
September 17, 2019 

Ms. Bonnie Van Pelt 
Bureau of Reclamation 
7794 Folsom Dam Road 
Folsom, CA 95630 
 
Dear Ms. Van Pelt, 
 
AUBURN STATE RECREATION AREA DRAFT MANAGEMENT PLAN – Public Comment prepared 
by the Divide Action Coalition with assistance from Jason Flanders of the Aqua Terra Aeris 
Law Group 

The Georgetown Divide community in El Dorado County consisting of the towns of Cool 
(including the Auburn Lake Trails community), Greenwood, Georgetown, Pilot Hill and 
unincorporated areas of El Dorado County impacted by management of the Auburn State 
Recreation Area (ASRA) have formed an organization now known as the Divide Action 
Coalition (DAC).  Its purpose is to provide community input regarding the public lands that 
surround us.  The Coalition was formed out of an outpouring of concern about the changes 
proposed by California State Parks (CSP) and the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) as 
outlined in the agencies’ ASRA Draft Management Plan.   
 
Since the August 15, 2019 CSP/BOR public meeting in Cool, DAC has been conducting an 
outreach campaign to residents potentially affected by this draft plan, basically doing the job 
the agencies neglected to do.  Residents have been extremely alarmed to discover the 
“improvements” proposed and their potential affects on local public safety, increased fire 
hazards, crowding of roadways, lack of emergency evacuation routes, impacts to water 
availability and an array of additional concerns.  
 
The ASRA Draft Plan demonstrates the agencies’ general lack of concern about adverse 
impacts on ridgetop communities surrounding ASRA.  While there have been several public 
meetings over the course of the planning process, the August 15 meeting was the first held 
in El Dorado County for communities directly impacted.  It was well attended, largely by 
local residents.  We haven’t had a voice in the planning process other than agency on-line 
surveys offered to those on the ASRA mailing list, the results of which were largely ignored 
by the agencies in the final draft. 
 
DAC members are keenly aware of CSP/BOR’s past and current practice of claiming 
insufficient staff and financial resources to effectively and safely manage this 30,000-acre 
river canyon.  How can they trust the agencies to manage 450,000 additional visitors when 
they cannot manage what they have?  The Plan and its associated EIS/EIR contain many 
inaccuracies and analyses based on incorrect assumptions.  Until effective management 
practices have been established and implemented that protect Divide communities, the 
ASRA Interim Resource Management Plan should remain in place while a community-
based alternative is developed.   
 
Community-based planning is not new.  Two local examples include the South Yuba River 
Comprehensive Management Plan in Nevada County and Cronan Ranch Regional Trails 



Park in El Dorado County.  Both management plans were developed in concert with local 
communities.  Residents were given a voice in shaping the future of their communities.   
 
I suspect you have received comment letters that outline the following concerns, particularly 
related to the agencies’ Proposed Action: 
 
NO LOCAL OUTREACH & INPUT DURING PLAN DEVELOPMENT – Over the 3-year 
long period of plan development, public meetings were held in Auburn and Placerville, 
communities outside the area where most of the development is proposed. AFTER the plan 
was developed and the EIR drafted, a public information meeting was held in Cool, the 
community most impacted by the proposed plan. It is a violation of both NEPA and CEQA to 
develop plans without seeking input from the local communities. 
 
SEVERE FIRE HAZARD RISK ZONE Most of the 245+ additional proposed camp sites and 
day-use parking will be located in a fire-prone river canyon. CalFire classifies this area as 
“severe fire hazard risk”, the most dangerous classification in the State. This subjects the 
surrounding ridge-top communities to an unacceptable fire risk unless substantial mitigation 
is guaranteed. The Plan offers NO provision for fire protection other than “to develop a fire 
plan.” In the absence of a fully funded robust mitigation Fire Plan, supported by Cal Fire and 
all local Fire Protection Agencies, no increases in use within the “Severe Fire Hazard Risk” 
zone should be proposed.  
 
The DEIR/S acknowledges that wildfires are and should be a serious concern for project 
planners. “The Sierra Nevada foothills are generally defined by high to extreme fire hazard, 
with relatively frequent, intense, severe, and large fires. Warming, frequent droughts, and 
the legacy of past management policies, combined with the increase in development and 
expansion of the wildland-urban interface (WUI) has increased the possibility of catastrophic 
damage during wildfires, which poses a substantial threat and cost to society.” (DEIR/S at 
4.17-3.) “Areas where human influence is concentrated, but not so much so that the 
environment reflects an urban setting, greatly exacerbate the risk of wildfire due to the 
potential capacity for human-caused ignitions and fire spread (Syphard et al. 2007; Balch et 
al. 2017).” (DEIR/S at 4.17-3.) Finally, “CAL FIRE has designated most parts of ASRA/APL 
as Very High Fire Hazard Severity, the most extreme fire danger rating.” (DEIR/S at 4.17-5.) 
 

While the DEIR/S introduces this problem at the outset, it fails to continue to incorporate this 
highly vulnerable setting into its effect analysis. Instead, the DEIR/S returns to the overly-
simplified point that increased visitation will result in an increased risk of wildfire; which the 
DEIR/S then discounts as offset by certain proposed mitigations. But in discussing those 
risks and mitigations, the DEIR/S never returns to this fundamental point, that the project 
setting is inherently one of “high to extreme fire hazard.” This factor must be incorporated 
into the analysis, but isn’t. As one example, the DEIR/S cites to Prestemon 2010 for the 
proposition that public and user education can result in wildfire prevention, but all of the 
data considered in Prestemon 2010 was drawn from the state of Florida 10-20 years ago, 
and may not be representative at all of the Sierra Nevada foothills. Similarly, while the 
DEIR/S acknowledges that increased usage and visitation would be expected to increase 
wildfire risk, the DEIR/S fails to fully contextualize this risk in the setting of “high to extreme 



fire hazard.” Indeed, the DEIR/S cites to a number of other studies and reports, but never 
states that any were drawn from areas of extreme fire risk. The DEIR/S should be revised 
accordingly: 

“An EIR shall identify…[d]irect and indirect significant effects of the project on the 
environment…The discussion should include…health and safety problems caused by 
the physical changes…The EIR shall also analyze any significant environmental effects 
the project might cause or risk exacerbating by bringing development and people into 
the area affected. For example the EIR should evaluate any potentially 
significant…impacts of locating development in areas susceptible to hazardous 
conditions (e.g., floodplains, coastlines, wildfire risk areas).” 

 
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15126.2.) The DEIR/S fails this requirement. The DEIR/S does 
characterize the existing conditions as extremely hazardous, but thereafter fails to 
incorporate this critical point into its effects analysis. 
 
The DEIR/S directly contradicts itself where it first admits that “there is no evidence that 
definitively shows that forest fuel treatments can lead to a reduction in the overall size of a 
fire (USFS 2009; Schoennagel et al. 2017),” but then asserts that “such treatments can aid 
in protecting public safety, and homes and other structures by reducing wildfire intensity and 
severity in treated areas under normal fire conditions.” (DEIR/S at 4.17-4.) This is internally 
contradictory and the DEIR/S provides no evidence for this assertion, nor the follow up 
equivocation that “[w]here treatments have occurred, the pattern of wildfire progression may 
be limited in some areas to low-intensity underbrush and surface burning, which can create 
safe conditions for firefighters to successfully suppress fires in areas near homes or other 
structures, or around areas of high resource value.” (DEIR/S at 4.17-5 [emphasis added].) 
 
The DEIR/S cites to Prestemon 2010 for the proposition that “Wildfire prevention education 
has been shown to be an effective form of wildfire management by successfully reducing 
the incidence of wildfire.” (DEIR/S at 4.17-5.) Prestemon, in turn, found that “for a 10% 
increase in presentations, media, and brochures distributed over the last 7 months (i.e., a 
10% increase in effort over the last 6 months and a 10% increase in current month efforts), 
we would expect 4.5, 4.2, and 3.8% declines in preventable wildfire ignitions due to 
presentations, media, and brochure distributions, respectively.” (Prestemon 2010 at 188.) In 
contrast, the proposed project “would accommodate up to an estimated 35 percent increase 
in visitation.” (DEIR/S at 4.17-11.) The DEIR/S fails to explain whether the increase in 
educational outreach would be proportionally enough to offset the increase risk of fire 
ignition through increased use. 
 
The DEIR/S suggests, but does not mandate, that “Additional restrictions could include a 
complete prohibition on campfires and open flames within ASRA/APL, a prohibition on 
smoking within ASRA/APL, a prohibition on the use of portable camp stoves outside of 
designated campsites, and/or targeted closures within portions of ASRA/APL to prevent 
public access, reduce the potential for ignitions, and reduce potential evacuation needs.” 
(DEIR/S at 4.17-12.) As these offers are nonbinding they cannot be relied upon for the 
DEIR/S significance determination; but given the extreme harms that would result from any 
wildfire attributable to this proposed project, these measures should be made mandatory. 
 



The DEIR/S states that “Implementation of Guideline OP 3.2 would increase the number of 
properly trained and equipped law enforcement officers commensurate with increases in 
visitation, which would provide additional staff to enforce fire safety restrictions” (DEIR/S at 
4.17-12), but the DEIR/S does not explain whether the increase in law enforcement would 
be proportional or beyond the comparative increase in risk of wildfire from the project, with a 
thirty-five percent increase in visitation. Will law enforcement be increase by more than 
thirty-five percent? How does the DEIR/S determine how much increase in law enforcement 
is enough? The DEIR/S does not say. 
 
On balance, the DEIR/S fails to support its conclusion that the increased fire risks caused 
by the project would be effectively offset by increased prevention, vegetation management, 
and suppression, efforts. While the DEIR/S does acknowledge that increased visitation and 
usage would increase the risk of ignition and the potential impacts to human life; and does 
provide evidence that education, prevention, mitigation, and suppression can help prevent 
and reduce the severity of wildfires, the DEIR/S never provides a means of actually 
comparing the increased risk to the increased mitigations, and therefore never supports its 
conclusion with any evidence that the scope or rate of the mitigation efforts would be 
sufficient to offset the scope or rate of the increased effect. Put differently, the DEIR/S 
concludes that: “The effects on the frequency, intensity, or size of wildfires; or risk of 
exposure of people or structures to wildfire from the RE Alternative would be similar to the 
No-Action Alternative. This is attributable to increased visitation under the RE Alternative 
with a commensurate increase in management and wildfire prevention activities.” (DEIR/S 
4.17-18.) Nowhere does the DEIR/S provide evidence to determine or demonstrate that 
such efforts would, in fact, be “commensurate.” 
 
Moreover, presented in this light, the purported project components begin to appear more 
like mitigation measures of the project’s potentially significant effects than actual integral 
project components. This approach to CEQA evaluation was rejected in Lotus v. 
Department of Transportation, (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 655-656, which “compress[ed] 
the analysis of impacts and mitigation measures into a single issue,” thereby “disregard[ing] 
the requirements of CEQA.” Lotus explains that it this type of failure is dangerous because, 
among other things, the lack of analysis and findings about the extent of impacts makes it 
impossible to determine if the mitigation measures are sufficient. 
 
Conversely, some elements of the proposed action would in fact reduce wildfire risks, but 
the DEIR/S fails to explain why these positive elements could not be pursued 
independently, without the proposed action component of increasing usership by 35%. For 
example, the DEIR/S states that: 
 
“Under the Proposed Action, resources would be allocated to more quickly and more 
efficiently suppress and control wildfires. Guideline RES 9.7 would require that emergency 
wildfire suppression equipment and resources be available at appropriate high-use areas 
(e.g., campgrounds and special event locations), and that appropriate CSP staff be trained 
in basic wildland fire response and safety. While CSP is not a fire suppression agency, this 
would allow appropriate CSP staff to be prepared to immediately assist with suppressing 
ignitions that occur at high-use areas where CSP staff are present, which could 
substantially reduce the size and severity of wildfires.” (DEIR/S at 4.17-12.) The DEIR/S 
should evaluate an alternative that could achieve some of these fire safety goals without 
also increasing fire risk by expanding usership by 35%. Similarly, the DEIS/R explains that, 



“With implementation of the Proposed Action, the ASRA/APL both Reclamation’s Fire 
Management Plan, and CSP’s WMP would be drafted to conform to Bureau of Reclamation, 
CSP, and CAL FIRE policies and requirements.” (4.17-12.) It would seem that this should 
occur regardless of whether visitation is increase. The DIER/S explains that “Guideline RES 
8.6 would make the expansion or construction of any new facilities contingent upon 
completion of applicable vegetation management and defensible space treatments in those 
areas before construction or expansion of the facility,” which only confirms that fire 
prevention and mitigation can and should occur without increasing visitation.  
 
Similarly, the DEIR/S explains: 
 

“Local wildfire management policies at ASRA/APL are driven by Reclamation policy, 
directives, and standards found in LND P14 (Reclamation 2017a) and LND 14-01 
(Reclamation 2017b). Reclamation’s wildland fire management policy is to manage 
for a reduction in the occurrence and severity of wildland fire though fire 
suppression, fire prevention and education, fire management planning, fuels 
reduction, rehabilitation and training. Directive and standards provide the framework 
for wildland fire management and creation of fire management plans on Reclamation 
lands whether managed by a federal or non-federal partner. To this end, 
Reclamation is updating the Auburn State Recreation Area Fire Management Plan 
for ASRA/APL, which provides wildfire management direction and strategies. On 
state lands, wildfire management is guided by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation Operations Manual, which requires a wildfire management plan (WMP) 
for each park unit.” (DEIR/S at 4.17-8.) 

 
These would seem to be requirements that the ASRA should adhere to regardless of 
whether visitation and usage is increased 35% by the proposed project. Please explain why 
or how compliance with these policies must be tethered to increase park usage. 
 
Furthermore, the DEIR/S never describes or explains in how Reclamation or CPS will draft 
“Reclamation’s Fire Management Plan, and CSP’s WMP…to conform to Bureau of 
Reclamation, CSP, and CAL FIRE policies and requirements.” (4.17-12.) The DEIR/S 
assures the public that the relevant planning documents will be drafted in such a way as to 
mitigate the future risk of fire presented by the Proposed Action by conforming to State and 
federal policies. It fails, however, to provide any specifics on how that will be achieved. The 
DEIR/S states that the Fire Management Plan and WMP would “provide additional detail on 
fire safety measure identified in the goals and guidelines, thereby increased the likelihood of 
their effectiveness.” (4.17.13.) What measures will be incorporated into the Fire 
Management Plan and WMP to ensure conformity with applicable fire management 
policies? How do those measures address the increased risk of wildfire presented by this 
Proposed Action? Absent additional information there is no basis for the DEIR/S to 
determine whether the effects of the proposed project will be significant, or that the 
forthcoming drafts of the Fire Management Plan or WMP will in fact increase the 
“effectiveness” of the guidelines included in the DEIR/S to such a degree as to limit the 
increased risk of wildfires to pre-project levels.  As stated previously, “an accurate, stable 
and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.” 



(County of Inyo v City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.3d 185, 199.) Conclusory statements, 
devoid of any specifics, stating that future planning documents will conform to applicable 
State and federal fire management policies, do not meet the accuracy and stability required 
by CEQA.  

At minimum, the DEIR/S must commit and expressly confirm that subsequent project-level 
EIR will be required to evaluate the impacts of the measures to be incorporated into drafts 
of relevant fire management documents, including Fire Management Plan and WMP, and to 
assess the impact of those measures on fire management in the ASRA/APL.   

Next, The DEIR/S seriously fails to disclose or analyze increased uses of herbicide to 
reduce vegetation, stating “Herbicide is currently used in targeted applications to control 
invasive weeds, which would continue under the Proposed Action and could be expanded 
as part of additional roadside vegetation treatments. Treatments would be limited to treated 
areas, and widespread herbicide use would not be associated with the Proposed Action.” 
(DEIR/S 4.17-13.) The DEIR/S acknowledges that herbicide use may increase, but fails to 
offer any standards, guidance, quantification, location, or discussion of potential effects. 
This is especially concerning because although the application of herbicides will be limited 
to “treated areas,” those areas are projected to expand dramatically under the Proposed 
Action.  The DEIR/S states that vegetation management / treatment activities under the 
Proposed Action would result in a 1,000 percent increase in total treated area, and an 
annual increase of 200 percent. (DEIR/S 4.17-13.) The DEIR/S states elsewhere that 
“[n]one of the alternatives would include goals or guidelines that would…substantially 
increase herbicide use above existing levels.” (DEIR/S 2-6.) Given the expected dramatic 
increase in total treated areas, it is unclear how the Proposed Action could not result in a 
substantial increase in herbicide use, unless the DEIR/S commits to severely restricting the 
use of herbicides in the newly designated treatment areas 

 
The DEIR/S similarly glosses over the statement that fuel reduction actions would include 
“hand and mechanical fuel thinning, pile burning, prescribed grazing, controlled burns, and 
onsite chipping” (DEIR/S 4.17-13.)  Again, and while the Proposed Action will greatly 
expand the total area of land “treated” as part of vegetation management activities, the 
DEIR/S completely fails to analyze the environmental effects of these activities.  

 
The DEIR/S is devoid of any analysis of the environmental impacts of herbicide application 
associated with vegetation management activities. Moreover, and as it relates specifically to 
“hand and mechanical fuel thinning, pile burning…controlled burns, and onsite chipping” the 
DEIR/S limits its analysis to air quality and climate change impacts. (4.2-2; 4.8-2.) It is 
unclear, moreover, whether the air quality and climate change analysis examine one-time 
impacts of the planned vegetation management activities, or the projected year over year 
vegetation management activities that may be required due to the regrowth of vegetation in 
designated treatment areas. Here, The DEIR/S completely eschews any analysis of habitat 
loss or other physical impacts of those proposed vegetation management activities beyond 
air quality and climate change effects.  

 
Given these shortcomings, the DEIR/S provides no basis to determine whether the effects 
of vegetation management activities, including herbicide application, are significant, and 
fails to achieve core purpose of CEQA, which is to identify and “inform the public and its 



responsible officials of the environmental consequences of their decisions before they are 
made (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564 
[emphasis in original].) 
 
 
INSURANCE RATE INCREASE. Insurance policies on the Divide are being cancelled due 
to “severe fire hazard risk” and proximity of campgrounds. This issue must be addressed 
within the EIR.   
 
INSUFFICIENT FIRE EVACUATION ROUTES. We have fewer evacuation routes than the 
town of Paradise, CA. Currently, if a fire ignites in the canyon or anywhere on the Divide, 
there is NO present, let alone, proposed infrastructure plan in place for residents or visitors 
to evacuate safely. Many people would likely be stuck on limited roadways or be unable to 
evacuate at all. Increased vehicle numbers would only exacerbate this danger. The EIR for 
any proposed Plan must address public safety issues and that certainly includes the Fire 
Evacuation Issue. 
 
OVERCROWDED/HAZARDOUS ROADS. The ASRA Plan calls for 45% more visitors 
which would mean a total of 1.45 million visitors annually.  The Confluence (Highway 49 
along both sides of the American River) is already over- crowded with unsafe parking for 
vehicles, pedestrians and Divide residents. The traffic study that purports to show an LOS D 
currently and following adoption of the proposed plan is fatally flawed and must be redone. 
An accurate study of the roadway segments can only be done by actually counting vehicles 
during the peak traffic times. Estimates using “standard” road condition values are 
unacceptable. 
 
Mitigation measure 4.12-1 is deeply flawed, and reflects not only an illegally deferred 
mitigation measure, but also an impermissibly unstable project description. The DEIR/S 
admits that “[t]raffic volumes would be higher under the RE Alternative compared to the 
Proposed Action, and thus, the addition of project trips to the study intersections could 
potentially result in the degradation of LOS to unacceptable levels.” (DEIR/S at 4.12-11.) 
MM 4.12-1 attempts to mitigate this effect, saying that “Before construction of any new trip-
generating amenities (i.e., campsites, day-use facilities or parking spaces) in excess of that 
which is allowed under the Proposed Action within any activity node, CSP shall conduct a 
quantitative operations analysis of the study intersections and roadway study segments that 
could receive an increase in traffic volumes.” (DEIR/S at 4.12-14.) This is, at best, vague 
and ambiguous. Under what circumstances may the project build out at higher traffic rates 
than assessed in the DEIR/S? Read literally, “construction of any new trip-generating 
amenities (i.e., campsite, day-use facilities or parking spaces) in excess of that which is 
allowed under the Proposed Action” appears to suggest that the proposed project could in 
fact contain more campsites, day-use facilities or parking spaces than described under the 
Proposed Action. Such an indefinite project description, however, evades CEQA’s 
fundamental purpose of informed environmental decision-making: 

Only through an accurate view of the project may affected outsiders and public 
decision-makers balance the proposal's benefit against its environmental cost, 



consider mitigation measures, assess the advantage of terminating the proposal 
(i.e., the "no project" alternative) and weigh other alternatives in the balance. An 
accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative 
and legally sufficient EIR. 

(County of Inyo v City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.3d 185, 199.) The main objective of the 
project, itself, would be to construct new campsites and amenities; therefore, any buildout 
“in excess of that which is allowed under the Proposed Action” would simply be a different 
project. This shifting view of what the project actually entails is confusing, unstable, and 
does not comply with CEQA. Indeed, MM4.12-1 goes on to require that a future “analysis 
shall determine whether the addition of project-generated trips to the surrounding roadway 
network would result in an increase in traffic volumes such that a degradation of operating 
conditions to unacceptable levels would occur, as determined by the intersection and 
roadway segment operations standards of the applicable jurisdiction (i.e., Caltrans, El 
Dorado County, Placer County, or the City of Auburn).” (DEIR/S at .4.12-14.) But that is 
exactly what the EIR is required to do here, in the first instance; and it constitutes an illegal 
deferral to wait until after a project is approved to conduct a full impact analysis, such as 
MM 4.12-1 proposes. (See, San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr. v County of Merced (2007) 
149 Cal.App.4th 645, 669; Preserve Wild Santee v City of Santee (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 
260, 280.) 

MM 4.12-1 next states that, if a future analysis determines impacts to be potentially 
significant, then the lead agency shall “[m]odify the proposed amenity to reduce the number 
of project-generated vehicle trips on the surrounding roadway network. For example, the 
size of a new campground or day-use area could be decreased to reduce the number of 
visitor-related trips.” (DEIR/S at 4.12-14.) Again, the DEIR may not simply increase or 
decrease the size of the project, in unknown amounts, at some point in the future. The 
proposed project components work in concert: a camp site requires a trail which requires an 
entry point and parking. To simply state that the project can be reduced in the future in 
some unknown way fails to suggest a concrete and objective mitigation measure, and 
further undermines the stability of the project description. Moreover, there is no evaluation 
of whether such project changes are feasible, or what their impacts may be. 
 
Next, MM 4.12-1 requires that CSP shall “[c]onduct a revised project-level analysis that 
shall demonstrate through quantitative analysis that the modified amenity would not result in 
an exceedance of the study intersection or roadway study segment operations standards of 
the applicable jurisdiction.” First, this simply admits that the present DEIR/S is not settled on 
a discrete and stable project that it analyzes, but rather, impermissibly defers this “project-
level analysis” to a future time by and through a mitigation measure. Second, this passage 
seems to presuppose the outcome of such an analysis by requiring it reach a conclusion 
that traffic impacts would be less than significant. A promise to conduct a future impact 
analysis, with a preordained conclusion, is not a mitigation measure at all. 
 
Finally, no such deferral of mitigation measures is appropriate here, since the DEIR/S has 
not shown it would be impractical to determine specific mitigation measures now. 
(Sacramento Old City Ass'n v City Council (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1029.) 



 
MM 4.12-2 simply incorporates MM 4.12-1 and therefore suffers the same failings. 
 
WATER CRISIS. GDPUD was not contacted for input during the current planning process. 
The Plan calls for using GDPUID water for campgrounds and day use in El Dorado County. 
This would put a strain on GDPUD’s limited water supply and could result in future 
restrictions on current agricultural irrigation. This impact must be addressed in the EIR.  
 
THREATS TO PUBLIC SAFETY. This ASRA Plan would encourage visitation by those 
unfamiliar with the hazards of a river canyon. In recent years, that section of the American 
River has suffered more drownings than any Federal Park. It may be the most hazardous 
public swimming area in California. No additional visitor facilities that provide swimming or 
wading access should be provided without substantial mitigation including lifeguards, roped 
off areas or similar protections. 
 
INCREASED TRAIL CONFLICTS/HAZARDS. Campgrounds, with associated increased 
vehicle traffic, would be superimposed over existing trails and paths.  Hiker, runner, 
mountain biker, and equestrian trail user conflicts are ALREADY a problem. Increasing 
visitor numbers will only make it worse. Other California State Park locations have adopted 
and funded Trail Conflict Reduction programs that have proven successful. There is NO 
user safety component associated with the ASRA Plan and NO mitigation proposed prior to 
opening the trails and paths to public traffic, especially at the Cool Fire Station Trailhead. 
 
PARKS CAN’T MANAGE 30,000 ACRES TODAY. To date, NO fire breaks have been 
created to protect the adjacent elementary school, church, homes or businesses in Cool. 
Inadequate vegetation and trail maintenance make trails and campgrounds 
unsafe. Currently vegetation management is limited to less than 200 acres out of a total of 
30,000 acres.  There is NO designated funding for more Rangers to make the park safer 
before more people are encouraged to visit.  
 
The Planning process was flawed by NOT seeking input from those who know the most 
about the impacted areas: the local communities. Not all of the proposed actions suffer from 
the issues mentioned above.  However, all of the alternatives described in the Plan must be 
rejected as all of them DO contain these fatal flaws.  
 
ASRA needs a management plan.  None of the alternatives describe a blueprint for the 
Auburn State Recreation Area’s future acceptable to the Divide residents.  We request that 
a fifth alternative be developed, based on correct facts along with community input and 
support.  
 
Thank you for your consideration.  I can be reached at divideactioncoalition@gmail.com or 
530-401-0469. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lorna Dobrovolny, Chair 
Divide Action Coalition 
  



Cc: 
 
Senator Diane Feinstein 
One Post Street, Suite 2450  
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
Congressman Tom McClintock 
2200A Douglas Blvd, Suite 240 
Roseville, CA 95661 
 
Assemblyman Frank Bigelow 
2441 Headington Road 
Placerville, CA 95667 
 
Senator Brian Dahle 
4080 Cavitt Stallman Road, Suite 100A 
Granite Bay, CA 95746 
 
Ms. Lisa Ann L. Mangat, Director 
California State Parks 
1416 9th Street 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Mr. Drew Lessard, Area Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation, Central California 
Area Office 
7794 Folsom Dam Road  

 
 
Mr. Mike Howard 
California State Parks, Auburn Sector 
Superintendent 
501 El Dorado 
Auburn, CA 95604 
 
Supervisor Lori Parlin 
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 
330 Fair Lane 
Placerville, CA 95667  
 
Mr. Jim Micheaels 
California State Parks - Gold Fields District 
7806 Folsom-Auburn Road 
Folsom, CA 95630 
 
Chief Mike Kaslin 
Cal Fire Amador El Dorado Unit  
2840 Mt. Danaher Rd. 
Camino, CA 95709 
 
Mr. Tony Benedetti 
Western States Trail Foundation 
150 Gum Lane #103 
Auburn, CA 95603 

 
Mr. Dave Meanor 
Gold Country Endurance Riders 
P.O. Box 3412 
Auburn, California 95604 


