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Section 2: 
Responses to Comments 

2.1  Introduction 

This section presents responses to the comments received during the public review period 

(November 14, 2012 through December 14, 2012) for the Draft Initial Study/Environmental 

Assessment (IS/EA) and Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). 

The Notice of Intent (NOI) to Adopt a Mitigation Negative Declaration was released on 

November 14, 2012. A newspaper notice was published in The Santa Barbara Independent for four 

days (November 21, November 28, December 5, and December 12) and appeared as an online 

classified advertisement on the Santa Barbara Independent from November 21 to December 19, 

2012. The newspaper notices and the NOI included information on the availability of the 

environmental document, the project website address, and the schedule for the public review 

period (see Appendix A for a copy of these public noticing materials).  

Seven comment letters were received during the public review period, as listed in Table 2.1-1. 

Comments within each letter are numbered (e.g., A-1, A-2), and responses immediately follow 

each comment letter. These comments were considered only in the context of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Draft IS and MND. The National Park Service (NPS) 

will prepare a separate final National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The NPS will 

determine whether to prepare a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) or to file a Notice of 

Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement. 

Table 2.1-1: Comments Received on the Draft IS/MND 

Letter Commenter Title and Agency 

A Carly Wilburton Air Quality Specialist, Technology and Environmental Assessment 

Division, Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District 

B Fred Collins Tribal Administrator, Northern Chumash Tribal Council 

C Fred Collins Tribal Administrator, Northern Chumash Tribal Council 

D Freddie Romero Cultural Preservation Consultant, Santa Ynez Chumash Tribal Elders 

Council 

E Joe Talaugon Chairman, Santa Ynez Chumash Tribal Elders Council 

F Julie Tumamait-Stenslie Tribal Chair, Barbareno/Ventureno Band of Mission Indians 

G Julie Tumamait-Stenslie Tribal Chair, Barbareno/Ventureno Band of Mission Indians 

H Mona Olivas Tucker Tribal Chair, yak tityu tityu – Northern Chumash Tribe 

I Frank Arredondo Chumash MLD, Ksen-Sku-Mu 
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2.2  Comments and Responses to Comments 

2.2.1 LETTER A 

Comment 
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Responses 

A-1 The CPUC agrees with the commenter’s description of the project. 

A-2 The CPUC notes that the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District has no 

comment on the Draft IS/EA and no suggested conditions. 
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2.2.2 LETTER B 

Comment
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Responses 

B-1 The CPUC notes the opposition to the placement of cellular towers on the Channel Islands. 

This project would not involve the installation of cellular towers, but does involve the 

installation of other cellular telecommunications equipment. 

B-2 Mr. Collins clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that meaningful 

consultation means that the parties sit down together to look at the project, and the 

comments are then incorporated into the project before the project reaches the point of 

public review of the draft document.  

The CPUC requested a list of interested tribes from the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC). The CPUC also consulted with the NPS to identify entities that have 

shown interest in activities on the Channel Islands. The NPS added several tribes to the 

scoping list, in addition to those from the Native American Contacts List provided by the 

NAHC. The CPUC distributed scoping letters on December 1, 2009 to all of the tribes, per 

the CPUC’s standard practice. The CPUC did not receive a request for meetings or 

additional consultation prior to the public comment period on the Draft IS/EA. The CPUC is 

amenable to conducting additional consultation with interested tribal entities, and intends 

to further consult with interested tribes regarding their concerns about the proposed 

project. 

B-3 Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 

The commenter clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that the 

process/methodology imposed in the mitigation measure is insufficient under the MBTA to 

clear migratory birds from the project area prior to the placement of infrastructure. 

The USFWS, which has management authority for migratory birds under the MBTA, 

recommended a measure in a letter submitted during the project scoping process (provided 

in Appendix E of the Draft IS/EA). The measure is designed to avoid harming nests of 

migratory birds and killing migratory birds (which would be in violation of the MBTA) 

during land clearing and surface disturbing activities. The USFWS recommended 

conducting these types of activities outside of the nesting season. If activities would occur 

during nesting season, then the USFWS recommended that a qualified biologist should 

survey the area prior to clearing and then establish a protective buffer around a nest or 

evidence of nesting. The no-activity buffer would prevent disturbance of nests while they 

are active. 

Mitigation Measure RTE Species-1 closely parallels the USFWS recommendations for brown 

pelican, burrowing owl, and Xantus’s murrelet, even though the project would not involve 

land clearing activities and there would be very minimal ground disturbance. The 

commenter did not suggest changes to the mitigation measure. The CPUC is satisfied that 

Mitigation Measure RTE Species-1 is adequate to protect migratory birds from harm. The 

CPUC has thus not revised Mitigation Measure RTE Species-1. 
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Endangered Species Act 

The commenter clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that “USFWS 

regulation” in his comment letter refers to the Endangered Species Act. The commenter 

stated that he has a different perspective of what it means to “harass” a protected species, 

and that he believes in no disturbance at all. He stated the mitigation measure has no 

consideration of biological surveys and implementation of the Mitigation Measure RTE 

Species-1 in areas that may be occupied by endangered species. He stated the Draft IS/EA 

does not consider that there are other endangered species that fly through the area. The 

commenter did not provide names of additional endangered species that he believes may be 

found in the area. 

 As discussed on page 3-28 of the Draft IS/EA, a database and literature review resulted in 

the identification of special status species, including federally endangered species that could 

occur in the project area. Table D-2 in Appendix D and text in the Draft IS/EA have been 

revised to reflect the federal delisting of the brown pelican in 2009 (FWS 2012) and that the 

brown pelican is a fully protected species in California (CDFG 2011). These text edits are 

shown below with text added to the Draft IS/EA underlined and deleted text stricken. No 

endangered species were determined to have the possibility to occur at the 15 proposed 

project locations based on the existing habitat and as a result of a database and literature 

review.  

 Section 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, Page 3-24, 

Paragraph 1 

The shoreline, cliffs, and beaches of Santa Barbara Island are closed to landing 

and public access except at the landing cove below the ranger station. The 

shoreline of Santa Barbara Island serves as a rookery and haul-out for seals and 

sea lions. Public access could cause disturbance, abandonment, and mortality. 

Sections of trail may be temporarily closed on a seasonal basis to protect nesting 

seabirds. California brown pelicans nest in areas near some sections of trail. This 

bird is delisted from the federal endangered species list and is fully protected in 

California on the endangered species list. To assure nesting success, some trail 

sections must be closed seasonally. 

Section 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, Page 3-29, 

Paragraph 1 

Brown Pelican. The FESA-listed endangered California fully-protected brown 

pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis) is found on Santa Cruz, San Miguel, and Santa 

Barbara Islands. Brown pelicans live in oceanic or brackish water habitats and 

prefer nesting in undisturbed areas. On Santa Barbara Island, brown pelicans are 

prolific and nest across the island except in areas frequented by people. They are 

not currently nesting at location 1, but have been known to nest within 500 feet 

of the site. Brown pelicans may nest from the beginning of November to the end 

of September depending on the availability of food and the success of early 

season broods. 
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Appendix D, Page D-6, Table D-2, Row 8 

Table D-2 (Continued): Sensitive Animals, Plants, and Habitats Identified as Having the 
Potential to Occur in the Project Area 

Common Name 

(Scientific Name) or 

Habitat Name 

Federal/State/

Other Status 

Island Location(s) and 

Preferred Habitat 

Potential to Occur and 

Habitat at Various Project 

Locations 

Brown pelican  

(Pelecanus occidentalis) 

Nesting Colony 

and Communal 

Roosts 

FE, Delisted, 

MBTA/Delisted

FP/None 

Santa Cruz and Santa 

Barbara 

 

Oceanic or brackish water 

habitats; nests in 

undisturbed areas. 

May occur within 500 feet 

of location no. 1; on an 

unnamed islet 3,000 feet 

east of location no. 6; and 

on Prince Island, 1 mile 

northeast of San Miguel 

Island. 

 
California Coastal Act 

The commenter clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that he 

believes the mitigation measure violates the California Coastal Act because the Coastal Act 

considers the cultural resources of Native Americans, and birds are part of the cosmology of 

the Chumash people and are therefore considered cultural resources by the Chumash 

people. 

The mitigation measure is intended to protect the three birds named in the mitigation 

measure. The measure closely parallels the recommendations of the USFWS, as described 

above. The CPUC believes the mitigation measure would be protective of these bird species, 

and therefore protective of the birds as cultural resources, as the commenter implies. The 

commenter did not suggest changes to the mitigation measure. No changes were made to 

the mitigation measure. 

The mission of the California Coastal Management Program administered by the California 

Coastal Commission (CCC) is based on the mandates of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

This mission is to:  

Protect, conserve, restore, and enhance environmental and human-based resources 

of the California coast and ocean for environmentally sustainable and prudent use 

by current and future generations.  

The CPUC believes that the proposed project’s potentially significant environmental effects 

have all been identified in the Draft IS/EA, and that the mitigation measures included in the 

Draft IS/EA would reduce any potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. 

The CPUC therefore believes that the project would be consistent with the mission and 

intent of the California Coastal Act.  

The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 requires a determination of whether projects on 

Federal lands are consistent with state coastal management programs. The Federal agency 

responsible for issuing discretionary approvals for the project must submit a consistency 
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determination to the appropriate state agency prior to making a decision on the 

discretionary approval. In the case of the proposed project, the NPS is the Federal agency, 

and the CCC is the appropriate state coastal management agency. The NPS will therefore be 

required to submit a consistency determination to the CCC prior to issuing a right-of-way 

permit for the project. The CCC will make a determination of whether the proposed project 

is consistent with the 1977 California Coastal Management Program, and will also 

determine whether a coastal development permit is required for the project.  

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

The commenter clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that he 

believes that the ACOE has jurisdiction over navigable waters and the birds in those waters, 

but did not provide a specific reason why he thought the project violated the ACOE as an 

agency.  

The ACOE asserts jurisdiction over dredge and fill of Waters of the U.S. The project would 

not affect Waters of the U.S. Therefore, the ACOE would not have jurisdiction over the 

project and the mitigation measure is not in conflict with the ACOE. The CPUC believes the 

measure addresses the project’s potential impacts on the three birds named in the measure. 

The commenter did not suggest changes to the mitigation measure. No changes were made 

to the mitigation measure. 

U.N. Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 

The commenter clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that he 

believes the mitigation measure violates the U.N. Declaration because the NCTC has not 

given “free, prior and informed consent” under Article 19 of the U.N. Declaration.  

Scoping letters were sent on December 1, 2009 to all of the tribes on the Native American 

Contacts List provided by the NAHC and additional tribes identified by the NPS, per the 

CPUC’s standard practice. The CPUC did not receive a request for meetings or additional 

consultation prior to the public comment period on the Draft IS/EA. The CPUC is amenable 

to conducting additional consultation with interested tribal entities, and intends to further 

consult with interested tribes regarding their concerns about the proposed project. See the 

response to comment B-2 for additional discussion regarding tribal consultation.  

B-4 Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 

The commenter clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that the 

process/methodology imposed in the mitigation measures is insufficient under the MBTA to 

clear migratory birds from the project area prior to the placement of infrastructure. Please 

see the response to Comment B-3. 

Mitigation Measure RTE Species-2 has been revised, as shown below, to require pre-

installation checking for active nests by a qualified biologist, rather than a member of the 

construction crew, in order to more closely follow the USFWS recommendation and better 

address the concern presented in the comment. The mitigation measure does not allow 

work within 10 feet of an active nest and prohibits active work until a qualified biologist has 

determined that nestlings have fledged. This requirement generally follows the suggestions 
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of the USFWS by preventing disturbances near active nests. The commenter had no 

suggestion for changes to the mitigation measure. The USFWS and the CPUC believes the 

measure is protective of migratory birds. 

 MND, Applicant Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Page MND-3, 

Mitigation Measure RTE Species-2 

Mitigation Measure RTE Species-2: A member of the construction crew 

qualified biologist shall check for any active bird nests on the areas of 

installation (within 10 feet of installation areas) prior to commencing installation 

activities at all locations. If no active nests are found, work can commence. If 

nests are found work shall be delayed and the NPS biologist contacted. Work 

shall commence when the NPS biologist or a qualified biologist deems that 

nestlings have fledged.  

Section 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, Page 3-38, 

Paragraph 1 

Mitigation Measure RTE Species-2: A member of the construction crew 

qualified biologist shall check for any active bird nests on the areas of 

installation (within 10 feet of installation areas) prior to commencing installation 

activities at all locations. If no active nests are found, work can commence. If 

nests are found work shall be delayed and the NPS biologist contacted. Work 

shall commence when the NPS biologist deems that nestlings have fledged. 

 Endangered Species Act 

The commenter clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that “USFWS 

regulation” in his comment letter refers to the Endangered Species Act. The commenter 

stated that he has a different perspective of what it means to “harass” a protected species, 

and that he believes in no disturbance at all. He stated the mitigation measure has no 

consideration of biological surveys and implementation of Mitigation Measure RTE Species-

1in areas that may be occupied by endangered species. He stated the Draft IS/EA does not 

consider that there are other endangered species that fly through the area. The commenter 

did not provide names of additional endangered species that he believed may be found in 

the area. 

As discussed on page 3-28 of the Draft IS/EA, a database and literature review resulted in 

the identification of special status species, including federally endangered species, that 

could occur in the project area. Table D-2 in Appendix D of the Draft IS/EA has been revised 

to reflect the federal delisting of the brown pelican in 2009 (FWS 2012) and that the brown 

pelican is a fully protected species in California (CDFG 2011), as shown in response to 

comment B-3. Mitigation Measure RTE Species-2 is protective of all bird species. No 

endangered species were determined to have the possibility to occur at the 15 proposed 

project locations as a result of a database and literature review, and the commenter did not 

provide names of additional endangered species that he believed could occur in the project 

area; thus, the CPUC did not revise the mitigation measure. 
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California Coastal Act 

The commenter clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that he 

believes the mitigation measure violates the California Coastal Act because the Coastal Act 

considers the cultural resources of Native Americans, and birds are part of the cosmology of 

the Chumash people and are therefore considered cultural resources by the Chumash 

people. Please see the response to comment B-3, above. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

The commenter clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that he 

believes that the ACOE has jurisdiction over navigable waters and the birds in those waters, 

but did not provide a specific reason why he thought the project violated the ACOE as an 

agency. Please see the response to comment B-3 above. 

U.N. Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 

The commenter clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that he 

believes the mitigation measure violates the U.N. Declaration because the NCTC has not 

given “free, prior and informed consent” under Article 19 of the U.N. Declaration. Please 

see the response to comment B-3 above. 

B-5 Chumash Cultural Resource Management 

The commenter clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that the 

Chumash Cultural Resource Management plan is not a published document but is kept 

among the Northern Chumash Tribal Council. He stated that all cultural resources should 

be avoided, and that only in cases of important public safety issues would digging or 

destroying of cultural resources be allowed by the Northern Chumash Tribal Council. The 

commenter believes that the monitoring proposed in the mitigation measure is insufficient 

to address cultural resource impacts. 

Pacific Legacy, the CPUC’s cultural resources consultant, conducted record searches for the 

project area at the Central Coast Information Center and the South Central Coast 

Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System. The searches 

covered the 15 proposed project locations as indicated on page 3-55 the Draft IS/EA. 

Installation at some locations would involve shallow ground disturbance using hand tools, 

which could result in impacts to previously undiscovered or already known cultural 

resources, as discussed beginning on page 3-60 of the Draft IS/EA. Mitigation Measure CR-1 

would be implemented for ground disturbing activities to minimize the potential impacts to 

such resources. The mitigation measure includes provisions for avoidance if resources are 

found. All ground disturbance would be relatively shallow, and discovery of previously 

unknown cultural resources or human remains is considered unlikely because of the 

previously disturbed nature of each of the 15 proposed project locations. The CPUC 

believes Mitigation Measure CR-1 would minimize impacts to cultural resources to less 

than significant levels and thus has not revised the mitigation measure. 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) requires Federal 

agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, and 
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afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to 

comment. The NPS is required to consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer 

(SHPO) under Section 106 in order to determine whether the proposed project could affect 

historic properties.  

The NPS determined the scope of identification efforts and participated in identifying the 

historic properties in the area of potential effects. The NPS considered the effects on cultural 

resources, as presented in the IS/EA. Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects listed 

in the National Register are considered; unlisted properties are evaluated against the NPS’s 

published criteria, in consultation with the SHPO; and any Indian tribe or organization that 

may attach religious or cultural importance to them is considered. The NPS, in consultation 

with the SHPO, will make an assessment of any potential adverse effects on the identified 

historic properties based on criteria found in ACHP's regulations and works with the SHPO 

to seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects. As identified in the IS/EA, 

the project is not likely to affect cultural resources with the implementation of mitigation 

measure CR-1.  

Section 106 consultation may result in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which 

outlines agreed-upon measures that the agency will take to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the 

adverse effects. In some cases, the consulting parties may agree that no such measures are 

possible, but that the adverse effects must be accepted in the public interest. 

The NPS is required to complete the Section 106 process, conduct the Nation-to-Nation 

consultation with the tribes, and obtain concurrence from the SHPO prior to the NPS 

issuing a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) under NEPA and prior to rendering a 

decision regarding whether to approve the proposed project. The NPS has indicated that it 

will finish the Section 106 process once the CPUC has completed the CEQA environmental 

review process for this project.  

Refer to response to comment B-2 regarding the commenter’s assertion that the mitigation 

measure violates the meaning of meaningful consultation. 

U.N. Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 

The commenter clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that he 

believes the mitigation measure violates the U.N. Declaration because the NCTC has not 

given “free, prior and informed consent” under Article 19 of the U.N. Declaration. 

Please see the response to comment B-3. 

B-6 Comment noted. The NPS is the agency that manages the Channel Islands National Park, 

on which the project would be implemented. No cell towers would be constructed as part of 

the project. 

B-7 The commenter clarified his comment in a subsequent telephone call, stating that he has felt 

that the NPS archaeologists’ findings have lacked in substance and accuracy for many years. 

He thus disagrees with the findings in the Draft IS/EA based on the lack of information 

provided in the Draft IS/EA and the past work performed by NPS archaeologists. He thinks 
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the NPS archaeologists’ work should be peer reviewed. 

The CPUC archaeologist conducted a record search for the 15 proposed project locations at 

the Central Coast Information Center and the South Central Coast Information Center of the 

California Historical Resources Information System, as stated on page 3-55 the Draft IS/EA. 

Installation at some locations would involve shallow ground disturbance using hand tools, 

which could result in impacts to previously undiscovered or already known cultural 

resources, as discussed beginning on page 3-60 of the Draft IS/EA. Mitigation Measure CR-1 

would be implemented for ground disturbing activities to minimize the potential impacts to 

such resources. All ground disturbance would be relatively shallow, and discovery of 

previously unknown cultural resources or human remains is considered unlikely because of 

the previously disturbed nature of each of the 15 proposed project locations. Mitigation 

Measure CR-1 would minimize impacts to cultural resources to less than significant levels 

and thus the CPUC has not revised the findings. Please see the response to comment B-5 for 

a discussion of additional cultural resource review and analysis that will be performed by 

the NPS as part of the Section 106 consultation process.  

B-8 The comment that there is disagreement among experts and that there has not been 

adequate consultation is noted. The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is 

noted and will be relayed to the decision makers for the project, the California Public 

Utilities Commission. 
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2.2.3 LETTER C 

Comment 
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Responses 

C-1 The CPUC notes the description of qualifications, consulting, and educational efforts of the 

Northern Chumash Tribal Council (NCTC) provided by the commenter. 

C-2 The CPUC notes the opposition to the placement of cellular towers on the Channel Islands. 

This project would not involve the installation of cellular towers. 

C-3 See response to comment B-2. 

C-4 See response to comment B-3. 

C-5 See response to comment B-4. 

C-6 See response to comment B-5. 

C-7 See response to comment B-6. 

C-8 See response to comment B-7. 

C-9 See response to comment B-8. 
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2.2.4 LETTER D 

Comment 
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Responses 

D-1 Scoping letters were sent to all tribal representatives on the NAHC Native American 

contact list on December 1, 2009, and copies of the Draft IS/EA were supplied to each of 

these tribal entities on November 14, 2012. The CPUC was not able to extend the comment 

period on the Draft IS/MND (the CEQA portion of the Draft IS/EA), and the comment 

period closed on December 14, 2012 as originally scheduled. The NPS is considering 

extending the comment period on the Draft EA (the NEPA portion of the Draft IS/EA) and 

may continue to receive comments after December 14, 2012. Any additional comments 

submitted after December 14, 2012 may be incorporated into the CPUC decision document. 
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2.2.5 LETTER E 

Comment 
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Responses 

E-1 The CPUC notes the comments regarding the creation story of the Santa Ynez Band of 

Chumash Indians (SYBCI) and the desire of the Elders Council to protect the Channel 

Islands. 

E-2 The CPUC notes the SYBCI Elders Council’s opposition to the project. 
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2.2.6 LETTER F 

Comment 
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Responses 

F-1 The CPUC notes the commenter’s opposition to the project. 

F-2 Mitigation Measure CR-1 would be implemented to minimize impacts to cultural 

resources, including artifacts and burials. 

F-3 The CPUC notes the commenter’s statement and opposition to projects that impact 

culture. Mitigation Measure CR-1 would be implemented to minimize impacts to cultural 

resources. 

F-4 The CPUC notes the commenter’s concern about frequency impacts on animals due to 

frequencies in the atmosphere. One source indicates that studies on the effects of 

electromagnetic fields (EMF) on wild birds have found that “exposure of wild birds to 

EMF can under certain circumstances change their behaviour, reproductive success, 

growth and development, physiology and endocrinology and/or the parameters of 

oxidative stress” (SCENIHR 2009). The changes, however, are “neither all in the same 

direction or consistent” (SCENIHR 2009). Two studies also found that EMF exposure 

correlates with a reduced house sparrow population in urban areas; yet, it was noted that 

there are numerous ways to interpret the correlation and additional studies are needed to 

reach a conclusion (SCENIHR 2009). The CPUC has analyzed impacts to animals and 

provided mitigation where necessary to reduce impacts to animals to less than significant 

levels. 

F-5 The CPUC notes the comment regarding the cultural value of the Channel Islands.  

F-6 The applicant, NPS, and CPUC considered a number of alternatives to the proposed 

project, including alternative technologies, prior to preparation of the Draft IS/EA. The 

specific locations for the installation of telecommunications facilities were selected to 

minimize environmental effects. An alternative of a reduced number of phone facilities 

would not meet the purpose of the project to the extent that the proposed action would 

meet the purpose. The purpose of the project (stated in full on page 1-3 of the Draft IS/EA) 

is to provide improved communication for people on the island, provide communication 

for emergency situations, and improve real time weather reporting. Placing 

communications infrastructure in fewer locations would not meet the communication-

related goals as well as placing communications infrastructure at all 15 locations. 

Therefore, only the proposed project and the No Project Alternative were analyzed in the 

Draft IS/EA.  

F-7 The CPUC notes the comment that the proposed project would increase the amount of 

“clutter” on the Channel Islands. Impacts to visual resources are discussed beginning on 

page 3-77 the Draft IS/EA. Impacts to visual resources would be less than significant. No 

changes were made to the document. 

F-8 The proposed project would not increase the frequency or duration of physical access to 

and from the Channel Islands and thus would not increase the ability of people to “pot 

hunt.” The same physical restrictions on travel on and among the Islands would exist 

after implementation of the project. The only change in physical transport would be that 
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fewer attempted trips to and from the Islands would fail due to weather conditions, as the 

telephone service would allow people to call ahead to verify that weather is favorable for 

travel. Thus, the number of successful trips and the number of people traveling to and 

from the Islands would not change, and “pot hunting” is not expected to increase as a 

result of the proposed project. Mitigation Measure CR-1 requires cultural sensitivity 

training of workers if deemed appropriate by the NPS Park Archaeologist, and the 

presence of work crews is therefore not expected to increase “pot hunting” during project 

construction.  

F-9 The CPUC notes the comment urging the NPS to educate people about the dangers of the 

Islands. The comment does not appear to pertain to the environmental impacts analysis 

and thus no changes were made to the document. 

F-10 The CPUC notes the commenter’s request for the presence of a full-time archeologist and 

a Chumash monitor, and access to monitoring reports. Mitigation Measure CR-1 would be 

implemented to minimize impacts to cultural resources and would require the NPS to 

oversee archeological monitoring during ground disturbing activities and to require 

monitoring if deemed necessary during ground disturbing activities. The NPS may choose 

to authorize additional monitors during installation activities. The commenter may 

request construction compliance reports from the CPUC, which would include 

documentation of any previously undiscovered cultural resources per Mitigation Measure 

CR-1, as described in the MMRP. 

F-11 The CPUC notes the commenter’s objection to the increased use of technology. 
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2.2.7 LETTER G 

Comment 
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Response 

G-1 The CPUC notes the ancestry of the members of the Barbareno/Ventureno Band of Mission 

Indians. 

G-2 The CPUC is amenable to conducting additional consultation with interested tribal entities, 

and intends to further consult with interested tribes regarding their concerns about the 

proposed project. See the response to comment B-2 for additional discussion of tribal 

consultation.  
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2.2.8 LETTER H 

Comment 
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Response 

H-1 The CPUC notes the commenter’s opposition to the project. 
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2.2.9 LETTER I 

Comment 
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Response 

I-1 The CPUC notes the description of the genealogy and qualifications provided by the 

commenter.  

I-2 The commenter states that the analysis of cultural resource impacts has not met the 

statutory requirements for formal review and analysis under CEQA. He also states that the 

project cannot be approved by the CPUC under a MND and that an Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR) is required.  

 The commenter has not provided any additional information that would qualify as 

substantial evidence of an adverse physical effect to cultural or historic resources, or that 

the project would cause a substantial adverse or significant effect to resources. 

 The CPUC believes that the cultural resources analysis provided in the Draft IS/EA does 

comply with all statutory requirements of CEQA. A literature review and site survey was 

conducted to identify any known archaeological and historical resources that might be 

present at any of the 15 proposed project locations. The majority of the work would not 

include any disturbance of land where cultural resources could occur. JRP, the project 

historians, evaluated the effects of the project and determined the impacts to be less than 

significant and minor.  A mitigation measure was identified that would reduce impacts on 

any cultural resources that might be discovered during project construction to a less than 

significant level. Please see the response to comment B-5 for a discussion of additional 

cultural resource review and analysis that will be performed by the NPS as part of the 

Section 106 consultation process and NEPA. 

 CEQA requires preparation of an EIR whenever a project is determined to have a 

potentially significant impact on the environment that cannot be mitigated to a less than 

significant level. The minor modifications to buildings and the installation of the 

telecommunication equipment were determined to not result in a significant effect. The 

potential for effects to undiscovered, subsurface resources would be mitigated by 

implementation of mitigation measure CR-1. This mitigation measure would require 

cultural resource sensitivity training for all construction workers if deemed appropriate by 

the NPS Park Archaeologist; the presence of an NPS-approved archaeological monitor 

during ground disturbing activities if deemed necessary by the NPS Park Archaeologist; 

and a series of measures to document and protect any as of yet undiscovered 

archaeological artifacts, cultural deposits, or human remains that may be encountered 

during project installation. The CPUC has determined that all potentially significant 

impacts can be reduced to a less than significant level by the mitigation measures identified 

in the Draft IS/EA. The project therefore does not require the preparation of an EIR and can 

be approved through the adoption of an MND.  

I-3 The CPUC has determined that the proposed project would have a less than significant 

impact on historic resources. The literature search and site surveys performed as part of the 

Draft IS/EA determined that each of the 15 project locations was either not included on or 

not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), or that the 

project would not have an adverse or significant impact on project locations that are 
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included or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. See the response to comments B-5, B-7, and 

I-2 for additional discussion of cultural resource impacts.  

I-4 There are currently several means of communication between the five islands of the 

Channel Islands National Park and the mainland, including limited radio, satellite Internet, 

and cellular telephone service. None of these existing communication methods are 

consistent and reliable, and all of the existing communication methods have limited 

coverage on the island. The islands have a very high frequency radio system that allows 

communication among radio-equipped ranger stations on the five islands, as well as from 

handheld radios. This radio system allows for limited communication between the islands 

and with the mainland. Satellite Internet service is also available at some ranger stations 

that allows secure access to government Internet provider addresses on the mainland. The 

bandwidth of this satellite Internet service is limited and is only available at a limited 

number of the ranger stations. NPS personnel also possess cellular telephones; however, 

cellular service is unreliable because the islands are at the outer limit of the cellular service 

area. The location of the islands makes cellular telephone service unreliable on some parts 

of the islands and wholly absent on others. Recreational visitors to the islands have no 

landline telephone access and little to no cellular telephone reception.  

 The limited and unreliable communication between the Channel Islands and the mainland 

means that NPS, concessionaire, and approved charter boat and aircraft trips to and from 

the islands are often unsuccessful due to the difficulty contacting the islands and 

determining favorable weather conditions prior to making a trip. The limited 

communication service can also prevent the timely reporting of emergency situations and 

accidents, thus slowing emergency response from the mainland. The existing emergency 

response system for the Channel Islands, including police, medical, and fire response 

services, is described on pages 3-83 and 3-85 of the Draft IS/EA.  

 The proposed project is intended to improve both the coverage and reliability of 

communication between the islands and the mainland for NPS and NOAA staff, 

researchers, NPS residents, and recreational visitors. The project would supplement the 

existing, limited telecommunications services, but it would be up to the NPS to decide 

whether to discontinue existing services, such as the very high frequency radio system. The 

purpose of the proposed project is to provide:  

 Improved real-time reporting of weather data, which would reduce the number of 

unnecessary and/or aborted NPS, concessionaire, and approved charter boat and 

aircraft trips 

 Swifter and more reliable communication with mainland emergency response 

personnel in the case of an emergency or accident 

 Expand the coverage of both Internet and telecommunications services on the 

islands, expanding services for NPS and NOAA researchers and residents, and 

providing services that are currently virtually absent for recreational visitors 
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 The NPS manages all recreational visitor travel to the Channel Islands, and the NPS limits 

how many visitors are allowed to the islands each day. Inclement weather further limits 

the number of recreational visitors that can reach the islands. The proposed project would 

increase the coverage and reliability of telecommunications services on the islands, but 

would not increase the number of recreational visitors that would be allowed to visit the 

islands each day. The project would not result in an expansion of the number of 

recreational visitors that the NPS allows to the islands each day, and the project would not 

change the effects of inclement weather on the number of successful boat and aircraft trips 

to the islands.  

I-5 The CPUC notes the commenter’s statement that the Chumash people have ties to the 

Channel Islands, and that the islands factor prominently in the creation story of the 

Chumash. The project would not result in increased recreational use of the Channel 

Islands, as explained in comment I-4. The commenter does not identify what economic, 

social, and physical changes he believes would result from the proposed project. The 

CPUC has determined that all potentially significant impacts would be mitigated to a less 

than significant level by the mitigation measures identified in the Draft IS/EA.  

I-6 The commenter states that he believes consultation should take place with all living lineal 

historical descendants of the Channel Islands before the project is allowed to move 

forward. He states that the NAHC contact list is incomplete, as it excludes dozens of 

historical island descendants who he feels should be sought out and contacted prior to 

project approval. The commenter does not identify the additional names of tribal members 

who should be included on the NAHC contact list.  

 The CPUC has complied with all CEQA-required scoping, consultation, and noticing 

requirements for this project. The CPUC requested a list of interested tribes from the 

NAHC. The CPUC also consulted with the NPS to identify additional entities that have 

shown interest in activities on the Channel Islands. The NPS added several tribes to the 

scoping list, in addition to those from the Native American Contacts List provided by the 

NAHC. The CPUC distributed scoping letters on December 1, 2009 to all of the tribes, per 

the CPUC’s standard practice and all regulatory requirements. The CPUC did not receive a 

request for meetings or additional consultation from any tribal entities prior to the public 

comment period on the Draft IS/EA.  

The CPUC is amenable to conducting additional consultation with interested tribes, and 

intends to further consult with interested tribes regarding their concerns about the 

proposed project. 

The NPS will also conduct additional consultation through the Nation-to-Nation 

consultation process. 

I-7 See response to comment I-2.  
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