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June 10, 2026
Stanislaus National Forest

Attn: Pinecrest and Meadowview Campgrounds 

19777 Greenley Road

Sonora, CA 95370
From John Buckley, Executive Director
Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center

P.O. Box 396

Twain Harte, CA 95383
To Jim Moak, Deputy District Ranger:

The following comments are submitted in response to the Environmental Assessment and Preliminary Finding of No Significant Impact for the Pinecrest Campgrounds Improvement Project (#292861).

Right up front, these CSERC comments acknowledge two key points.  First, while it is our Center’s belief that currently there are not any highly significant health or safety issues at either the Pinecrest Campground or the Meadowview Campground that would be resolved by approval of the proposed Project, we agree that the two Campgrounds would benefit from the suite of proposed actions that are spelled out in the EA.
Second, in general we believe that the information and limited analysis provided in the EA are correct in determining that the proposed Project treatments would not result in any significant negative impact if the Project is approved and implemented. 
Having shared those general positions, we do ask for consideration of the following specific comments for the overall Project.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
1) MAINTAINING NEARLY THE SAME NUMBER OF SITES - For both of the Campgrounds, the EA on page 3 (for Pinecrest) and on page 4 (for Meadowview) shows the objective to maintain the same approximate number of campsites (188 and 96) even ßwhile the very next bullet point on both pages describes a need to consider relocating or removing sites that negatively impact natural drainage patterns or that cannot meet accessibility standards.  That would include 12 sites for Pinecrest and 4 sites for Meadowview.

Our Center respectfully points out that IF up to 16 campsites were deemed appropriate to remove due to drainage site impacts or an inability to meet accessibility standards, then instead of 284 campsites, there would be 268 (or more) campsites.  The reduction in total sites would NOT be highly meaningful; it would retain 95% of the current number of sites, which clearly results in retention of approximately the same number of sites.  
The two campgrounds would have no noticeable reduction in availability, but the demand for “additional” parking spaces and demands for all management aspects ranging from water use to trash clean-up to management of the recreational visitors would also be lowered by that 5% reduction.  CSERC provides support for the final decision for the Project to allow the removal of up to 12 sites at the Pinecrest Campground and up to 4 sites at the Meadowview Campground due to negative natural drainage issues or a inability for the site to meet accessibility standards.
2) RESTROOMS WITHOUT SHOWERS - In the past, there was consideration of replacing the existing restrooms with restrooms with showers.  For numerous reasons, CSERC supports the current proposed action for both Campgrounds to replace the existing restrooms with unisex flush restrooms without showers.  As noted in the project materials, recreational visitor demand is high in the Pinecrest Lake basin, and it is a credible assumption to make that by not having showers, at least for some campground visitors, the duration of their stay may be slightly shorter.  If on average the length of stay by those coming to the Campgrounds was shortened by just one day due to no on-site showers being available, that would provide the opportunity for additional other visitors to then come and enjoy the Campgrounds and the Pinecrest Lake basin.

Further, the cost to provide heated showers for the entire period of time each year when the Campgrounds are open would be a highly significant overall cost that would likely end up being a cost paid by taxpayers.  In addition, there would also be far more water use per camper if campers showered daily or frequently, compared to only using water for camping, drinking, and washing hands or dishes.  Our Center supports the replacement of restrooms without showers.
3) ITEMS DESERVING SPECIAL SUPPORT - On pages 6 and 7 of the EA there are a number of points that our Center wishes to point to with strong support.  One is to conduct invasive plant surveys and to remove invasive plants as much as possible before doing Project implementation.  A second is to retain or re-plant screening vegetation to meet visual objectives within each Campground.  A third is to collect native grass seeds, seeds of forbs, and seeds of shrubs so as to have them available to disperse across any cleared or disturbed area or to replace vegetation where invasive weeds are removed. (We note that our Center may be able to assist with native plant seed collection if we can be given sufficient lead time to schedule such work into our schedule).  And a fourth point is our support for blocking and effectively obliterating any temporary roads so that motorized vehicle users do not continue to use them.
4) CAPACITY REDUCTION ALTERNATIVE – While we respect the selective choice to attempt to provide a very high level of campsite availability based upon recreational demand, we disagree that providing a maximum level of campsites within these two Campgrounds will in any way help with over-crowding, traffic, congestion, and simply too many visitors in a concentrated recreational destination.  Our Center would favor the selection of a Capacity Reduction Alternative on the grounds that in the long run, those recreating at these Campgrounds would have a somewhat less crowded and stressed stay.  Given that the Forest Service has chosen not to analyze any reduced scale alternative in detail, CSERC does not push for any change in the position of the Forest staff.
5) NOT ALL THE EA CLAIMS ARE VALID - While our Center provides strong overall general support for the Campgrounds Project as proposed and as presented in the EA, we respectfully don’t agree with all of the claims and judgments that are contained within the EA.  As one good example, on page 14 we find it hard to swallow that the “Quality of life for the American people visiting Pinecrest would be negatively affected if this Project is not approved.” 
Improving to various degrees the campgrounds’ parking areas, replacing the restrooms in campgrounds, rehabilitating fire pits, or improving pathways for the campgrounds and the Shadow of the Me-Wuk Trail are all not likely even to be noticed by the vast majority of “the American people visiting Pinecrest” and will not meaningfully affect anyone’s quality of life.
And to suggest that crowding and congestion in the Pinecrest Lake Basin will somehow be reduced or resolved by this Project is also difficult to see as a reasonable claim.  The overwhelming majority of visitors to the Pinecrest Lake Basin are not staying at the Campgrounds, and they will not find significantly less crowding and congestion just because day-use versus overnight parking is defined and slightly expanded.  Crowding and congestion will continue with or without the Project.
6) CSERC DOES AGREE THAT IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOT LOSE THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT FUNDING - As one of the participating members in the Spring Gap-Stanislaus FERC negotiations, we fully value the willingness of PG&E to accept a significant financial responsibility for recreational facilities in the Pinecrest Lake Basin.  It is appropriate for the Forest Service to approve a Pinecrest and Meadowview Campgrounds Improvements Project to utilize the major infrastructure funding that the Settlement Agreement ensures.  CSERC supports moving forward with a balanced and strategic Campgrounds Improvement Project.
In a closing note, our Center recognizes that various stakeholders worked together to develop the basic proposed action and conceptual designs.  While some years ago there was meaningful interaction, it has now been a long time since any broadly inclusive workshops.  If there were aspects of the proposed Project that posed a higher degree of potential conflict or disagreement, our Center might have recommended at least one public noticed meeting with the opportunity for interested stakeholders to be able to ask questions and received answers.  Because our Center does not see any red flags, in this situation, not having such a public session does not seem to be a problem.  But for future projects where there is a high potential for wide public interest, holding such a public session prior to the end of the comment period might be prudent.
Thank you for consideration of these comments.
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John Buckley, Executive Director

Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center





P.O. Box 396, Twain Harte, CA 95383  •  (209) 586-7440





Visit our website at: www.cserc.org or contact us at: info@cserc.org








