”™ (p. 216);

1,532 under agricultural sasement (p. 8) define
term= and relation to other lands;

1,200 acres annual or perennial grasslands (p. 59)
—define terms and how grasslands would be sxpanded,
presumalbxly from other land Lypes, in some
alternatives.

Also: Albout 5,000 acres publicly owned within the
Fefuge and CWMA are managed by five local and state
agenciezs (p. 8). Comment : Identify more clearly
which agencies manage which properties, and the
apecific term=s and conditions of all cooperative
agresments for those properties. Colored maps do not
adegquately describe what the cocoperative agreemenkts or
management conditions represent in terma of existing
or propozsed federal policies or actions. Fast actions
should have respective NEFA and other envirconmental
reviews summarized in this draft plan and EA.

B. 11 “"The Service haas finallzed a cooperative
agreement with Sacramento County Department of
Fegional Farks, Hecreation and Open Space over
managemant of the North Stone Lakes Unit.”™ Comment :

8O Such an agreement must be included in the draft plan
and EA as executed. Explain how the agreement applies
to the current draft plan. Appendix C.4 apparently

9 shows a 1998 draft without signatures or dates and
based solely on the 1922 plan that apparently ia to be
superseded by the current draft plan and EA. Define
the tearms and conditions in the Draft North Stone Lake

91 Management and Restoration plan to kbe incorporated in
the future Refuge plans (p. SZ). Explain specifically
what draft county policies will become federal

a2 policies and actions. Indicate how NEPA recgquirements
were met for the previous draft cocperative agresment
with the county and for the grazing cooperative land
managemant agreaement, or how those agreaments are
coverad in this NEPA action. Explain how the hunting

a3 programz, past and proposed, can be conducted underx
provisions of Secticon 5.H. prohikiting hunting.
firearms and shooting “on the Refuge™ and how the
agresment fits within the policies of the National
Wildlife Refuge System. Explain how the Service
complies with the county Flood Managemsnt Flan under

94 Section 7.A. and how that reguirement directly affects
managemsnt options for the draft plan and indirectly
affects the environment. The cooperative agreement
contains many terms and conditions that may
significantly affect the asnvironment of the region.

P. 14 “The 2,791 Acre MNorth Stone Lake Unit consists
of two adjacent parcels owned by the DR (1,224 acres)
95 and Sacramento County (1,567 acres). The goal of the
Service is to cooperatively manage kboth these parcels
with the County and the State, as a unit of the
Refuge . Comment: The preceding provides estallished
federal policy and programs and precludes management
cptions within the scope of the draft plan and EA.
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90) No County policies will become Federal policies.

91) The environmental assessment, Appendix B of the CCP, applies only to the
current proposed action described in the CCP. Refuge land conservation
efforts such as cooperative agreements are provided for under the 1992 Final
Environmental Impact Statement, establishing the approved Refuge boundary
(USFWS 1992). The Refuge determined that re-establishing a livestock grazing
program on the North Stone Lake Unit was an acceptable habitat management
approach and not a significant Federal action necessitating individual NEPA
documentation. Please contact the Refuge for more information on prior actions,
not addressed in this CCP.

92) See response #3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and
Appropriate Use determinations will be made for Refuge uses. The section (5.F.)
of the draft 1998 cooperative agreement (Appendix C.4) that you evidently refer to
relates to Sacramento County not permitting hunting on their North Stone Lake
property. The Refuge hunting program occurs in the South Stone Lake Unit on
land owned in fee title by the Service and is consistent with policies of the National
Wildlife Refuge System. For more informaion on refuge hunting, please refer to the
Stone Lakes Waterfowl Hunting Plan, available on the internet at : http://www.fws.
gov/stonelakes/Waterfowl%20Hunt%20Plan.pdf

93) The Service must obtain concurrence from Sacramento County Department
of Water Resources that any earthwork proposed by the Service for the county-
owned portion of the North Stone Lake property will not affect floodplain storage.
Objectives and strategies for management of refuge floodplain lands are described
on page 84 of the CCP.

94) The comment is acknowledged. The section referred to was completed in 2001
and is included for informational purposes only.

95) By definition, lands under joint management must be administered in a manner
consistent with the goals of the cooperating parties signatory to the agreement.
The Service has determined that the North Stone Lake Unit can be cooperatively
managed consistent with the CCP and contribute to the mission of the National
Wildlife Refuge System.
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100

101

102

103

104

Define the terms and conditions of any existing or
proposed cooperative managemsnt agresmant or MOA., The
acreage of the county property is given a=z 2,700 acres
on page 218, for a difference of 91 acres with the
acrsgage given on pags 14.

P: 14 'The Sacramentoc Regional County Sanitation
District [SRCSD) constructed the Sacramento Ragional
Wastewater Treatment Plant and purchased 2,650 acres
Lo serve as a buffer betwean the plant and surrcunding
residential areas., RAbout 1,800 acres lie within the
approved refuge boundary. The Service and SRCSD have
drafted a cooperative agresment for managemsnt of the
landa aa a unit of the Refuge. Comment: The terms
and conditiona of such a cocperative agreement muat be
included in the daft plan and EA. Elsewhsre in the
draft plan, the term ‘cocperative agresment’ refers to
grazing concessions.

o 15. "The Wildlife Area lies approximastely 15 miles
northwest of the Refuge.” Comment: YEWA may ba about
15 mile drive by wvehicle, but it ia about eight to 11
air milez northwest from the nerthern edge of the
Rafuge, Thers are several sguare miles of federal
lands within the bypass and south of YBEWA, directly
weat of the Refuge, that may present opportunities for
co=menagement.

F. 15%. The Coswmnes River Fressrve sesks to preserve
20,000 acres. Commant: The preserve lands now btotal
approdimately 40,000 acres per BLM and THC.

P. 34 "While irrigated agriculture iz conducted
within the approved RBefuge boundary, it iz not
conduered on lands under the asntrol (i.e., fee title
cwnership, cooperative managsment agresment,
conservation sasement) of the Hefuge (p. 34)".
Comment: it is impossible to determine which forms of
control apply to which lands ss described in the draft
plan and EA. Termz end conditions of sach fomm of
centrol must be explicitly described.

“.discharge from adjacent agricultural landa is
ultimately the responsibility of the diszcharger.®
Comment: The landowner or management sgency shares
regponsibilities for water guality on ita land under
=tate and federal law, including liability for cleznup
or remsdiation. Revisze the characterizations of
resource conditions and managemsnt cptions to
conpletely addreas waber gquality from all agricultural
runoff within the Refuge boundaries. The Service
apperently agreed to sccept drsinage from neighboring
districts in Sectieon 7.5. of the cooperative agrsement
with Sacramanto County (p. 254).

P. 57 Water management. The draft plan says that
water is managed for “floodup, drawdewn, and summer
irrigations™ and mentlions uses of approprlative and
riperien water rights sz avallable. Under the Winters
Doctrine (1%08), the sstablishment of = refuges crestes
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96) See response #82 for an explanation regarding inclusion of specific easements and
agreements as part of the CCP.

97) Page 14, of the CCP, describes the total SRCSD property as 2,650 acres only 1,800
of which lie within the approved Refuge boundary. The Fire Management Plan,
describes the North Stone Lakes Unit as being 2,700 acres in size which includes
the treatment plant and the surrounding 2,650 acres of “buffer lands”. There is
no contradiction in these acreage figures, but the reader should consider the figure
of 2,650 as lands the Refuge would be interested in managing to fulfill Refuge
purposes.

98) See response #82 for an explanation regarding inclusion of specific easements
and agreements as part of the CCP. The precise acreage under a conservation
easement is 1,533.56. The precise acreage under cooperative agreement is
1,567.00. The approximate estimate on page 8 has been corrected to reflect these
more accurate figures.

99) The comment is acknowledged. The sentence has been edited to reflect accurate
mileage.

100) The comment is acknowledged and the figure will be corrected to the current
figure available from the Cosumnes River Preserve. The current total acreage of
the Cosumnes River Preserve, at the time of CCP completion, was 46,000 acres
(Jaymee Marty, pers. comm. Cosumnes River Preserve Biologist).

101) See response #82 for a description of the management that will be applied to
lands within the Refuge under the proposed action. The manner in which Refuge
lands have been conserved by the Service are illustrated in Figures 2, 3, and 4.

102) We agree that a landowner or management agency can be a discharger. On
page 34 of the draft CCP the paragraph refers to adjacent irrigated lands that are
not owned or managed by the Refuge. The paragraph has been clarified in the final
CCP. The section referred to is under an introductory review of Refuge Resources
and 1s not intended to be a definitive statement on discharged water quality laws,
regulations or policies. Detailed questions about local water quality regulations
should be referred to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.

103) Given the limited resources available for preparation of the CCP, the Service
believes it has adequately characterized issues related to water quality and
agricultural drainage within the approved Refuge boundary.

104) The comment is acknowledged.
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105 federal reserve water rights, outside of the syvstem of
state water rights except for date of priority, for
the purposzes for which the reservation of land was
macde. Federal ressrve rights should thus be asserted
te protect the uses of wakter on the Refuge for wetland
habitat. All water sources, rightz and management

106 actions should be quantified in the draft plen and EA.

107 P. B81=-B2, Strategies. <Comment: Explain strategies

more clearly and completely., How would Stratesy 1.K.8

108 {p. 8l) affect the envircnment, as the draft plan
simply says that some scrk of cooperative agreemenkt
would be finalized withoubt providing any details on
the nature of that agreement. How would Strategy

109 1.L.2 [p. 82) “.secure long-term management through
cooperative agresments.” for 1,224 acres of state
land=? What iz the current term of management

110 sgreemant? What are the conditicns or provisions of

111 that agreement and the proposed update? How iz the
significance of any environmental impacts for such

12 unexplained actions asaessed? What does “joint
managemsnt® of DWR'z 410 acres entall in terms of land

113 use, recreational opportunities, wildlife

conservation, and changes to the environment? What is
the “joint operating agreement” for the Cosumnes River
Preaserve and how would the incremental actiona of

114 various agencies in each area intarrglaze to
cumulatively affect the enviromment in the long term?

F. 57 “furing large rainfall events, water snters 5F
Cut when floodwaters overkbop the Morrison Creek dam at

113 the north end of Beach Lake.” Comment: Limited
publis accesaa has not adeguately allowed publie
knowledge to engage in very specific discussion of the
current management practices and their effectz on the
environment. While the zafety of dams iz an important

116 and significant igsue of concern in the reglon and may
ke an issue with overtopped structurss on the Refuges.
The draft plan and ER de not provide sufficient
information to evaluate the effects of current and

117 propozed water management practices and facilities on
the surrounding environment. Operational details
including respensibilities for dams and gates should
e discussed in detail.

F. 91 cCbjective {.E. and Strategyl. Comment: The
geal of having a cooperative agreemsnt does not
suffice for the public review of the planning or for
the azsessment of envircnmental impacta under NEPA.
MAGFRA agresments are positively described in terms of
elements that they would entail, as reguired under
HAGPRA, but still leave values neutral and actions
open for creative interpretation in the mind of the
reader and for inplementation of the draft plan.
Describe the management direction for policy or action
supported by the draft plan and EA for each element as
required by NEEA.
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105) The comment is acknowledged. At this time the Service believes that the
management of Refuge lands and waters described in the CCP is consistent with
State water law, Refuge purposes, the National Wildlife Refuge System mission,
and Service pohcles

106) The comment is acknowledged. Given limited resources for plan
development, the CCP can only describe the water resources necessary to achieve
the action detailed in the CCP and does not seek to quantify all water sources,
rights, and management actions.

107) Within the framework of the CCP an objective is a concise statement of what
and how much 1s to be achieved, where it will occur and who is responsible for its
completion. Objectives derive from goals and provide the basis for determining
strategies. Strategies are a specific action, tool, technique, or combination of
actions, tools, and techniques to meet unit objectives. Objectives and strategies
are worded as specifically as possible. Any follow-up actions lacking sufficient
detail in the CCP and associated NEPA document may require a separate analysis
of potential impacts for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act,
the Endangered Species Act and other applicable laws and regulations.

108) Strategy 1.K.6. addresses a cooperative agreement with Sacramento
Regional County Sanitation District for joint management of the Bufferlands
surrounding the Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. Finalization of this
agreement would not necessitate additional NEPA documentation since the
resulting inter-agency coordination and habitat management would not constitute
a major new Federal action and would be consistent with the CCP.

109) Finalization of an agreement with California Department of Parks and
Recreation would not necessitate additional NEPA documentation since the
resulting enhanced inter-agency coordination and habitat management would not
constitute a major new Federal action and would be consistent with the CCP.

110) See response #82 for an explanation regarding inclusion of specific
easements and agreements as part of the CCP.

111) See response #109.

112) See response #109.

113) Preparation of a cooperative agreement with California Department of

Water Resources for joint management of their 410 acres within the approved
Refuge boundary (Strategy 1.L.3) would not necessitate additional NEPA
documentation since the resulting inter-agency coordination and habitat
management would not constitute a major new Federal action and would be
consistent with the CCP.

114) The joint operating agreement for the Cosumnes River Preserve is the
overall agreement defining the roles and responsibilities of the private and
public cooperators participating in the Preserve. Addressing the cumulative
environmental effects of this agreement was the responsibility of the signatories.

115) The comment is acknowledged.

116) The Morrisson Creek dam is actually a levee which is maintained by the
City and County of Sacramento and does not currently lie within the Refuge. The
City and County do no operate the levee other than passively allowing it to be
overtopped as water surface elevations to the north or south increase. We believe
that the environmental assessment (Appendix B) provides sufficient information to
evaluate the effects of current and proposed Refuge water management practices
on the environment as described under “Water Quantity and Quality” on page 208

of this CCP.
117) See response to #116.
118) Operational details of water control structures affectmg the Refuge

including gates and dams are discussed: under “Water Supply beginning on page
37; under “Wetlands” beginning on page 58; and under “Basin Hydrology and
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faderal reserve water rights, outside of the system of
atate water rights except for date of priority, for
the purposes for which the reservation of land was
made. Federal reserve rights should thus be asszerted
to protect the uses of water on the Refuge for wetland
habitat. All water scurcea, rightz and management
actionz should be cquantified in the draft plan and EA.

P. B1-B2, Strategles. Comment: Explain strategies
more clearly and completely., How would Strategqy 1.K.8
{p- Bl) affect the enviromment, as the draft plan
simply =ays that some sort of cooperative agresment
would be finalized without providing any details on
the nature of that agreement. Hew would Strateqgy
1.L.2 [p. 82) ".secure long-term management through
cooperative agresments.” for 1,224 acresz of state
land=? What iz the current term of managemant
agresment? What are the conditicns or provizicns of
that agreesment and the proposed update? How is the
significance of any environmental impacts for such
unexplained actions assessed? What does “joint
management™ of [WR'z 410 acres entall in tems of land
usa, recreational cpportunities, wildlife
conservation, and changes to the environment? What is
the “joint operating agreement” for the Cosumnes River
Freaerve and how would the incremental actiona of
various agencies in esach area interrelate to
cumilatively affect the environment in the long term?

P. 57 “Ouring large rasinfall svents, water enters 5S¢
Cut when floodwaters covertop the Morrison Creek dam at
the north end of Beach Lake.” Comment: Limited
public accesasz haa not adequately allowed public
knowledge teo engage in very specific discussicn of the
current management practices and their effects on the
envircnment. While the szafety of dams iz an important
and significant iszsus of concern im the region and may
ke an iszsue with overtopped structurss on the Refuge.
The draft plan and EA do not provide sufficient
information to evaluate the effects of current and
propoged water management practices and facilitiea on
the surrounding environment. Operational details

118 including responsibkilities for dams and gates should
be discussed in detail.

P. 91 dbjective J.E. and Strategyl. Comment: The

1 goal of having a cooperative agreement does not
suffice for the public review of the planning or for
the assessment of environmental impacts under NEPFA.
HAGERA agreements are positively described in terms of
elements that they would entail, as reguired under
MAGPRR; but =till leave values neutral and actions

120 open for creative interpretation in the mind of the
reader and for implementation of the draft plan.
Descrilbe the management direction for policy or action

121 supported by the draft plan and ER for each elemsnt as
required by KEPA.
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Water Quality” beginning on page 66.

119) The comment is acknowledged.
120) The comment is acknowledged.
121) The Service believes there is adequate description of the policies and actions

proposed by the CCP to satisfy NEPA requirements.
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F. 216 An agresment with Elk Grove Community Services

122 Diatriet for fire suppression is shown in Appendix .
A2 indicated, the public supports preseribed burning.
123 The cogperating agency should be clarified, as it

parhaps changed names and iz listed variously in the
plan as Elk Grove 8D, Elk Grove Fire Protection
Diztrict, and Elk Grove. This emergency agresment,
although impoertant in itsalf, is probably of less

124 interest to the public and less relevant to the
aagessment of environmental impacts of the draft plan
that the cooperate management agraements for the

125 various landz within the area. Sheow all existing and

propossed agressments.

Environmental ARsssssment Comments: The Refuge
purposes and goals expresssd in Chapter 1 of the EA
were axtended with specific terms of managsment

126 agreements exscuted over the years. Those terms
should be specifically Included in the base and
propossd conditions and evalusted for incremsntal =nd
cumulatlive impacts.

P. 190 Boating Comment: The State Lands Cormlaalon
may own land in Sncdgrass Slough in fee title az &
127 navigalb>le waterway of the Delta since statabood,
including aress withln the Refuge boundary. Federal
management jurisdiction for khosting in the slough =nd
other navigable waterways under any ownership is

128 limited and probably does not extend to contriol of
water skiing. Flannsrs should formally inguire of the

129 State Landa Commizazsion regarding ownership of the bed
and banks of navigable waterways including Snodgrass
Slough.

130 P. 191, Hunting Comment: Deer are resjident and move

within one to two sguare miles in valley habitats, so
deer hunting would pot impact populations or public
131 safety under =tate regulations. State regulations are
protective of the environment and the public. If any
restrictions must ke applisd specificslly for fedsral
132 land=, then archery, zhotgun and murzleloader hunting
ghould be allowed due to the limlted ranges for those
meathods of take. The facst that lands in federal fee
ownership are in several parcels provides an excellent

133 cpportunity for dispersing hunters safely and
providing for quallty experlences. The likelihood of
134 guccess should be judged by the hunters in terms of

their personal values, rather than presumptively by
the plannecs on behalf of the hunters. Horses
135 Commsnk: Trails for horses can ke readily built into
levees, edisting service routes, and recreational
trails to provide low-impact access opportunitiss.
Thers are no r=al conflicts between sguestrian and
136 other recreational uses such as boating, obsarving and
photographing wildlife, hiking or hunting. ©n public
land= throughout the Wear, horaes are often uzed as
137 part of other wildlife-dependent recrestional
dctivities. Equestrians may enjoy better views of
wildlife over high tulea than pedestriana, and some
species of wildlife are often less disturbed by

138
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122) The comment is acknowledged.

123) The comment is acknowledged. Any cooperating fire management agency or
agencies will be clarified in future agreements.

124) The comment is acknowledged.

125) The comment is acknowledged. The Service believes there is sufficient
background information provided in the CCP regarding existing and proposed
agreements.

126) As defined in the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997,
the terms “ ‘purposes of the refuge’ and ‘purposes of each refuge’ mean the purposes
specified in or derived from the law...establishing, authorizing, or expanding a
refuge, refuge unit, or refuge subunit.” The purpose(s) of a refuge unit do not
change over time. We respectfully disagree with the statement that the “Refuge
purposes and goals...were extended ...over the years.” The goals presented in the
CCP and associated NEPA document are unique to the CCP. Prior management
agreements were in accord with the Environmental Impact Statement finalized in
1992, prior to Refuge establishment in 1994.

127) The comment is acknowledged.

128) There is no proposal in the CCP to control waterskiing on the Refuge.

See response #2 for a discussion of compatible and appropriate uses of Refuge
lands, including waterskiing associated with high speed boating. There is well-
established legal precedent under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C.
1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-
712; Ch. 128; July 13, 1918; 40 Stat. 755) as amended for the Service to regulate
boating on navigable and non-navigable waters of the U.S. when these waterways
are under the ownership of the Service.

129) The comment is acknowledged. The Service has adequately determined the
extent of property boundaries to be able to administer visitor activities on lands
and waters within the Refuge.

130) The comment is acknowledged. Deer do not occur on the Refuge in sufficient
numbers to warrant consideration of a deer hunting program.

131) The comment is acknowledged.

132) See response #130.

133) The comment is acknowledged.

134) The comment is acknowledged.

135) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3 for a description of how

Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use Determinations are made for
Refuge uses.

136) We respectfully disagree. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use determinations are made for
Refuge uses.

137) The comment is acknowledged.

138) The comment is acknowledged.
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139

140

141

142

143

144

145

146

parsons on horses than by parszons on foot. Horses for

Iptermittent recreatlional

use will have lass impact

lands and waters than long-term cattle grazing. The

incidence of horze uss lis

l1ikely to be ipnsignificant

under any circumstances due to limitaticns of trailer
acceas, weather, mosqultos, and other natural

conditions.

Cverall Comments: 1. An

Environmental Impact

Statement should be prepared due to the potential
significance of the proposzed acstions to the local area
and migratery waterfowl, even though the impascis are
mo=tly beneficial., That would enable future
site-specific projects (such as pending management
agreementa or parking areas and traila developmenta)
to tier from it by Envircnmentsl Assessment, but &n EA

canpnot tier to an EA, 2.

Favor Alternative D with

additlenal trails for hiking and boating, and other
wildlife-orientsd recreaticnal opportunitiss to be
planned for minimal impact to the anvircnmental

values, Pulal
have at least 15 milea of

& lands with sven 1,760 acres =zhould

trails open to the public,

88 ococurs for example on 1,418 acres at BLM's new
Crornan Ranch near Coloma under agréasmants that protact
natural valuss. Alternative D has the lsast
gnvironmental Impact and is2 most sustalinable due to
leas long-term dependence on limited water resources
for werlands, and more smphaszis on native gras=slands

for newly acqguired lands.

For that reason and Ior

improved recreation access with low chance of
slignificant inmpacts to other resources, I favoer the

adopticon of Alternetive D

for the plan.

My family and I appreciate the opporbunity to learn
more about the refuge planning and to comment on the
drait documents. Thank you for your cconsideration of
the above comments which are intended sclely to
encourage stropg refuge planning. Please withhold my
names, email address and residentizl address from

publication.

Sincerely,

Do You Y¥ahoo!?

Tired of spam?® ¥ehool Mail has the best spam protecticn around

htto:f fmail.yahoo. com

32
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139) See response #3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and
Appropriate Use Determinations are made for Refuge uses. Grazing has been
found to be a compatible use with stipulations in the Compatibility Determination
for grazing on the Refuge, which is included in Appendix A. As stated in the
Compatibility Determination's justification, the goals for grazing on the Refuge
are to conserve, enhance, restore and manage Central Valley wetland, riparian,
grassland and other native habitats to benefit their associated fish, wildlife, plants
and special status species.

140) The comment is acknowledged; however see response #3 for a description
of how Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use Determination will be
made for Refuge uses.

141) We respectfully disagree. The Service has found no evidence to suggest
that there would be any significant impacts to the environment from the proposed
action.

142) Any future projects or actions lacking sufficient detail in the CCP and
associated NEPA document will receive separate analyses of potential impacts in
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, the Endangered Species
Act and other applicable laws, policies, and regulations.

143) There is no Alternative D in the Environmental Assessment for the CCP.

144) See response #3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations
and Appropriate Use Determinations are made for Refuge uses. Lands managed
as part of the National Wildlife Refuge System are managed to fulfill the Refuge
purpose(s), the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System and Service
policies. Policies for the management of National wildlife refuges may or may not
coincide with the management policies for other federal lands. The Service does not
prescribe to a formulaic acreage-based approach to determine the extent of public
trails on a refuge unit.

145) There is no Alternative D in the environmental assessment for the CCP.

146) There is no Alternative D in the environmental assessment for the CCP.

Stone Lakes NWER Comprehensive Conservation Plan 39!

o
N



147

148

15069 Robles Grandes Dr.
Rancho Murieta, CA 95683
October 27. 2006

Mr. David Bergendorf

CA/NV Refuge Planning Office
2800 Cottage Wav, W-1832
Sacramcnto, CA 95825-1846

Dear Mr. Bergendorf:

The National Wildlife Refuge Association (NWRA) appreciates
the opportunity to comment on the Draft Comprehensive
Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment (CCP/EA) for
Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge. The NWRA is a national
membership organization whose mission is to protect, enhance and
expand the National Wildlile Refuge System (NWRS) ---lands and
walters sel aside by the American people Lo conserve our diverse
wildlife heritage.

Overall, we feel that the draft CCP/EA is extremely well done and
wish to complement those responsible for its preparation.

We found the background information provided quite detailed and
very useful to understanding the context of the plan. Likewise, we
were impressed with the quality of the thought that went into the
analvsis and recommendations contained in Section 3, Reluge
Vision. Goals and Objectives. We endorse those as wrilien.

We were especially pleased to see the continued emphasis on
coordination and collaboration with other private and public
conservation efforts in addressing regional habitat conservation

326

Stone Lakes NWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan



147) The comment is acknowledged.
148) The comment is acknowledged.
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needs. This is clearlv essential for any unit of the NWRS. but
especiallv one located in an environment undergoing the kind of

149 Intense urban development pressures that face the Stone Lakes
NWR and adjacent diminishing wildlife habitats. We applaud
those efforts.

We are very supportive of Goal 3 in Section 3. concerning the
commitment to providing compatible wildlife-dependent
recreation, interpretation and education opportunities for refuge
visitors. Such programs can have far reaching benefits in terms of
fostering public understanding and appreciation for the importance
of wildlife and wildlife habitats to society in general, bul especially
to those living in an urban environment.

150

In that vein, we were pleased to see that the high speed boating and
associated waterskiing that has occurred in the Beach Lake and
North Stone Lake units since prior to when the refuge was
established was found to be Not Compatible. We have long felt

151 that this non-wildlife oriented activity was not compatible with
refuge purposes and strongly support the decision to phase out and
terminate such use. The basis for our position on this issue are
clearly and accurately reflected in the Justification section of the
Compatibility Determination.

In terms of Section 6, Implementation and Monitoring, given the
mter-relatedness of wildhife, fisheries and habilal management, we
would suggest that vou consider one, comprehensive step down
152 management plan that incorporates and integrates all three aspects.
We suspect that from a practical management standpoint, this
could provide some very real benelits 1n terms of the casc of plan
preparation, the effcctiveness of integrating the various
considerations involved with cach, and the comparative simplicity
of plan implementation. We also believe that one, comprehensive
step down management plan that integrates wildlifec, fisherics and
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149) The comment is acknowledged.

150) The comment is acknowledged.

151) The comment is acknowledged. However, please note that the Compatibility
Determination will be considered final when the Refuge Compatibility
Determination and Concurrence have been signed by authorized representatives of
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

152) The Refuge has attempted to include sufficient detail related to wildlife
and habitat management in this CCP such that a step down habitat management
plan may not be necessary. In the event that more site or species-specific planning
becomes necessary and as more staffing and resources become available, the
Refuge will consider preparation of further step-down plans. We agree with the
comment's suggestion that fisheries, wildlife, and habitat management are inter-
related and the Refuge will consider integrating these plans.
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habitat management would be much easier for the public (and
future refuge stafl) to understand.

We appreciale the obvious ellort that went mto this excellent
document, and the opportunity o comment on it.

While our comments are being ¢ mailed to vou on this date, our
original letter will be mailed under separate cover.

Sincerely,

Joseph P. Mazzoni
Californmia/Nevada Representative

Cc: Evan Hirsche, President
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Oclober 27, 2006

Mr. David Bergendort

CA/NV Refuge Planning Office
2800 Cottage Way, W-1832
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

Dear Mr. Bergendorf®

SUBRIECT:  Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment
(CCP/EA) for Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge

The stalf of the Delta Protection Commission (Commission) has reviewed the subject
document dated September 27, 2006, Staff has determined that the habitat restoration
and public access actions proposed in the document are located within the Primary Zone
ol the Legal Delta. The Commission therelore oflers the [ollowing comments regarding
consistency of the CCP/EA with the Land Use and Resource Management Plan for the
Primary Zone of the Delta (Management Plan).

The Delta Protection Act { Act) was enacted in 1992 in recognition of the increasing
threats to the resources of the Primary Zone of the Delta from urban and suburban
encroachment having the potential to impact agriculture, wildlife habitat, and recreation
uses. Pursuant to the Act, the Commission’s Management Plan was completed and
adopled by the Commission in 19935,

The Management Plan sets out findings, policies, and recommendations resulting from

134 background studies in the arcas of environment, utilities and infrastructure, land use,
agriculture, water, recreation and access, levees, and marine patrol/boater
education/safety programs. As mandated by the Act, the policies of the Management
Plan are incorporated in the General Plans of local entities having jurisdiction within the
Primary Zone, including Sacramento County. Both the Act and the Management Plan arce
available for vour reference at the Commission’s website, www . della ca gov.

155 The policies and recommendations from the Management Plan that are relevant to this
project include, but are not limited to, the following:

Environment

= Poliey 1: The priority land use of arcas of prime soil shall be agriculture. If
commercial agriculiure is no longer feasible due to subsidence or lack of adequate
water supply or water gquality, land uses which protect other beneficial uses of Della
resources, and which would not adversely affect agriculture on surrounding lands, or
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153) The comment is acknowledged.
154) The comment is acknowledged.
155) The comment is acknowledged.

Stone Lakes NWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan



David Bergendorl
October 27, 2006
Page 2

viability or cost of levee maintenance, may be permitted. IMtemporarily taken out of
agriculture production due to lack of adequate water supply or water quality, the land
shall remaimn reinstateable o agricullural production for the future.

= Policy 3: Lands managed primarily for wildlife habitat shall be managed to provide
several inter-related habitais. Deltawide habitat needs should be addressed in
development of any wildlife habitat plan. Appropriaie programs, such as
"Coordinated Resource Management and Planning” and “Natural Community
Conservation Planning” should ensure full participation by local government and
Property owner reprasentatives,

= Recommendation 1: Seasonal flooding should be carried oul in a manner so as to
minimize mosquito production. Deltawide guidelines outlining "best management
practices” should be prepared and distributed to land managers.

=  Recommendation 2: Wildlife habitat on the islands should be of adequate size and
configuration to provide significant wildlife habitat for birds, small mammals, and
other Delta wildlife.

= Recommendation 5: Publiclyv-owned land should incorporate, to the maximum extent
feasible, suitable and appropriate wildlife protection, restoration and enhancement as
part of a Deltawide plan for habitat management.

= Recommendation 6: Management of suilable agricultural lands to maximize habitat
values for migratory hirds and other wildlitz should be encouraged. Appropriate
incentives, such as conservation easements, should be provided by nonprofits or other
entities to protect this seasonal habitat through donation or through purchase,

= Recommendation 7: Lands currently managed for wildlife habitat. such as private
duck clubs or publiclyv-owned wildlife areas, should be preserved and protected,
particularly from destruction from inundation.

Land Use

=  Policy 2: Local government general plans and zoning codes shall continue to strongly
promote agriculture as the primary land use in the Primary Zone: recreation land uses
shall be supported in appropriate locations and where the recreation uses do not
conflict with agricultural land uses or other benelicial vses, such as walerside habitat.

= Policy 3: New residential, recreational, commercial, or industrial development shall
ensure that appropriate buffer areas are provided by those proposing new
development to prevent conflicts between any proposed use and existing agricultural
use. Buffers shall adequately protect inegrity of land for existing and future
agricultural uses. Buflers may include berms and vegetation, as well as setbacks of
500 1o LOO0 feetl.

= Policy 7: Structures shall be set back from levees and areas which may he needad for
future leves expansion.

Recommendation 12 A program by non-profit groups or other appropriate entitics should

be developed to promote acquisition of wildlife and agricultural conservation
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David Bergendort
October 27, 2006
Page 3

easements on private lands with the goal of protecting agriculture and wildlife habitat
in the Delta.

=  Recommendation 2: Public agencies and non-profit groups have or propose to
purchase thousands of acres of agricultural lands to restore to wildlife habitat. Lands
acquired for wildlife habitat should also be evaluated for recreation, access, research
and other needed uses in the Delta. Habital restoration projects should not adversely
impact surrounding agricultural practices, Public-private partnerships in management
of public lands should be encouraged. Public agencies shall provide funds to replace
lost tax base when land is removed from private ownership.

=  Recommendation 3: Multiple use of agricultural lands for commercial agriculture,
wildlife habitat, and, if appropriate, recreational use, should be supported, and
finding to offset management costs pursued from all possible sources. Public
agencies shall provide funds to replace lost tax base when land 15 removed from
private ownership.

Agriculture

= Policy 7: Local governments shall encourage acquisition of agriculiural conservation
easements as miligation for projects within each county, or through public or private
funds obtained to protect agriculiural and open space values, and habitat value that is
associated with agricultural operations. Promeote vse of environmental mitigation in
agricultural areas onlv when it is consistent and compatible with ongoing agricultural
operations and when developed in appropriate locations designated on a countywide
or Deltawide habitat management plan.

= Policy 8: Local governments shall encourage management of agricultural lands which
maximize wildlife habitat seasonally and year-round, through techniques such as
sequential flooding in fall and winter, leaving crop residue, creation of mosaic of
small grains and flooded areas, controlling predators, controlling poaching,
controlling public access, and others.

Waler

*  Paolicy 2: Local governments shall ensure that design, construction, and managemeant
of any flooding program to provide scasonal wildlife habitat on agricultural lands
shall incorporate "best management practices” W minimize mosquilo breeding
opportunities and shall be coordinated with the local vector control districts.

Recreation and Access

= Policy 3: Local governments shall develop siting eriteria for recreation projects which
will ensure minimal adverse impacts on: agricultural land uses. levees, and public
drinking water supply intakes. and identified sensitive wetland and habitat areas.

= Policv 6: Local governments shall support multiple uses of Delta agricultural lands,
such as scasonal use for hunting, or improved parking and access sites.

Stone Lakes NWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan 335



David Bergendorf
October 27, 2006
Page 4

= Policy 7: Local governments shall support improved access for bank fishing along
State highways and county roads where sale and adequate parking can be provided
and with acquisition of proper rights-of-access from the landowner. Adequate
policing, parbage cleanup, sanitation facilities, and fire suppression for such access
shall be provided.

= Policy 9: Local governments shall encourage new recreation facilities that take
advantage of the Delta’s unique characteristics.

»  Recommendation 7: Local governments should develop design guidelines for new or
enlarged recreation facilities o protect adjacent agriculivral land uses.

Stone Lakes WWR personnel has participated in meetings of the Commission’s
Recreation Citizens” Advisorv Committee, providing information for both the Delta
Boating Needs Assessment (CA Dept. of Boating and Waterways, 2002 and the
Commission’s Aguatic Recreation Component of the Della Recreation Strategy Plan
{Dangermond, 2005). The Commission is pleased to see that some of the unmet
recreational needs in the Delta identified in both documents (i.e., hunting and fishing
access, restrooms, non-motorized boating trails, and wildlile observation and
interpretation areas) may be funded and implemented at Stone Lakes NWER. One
sugeestion Commission staff offers for the CCP (Figure 7) is the addition of picnic areas
along some of the restored riparian zones slated for public access.

156

157

Thank vou for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. Please contact
me at (916) 776-2292 or lindadpei@citlink net if vou have any questions about the
Commission or the comments provided herein.

Sincerely,

Linda Fiack
Executive Director
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156) The comment is acknowledged.

157) Construction of picnic areas has not been considered on the Refuge due, in
part, to limited Refuge staff for the maintenance of picnic facilities. Picnicking
1s also not identified as a priority wildlife-dependent use in the National Wildlife
Refuge Improvement Act of 1997. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use Determinations are made for
Refuge uses.
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Comments and Suggestions

Pages 31-35, 66. Water Quality _ ‘
Morrison Creek receives up to 6.5 mgd (9.9 cfs) of remediated water from Aerojet
facilities upstream under permit by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board. Numerous wells to the east have been closed due to contamination from various
chemicals. The California Dept. of Health Services (DHS) recently proposed water
quality standards of 6 mg/L for perchlorate, which bioaccumulates and adversely impacts
the food chain. The past and future discharges upstream will likely impact wildlife and
may incur liability for cleanup on federal lands and water downstream. Fish kills on
Morrison Creek (p. 45) indicaie that more investigation is needed to specifically identify
the source(s) of the water and contaminants or other water quality problems there. The
159 Sacramento County Water Agency, a groundwater regulatory authority, has acquired the
rights to groundwater and partly remediated surface waters in areas upstream which
discharge into the Morrison Creek watershed. Needing clarification: “Before the turn of”
which century were levees constructed that divide Upper and Lower Beach Lakes (p.
35)? Suggestions: Plans should explore and mitigate impacts to wildlife from additional

158

160 contaminants. Perchlorate, NDMA, TCE, and other post-remediation constituents should
be considered as constituents of concern and added to the water quality manitoring
161 program for both surface and ground waters, Planning should coordinate with other

responsible agencies including County of Sacramento, Sacramento County Water
Agency, EPA, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and DHS for monitoring,

162 mitigation, and remediation. Provide data on the quantities of estimated stteamflows in
each stream or watercourse in more detailed discussions of hydrology including maps. -
Discuss water rights in and around the project area in detail. Distinguish aimong

163 quantities, sources and dispositions of stormwater runoff, treated water runoff, tailwater,
groundwater springs and adsorptions; tidal flows, standing water bodies, floodwaters

164 backing up from the Cosumnes and Mokelumne Rivers, and natural accretions and

165 streamflows to the extent possible. Determine the source(s) of groundwater assumed to

166 " be coming from the river (p. 35). Provide data on output from the seven pumps.

167 Acquire water rights where available for beneficial uses. Define the role of the federal

168 lands and waters as n_ﬁtigation for upstream relea.sesl of contaminants in ditect benefit to

169 local agencies. Monitor groundwater quality, especially for saltwater intrusions as found

170 elsewhere around the Delta. Engage the services of water modeling consultants if
necessary to characterize the hydrology and water quality. -
Pages 50 — 86 Strategy '

171 Boating occurs under existing programs and opportunities can be expanded. Public right:

172 to navigation exist on all navigable streams and tidal channels under state and federal
laws and the Public Trust Doctrine, and thus boating on nonflood waters in the area is

173 legal (p. 51, 52). Boating can be considered wildlife dependent as it would generally

174 involve fishing, hunting and/or wildlife observation and photography. Suggestions:
[xpand recreation opportunities greatly. Do not consider recreation as a threal to *‘moist

175 soil impogn.dmen‘isi (mud) or most.m.ther habitats. Allow access roads to serve multiple

176 uses fmt b_Jk_mg, blkn}g, and horse riding as are public roads in most of the Central Valley
in the vicinity of agricultural areas and wetlands. Revise strategy 1.G.1. to be consistent

177 with Goal 3 and to reflect the very limited impacts from dispersed recreation on nesting
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158) The comment is acknowledged.

159) The sentence will be corrected to the turn of the 20 century, for
clarification.

160) The Refuge agrees that it would be desirable to monitor for Perchlorate,
NDMA, TCE and other constituents, however additional staff and project funds
will be required to implement such a monitoring program.

161) The comment is acknowledged. With the staff resources available, the
Refuge seeks and will continue to seek opportunities to work with partners,
including those mentioned to fulfill the Refuge purpose, to fulfill the mission of the
National Wildlife Refuge System and to comply with Service policies.

162) The comment is acknowledged. Obtaining and providing the data requested
would be an unreasonable burden in the completion of the CCP and could only
be obtained with great cost, particularly given the need for complex modeling to
estimate highly variable stream flows and hydrology.

163) The comment is acknowledged. Obtaining and providing complete water
rights information for areas around the Refuge would be an unreasonable burden
in the completion of the CCP and could only be obtained with great cost.

164) See response #162.

165) See response #162.

166) See response #162.

167) The comment is acknowledged.

168) Generating the data requested regarding mitigation would be an
unreasonable burden in the completion of the CCP and could only be obtained at

reat cost.

169% The comment is acknowledged, but we disagree with the suggestion. Within
Refuge staff and monitoring resources, the ground water monitoring described is
not considered feasible. The Refuge’s highest priorities are to fulfill the Refuge

urpose and to fulfill the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

17 0}3 The comment is acknowledged, however given limited project funds the
Refuge’s highest priorities are to fulfill the Refuge purpose and to fulfill the
mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

171) See response #3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and
Appropriate Use Determinations are made for Refuge uses.

172) The comment is acknowledged.

173) The comment is acknowledged

174) See response #3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and
Appropriate Use Determinations will be made for Refuge uses.

175) The comment is acknowledged.

176) See response #3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and
Appropriate Use Determinations are made for Refuge uses.

177) We disagree that strategy 1.G.1. is inconsistent with Goal 3. We believe
visitors can be provided with wildlife recreation, interpretation, and education
opportunities which foster an understanding of the Refuge’s unique wildlife and
plant communities in an urban setting (Goal 3) while at the same time reducing
wildlife disturbance by limiting access to certain locations (strategy 1.G.1.).

178) The comment is acknowledged. Please note that the Refuge supports an
adaptive management approach.
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birds and other wildlife in decp water habitats, particularly because access is limited

178 naturally by mud, water, vegetation, and other environmental conditions. Monitor
recreation use and adapt management to circumstances as they are identified objectively.
Page 86 - 110 Objectives ' '

179 Objective 3.B. (p. 86) places an arbitrary and capricious quota of 10,500 ‘visit_ _

180 opportunities’ on the recreational uses of the lands. The term “visit opportunities’ is not
defined and is confusing or misleading, Most recreation activities are normally limited in

qQuantity by external conditions, and inherently timed and spaced for minimal conflict

181 with other uses and with the environment, Use limits still allow adverse behaviors that
can better be prevented by management programs. Suggestions: Revise all discussions
182 of recreation to remove pejoretive approaches and, instead, support and guide beneficial
recreation activities. Specifically, the prescription for boating only with undefined
183 trolling motors is inconsistent with 3.B.7, and is also confusing and inappropriate as
many boaters would prefer not to use motors out of consideration for the wildlife and
184 other visitors. Boating trails should be defined for much more effective reduction of
impacts to wildlife than would occur with seasonal restrictions or the imposition of ‘no
185 wake’ zones. Remove seasonal restrictions due to natural limitations on use in cold
weather with short days and poor fishing conditions. Separate the strategies for parking
186 lots, fishing access, and boating provisions in Objectives 3.B and 3.E where they are
* partly intertwined and confusing, or make one objective for all water-oriented access,
187 P. 115-116 Compatibility Determinations

Assessments of compatibility misconstrue impacts from recreational use for spurious

reasons (p. 110) such as for bank fishing impacts on vegetation. In reality, vegetation is
188 a natural barrier to fishing access and tends to regulate impacts to banks and to limit the

amounts of use. Bank fishing is less likely to impact shorelines than carrying or dragging

cartop boats across banks for access between parking areas and the water, for example.

189 Less effort is needed for staff to monitor bank fishing than for boat fishing,

190 Requirements that encourage fishing from boats contradict goals for protection of deep
191 water habitats. Requirements for use of boats unreasonably remove opportunities for
192 lower-income persons or youth who do not have special skills or access to boats,

Physical requirements for cartop boats are excessive for most persons. Suggestion:

Bank fishing is a safe, standard recreation activity with minimal impacts to the shoreline

193 environment in both type and extent, and it should be allowed where substantial impacts
to wildlife would not likely occur (not near rookeries).

194 Compatibility determination for wildlife observation and Photography inappropriately
assumes trail construction and related impacts are necessary for these activities,

195 Suggestions: The plan should rather recognize that wildlife observation is an implicit
part of all legal recreation likely to occur in this area under many forms of access,

196 including vehicle, boat, and on foot or horseback. Existing roads and the railroad

route and trestles provide a unigue but unrecognized opportunity for an elevated trajl for

wildliﬁ? observation and photography, needing simple improvements in surfice and
197 protective railings. Unprofessional references to highly unusual behaviors of
photographers or other recreationists (e.g., Dobb 1998) are misinterpreted and should be

198 and promote low-impact styles of recreation for the wildlife resources present.

2
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179) The target of 10,500 visit opportunities per year is not a limit, but rather a
target number of opportunities to offer to the public.

180) The term visit opportunities can be defined as “An opportunity for a member
of the public to visit the Refuge for a staff guided or self-guided wildlife-dependent
recreation or other event.” This definition has been added to the glossary.

181) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3.

182) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3.

183) There is no prescription in the draft CCP for boating only with undefined
trolling motors. Please see the Compatibility Determination for Recreational
Boating, in Appendix A, for a full discussion of boating, other than high-speed
boating, on the Refuge.

184) It is not clear how the comment defines boating trails. See response #3
for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use
Determinations are made for Refuge uses.

185) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3.

186) The comment is acknowledged. It is not clear from the comment which
sections are considered by the author to be partly intertwined and confusing.

187) We disagree that the CCP or Compatibility Determinations misconstrue
impacts. The Compatibility Determinations reflect the sound professional
judgment of the Refuge Manager.

188) We disagree that vegetation is a barrier to access, particularly along
roadways where vegetation is regularly mowed. Proposed car top boating access on
the Refuge would only occur at specific improved access sites and therefore would
have no incremental or cumulative impacts.

189) Given currently available staff and project funds, we disagree that bank
fishing requires less staff effort, based largely on the need for regular trash
removal and public safety associated with bank fishing on the Refuge. Please note
that a step-down fisheries management plan is proposed for completion in 2008,
which will address management of fishing on the Refuge, possibly including bank

fishing.
190) We disagree, and the comment offers no evidence to support this statement.
191) The comment is acknowledged but it is unclear what if any opportunities

are being removed. While boating may require special skills and access to boats,
it 1s not clear how this would remove opportunities from others without boats and
special skills as suggested in this comment.

192) The comment is acknowledged.
193) The comment is acknowledged. See response # 189.
194) The Compatibility Determination for wildlife observation and photography

describes facilities and materials to support the level of uses as described in the
CCP, which would require additional project funds and staff.

195) The Compatibility Determination for wildlife observation and photography
found that the use is compatible with stipulations, as can be seen in Appendix
A. See response #3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and
Appropriate Use Determinations are made for Refuge uses.

196) The comment is acknowledged. Improvements to the railroad right-of-way
would be at the discretion of the landowner, since the alignment does not currently
lie within the Refuge. With available resources the Refuge’s highest priorities
are to fulfill the Refuge purpose and to fulfill the mission of the National Wildlife
Refuge System.

197) The comment is acknowledged, but we disagree with your conclusion. The
author does not offer any evidence to contradict findings in the cited reference.
198) We agree and content related to environmentally-friendly recreation already

is and will continue to be a part of the educational programs proposed for the
Refuge in the CCP.
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October 27, 2006

Mr. David Bergendorl

CAMNV Refuge Planning Office
2800 Cottage Way, W-1832
Sacramento, CA 95825-1840

Dear Mr. Bergendorf:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and
Environmental Assessment (CCP/EA) for Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge. Because
Caltrans currently owns the Beach Lake Mitigation Bank property within Stone Lakes National
Wildlife Refuge, it 15 important that we are able to review vour conservation plans for the futurs
of the Refuge. Altemative B documents sound management principles, 1s a feasible alternative,
and is consistent with Caltrans goals for Beach Lake Mifigation Bank.

As stated in your purpose and need, “the refuge will be managed in a way that ensures the long-
term conservation of fish, wildlife, plants. and their habitats and provide for compatible wildlife-
dependent recreation.™ In addition, the “Service’s management priorities will be communicatad
with their conservation partners, neighbors, and visitors.” Furthermore, that the maintenance of
biological integrity, diversity and environmental health are ensured.” These aspects of the
CCP/EA are important to Caltrans and consistent with the plans for Beach Lake Mifigation
Bank. The following paragraphs outline specific comments | have on the CCP/EA.

According to the map on page 27 (Figure 4), the Lewis Unit and Beach Lake appear to be
separate units. On page 39, the CCP states that valley oak woodland can be found on the Lewis
Unit If the Lewis Unit incorporates the Beach Lake unit, then no cormrection is needed. However,
if the two are separate units, it should be noted that valley oak woodland habitat can also be
found on the Beach Lake Urit {as is found on the Beach Lake Mitigation Bank property).

It is also noted on page 194 that “portions of the Beach Lake, North Stone Lake, and South Ston
Lake units would be closed as a sanctuary. The Lewis property of the Beach Lake Unit and the
Wetland Preserve and portions of the Headquarters unit would be subject to seasonal closure to
provide wildhife sanctuaries.” While Caltrans makes no recommendations for sanctuary status
regarding the Beach Lake Mitgation Bank property, we like the idea.

On page 41, the CCP references Appendix E as a detailed list of birds found on the refuge. This
should be corrected to Appendix D.

Page 44 states that “amphibians such as the California Tiger Salamander™ are found when
standing water is available. No where else in the document are CTS called out, even in the
discussion on threatenad and endangered species or in Appendix D. Is this in error? Are CTS

342
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199)
200)
201)
202)
203)

The comment is acknowledged.
The comment is acknowledged.
The comment is acknowledged.
The comment is acknowledged.

The comment is acknowledged and a correction has been made.
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Mr. Bergendorf
October 27, 2006
Page 2

204 found on the refuge? Relerencing this so casually may create complications and would certanly
raise questions regarding Section 7 consultation.

Again, thank vou for the opportunity to review the CCP/EA. 1 would appreciate a copy of the
final document when it becomes available, If vou have any quastions or ¢omments regarding my
comments, please feel free to contact me.

Sineeraly,

MICHELLE D. BEACHLEY
Associale Envirenmental Plarmer, Natural Science
Office of Environmental Management

e:  John Webhb, Chief, Office of Environmental Management
laptey Gill, Semor Environmental Planner, Office of Environmental Management
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204) The statement regarding the California tiger salamander was intended as
a general statement and should not be interpreted as applying to the Refuge since
there have been no documented sightings of California tiger salamander on the
Refuge. The statement has been clarified.
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BEACH LAKE STABLES

ey F. Callins, Ph.D.
-ois Ruth Collins
October 27, 2006

Thomas E. Harvey

Project Leader

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge
1624 Hood-Franklin Road

Elk Grove, CA 95757

Dear Mr. Harvey:
Re: Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge (SLNWR)

To the extent that time allowed, I have reviewed the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan
and Environmental Assessment for the SLNWR that was provided at the public hearing on
October 4, 2006. 1 have also reviewed the letter to you dated 10/23/06 from the Beach Lake Ski
Club regarding the finding that water skiing is an incompatible use of the SLNWR waterways.

In my opinion some of the justification points regarding that incompatible finding, e.g., high-
speed boating erodes shorelines and levees, is site specific and erosion may not occur in the
presence of dense growths of wild blackberry vines etc. such as found growing along the levees
and shorelines of the SLNWR. Be that as it may, the overall finding of incompatibility is
understandable. As discussed below, however, the prohibition of high-speed boating can be
“phased-in” and concomitantly minimize the hardship on the Beach Lake Ski Club and the
financial impact on Beach Lake Stables.

Beach Lake Stables is a privately-owned equestrian and recreation business located
approximately 1.2 miles south of Freeport that has been in business since 1971. My wife and I
own several acres of Beach Lake as well as land adjacent to the old SP cut which was excavated
during construction of the railroad embankment. As with all small businesses, we are hard-
pressed to stay afloat financially. In order to supplement our income, we have rented access to
Beach Lake and the SP cut waterway to fishermen and to the Beach Lake Ski Club for many
years.

In view of the fact that the Beach Lake Ski Club has a long historic use (approximately 35 years)
of these waterways, I trust that the Fish and Wildlife Service will work with the club in
developing a plan to allow the club to co-exist with the planned uses of the refuge during a
phase-out period of 7 years as proposed in their letter to you. That period would also provide my
wife and me with some much-needed time 1o try and develop another source of income to make
up for loss of revenue from the club.

On a different subject, [ also urge you to reconsider allowing horseback riding on designated
trails of the refuge (see page 20 of the SLNWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan). As pointed

346
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205)
206)
207)
208)
209)

The comment is acknowledged.

The comment is acknowledged. See response #42.

The comment is acknowledged.

The comment is acknowledged. See response #42.

According to the Beach Lake Ski Club (see response #41), the Club is ¢

financially obligated to a 10-year contractual lease agreement with Mr. Harvey
Collins for access purposes...expiring year end 2013.” If this statement, from the
Beach Lake Ski Club, is accurate then the author would have in excess of 7 years to
find alternative uses for the property described. In addition, the Refuge is bound to
follow federal policies for allowing use on Refuge lands and waterways as described
in response #3.
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Page 2
Thomas E. Harvey
October 27, 2006

210 out in that document, equestrians have gone on record of historic use (since 1970) of lands now
controlled by the refuge. We have been told by your staff that such use is not compatible with
the uses identified in the National Wildlife Refuge System Act of 1997. In my opinion,

511 however, that is strictly a policy decision. For example, the SLNWR Comprehensive

Conservation Plan, pp 163 ef seq., proposes the continued use of refuge lands for grazing even

though such use is “not identified as a wildlife dependent public use by the National Wildlife

Refuge System Act of 1997.” Thus it appears that uses may be permitted on the refuge even

though such uses are not identified in the 1997 Act. Couldn’t equestrian trails be developed on

refuge lands that would allow equestrians to “observe the wildlife” of the refuge which is a

compatible use? Riding trails strategically located on the refuge would be of immense benefit to

equestrians who keep their horses at Beach Lake Stables. Such trails would also benefit other
equestrians by providing them with the opportunity of riding the trails and enjoying the benefits
of observing the varying species of wildlife in their natural habitat. I recommend that you

213 provide the leadership necessary to bring this plan to fruition.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and
Environmental Assessment for the SLNWR.

Sincerely,

Harvey F. Collins

cc: Marshall D. Schoewe
President, Beach Lake Ski Club
Congressman Lungren
Congressman Pombo
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210) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3.

211) See response #3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and
Appropriate Use Determinations will be made for Refuge uses. Grazing has been
found to be a compatible use, with stipulations, in the Compatibility Determination
for grazing on the Refuge, found in Appendix A. As stated in the Compatibility
Determination justification, the goals for grazing on the Refuge are to conserve,
enhance, restore, and manage Central Valley wetland, riparian, grassland and
other native habitats to benefit their associated fish, wildlife, plants, and special
status species.

212) The comment is acknowledged. See response #195.

213) See response #3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and
Appropriate Use Determinations are made for Refuge uses.
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"Bud Getly" Te <David_bergendof@fws.govs
<bud Emidtown .nets
10282006 03:07 FM
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beo

Subject Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan

hr. Bergendarf;

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to respond to the subject plan. | attended bath public meetings
and made comments at those times. My comments now will be similar,

The presence of high speed boating and water-skiing is not compatible with the missions of Stone Lake
214  Mational Wildlife Refuge. It contributes to many problems of the refuge. YWater, air, and noise pollution all
diminish the habitat quality. Erosion of the levee banks also is accelerated by these activities.

Good management practices have resulted in the production of better habitat and the increase of bird

515 nesting and increases of refuge use by target species such as the Sandhill Crane. | predict that removal
of high speed boating from the present use area will enhance the guality of the habitat and further favaor
the wildlife uses of the refuge.

Cne of the arguments that the people favoring the continuation of high speed boating seems to rely on a

study done in the everglades area of Florida which purponts to see this activity as beneficial because it

stirs up the water and lessens the stagnation. There is a myriad of variations between the two areas
216 which would guestion the walidity of this study in our area,

Stone Lakes Mational Wildlife Refuge — |5 for the birds.

Maurice H Getty

Sacramento, California
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214) See response #42.

215) The comment is acknowledged.

216) The comment is acknowledged, however we are not aware of the study
referenced by the comment’s author, nor was the citation offered. See response
#3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use
Determinations are made for Refuge uses.
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Dorene Clemant To david_bergendori@fws.gov
<goranecammEyahos, com>

1002902006 08:37 AM

oo
boo

Subject Stone Lakes

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Stone Lakes MWE draft plan, as [ have wisited
Stone Lakes a number of tines. Twould therefore like to submit the following comments for
consideration:

I am wery concerned about the negative impact of high-speed boating, waterskiing, or other notsy
motorized sports in an area that should be set aside For wildlifs and quiet pursuits. Tam strongly

517 infavor of closing Stone Lakes to all activities that are incompatible with the core values of a
wildlife refuge. It's not arefuge for wil dlife--or a place T'll want to wisit again--f power boats
are blasting through 1t. Please close the refuge to such incompatible activities.

Thank you for considenng my comments.

Dorene Clement
Sacramento

We have the perfect Group for vou. Check out the handy changes to Yahool Groups,
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217) See response #3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and
Appropriate Use Determinations are made for Refuge uses.
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27 October 2006

Mr. David Bergendorf

CA/NV Refuge Planning Office
2800 Cottage Way, W-1832
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

STONE LAKES NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE
CONSERVATION PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP)
and Environmental Assessment for the Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge. Activities in the
CCP include increasing the acreage of riparian and oak woodland habitat, manipulating
seasonal wetlands, increasing wetland acreage, and constructing a boat ramp, parking area,
and trails. These activities may be regulated under a number of Regional Water Board

218 programs. We are pleased that you recognize your obligation to seek coverage under the
irrigated lands conditional waiver. Please note that there is a deadline of 31 December 2006
for enroliment under the Coalition Group Conditional Waiver.

The following programs may also apply to discharges from the planned activities:

The discharge of dredge or fill material to waters of the United States, or waters of the State, is
subject to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and the California Water Code (CWC). Section
401 requires that you obtain a Water Quality Certification from the State before the Corps of
Engineers may issue a Section 404 permit. Any person discharging dredge or fill materials to
waters of the State must file a report of waste discharge pursuant to Sections 13376 and
13260 of the CWGC. You may meet both the requirement to submit a report of waste discharge
and apply for a water quality certification by using the same application form. If waters on the
219 project site are not under federal jurisdiction, the Discharger will still need to submit a Report
of Waste Discharge (Form 200) to the Regional Water Board. However, the Regional Water
Board recommends that the Discharger submit a 401 Water Quality Certification application
rather than a Report of Waste Discharge because a 401 application can be processed more
quickly than proceeding with Regional Water Board adopted waste discharge requirements.

Dischargers of storm water to surface waters associated with construction activity, including
clearing, grading, and excavation activities of one-acre or more, must obtain coverage under
270 the State Water Resources Control Board, Order No. 99-08-DWQ, National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System, General Permit No. CAS000002, Waste Discharge
Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction Activity
(General Permit). Dischargers must also implement Best Available Technology Economically
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218) The comment is acknowledged.
219) The comment is acknowledged.
220) The comment is acknowledged.
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Mr. David Bergendorf -2- 27 October 200¢

Achievable (BAT) and Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology (BCT) to reduce or
eliminate storm water pollution.

To obtain authorization for proposed storm water discharges to surface waters, the Discharger
must submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) with a vicinity map and the appropriate fee to the State
Water Resources Control Board prior to commencement of construction activities. Coverage
under the General Permit shall not occur until the applicant develops a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP must identify Best Management Practices that utilize
the BAT/BCT performance standard to control pollutant discharges. These controls must
reduce pollutants and implement any more stringent controls necessary to meet water quality
standards contained in the Regional Water Board’s Basin Plan.

221

In addition, it is not apparent that you evaluated the potential impacts of your activities in
regards to methymercury. The Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge is located in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary, which is on the Federal Clean Water Act list of
impaired water bodies due to elevated concentrations of methylmercury in fish. Recent data
suggest that methylmercury created and discharged from seasonal and permanent wetlands
may be responsible for increasing methylmercury levels in fish tissue.

222

Regional Water Board staff is working on a Delta methylmercury control program to protect
Delta beneficial uses. The methylmercury control program will be formalized through
amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin

223 Rjver Basins (Basin Plan). The current draft Basin Plan amendment includes requirements for
control actions to reduce methylmercury loads and concentrations in the Delta, including
recommending control actions for existing and proposed native and managed wetlands. A
draft staff report was released in June 2006 for scientific peer review,

The environmental assessment should recognize these potential impacts and the CCP should
224 include actions consistent with the Basin Plan.

If you have any questions on these matters, please feel free to contact me at (916) 464-4643
or byee@waterboards.ca.gov.

d«z‘r/

BETTY YEE
Senior Water Resources Control Engineer
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221) The comment is acknowledged.

222) The Refuge recognizes that wetlands may contribute to biomagnifications
of methylmercury through the food web. What is known about methylmercury
and other contaminants on the Refuge is summarized under “Contaminants
and Water Quality” beginning on page 32 of the CCP. Objective 1.N., beginning
on page 85 of the CCP, specifies that the Refuge will monitor for mercury and
other contaminants and work toward achieving the water quality standard for
wetlands and fish and wildlife resources set forth by the USEPA, the DFG and
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Furthermore, as stated on page 210
of the environmental assessment " Refuge staff will continue to comply with
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System general permit protocols and
best management practices for aquatic herbicide applications and water quality
monitoring that were developed by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board to avoid adverse effects on water quality and aquatic wildlife."

223) The comment is acknowledged.

224) The comment is acknowledged. We believe that nothing in the CCP is
inconsistent with the draft Basin Plan. No actions proposed in the CCP should be
interpreted to suggest violation of the water quality supply standard for wetlands
and fish and wildlife resources set forth by the USEPA, the DFG or the Regional
Water Quality Control Board. For additional information, please contact Refuge
staff.
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October 24. 2006

Sandra Witwick

9634 Mardelle Way
Elk Grove. CA 95624
916/ 685-8611

David Bergendorf

Refuge Planner

2800 Cottage Way, W-1832
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846
Fax 916/ 414-1832

Dear Mr. Bergendorf,

I am writing this letter in regards to the Stone Lakes NWR Draft Comprehensive
Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment. First of all, I would like to comment
on the Water-skiing proposal. I don't feel it's compatible or in the best interest of Stone
Lakes NWR. Being a Docent for the refuge I have witnessed and experienced negligent
behavior concerning water-skiing and have seen how its effect on Stone Lakes as a
whole. It is noisy, unhealthy, and dangerous to wildlife, the environment, causes wake
erosion and interferes with observation and group education. I happen to know there is
plenty of other places that water-skiing is allowed that would not produce these negative
effects, as it would have on the refuge. Because of the encounters that have already taken
place I feel this is a very important issue. The definition of a refuge is shelter or
protection from danger or distress: a place that provides protection. Water-skiing does
not provide this. I realize that the community is important but not all groups can be
completely accommodated for the sake of Stone Lakes. Mr. Bergendorf your deep
consideration in this matter and the rest to follow is appreciated, as I know I am only one
voice of many who feel this way.

225

Secondly, on the issue of Kayaking and Canoeing, this would be great for Stone
Lakes NWR. Many people would love to get the opportunity to see the refuge up close
and personal. This being a quiet sport, they'll experience Stone Lakes, the wildlife and
get exercise all in one. As it is now a lot of people, in the community, do not know that
the refuge exists. This would also help in creating more support and publicity for Stone

226 Lakes. However I do think it should be regulated and restricted, such as: boat and motor

size (if any), days and times (to give wildlife and environment a break) and fishing (if
allowed and limits) so the refuge wouldn’t be over fished. If boats with motors are let in
then everyone will expect to bring in whatever they would like. As you know, motors
and larger boats can cause damage so kayaking and canoeing would be perfect for the
refuge.

Lastly, there have been many discussions on how nice it would be to have the
Miwok Indians more involved at the refuge especially with education. Personally I

227 would like to see them put a village over by the old ramp and the SP Cut. Maybe even
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225) See response #3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and
Appropriate Use Determinations are made for Refuge uses.

226) See response #3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and
Appropriate Use Determinations are made for Refuge uses. The Compatibility
Determination for recreational boating on the Refuge, contained in Appendix A,
found that recreational boating was compatible with stipulations.

227) Please see some actions related to your suggestions under Goal 4 and the
related objectives, beginning on page 92 of this CCP. While there is no plan to
construct a village on the Refuge, the CCP does propose to work with the Ione
Band of Miwok Indians or with other involved tribal organizations to meet some of
the educational goals that the author suggests.
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hold classes and demonstrations on how they lived, their customs and survival tactics.
Maybe they could also cultivate some of the plants that are used for food and medicine to
make Stone Lakes more abundant again. Many of us would be willing to assist with this.

So upon closing this letter [ would like to thank you for encouraging those who
are not actually with the service to voice their opinion. We all go through life trying to
make correct decisions that will benefit others or us. In this case, each proposal has the

228 question of whether or not Stone Lakes will benefit environmentally from it. I hope this
letter will assist you in any of the decisions that are as hand. If you have any questions,

please call me.

Sincerely

fg-’ﬁ?/_mf z
Sandra Witwick
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228) The comment is acknowledged. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s mission
1s: "Working with others, to conserve, protect and enhance fish, wildlife, and plants
and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people." We always
appreciate hearing from those outside of the Service.
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Comments on the Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge draft
Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment by Grant
Lynes

- received by telephone on November 22, 2006 by David Bergendorf
(USFWS).

e The Refuge should be open to hunting by the general public and not
just vouth and disabled hunters. The general public should be given
first priority, youth should be given second priority and disabled
should be given tertiary priority in access for hunting.

230 * The noise from shot guns should not be excessively disruptive to the

swrrounding community,
« [ would like to see Stone Lakes NWE be a showease refuge for the

23 surrounding area and be connected up with surrounding reluges such

as the Cosumnes River Preserve and the Sacramento NWR.

219
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229) The comment is acknowledged. The current Refuge waterfowl hunting
program offers the greatest number of hunting blinds to the general public and
secondarily to youth and disabled hunters.

230) The comment is acknowledged.

231) The comment is acknowledged.
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232

233

234

Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge

Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment

Reviewer's Name: B, Young, Natural  |Date: Now. 27, 2006

Resource Supervisor, Sacramenio
Regional Countv Sanitation District

Preparer: U8, Fish and Wildlife Service

Project Title: SLNWR CCP

and EA

DRAWIN
GOR
N, PAGE.

COMMENTS

REVIEWER

INITIALS

1 Figure 5

Figure 5 "Land Cover” inaccurately reflects the SRCSD
Demaonstration Wetlands as Upland Fomrest. It also
depicts the managed area of Upper Beach Lake as
Passive Seasonal Wetlands.

BY

2 Page 45

SRCSD hydrology information in the "Fish” section is
dated. Nicolaus Pond no lenger receives water from
the Captein Dairy as the dairy is no longer operable.
The aquaculture facility on the Bufferlands is no
longer the Laguna Creek Rsh Farm. The current
operator is Stolt Sea Farms. Because this is a leased
facility, I recommend referring to it as “a leased
aquaculture facility on the Bufferlands.”

BY

3 Page 79 -
20

Objective 1. H and 1.1 should incorporate language
regarding the conservation, restoration, and/or
enhancement of native grassland communities. The
strategies for 1. H should include strategy #4 from
1.I (Develop a monitering plan to survey native
grasses...)

BY

4 Page 79 -
80

Mention of native grass efforts in Objectives 1.H, 1.1,
and 1.1 should be broadened to encompass native
grassland species. This would indude native forbs
that are an important component of the grassland

ecosystem.

BY
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232) The comment is acknowledged. Figure 5 has been corrected in this CCP.

233) The text has been changed to reflect the current situation.
234) The text has beem clarified for strategy 1.H.6.
235) The comment is acknowledged. Please note that strategy 1.J.4. calls for

using local expertise in developing native grassland restoration plans. When
restoration plans are finalized, it 1s possible that native forbs and other components
of native grasslands will be included as a part of the restoration plan. However,
resources for restoration are limited and while the complete restoration of native
grassland habitats including native forbs is desirable, it may not be possible within
the life of the CCP given limited resources available for grassland restoration.
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CALIFORNIA oMy cenaerration wint pritecring our bunsing and 4
OUTDOOR
H bRI T;q(_} }: 1600 Sacramenco Inn Way - Suite 232 » Sacrap

| ALLIANCE 916.643.4607 phone - 916.643.4682 fax - wwwion

November 25, 2006

Mr. David Bergendorf

CA/NV Refuge Planning Office
2800 Cottage Way, W-1832
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

RE: Stone Lakes NWR CCP
Dear Mr. Bergendorf:

On behalf of the California Waterfow] Association (CWA), 1 would like to take this opportunity
to provide input on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan
(CCP) and Environmental Assessment for the Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge (NWR). .

As a 20,000-member nonprofit organization dedicated to the protection of California’s waterfowl,
wetlands and hunting heritage, CWA generally urges the Service to adopt management efforts at

236 Stone Lakes NWR which restore and enhance habjtat for migratory and resident waterfowl
populations while providing much needed hunting and other wildlife-dependent recreational
opportunities for the public. As you are aware, California has lost over 90% of its historical
wetlands, which has contributed to a significant drop in waterfowl and other wildlife populations.
In addition, many lands and waters that were previously available for hunting have been lost or
degraded, particularly in the Sacramento area where many of the California’s waterfow] hunters
reside. CWA therefore supports Alternative B, which would continue the waterfowl hunting
program established last season and maximize the amount of riparian, wetland and upland habitat
that is conserved at Stones Lakes N'WR.

Specifically, CWA would like to offer the following comments on the Draft CCP:

1. Opening Additional Lands/Waters to Waterfowl Hunting — CWA generally supports the

237 current waterfowl hunt program at Stane Lakes NWR_ and urges that additional
opportunities be provided as soon as new lands are available, such as the Lodi Gun Club
and Lewis Investment Company properties. However, recognizing that the hunt program
currently only offers hunting from fixed blind sites and emphasizes opportunities for
Juniors, we also urge the Service to consider diversifying its program to serve the

238 broadest possible constituency of hunters. Free roam and/or assigned pond hunting
should therefore be offered as new lands become available, as many waterfowl] hunters
favor these types of hunting. In addition, any new hunting opportunities should be
available to hunters of all ages, not just juniors.

The Service should additionally permit hunting by boat on navigable waters of the refuge,

239 particularly portions of Snodgrass Slough and South Stone Lake where hunting has
occurred for decades, As you may be aware, navigable waters are burdened by public
240 trust obligations, regardless of whether they flow over public or private lands, and the

California Attorney General has determined that hunting is a Constitutionaily protected
use of navigable waters (Opinion # 85-602). Please also note, as required by the 1997
241 NWR System Improvement Act, hunting is a “priority use” of the refuge system.
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236) The comment is acknowledged.

237) The comment is acknowledged.

238) The comment is acknowledged. Please see response #229 for a discussion of
current hunt opportunities on the Refuge.

239) See response #3 for a description of how Compatibility Determinations and
Appropriate Use Determinations will be made for Refuge uses.

240) The comment is acknowledged. There is well-established legal precedent

under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884) and
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-712; Ch. 128; July 13, 1918;
40 Stat. 755) as amended for the Service to regulate boating on navigable and non-
navigable waters of the U.S. when these waterways are under the ownership of the
Service.

241) The comment is acknowledged.
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242 2. Upland Hunting Program -~ An upland hunting program for small game (rabbits,
squirrels), deer and cspecially game birds (doves, quail, pheasants, snipe) should be
implemented even prior to the acquisition of additional lands. We believe the Refuge’s
fee-title lands are, in fact, large enough (1,740 acres) to safely support hupting with
shotguns and/or archery equipment. Although the Draft CCP mentioned that only about

243 half of the Service's fee-title acreage consists of upland arcas, many other types of habitat

that are found on Stone Lakes NWR, support these game species. Please also note that,

according to the Department of Fish and Game, approximately 190,000 upland game bird
stamps are purchased in California each year, making upland game bird hunters one of
the largest hunting constituencies in California. Thus, we believe that considerable
demand exists for this type of hunting at Stone Lakes NWR.

244

3. Breeding Waterfow| Habitat — As you are aware, the management of wetlands in the
Central Valley has (raditionally focused on meeting the habitat needs of migrating
watcrfowl] and other waterbirds each fall and winter through the moist soil management
of seasonal wetlands to encourage the growth of waterfowl food plants. In fact, moist
soil management remains the most important tool for providing wintering waterfow! food
resources. In addition, due to legally mandated reductions in rice straw burning,

245 Sacramento Valley rice farmers must now necessarily flood their post-harvest ficlds for
rice straw decomposition purposes, providing hundreds of thousands of additional acres
of wintering waterfow] habitat each year. While the habitat needs for migrating
waterfowl have thus been fairly well addressed in the Central Valley, the habitat
requirements for breeding waterfowl, particularly resident mallards, have not, Therefore,
CWA urges the Service to create additional summer water sources as waterfow] brood

246 habitat on the refuge, while taking necessary steps to increase and ¢nhance associated
upland nesting cover.

4. Mosquito Abatement — CWA has strong concerns that some mosquito abatement

activities on managed wetlands are excessive, uanecessarily depriving waterfow] broods

247 of important invertebrate food sources and removing vegetative caver vital for thermal
cover and food. While many mosquito abaternent districts, including Sacramento-Yolo
Mosquito Vector Control District, have partnered with the Department of Fish and Game,
Central Valley Joint Venture and others to develop best management practices (BMPs) to
<ontrol mosquito populations on managed wetlands, such BMPs are not supposed to
degrade waterfowl habitat conditions or limit food resources for waterfowl. We therefore
urge the Service to insist on the use of only the most waterfow! and wildlife-friendly

248 BMPs when mosquito conirol efforts become necessary, and to ensure that aty BMPs are
not causing more ecological harm than good.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input. If you have any questions or need further
clarification regarding CWA*s comments, please call me at 916-643-4607.

Sincerely,

Mark Hennelly, Vice PIH

California Outdoor Heritage Alliance

Ce: Robert McLandress, President, CWA
CWA’s Unattached Hunters Commitice
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242) The comment is acknowledged, however we disagree. In the sound
professional judgment of the Refuge manager there is not enough land owned in fee
title to provide a safe and quality upland game hunting experience on the Refuge.

243) The comment is acknowledged.

244) The comment is acknowledged.

245) The comment is acknowledged.

246) The comment is acknowledged. Many strategies associated with objectives
under Goal 1 detail the proposed enhancements of wetland and associated upland
habitats.

247) Mosquito control on the Refuge was found to be a compatible use in the
Compatibility Determination, contained in Appendix A, of this CCP with the
stipulations listed.

248) The comment is acknowledged.
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27,2006 17:32 Thomas Herzog 9167754101

Reclamation District 813
P.O. Box 557
Courtland, Calif. 95615
Ph(916) 871-4060
Fax (916) 775-4101

November 27, 2006

David Bergendorf

CA/NV Refuge Planning Office
2800 Couage Way, W-1832
Sacramenta, Ca 95825-1846

Dear David:
249 We want 1o thank you for extending the comment period on the draft comprehensive
conservation and environmental asscss{r&c}nt(ol’l}wwt_fqms;(l) As an alternative to
250 —the South Stone Lakes arca we would like to see this arca a sanctuary whereas no public to enter,
. You are bringing people into this arca which will be disturbin g the environment and the wildlife
~0of this area. (2] Again to comment on buffer zones, We would like to see any wetland projects
251 ﬁmrr&nmined buffer zone whether from your development, purchase of another party’s
__property or developed by another party. (3) As for nafural escaping of species during flooding we

252 would like to see either an incidentaltaKing plan or a plan for removal of these species back to
the betler environment in the refuge,

Thank You,

P 4oy

Thomas Herzog
President

CC:

Congressman Dan Lungren
Tom Harvey , Refuge manager
Christopher Lee, Aflorney at law
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249) The comment is acknowledged.

250) The comment is acknowledged. See response #3 for a description of how
Compatibility Determinations and Appropriate Use Determinations are made for
Refuge uses.

251) The comment is acknowledged. The Service has and will continue to
abide by commitments made as part of the 1992 Final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and subsequent Record of Decision establishing the Stone Lakes
NWR approved boundary. For example as cited on page FJ-52, of the 1992 Final
EIS, the Service will establish adequate internal buffers “...whenever sensitive
wildlife habitat areas are developed adjacent to any farmlands other than range or

asture.”

2525) As we have previously communicated, Refuge staff are willing to assist the
author and other interested landowners to secure an “incidental taking plan” G.e.,
Safe Harbor Agreement) that addresses routine land management operations on
nearby privately-owned properties.
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David Bergendorf

CAMNY Refuge Planning Office

2800 Cottage Way, W-1832

Sacramento, CA 95825-1846 "

November 30, 20006

Dear Mr. Bergendorf

I am submitting the following comments and recormmended changes to the Draft
Compatibility Determination for Mosquito Contral on the Stone Lakes National Wildlife
Refuge on behalf of the Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District. Please
feel free to contact me by email (jbbusttner@sac-voloMVCD.com) or by phone at (916)
405-2085 if vou have any questions or requirs further supporting material.

Sincerely,
Joel Buettner, Water Management Specialist
SYMVCD
Recommended Changes to the DRAFT Compatibility Determination for Mosquito

Control on the Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge

1. Page 46; paragraph 2; sentence 2 reads:

253 1 s Although 12 mosquite barne viruses are known lo occur in Californiia, only

weslern equine encephalomyelitis virus (WEE) .. .. {CDHS 2003)

b, Sesnetary Replace this sentence with the following more current statement:

ine

254

erella

dina

Although 12 mosquito-borne viruses are known to occur in California, only
West Nile virus (WNV), western equine encephalomyelitis virus (WEE) and
5t. Louis encephalitis virus (SLE) are significant causes of human disease as
of 2006. (CDHS 2006)

Also add:

As we learned with the recent WNV outhreal, it is possible that new
mosquito-horne discases may cause outbreaks in the future. Since, each
disease and associated vector has specific biological and ecological
characteristics, a wide variety of conirol methods, in accordance with the

Iiemibeer of the Mesquato and Wector Control Assocation of Calsforrda
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253) The comment is acknowledged, and the text has been updated.
254) The comment is acknowledged, and the text has been updated.
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principles of integrated pest management, must be kept available to
prevent and respond to new outbreaks in a timely manner.
Reference:
California Department of [Tealth Services, CALIFORNIA MOSQUITO-BORNE
VIRUS
SURVEILLANCE AND RESPONSE PLAN, 2006 url:
huip: Awww dhs.ca.govips/dede/pdfP 2006 CA Mosquito Response Plan June pd
¢

2, Throughout the Compatibility Determination for Mosquito Control on the Stone Lakes
253 National Wildlife Refuge section pages 145-161.
The mosquito genus referred to as Ochlerotatis has been changed to Jdedes,
Please replace all reference to Crehierotatus abbreviated O, to Aedes abbreviated
Ae.

3. page 148; paragraph 4; last sentence:
The District proposes to use the formulated methoprene product Altosid in
256 pellets or A L L. Growth Regulator,
Replace this sentence with the following:
The District proposes to use the insect growth regulators, most
commonly the formulated methoprene products such as Altosid®
Liquid, Altosid® Pellets, and Altosid® XR-G.

3. page 147 very last sentence:
The threshaold for initiating a larval contral response will be a density af
257 01 mosguito larva fsic] per 330-mi dipper of water Jor all species.

Replace this sentence with the following:
Treatment thresholds as of 2006 were 0.1 mosquito larvae per 350-ml
dipper of water for all species: however, this may change to respond
to changes in mosguite populations, discase levels, or other factors
that affect public health. (Bovee 2005)

Reference:

Bovee, K M. Mosquito and Mosquito-Borne disease Management Plan revised

2008, Sac-Yolo MVCD, url:

http: www tfightthebite.net/download Mosquito Management Plan.pdf

4. Page 149, entire first paragraph:

The thresholds for adull control are.. Adult mosauito thresholds are
generally delermined through historical levels of adili mosguiloes in the
ared.

Replace this paragraph with the following:
Treatment thresholds for adult control are based on multiple factors
258 inclnding: date, mosquito-horme virns response level, mosquito
species, and meteorological conditions,  As with larval treatment
thresholds, adult threshold are subject to change to respond to
changes in mosquito populations, disease levels, or other factors that
affect public health |See fisure below| {Boyce 2005)

37
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255)
256)
257)
258)

The comment is acknowledged, and the text has been updated.
The comment is acknowledged, and the text has been updated.
The comment is acknowledged, and the text has been updated.
The comment is acknowledged, and the text has been updated.
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Refererice:

Boyce, KM Mosquito and Mosquito-Bome disease Management Plan revised

2005, Bac-Yolo MV CD, url:

httpe/fwrwrw fightthebite net¥downloadMlosquito Management Plan.pdf

Figure 1 Treatrnent thresholds based on surveillance dataas of 2006 (B owce 2006). Note
threshold walues in bold refer to Lewel | or Standard Control Activities; walues in parentheses refer

to Lewel 2-5 MWosquito-borne Virus Response.

Integrated Vector Management
Achult Mewcpio Guidelines

Continuance Criteria
Level 1- Standard Maosguito Contml Awctivities

(Level 2,3, 4 or §-Response o Mosguito-home Virus Activity)

24 hour EV S mp or Mosguito Magnet Trap collection with

T 25) or mone fenmale Culex samalis or Cx. pipiens gnclior =
L30F0) or more of any Tenale Aecdes, Amopheles, Coguillentidia,
Calex, Culiseia, Ochlemainy, or Onlopodewia species andior =
2007 5h ar moge fofal lemale mosgquiloss

Consider
Meeorulog
Comalitions
Lreadimend a

e gham 100425} kemmale Cuker dnrmblisaor Cx pipieas andfor

less ghan 1SU{57) Eenmale of any Aales, Anopheles, Coquillesidia, Caley,
Culiseta, Ocllerosatas, or Onlopodsmyia species andlor

less gham N7 5) satal I'ur-lrmﬂrqilﬂcﬁ

r—
24 hour American Light or Gravid Trap collection with 25 {0y or mome femalé Culex tarsalisor Cx. pipiens andfor i Consiger
A {25} or mane Temale of any Aedes, Anopheles, Coquletidia, Meeorilag
Calen, Culiseia, Dehleminy, or Onhopedapmpia species ancdfor = U ol ions
35 {50} o7 mone (otal Temmale mosquimes trealment a
el

less #ham 25 (/1) Temale Culex dnsalis or Cx. pipiens andior

les than 30 {25} fenmle af any Asdes, Amopheles, Coguilleiidia, Culex,
Culiseta, Oohleratatus, or O ilopodomyia, species mdor

Tesa Eran 75 {50 total female mucqultm

Consdder
Meeoralag
Conalitioms |
Lrealimend a

M o mere lemale Aedes or Ochlerotaus speckes anccr =%

One-Minute Sweep Net or Landing Count collection with
25 or more female mes cuitoes

less ghan 10 lenmde Aekes or Oelleniaiuy species and ke
less fhan 25 lenmale nosquiboes

Dy Mot Institute Adult Mosguito Manspgement Measures

. Page 149; paragraph 2; second sentence;

9 The district proposes to contine fo wse the adidticides Pyrocide 7338 ar
Scavrgefresmethriv, which have spnthetic pyrethring as the active
ingredient.

Replace this sentence with the following:
The District proposes to continue to use currently labeled adulticides
containing active ingredients pyrethrin (e.g Pyrncide' 7338,
ETurergreen.l 60-6), pyrethroids (e.g. Scuurge’).

250

14% at the end of the third paragraph. We feel that the page 149 location more
clearly reflects our agreement m the larger context of adulticide operations.

376 Stone Lakes NWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan



259) The comment is acknowledged, and the text has been updated.
260) The comment is acknowledged, and the text has been updated.
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7. Page 154; second paragraph in the Wetlands and Waterfowl] section; fourth senlence:
Thongh methoprene has nof been shown to pose a threal 1o birds from
direct expaosure, i et : ' :

Please make the indicated change, or cite data to support the second assertion.

261 Based on the relatively slow action of juvenile hormone mimics such as
methoprene, the larvae remain alive and in the aguatic food chain during
immature stages. JH mimics disrupt the metamorphosis process from pupac to
the adult stage, causing mortalily.
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261) The comment is acknowledged, and the text will be updated.
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