
#104 Because it is undetermined at this time whether or not a larger facility
would be needed, the footprint has not been identified.  However, since the
footprint would stay within the developed parking lot, it is possible that existing
parking spaces would be lost should a larger facility be constructed.  The size of
the facility would be determined based on the success and need for additional
facilities to support the programs under the PPUP.  Should a larger facility be
proposed, additional environmental review may be necessary.

#105 A discussion of the visual effects has been added to Section 4.2.10 of the
FEIR.  Please also see the discussion in the EIR Section 2.1.1, Stairway to
Pacific Coast Highway.

#106 Please see response # 71.

#107 The adaptive use of the historic structures places limits on the type of
interior renovations that can occur for hostel facilities.  Only one cottage is a non-
contributing structure to the Historic District and that cottage is proposed for the
primary dorm facility.  A minimum of 65 beds is addressed in the PPUP in order
to comply with the MOU.  The project implementing the first phase priorities,
including the hostel overnight accommodations is scheduled to go to construction
in late 2003.  





#108 Thank you for the clarification.  





This letter was received after the close of comments on December 2, 2002.
However, in the interest of full public disclosure, this letter is printed in its
entirety and responses have been prepared.

#109 State Parks respectfully disagrees.  Each of the EIRs prepared in the last
two years in Crystal Cove State Park have independent utility and are generally
consistent with the Crystal Cove State Park General Plan, an approved Public
Works Plan.  Because several elements of this project, the Crystal Cove Historic
District Preservation and Public Use Plan, are not consistent with the existing
General Plan, a General Plan Amendment is being prepared for that project only.
The other projects have each been identified in the cumulative impacts section of
each EIR.  The cumulative activities of State Parks in Crystal Cove State Park,
when weighed against the Newport Coast project, are nominal and certainly not
worthy of preparing another full general plan for Crystal Cove State Park.  Please
also see response # 71.  The timing of these projects is reflective of the bond
money identified for them from Propositions 12 and 40.  The Sierra Club also
wrote letters in support of both the El Morro Conversion project and PPUP.
Neither of these other letters expressed concerns regarding the adequacy of the
cumulative impact analysis of these projects. 





Please see Response # 109 on Previous Page





#110  Please see Sections 4.2.1, 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 of the DEIR which obligate
State Parks to follow appropriate historic property treatment.  Because the
Historic District is a National Register property and will be incorporating adaptive
uses, work on the historic fabric will be ongoing.  The EIR addresses the context
in which that work can progress and whether or not the environmental impacts of
such work are potentially significant and how those impacts would be mitigated.
This is fully disclosed in the DEIR.  The EIR establishes the processes by which
State Parks will review long term management and phased implementation of the
site.  Public Resource Code 5024 and the mitigation monitoring measures ensure
compliance.  There will be ongoing adjustment as adaptation and mitigation
occur within the Historic District.

#111 State Parks agrees that an accurate project description is required under
CEQA and further contends that such a project description is disclosed in the
PPUP and in Section 2 of the DEIR.  Modifications to clarify the PPUP are
proposed and Figure numbers have been corrected in the DEIR.





#112 Please see responses # 2, # 4, and # 20.

#113 State Parks respectfully disagrees.  Please see responses # 25, # 71, and
#110.  Nearly all of the cottages have been identified as contributing elements to
the Historic District with intact historic integrity and all cottages can either be
preserved or considered for an adaptive use.

# 114.  Please refer to response #67.  As stated in the DEIR, Section 4.2.3,
removal of CSS will occur during the non-breeding season to avoid direct
impacts to nesting pairs of gnatcatchers. Manipulation of vegetation refers to
actions associated with construction activities.  As stated in the DEIR, Section
4.2.2, Mitigation Veg-1: “Take” of CSS habitat will be mitigated by deducting
acreage from Crystal Cove State Park’s mitigation credit.  

As stated in the DEIR, Section 4.2.3, Mitigation Wild-2: a short barrier wall built
with materials compatible to the Historic District will be constructed to prevent
vehicle impacts to sycamore trees that may be used by monarch butterflies.
Appropriate mitigation for natural resources is generally determined by
coordination with jurisdictional resource agencies.  OHP and state park historians
determine whether or not work on historic structures and features is in
accordance with accepted National Park Service procedures.  Public review of
mitigation is generally not required under CEQA unless it creates new potentially
significant adverse environmental effects.





#115 Please see responses #2, # 4, and # 20.

#116 Please see response # 3.  The HMLP will allow for management of
invasive species and there will be a buffer around the Historic District to control
exotic species within the Historic District.  Use of pesticides and fertilizers would
be conducted in accordance with State Parks operational policies. 

#117 Please see responses # 2, # 4 and # 20. 





#118 Please see Map 3 of the PPUP and the geotechnical studies that were
available for public review.   It is not anticipated that there will be a significant
need for import or export of fill with the slope stabilization.  No alteration of the
stream channel is proposed for slope stabilization.

#119 Please see Section 4.2.10 of the DEIR.

#120 State Parks respectfully disagrees.  Please see Section 4.2.9 of the DEIR
and Figure 4.1.





#121 State Parks respectfully disagrees.  The inclusion of the uses at the
Historic District is a nominal effect when the population of the area is considered.

#122 Please see Sections 2.1.1 and 2.3 of the DEIR.

#123 Please see responses #29 and #30.

#124 Please see response # 25.





#125 State Parks respectfully disagrees.  Please refer to the list of references
and preparers as well as the technical studies that were prepared for this project.
The proposed Statement of Overriding Considerations was prepared because of
the extreme temporary measures that must be incorporated to preserve a
number of the cottages.  Since this work will occur during the peak season, it was
considered likely to be an ummitigable significant visual and intrusive impact to
the “Spirit of Place” of the Historic District.





This letter was received after the close of comments on December 2, 2002
and was not faxed on December 2, 2002.  However, in the interest of full
public disclosure, this letter is printed in its entirety and responses have
been prepared.

#126 This project ( SCH # 2002021112) is not the El Morro Conversion Project
(SCH # 2001111088) and takes place approximately 1 mile upcoast.    Please
see response # 109 for your concerns regarding the CCHD PPUP project.





#127 Please see response # 70

#128 Please see response # 24.  State park cultural resource staff are qualified
to evaluate the potential effects of adaptive use and will continue to monitor the
Historic District throughout the implementation of the PPUP.





#129 Restoration of the cottages would be a beneficial effect over the existing
condition yet  the same restoration involves risk or potential adverse effects due
to the sensitivity of the historic resources.  Please see Sections 4.2.1, 7.1.1 and
7.1.2 of the DEIR.

#130 State Parks respectfully disagrees.  Please see Section 5.4 of the EIR.





#131 State Parks respectfully disagrees.  The public can now access the
Historic District.  There will be no increase in the capacity of the Los Trancos
parking lot.  Additionally, these issues were addressed and approved in the
Crystal Cove General Plan.  The Historic District is a developed site that will be
reused to benefit the people of California.  Although more visitors will be come to
the site than presently occurs, much of this use will occur during non-peak hours.
Cumulative impacts to the area from State Park’s projects are discussed in
Section 5.4 of the EIR.

#132 Please see response # 101.

#133 The Park Headquarters entrance road may have a minor redesign at
some point in the future.  However, there is no funding or design proposed at this
time. 

#134 State Parks agrees that overuse of the tidal and marine resources could
have potential adverse impacts.  That is why it was addressed in Sections 4.2.5,
7.1.3 and 7.1.4 of the DEIR.

#135 Please see response # 68.





#136 The comment period for the DEIR closed on December 2, 2002.  Your
letter was received on December 3, 2002, after the close of comments.  The
comment period was not extended but public comment will be accepted at the
Park and Recreation Commission hearing before final approval of the PPUP
General Plan Amendment.





This letter was received after the close of comments on December 2, 2002.
However, in the interest of full public disclosure, this letter is printed in its
entirety and responses have been prepared.

#137 State Parks hopes to serve you and other members of the public with
improved access and enjoyment of the Historic District.  Some cottages and all
programs will be available for those with physical disabilities.





The following pages are attachments to Dennis L. Kelley’s letter.


