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The following document is a condensed and commented version of the RTMP Preliminary Draft 
(Rubicon Trail Master Plan) proposed by their contract vendor, ESP (Environmental Stewardship & 
Planning). FOTR (Friends of the Rubicon) condensed this down from the full preliminary draft, 
and then added comments for clarity. 
 

Comments are listed off the side, like this note, for example. 
 
El Dorado County is keeping a rolling update on the planning process on their website at: 
http://www.co.el-dorado.ca.us/Rubicon/MasterPlanReports.html
They also have pretty good information on the trail one directory up at: 
http://www.co.el-dorado.ca.us/Rubicon/
 
The full RTMP Draft Plan is available from download at: 
http://www.co.el-dorado.ca.us/Rubicon/MasterPlanPreliminaryDraft.html
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1 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 The Rubicon Trail 
The Rubicon Trail, located between Georgetown, California and Homewood Lake Tahoe), in the 
California Counties of El Dorado and Placer is generally accepted to be the first and oldest recreational 
off-highway (OHV) vehicle trail in the United States.  
 

(Key Point: This means we should capitalize on the trail’s historical significance, as 
well as other things like the financial impact to the County and businesses up there. 
Long standing easements and public access has served as legitimate reasons to keep 
that access open in other places and case law. Pretty much the whole trail history is 
located on my web site here: http://www.delalbright.com/Rubicon/history.htm) 

 

1.2 The Purpose of the Rubicon Trail Master Plan 
El Dorado County (County), in coordination with the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Placer County and 
other agencies and interested organizations and individuals, is committed to the preservation and 
enhancement of the Rubicon Off-Highway Vehicle Trail (Trail). The County will work with these 
organizations and individuals together to provide law enforcement, environmental protection and 
recreation management services that protect natural resources and enhance the Public’s enjoyment of the 
Rubicon Trail.  
 

(Note the reference to Public’s enjoyment. There is danger in the definition of 
“public” and references that are “in the public’s interest” and “public safety”. In 
general, this should not be an issue. However, a definition needs to be framed that 
places “public” and “recreation interests” in the same context. 

 
The purpose of the Rubicon Trail Master Plan (RTMP) is to define the County’s role as manager of the 
Trail and the public agency that is responsible for the preservation of its recreational opportunities and 
environmental qualities of the County’s portion of the Tail. 
 

(Key Point: Putting the county in charge of the trail, basically, is a good thing as it IS a 
county road. This sets the Rubicon apart from many other trails. It belongs to the 
County. We, the taxpayers, have a say in our county roads. We have a good voice with 
the Eldo Board of Supervisors and we need to stay on top of them – nicely; but on top. 
They need to hear from us about our roads and trails. Keeping the Rubicon a county 
road is essential to the long term management we want to do to the Rubicon). 

 

1.3 History of the Rubicon Trail Master Planning Process 

1.3.1 The Rubicon Oversight Committee 
As a response to growing concerns about environmental degradation and regulatory action, sanitation 
and conflicts between Trail users, the Rubicon Oversight Committee (ROC) was formed in June of 
2002. The ROC was formed as an ad hoc committee supported, but not governed, by the County. 
Membership is composed of representatives from multiple agencies, private vendors, and private 
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property landowners as well as users, environmentalists, and other interested parties. The sole purpose 
of the ROC is to facilitate and coordinate the management and maintenance of the Rubicon Trail. 
 
The ROC has met on a monthly basis since its formation and has worked through a variety of Trail-
related issues such signage, winter use and sanitation. These meeting sessions focused on specific, 
ongoing Rubicon Trail management issues and efforts as well as on the Master Planning process. All 
ROC meetings are open to the public. Minutes for all ROC meetings are available from the El Dorado 
County Department of Airports, Parks and Grounds. 
 

(Key Point: I represent the Trail Users – you- on the ROC. Scott Johnston represents 
the Rubicon Trail Foundation. You are welcome to attend these meetings in 
Placerville. It is here, in the ROC, that many parts of our future are discussed. Be 
there; or be on the discussions wherein we ask for your input before these meetings – 
such as on the www.pirate4x4.com BBS). 

 
Note: This is part of the “public process”. Issues not addressed through the ROC 
lose their importance as an issue. If the issues is not defined and accepted by the 
ROC, it could very well be argued that it is not of importance to trail management.  
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2 PLANNING AREA AND LEGAL AUTHORITIES 
2.1 Planning Area 
The El Dorado County Board of Supervisors declared the Rubicon Trail to be a “public highway” in 
1887 and reaffirmed the Trail’s status as a public road in 1989 (See Appendix D). 
 
The RTMP focuses on the 50 foot-width right-of-way of the Rubicon Trail from the Trail’s intersection 
with Ice House Road to the El Dorado/Placer County Line and the Ellis Creek Bypass. 
 

(Key Point: We need to hang onto this status of public highway and public road – in 
fact, a county road. We need Eldo County to maintain ownership of this trail. This 
keeps anyone else from closing the trail or adding restrictions that the County does not 
want. Now, is this perfect? No. But it’s a good option and keeps local control to some 
extent). 

 
Note: 1887 pre-dates the establishment of the Forest Service and lends credence to the 
argument that the Rubicon is a potential RS-2477 candidate. Hence, it is critical that 
the county file an RS-2477 assertion and maintain the trail as part of the County 
Transportation System. 

 

2-10 El Dorado National Forest 
The Eldorado National Forest (ENF) manages approximately 600,000 acres of federal lands in the 
Counties of El Dorado, Placer, Amador and Alpine. The Rubicon Trail and users of the trail cross ENF 
lands via an El Dorado County easement and use the Forest for dispersed camping in areas outside the 
Rubicon Springs and Wentworth Springs campgrounds under the jurisdiction of the ENF.  
 

(Key Point: both sides of our trail – 50 foot easement if this gets firmed into law – are 
either private property or USFS. That means our camping, some pull outs, and play 
areas are not county property. So we have to all work together – the county, the feds 
and the private property land owners. That is where the ROC comes in. That is where 
we do work together.) 

 
Note: With respect to the 50-foot easement, please be specific with “firmed into law” 
and verify the legal description of the trail and easement. Is it recorded as an easement 
with the county? What does the FS have with respect to easement or right-of-way 
filed?? 

 
In order to manage forest lands, the ENF has adopted a Land and Resource Management Plan (USFS, 
1988).1 This plan establishes Management Areas for various portions of the forest and sets forth the 
management for each area. The ENF expects to issue a new Land Resources Management Plan in 2007. 
ENF staff members have been involved in the development of the Draft RTMP as an interested party 
and continue to participate in the ROC. The proposed development of facilities or management actions 
on ENF lands, as described in this Draft RTMP, will be reviewed and commented on by ENF staff.  
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The County will continue to work with ENF to develop a unified management program for the Rubicon 
Trail area. The development of facilities and management programs on ENF-managed federal lands will 
require the preparation of environmental impact analyses in accordance with the NEPA. ENF would 
serve as lead agency for NEPA documentation. 
 

(Key Point: ENF must serve as the lead agency for NEPA. That’s the law. CEQA is the 
law that governs state stuff. But for us, NEPA is the big one. Read all about NEPA and 
what it means here: http://www.delalbright.com/Access/nepa_intro.htm
The consulting group, ESP, is doing a lot of the NEPA ground work for this whole 
process, and yes, we, the OHV folks, are paying for it. D.) 

 
(Note: If you use State funds (i.e. ‘green sticker’), CEQA will be involved. Also, has the 
NEPA clock started? (note the ‘expects to issue a new Land Resources Management 
Plan in 2007). Is the 2007 a planning date or has a Federal Register Notice been filed 
that established 2007 as a firm date?) 
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3 RTMP GOALS 
 
The RTMP embodies the County’s intent to manage and support OHV use on the Trail while protecting 
the natural and social resources of the Rubicon Trail. The following summarizes proposed goals that 
would guide the County’s Trail management process. The ESP planning team has identified a number of 
management concerns that serve to guide the development of goals for the RTMP: 

• Keep the Trail open for future generations of OHV users; 
• Promote the use of the historic Trail alignment; 
• Minimize the environmental impacts of Trail use; 

 
(Key Point: per the ROC and other drafts, we agreed to take out the word Minimize, 
and insert Mitigate instead. The Rubicon is about vehicles and motorized access. It is a 
county road. Roads inherently have issues. We may not minimize them as that possibly 
goes against the purpose of the access. But we can mitigate those that cause 
environmental problems like FOTR has been doing for three years). 

 
(The 3rd point could be significant. Also, what criteria establishes a qualified 
“representatives from all interested Trail user groups”? With the above goals, 
protection of environmental resources presents a problematic concept. 
“Environmental Resources” is a general all-inclusive term. It does need a qualified 
description that establishes bounds.) 

 
• Preserve the Trail’s pre-historic and historic cultural resources; 
• Establish educational programs to enhance user safety and instill Trail etiquette; 
• Monitor Trail use to protect environmental resources and enforce applicable laws; 
• Promote safe enjoyment of the Rubicon Trail and related areas for families and all lawful Trail 

users; 
• Respect the rights of private property owners and other forest users; 
• Provide for coordinated management of the Rubicon Trail; and 
• Engage representatives from all interested Trail user groups to maintain an ongoing forum for the 

management of the Trail. The RTMP process included the development of a unified set of goals 
in consultation with the County, ROC, and the public. The following goals defined the form and 
content of the RTMP process. 

 
(Key Point: there is nothing here that is really earth shaking or new. In fact, this is 
boiler plate stuff for 10,000 other fed plans all over the country….what is important is 
the first one: keep the trail open. Yup!! Further, if anything, it should be the job of the 
ROC to figure out what needs to be done and not done to the trail, with FOTR and the 
Rubicon Trail Foundation sitting at the table with them. We don’t need to reach 
beyond that. D.) 

 

3.1 Project Goals 
The RTMP goals, approved by the ROC on November 18, 2004 are presented in Table 3-1. 
 
Goal 1: To promote on-going community and user participation in Trail management. 

  FOTR 
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(Key Point: this goal should have the addition of the word OHV or Motorized in front 
of user participation. We want no doubt that this is a motorized trail over a county 
road. D.) 

 
Goal 2: To provide adequate facilities and suitable services to support Trail-related activities, where 
there is a documented need to support such activities; protect the natural, cultural and human resource 
values of the Rubicon Trail; and preserve the experience and quality of life in the area.  
 

(Key Point: quality of life comments make no sense. Quality of the motorized trail 
experience makes sense. The sentence about *where there is a documented need to 
support such activities* is misplaced and misleading. It needs to come out. Or at least it 
should be after, *protect the natural, cultural and human resource values of the 
Rubicon trail.* I do not accept someone telling me or implying that there is no 
documented need for facilities and suitable services for trail-related activities. D.) 

 
Goal 3: To preserve and enhance the unique range of experiences and historic character of the Trail. 
 

(Key Point: *historic character* is too hard to define, and when on earth do you set the 
threshold, starting point for history? After the sluice was modified? Before private 
property? Back to when Studebakers traveled the trail? Or when cows were moved over 
the route? Maybe that word, historic, should just plain come out of the Goal?) 

 
Goal 4: To employ equity as a guiding principle when defining rights, responsibilities and obligations of 
ALL Trail users.  
 

(Key Point: this last few words should read, *of ALL OHV trail users.* We worked with 
ESP and the ROC to get this word, OHV, included in other drafts and it needs to be in 
there. Equity of a motorized trail is about motorized equity.)  

 
Goal 5: To achieve a balance between County-wide economic benefits, costs and impacts associated 
with Trail use. 
 

(Key Point: I’m not sure what this says. It might be better worded if it talked about 
capitalizing on the fact that the Rubicon Trail brings a lot of money to Eldo county and 
the businesses in and around the county. D.) 

 
Goal 6: To preserve and protect environmental and cultural resources. 
 

(Key Point: this might not work as a stand alone Goal. It might be better for the long 
term health of our trail if it had the addition of, *while maintaining and enhancing the 
motorized access to the trail.* D.) 

 
Goal 7: To enhance educational programs on Trail safety and etiquette, respect for private and public 
lands, natural and historical resources, and Trail rules and regulations.  
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Goal 8: To establish the County's primary role in facilitating coordinated Trail management, in 
cooperation with the USFS and other resource agencies and groups.  
 

(Key Point: some folks believe that the word *facilitating* is not strong enough. The 
county should manage the trail while invoking groups like FOTR and the Rubicon Trail 
Foundation to be partners and workers and owners of public land. D.) 

 
Goal 9: To enhance safety through education, enforcement, facilities, and coordinated rescue response. 
 
Goal 10: To promote adequate law and code enforcement to protect public health, safety, and welfare; 
property; and natural resources. 

  FOTR 
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4 RTMP ELEMENTS 
4.1 Introduction 
In addition to the County’s stated responsibilities, the chapter discusses requirements to be placed on 
Trail users and campground facility operators, as well as proposed cooperative agreements with the U.S. 
Forest Service, Placer County and other elements of local, state and federal governments.  
 
This chapter has been divided into the following 12 general element classifications; each general 
classification is subdivided into specific elements: 

• Element 1- Trail Management 
• Element 2- Facilities 
• Element 3- Law Enforcement Programs 
• Element 4- Educational Programs 
• Element 5- Transportation Programs 
• Element 6- Trail Maintenance and Resource Protection 
• Element 7- Agency and Community Coordination Programs 
• Element 8- Carrying Capacity and Trail Use Limits 
• Element 9- Trail Use Agreements and Requirements 
• Element 10- Monitoring and Reporting Programs 
• Element 11- Regulations and Ordinances 
• Element 12- Funding 

 

ELEMENT 1: Trail Management 
Element 1 describes the County management systems and personnel infrastructure necessary to oversee 
the development and implementation of the RTMP. This element identifies six County staff positions 
whose responsibility is to manage such aspects as law enforcement, Trail Use Agreements (TUAs), 
camping, trail monitoring, resource protection and administrative support for the ROC.  
 
The objectives and actions described herein are intended to provide a management framework that 
unifies County activities into a dedicated Trail-supporting workforce. It also includes provisions to make 
the ROC a permanent, standing body that shall serve as an advisory group for the purposes of 
implementing the Master Plan. 
 

(Key Point: the ROC should absolutely be a permanent, governing, Rubicon body, that 
oversees the whole Rubicon Trail future. They should be advisory to the Board of 
Supervisors like any other county government committee of importance. D.) 

 
Lands Management Objectives and Actions 
 
Objective 1.1: To create dedicated full- and part-time County staff positions to manage and monitor the 
Rubicon Trail pursuant to the RTMP and relevant regulations. 
 

(Key Point: I would initially say this is excessive, as the money would probably be OHV 
Trust Fund and it doesn’t seem necessary, as compared to more law enforcement on the 
trail – which is also funded by OHV Trust Fund money. It would seem appropriate to 
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have a part time county staff person who writes grants, administers various programs, 
helps FOTR and the Rubicon foundation, etc. But this would require more staffing and 
thought.) 

 
Objective 1.2: To facilitate interagency management activities associated with the Rubicon Trail. 
 

What about private property interests? 
 
Objective 1.3: To establish the Rubicon Oversight Committee as the formal advisory committee 
overseeing the County’s implementation of the Rubicon Trail Master Plan. 
 

(Key Point: must do; absolutely.) 
 

Note: Advisory or oversight?? If this proposal will establish County management, 
and ROC becomes a county body, is the ROC “advisory” or “oversight”?  

 
Objective 1.4: To establish a Rubicon Trail Use Agreement (TUA) system and Designated Camping 
Zones (DCZs). 
 

Del, should they not be Designated but limited? In the high impact areas, limit camping, 
forcing users to another place to camp. Let’s keep the dispersed camping in the rest of 
the forest where camping can be distributed to reduce the burden on the land. We could 
have designated spots to drive to, offshoot corridors like there are now to areas to camp. 
Limit or not those areas that are further from the trail. With the monitoring program 
areas could be closed for a season if the impacts got over the threshold. 
I think the plan is pretty good with this and some other MAJOR flaws. The rest is good. 
They obviously did not listen to users or the Sheriff or.............. 
As far as the one OHV word, I have another copy of the memo that had it in there.(it 
was in green type) Just not in there later?? 
The ranting part. I would go up and take my rig apart (pretending to be broken) just to 
camp along the trail. Of course all my buddies would have to stay and help :-) 

 
(Key Point: objectives should not be duo fold. It should be one topic or the other. This 
makes commenting very difficult. ) 

 
Would this be under the County Parks and Recreation authority? Or, would this become 
a State Parks and Recreation initiative?? 

 
1.4.1 The County shall establish a regulation requiring that a Rubicon Trail Users obtain a TUA for 
operating a motor vehicle on the Rubicon Trail and the Loon Lake bypass. (See additional discussion of 
TUA and requirements in Element 9.) 
 

Note: motor vehicle becomes a problematic definition. Consider that if it is a “county 
road”, what motor vehicle requirements will apply? Does that mean a vehicle must be 
“street-legal” and conform to appropriate State laws governing safety equipment, 
licensing, and insurance? 
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1.4.2 The County shall coordinate with the USFS in developing DCZs and 
associated Rubicon Reservation System (RRS). (See additional discussion 
concerning DCZs in Element 2). 
 

(Key Point: again, it’s in appropriate to combine topics in one objective. They should be 
split out to make commenting easier and more focused It is not time yet to talk about 
reservations systems. We should phase in these ideas after trying others for a few years. 
.) 

 
Note: With respect to the DCZs and FS, where does that leave private property 
owners? Will property owners be able to use their property by establishing 
‘campgrounds’? Just what is involved with the definition of a DCZ?  

 

ELEMENT 2: Facilities 
Introduction 
This Facilities element identifies facilities that would be constructed upon adoption and implementation 
of the RTMP. Facilities include unmanned TUA acquisition and payment stations for dispense of TUA, 
sanitation facilities, campgrounds, law enforcement facilities, parking, helicopter landing zones, signage, 
kiosks, and vehicle repair pads. (Figure 4 depicts recommended sites for potential facility locations.)  
 
This RTMP proposes development of DCZ and campsites on privately-owned property and on ENF 
lands adjacent to the Rubicon Trail. Development of these areas would require coordination and 
agreements with the USFS and private-property owners. 
 

Note: Phrase “include unmanned TUA acquisition and payment stations for dispense 
of TUA” carries a hidden message with respect to previous noted RSS. If TUAs will 
be issued at ‘unmanned’ facilities, where does the RSS fit into the scheme? The RSS 
defines a reservation system that requires advance positive action. That may conflict 
with a TUA which allows spontaneous action. 

 
Facilities Objectives and Actions 
Objective 2.1: To develop the facilities necessary for TUA acquisition. 
 
2.1.1 The County Parks Department shall install unmanned TUA acquisition and payment stations (e.g., 
“iron rangers”) at the Loon Lake Kiosk, Wentworth Springs Trailhead, and the Placer County boundary. 
See Element 9 for additional discussion of TUAs. 
 

(Key Point: Trail User agreements have been marketed like they were camp fire permits 
– free and unlimited. FOTR supports free and unlimited TUAs; however, any time you 
have paperwork involved in a trail, that paperwork can be tweaked by the next person in 
elected office or government position. It is dangerous any way you look at it. On the 
other hand, with the right wording and guarantees, perhaps this is worth trying just to 
get some of the outlaw behavior curtailed.) 
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Note: Install – what about “maintain”???? Does this include regular trash 
disposal??? 

 
Objective 2.2: To develop human waste disposal and toilet facilities along the Rubicon Trail. 
 
2.2.1 The County Parks Department shall install portable sanitation disposal bins at the Loon Lake 
Kiosk and Wentworth Springs Trailhead. 
 

(Key Point; this is a no-brainer. Yup. Do it. Now). 
 
Objective 2.3: To reduce natural resource impacts due to dispersed camping in overcrowded areas. 
 

Objective 2.3 - I agree designated camp sites should be established, however limiting the 
sites to 2 vehicles does not reflect how the trail is used. Most people travel in small 
groups for company, and more importantly safety. These groups for 4 - 6 rigs (or more) 
desire to camp together and do not want a 100 foot separation between designated sites. 
Group camp sites should be established to reflect how the trail is used. This may mean 
fewer designated sites. To keep the total "vehicle capacity" the same at each area, 
sharing group sites with "strangers" may be required under the TUA. 

 
2.3.1 The County Parks Department shall coordinate with the USFS and private property owners to 
create DCZs and require that all Rubicon Trail Users camp in DCZs. 
 

(Key Point; disagree! It is too early for DCZs. We want dispersed camping as we have it, 
perhaps with some modifications such as no camping right along the shoreline of 
Spider. But we don’t need DCZs.) 

 
How?? County ordnance?? With a defined number of campsites operated on “first-
come-first-served”, what is the trigger that says no more campsites are available? 

 
2.3.2 DCZs shall be pursued at the areas listed in Table 4.2-1. 
 
Table 4.2-1 Designated Camping Zones and Capacity 
Designated Camping Zones Number of Campsites Vehicle Capacity 
Wentworth Springs 18 36 
Pleasant Lake 3 6 
Ellis Creek 3 6 
Little Sluice 3 6 
Spider Lake 8 16 
Buck Island Lake (I) 8 16 
Buck Island Lake (II) 7 14 
Rubicon Springs 75 150 
Total Number 125 250 
 

(Key Point: IF, big IF we ever had DCZs, we need more camp sites period.) 
 
Note: The campsites at Rubicon Springs are existing and the additional 50 
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campsites recommended in this RTMP would be developed with the adoption and implementation of the 
RTMP, pending available funding. 
 
The recommended allowable number of campsites at each DCZ shall be available on a “first come-first 
serve” basis. The number of campsites recommended in this table are maximum campsite development, 
and do not indicate the number of campsites that will be developed following adoption and 
implementation of the RTMP. 
 

Note: Why have a reservation system???? 
 
Objective 2.4: To provide a corporate yard and bunkhouse for law enforcement equipment and 
personnel, respectively. 
 

(Key Point: I could not find law enforcement support for this idea. Drop it.) 
 
Objective 2.5: To construct a facility for the detainment of trail violators. 
 

(Key Point: in discussions with the Eldo County Sheriff’s office, there is no need for 
this facility and we do think it is not necessary, nor should we spend the money on it. 
(Key Point: I could not find law enforcement support for this idea. Drop it.) 

 
Go to jail for littering?? Or not having a campsite??  

 
Objective 2.6: To design and delineate interim and long-term parking areas to allow for the safe storage 
of trailers and staging materials, prevent roadway blockage, and provide a safe emergency vehicle 
access route. 
 

(Key Point: the feds and the county have been negligent in their obligations for 
providing safe and adequate parking for years now. The Loon Lake access road has 
plenty of places to develop group parking lots to get rigs off the fire access road. This 
road is also an emergency access road (ambulances and such). By not giving trail users 
a place to park for YEARS, the county and the feds have encouraged an unsafe public 
nuisance. It is Not our problem; but theirs. YES on more parking with green sticker 
access to the trail). 

 
Objective 2.7: To provide for emergency response. 
 

(Key Point; see 2.6 above). 
 
Objective 2.8: To install educational and informational signage at Trail access points and along the 
Rubicon Trail. 
 

(Key Point: yes, no brainer.) 
 
Objective 2.9: To develop kiosks at the Loon Lake and Wentworth Springs Trailheads. 
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(Key Point: yes, no-brainer. Loon Lake kiosk already there and ready for a few more 
improvements, but usable now) 

 
Objective 2.10: To develop vehicle repair pads to prevent Trail blockage and soil contamination along 
the Rubicon Trail. 
 

Objective 2.10 - Repair pads make sense, but it is unrealistic to think that all trail breaks 
will occur near the pads. There likely would be more impacts (erosion, oil leaking) in 
towing a disabled rig to a repair pad then just fixing it near where it breaks. Spill 
containment kits would be used regardless 

 
(Key Point: this is interesting. Not sure how we’d get the vehicles to such a facility.) 

 
Pre-determined breakage points???? Will this allow for “emergency” situations 
without becoming a “trail violator”? 

 
Objective 2.11: To provide for the maintenance of the facilities associated with the Rubicon Trail. 
 
2.11.1 Contents of portable sanitation disposal bins and/or toilet facilities shall be disposed 
of/maintained by the Grounds person on a regular basis or as needed during high-use periods. 
 

(Key Point: contractor sanitary companies are a better option. We don’t need a grounds 
person at this point. Let’s contract this like the county or feds do for ANY number of 
other recreational facilities.) 

 

ELEMENT 3 LAW ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS 
This Law Enforcement Programs element identifies new law enforcement programs and staff positions 
within the County that will be necessary for implementation of the RTMP. This element relies on the 
recruitment, training and management of volunteer Trail patrol staff to assist in the Rubicon Trail law 
enforcement program. This program also identifies methods for the County to work with the USFS and 
other federal and state agencies to enforce all applicable laws on the Rubicon Trail.  
 
Law enforcement is an essential component of the RTMP and is a key concern of Trail users and 
responsible public agencies. 
1) Offenses committed by Trail users are often punishable under both federal and state law. 
2) Decision makers at the federal, state and county level have at least three options to address the 
practical and legal considerations for improved Rubicon Trail law enforcement.  
 

What about “county ordinance” infractions?  
 
These options are presented within this Preliminary Draft Master Plan with the intent to focus discussion 
on these options and to identify a single, preferred law enforcement strategy to take forward in the final 
Master Plan document. Following the discussion of these three options in the following section, the 
specific proposed programs of this law enforcement element are presented in the “Law Enforcement 
Programs Objectives and Actions” section. 
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Objective 3.1: Provide the County Sheriff’s Department with a Sergeant-level position for the oversight 
of Rubicon Trail law enforcement programs. 
 

(Key Point: I would want to hear from the Sheriff before I agreed or disagreed with this 
one. I think we’re getting too much staff; too top heavy; for such a basically simple 
problem – just get more cops on the trail. It’s a scheduling and staffing issue that we 
already sink a lot of money into.) 

 
Objective 3.2: To define the role of the TPO to provide effective, economical and consistent functions 
to the Rubicon Trail and surrounding areas. (See Objective 1.1 for a detailed discussion of the TPO’s 
responsibilities.) 
 
Objective 3.3: To define the role of the TPD to provide effective, economical and consistent functions 
to the Rubicon Trail and surrounding areas. (See Objective 1.1 for a detailed discussion of the TPD’s 
responsibilities.) 
 
Objective 3.4: To develop an ongoing Rubicon Trail volunteer patrol program. 
 

(Key Point; yup; for sure. FOTR has been saying that for two years now.) 
 
Objective 3.5: To create law enforcement training programs in coordination with the USFS and the 
CDFG that shall provide County staff and volunteers with the information, education, guidance and 
protocols required to protect public safety and environmental resources along the Rubicon Trail. 
 
Objective 3.6: To develop a County-led law enforcement program that possesses the legal authority to 
enforce all applicable state and federal laws on all lands within and adjacent to the Rubicon Trail right-
of-way. 
 

(Key Point: I would defer to my partners in the USFS on this one. But if they are ok 
with it, then I say go for it. Sheriff types can’t write federal tickets without some special 
blessing from the feds. Fed court is faster and swifter than county/state stuff. I say YOU 
BET, if the feds are with us.) 

 
What about “county ordinance” infractions?  

 

ELEMENT 4: Educational Programs  
Educational Programs Objectives and Actions 
 
Objective 4.1: To develop and post signage promoting awareness of the Rubicon Trail alignment, user 
requirements and trail etiquette and restrictions. 
 

(Key Point: already being done by FOTR. You bet. No-brainer. More.) 
 
Objective 4.2: To provide volunteers with information/training concerning Rubicon Trail user 
requirements, resource protection goals and resource damage evaluation and reporting, and sanitation 
and safety. 
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Objective 4.3: To provide and support educational programs for law enforcement and other regulatory 
agencies. 
 
Objective 4.4: To disseminate a high level of information by utilizing a variety of educational tools and 
available methods. 
 

How about a program to educate users BEFORE they get to the trail?  
 

ELEMENT 5: Transportation Programs 
This Transportation Programs element identifies methods the County shall implement in order to 
alleviate overcrowded parking areas and avert illegal parking that occurs in association with use on the 
Rubicon Trail. Currently, the section of the Loon Lake Dam Road from the Loon Lake Chalet to the 
Loon Lake Trailhead is not designated for Green Sticker vehicle use. This Transportation Programs 
element calls for the multi-use designation of the road to allow for Green Sticker vehicle trailer parking 
at the Loon Lake Chalet. 
 
Transportation Programs Objectives and Actions 
 
Objective 5.1: To manage over-crowded parking areas at the Loon Lake Trailhead and address illegal 
parking along Loon Lake Dam Road. 
 

(Key Point: again, YES on more parking.) 
 
Objective 5.2: To encourage the development of a connector route from Loon Lake to Wentworth 
Springs. 
 

(Key Point: new trail? Open up an old trail? ABSOLUTELY. Do it.) 
 
Objective 5.3: To develop additional permanent, long-term parking for trailers and staging equipment 
for Rubicon Trail access. 
 
Objective 5.4: To designate the continued use of the Rubicon Trail as a multi-use road.  
 

Who is paying for these facilities???? 
 

ELEMENT 6: Trail Maintenance and Resource Protection 
Resource protection is a key function of the Rubicon Trail Master Plan. This element specifies 
management tools for physical maintenance and improvement of certain areas of the Rubicon Trail to 
serve as protection of the natural resources within the trail alignment and in adjacent and surrounding 
areas. (Figure 5 identifies potential maintenance sites along the Rubicon Trail alignment.)  
 
Unimproved drainage on the Trail, multiple bypasses and human induced alterations are significant 
sources of erosion and resource damage. Discharge of vehicle fluids and soils disturbance at creek 
crossings present challenges for maintenance of water quality and habitat. Multiple bypasses, off-trail 
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vehicle use and camping near sensitive resources are sources of resource damage and health and safety 
concerns, and threaten the continued use of the Trail by OHVs through regulatory restrictions associated 
with resource protection and human health and safety. 
 
Objective 6.1: To create a mechanism for measuring the effectiveness of restoration efforts and to 
identify and report on-going Trail maintenance and restoration needs. 
 
Objective 6.2: To implement physical measures to clearly identify the Rubicon Trail route and 
boundaries and to prevent off-trail vehicle operation. 
 
Objective 6.3: To provide on-going erosion control, sedimentation reduction, and water quality and 
other resource protection for areas within and adjacent to the Rubicon Trail. 
 
Objective 6.4: To restore certain Rubicon Trail segments. 
 

Objective 6.4 - I agree the Little Sluice should be returned to its previous state and 
that unauthorized trail modifications are removed. No one can deny that a majority 
of the impacts at Spider Lake are the result of the large gatherings at Little Sluice. 
As part of this, we need to make sure that these "displaced" gatherings are not 
impacting other trails, which I believe is happening on Fordyce. Unauthorized 
modifications should also apply to rock stacking. Stacked rocks should be removed 
after the vehicle makes it over an obstacle 

 
What is the meaning of ‘restore’? Are there defined criteria for areas subject to 
being ‘restored’? 

 
6.4.2 The Rubicon Trail Technician, working with representatives of the ROC and the ENF, will 
develop and execute plans to restore the Little Sluice area (see Figure 5) to conditions that approximate 
the conditions existing the early 1990’s. 
 
Objective 6.5: To protect and restore sensitive cultural and natural resources and to reduce the 
likelihood of future agency actions to close all or portions of the Trail to vehicle use. 
 

ELEMENT 7: Agency and Community Coordination Programs 
This Agency and Community Coordination Programs element defines protocols for the sharing of 
information and recommendations through pre- and post-season annual meetings, coordination of 
community involvement activities including meeting participation and volunteer opportunities, and 
coordination with federal and state agencies concerning trail management issues.  
 

Does this mean there will be two meetings per year dealing with the Rubicon?? If the 
ROC is a lawful body, is there a specific meeting schedule required?  

 
The ROC serves an important role in many of these functions. 
 
Agency and Community Coordination Programs Objectives and Actions 
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Objective 7.1: To establish an annual public forum for sharing Rubicon Trail-related information 
among the County, the ROC, resource agencies, OHV groups, and other interested groups and 
individuals. 
 
Objective 7.2: To promote OHV user group and community involvement in Rubicon Trail management 
through the encouragement and facilitation of 
volunteer activities. 
 
Objective 7.3: To establish coordination efforts with agencies having jurisdictional authority or 
regulatory oversight of lands or resources adjacent to or otherwise associated with the Rubicon Trail. 
 
Objective 7.4: The ROC shall serve as a public forum and as an advisory committee to the County 
Board of Supervisors on Rubicon Trail-related issues. 
 

ELEMENT 8: Carrying Capacity and Trail Use Limits 
This element defines a process to be used by the County to determine the need for implementation of use 
limitations on the Rubicon Trail and for the imposition of such limits in the event that Trail use levels 
exceed specified carrying capacity thresholds. Monitoring that would be required (including vehicle 
counts, water quality sampling, etc.) is referenced here; however, the specific implementation of the 
RTMP monitoring and reporting activities is described in Element 10. Implementation of use level 
management would be done through the TUA and reservation system described in the discussion of 
possible, future management responses within Element 9.  
 

As noted earlier, “unattended dispensing” of TUA will be implemented along with 
“first-come-first-served” policy with respect to campsites. Element 8 addresses the 
subject of “carrying capacity” which does not mesh with “unattended dispensing” of 
TUAs.  

 
The RTMP development process identified environmental resources degradation as well as many health, 
safety and other social impacts that occur are associated with periods of high Trail visitation and use 
levels. These impacts include those associated with water quality degradation, improper disposal of 
human waste, resources damage from vehicle operation and camping in sensitive areas, and illegal or 
overcrowded parking. Although the RTMP contains elements and specific measures to address or 
alleviate such issues, a general consensus of the planning team (in part, based on discussions with 
citizens, user groups, and governmental agency representatives) indicated that performance limits, based 
on the Trail’s carrying capacity should be included in the RTMP.  
 
The determination of specific recommended numeric or performance limits to minimize or avoid health, 
safety, environmental, and social impacts is based on the planning team’s conclusion that the Trail’s 
carrying capacity can be estimated at approximately 250 vehicles per day (and per overnight stay). The 
effectiveness of the management actions specified in this RTMP as well as Trail user behavior patterns 
can have a large influence on the actual carrying capacity of the Trail.1 In recognition of this potential 
variation, the RTMP includes a tiered strategy for management action implementation and the 
imposition of use limitations.  
 
The first tier would include implementation of a TUA and fee system. Following adoption and 
implementation of the RTMP, all Trail users would initially be required to obtain a Day TUA or 
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Seasonal TUA. This first tier of management would not limit the number of vehicles allowed to access 
the Trail. During this first tier, performance standards (e.g., parking and camping use, water quality 
protection, Trail-side resources damage, etc.) would be monitored and reported pursuant to actions 
specified through this RTMP.  
 

Is there any data to support the 250 vehicles per day? A rhetorical question would go 
something like: Do ‘vehicles’ generate ‘human waste”? If the limit is 250 “vehicles” 
how many people are included? 250 or 500? Discussions of carrying capacity and 
relationship to “human waste” needs to include the number of people involved.  

 
In the event that specified performance standards exceeded established thresholds, the TUA system 
would be modified to limit Trail use to 250 vehicles on any given day. Under this second tier of the 
proposed Trail management system, Trail users would be required to obtain a Daily TUA, Single 
Overnight Camping TUA, 3 to 5 Day TUA, Seasonal TUA, or a Special Closure TUA/ Special TUA; 
however, the issuance of such TUAs would be limited to achieve maximum use levels of 250 vehicles 
per day. Although use level limitations would be implemented, Trail 1 Successful implementation of 
effective management strategies combined with responsible trail user behavior patterns could result in a 
carrying capacity greater than 250 vehicles per day. Conversely, ineffective management strategies, 
irresponsible trail user behavior patterns and physical space limitation for activities such as camping and 
parking could result in a carrying capacity lower than 250 vehicles per day. 
 

“specified performance standards” is a problematic phrase. What criteria is used to 
define the ‘standard’? What time frame is used to determine a ‘standard’ has been 
exceeded? Who is responsible for monitoring, recording and analyzing the 
‘performance standards”. Who determines a ‘standard’ has been exceeded and 
alternate management practices need to be implemented? Is there an 
“implementation” time frame? 

 
Users holding an authorized permit would be able to access the Trail and camp within any of the DCZs 
along the trail. In the event that specified performance standards exceeded established thresholds during 
the implementation of second tier management actions, a Rubicon Reservation System (RRS) would be 
implemented.  
 

So, you go from first-come-first-served to a reservation system if a ‘standard’ 
exceeds an established threshold? Within one day?? 2 days?? one week??? Reading 
the below objectives associated this element, I can see a lot of potential problems with 
this section. The various steps are complicated and there is no defined timeframe for 
the measurements or to shift from one management strategy to another. The 
complexity ensures that problems will occur. 

 
The reservation system would require Trail Users to obtain a TUA and register for a DCZ or specific site 
and would be required to camp only in the location for which they were registered. Finally, in the event 
that performance standards exceeded established thresholds during the implementation of third tier 
management actions, the County would reassess the estimated carrying capacity and management 
strategies through an adaptive management process to identify necessary further actions.  
 
Objective 8.1: To define a tiered management approach for developing and 

  FOTR 



condensed and commented  FOTR 
RTMP Preliminary Draft  01/15/05 

RTMP Preliminary Draft  20 

implementing use limitations based on estimated and observed trail carrying capacity for the protection 
of environmental resources, human health and safety, and social conditions. 
 

Seems strange that the tiering is limited only to the Carrying Capacity element. 
FOTR can provide additional value to the county by suggesting an order of 
implementation for the detailed individual objectives -- that and tossing out the 
obvious losers. 
 
Their 'tiers' are detailed only in Element 8, when they talk about limiting vehicles 
(generic TUAs). 
 * Tier 1: implementation of a TUA and fee system, with no number 

limits on vehicles allowed on the Trail (TUA types: Daily, Single Overnight 
Camping, 3-5 Day, Seasonal, Special Closure, Special) 

 * Tier 2: established TUA system modified to limit use to 250 vehicles 
per day () 

 * Tier 3: Rubicon Reservation System (RRS) - pre-registration for 
specific sites 

 * Tier 4: unspecified adaptive management process: "County would 
reassess the estimated carrying capacity and management strategies through 
an adaptive management process to identify necessary further actions." 

...and moving from one tier from the next is triggered by "specified performance 
standards exceeded established thresholds" which is way too vague. Also, all tiers 
require camping in DCZs, which you already know my opinion on. :puke: 
 
IMHO, there's PLENTY of opportunity to think tiers for the rest of the plan, but 
they don't call 'em out. I would like to suggest at least an order of implementation for 
their listed objectives under each element. For example, they list the following 
Objectives for Element 2: Facilities: Corporate Yard and Bunkhouse, Detainment 
Facility, Long-Term Parking, Emergency Response Access, 
Educational/Informational Signage, More Kiosks, Vehicle Repair Pads. 
 
I'd like to suggest that we order these according to importance and need for 
immediate implementation, and maybe even break them up according to Tier... 
something like this: 
 * Objective 2.8: To install educational and informational signage at 

Trail access points and along the Rubicon Trail. 
 * Objective 2.9: To develop kiosks at the Loon Lake and Wentworth 

Springs Trailheads. 
 * Objective 2.7: To provide for emergency response. 
 * Objective 2.6: To design and delineate interim and long-term parking 

areas to allow for the safe storage of trailers and staging materials, prevent 
roadway blockage, and provide a safe emergency vehicle access route. 

 * Objective 2.10: To develop vehicle repair pads to prevent Trail 
blockage and soil contamination along the Rubicon Trail (Note, I trash-
canned objectives 2.4 - the Corporate Yard and Bunkhouse, and 2.5 - the 
Trail Jail).  
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8.1.1 The County shall implement first tier management actions that serve as a basis for determining 
threshold exceedance and the need for implementing 
second tier management actions. 
 
8.1.1.1 The County shall implement a TUA system that requires all trail users to obtain a permit for 
vehicle operation on the Rubicon Trail. 
 (See Element 9, Action 9.2.2). 
 
8.1.1.2 The County shall implement monitoring and reporting programs to 
determine if any of the following are observed: 

• Substantial water quality degradation associated with vehicle operation or other Trail use (see 
Element 10); 

• Repeated instances of illegal parking and/or vehicle operation (see Elements 5 and 10); 
• Substantial soils, vegetation or other trail-side resources damage resulting from inappropriate 

OHV operation or related activities, including camping (see Element 10); or 
 

Should inappropriate be changed for off trail operation? 
 

• Overcrowded camping zones or camping outside of designated areas. 
 
8.1.2 In the event that monitoring specified in Action 8.1.1.2 indicates thresholds have been exceeded, 
the County shall implement second tier management actions with a goal of limiting the number of Trail 
users to the estimated carrying capacity of 250 vehicles per day. 
 
8.1.2.1 The County shall establish an estimated carrying capacity for the Rubicon Trail as a total of 250 
vehicles per day (including all vehicles associated with group trips) and shall modify the TUA system to 
limited permitted use levels to 250 vehicles per day. (See Element 9 for the implementation process of 
associated with this action). 
 

This needs to go:8.1.2.1 The County shall establish an estimated carrying capacity 
for the Rubicon Trail as a total of 250 vehicles per day (including all vehicles 
associated with group trips) and shall modify the TUA system to limited permitted 
use levels to 250 vehicles per day. (See Element 9 for the implementation process of 
associated with this action 

 
8.1.2.2 The County shall continue monitoring and reporting programs to 
determine if any of the following occur: 
 

• Substantial water quality degradation associated with vehicle operation or other Trail use (see 
Element 10);  

• Repeated instances of illegal parking and/or vehicle operation (see Elements 5 and 10);  
• Substantial soils, vegetation or other trail-side resources damage resulting from inappropriate 

OHV operation or related activities, including camping (see Element 10); or 
 

What exactly is trail-side? It is either in or out of the right of way. The threshold for 
resource damage would “have” to be different outside of the right of way. 
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• Overcrowded camping zones or camping outside of designated areas.  
 
8.1.3 In the event that monitoring specified in Action 8.1.2.2 indicates thresholds have been exceeded, 
the County shall implement third tier management actions and institute a RRS (See Element 9 for the 
implementation process associated with this action). 
 
8.1.3.1 The reservation system shall limit trail use to a maximum of 250 vehicles per day and users shall 
be authorized to use only those camping areas/sites specified on each individual TUA. 
 
8.1.3.2 The County shall continue monitoring and reporting programs to 
determine if any of the following occur: 
 

• Substantial water quality degradation associated with vehicle operation or other Trail use (see 
Element 10); 

• Repeated instances of illegal parking and/or vehicle operation (see Elements 5 and 10);  
• Substantial soils, vegetation or other trail-side resources damage resulting from inappropriate 

OHV operation or related activities, including camping (see Element 10); or 
• Overcrowded camping zones or camping outside of designated areas.  

 
8.1.4 In the event that monitoring specified in Action 8.1.3.2 identified exceedance of established 
thresholds, the County shall implement an adaptive management strategy to address density and 
associated safety and environmental issues on the Rubicon Trail. 
 
8.1.4.1 Potential adaptive management strategies include reducing the estimated carrying capacity 
and/or developing additional management actions to focus efforts on specific activities found to 
contribute to threshold exceedance. 
 
8.1.4.2 The County shall conduct CEQA or other legal analysis as required prior to implementation of 
any additional management actions proposed pursuant to this element. It is expected that further 
refinement and definition of the actions to be taken may occur during any required CEQA compliance 
activities, and the County shall encourage public and agency input during any such refinement process. 
As a component of CEQA or other analysis, potential adverse effects associated with potential changes 
in use patterns shall be considered. 
 
ELEMENT 9: trail use Agreements and requirements 
 
This element specifies trail Use Agreements (TUAs) and requirements associated with the use of the 
Rubicon OHV Trail both commercial and non-commercial use and special TUA. It covers such aspects 
as user requirements, Seasonal, and special TUAs. Included in this document are policies aimed to 
create organized and easily manageable user requirements, Seasonal TUAs, and the infrastructure 
necessary to complete these actions.(See figure 6 for a depiction of the Trail use Agreement process.) 
 

I see the reservation system and the infrastructure to support it, opening up a whole 
can of worms and cost that does not need to happen. Can you imagine coming in late 
to your reserved spot and finding I full. I think this would lead to the first gun shot 
death on the Rubicon. 
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Following adoption and implementation of the RTMP, users would be required to sign (eliminate 
purchase and all the different TUAs just create one TUA for all) and purchase a Daily TUA or 
Seasonal TUA and dispersed camping ( we cannot allow “not” having dispersed camping) would be 
replaced with Designated Camping Zones (DCZs). Each subsequent management tier would build upon 
the previous phase to create more structured trail use. The County may choose not to proceed to the next 
tier of management if the current tier infrastructure and designs are meeting the needs of Trail Users and 
are not causing adverse environmental impacts. 
 

ELEMENT 9: trail use Agreements and requirements 
 
This element specifies trail Use Agreements (TUAs) and requirements associated 
with the use of the Rubicon OHV Trail both commercial and non-commercial use 
and special TUA. It covers such aspects as user requirements, Seasonal, and special 
TUAs. Included in this document are policies aimed to create organized and easily 
manageable user requirements, Seasonal TUAs, and the infrastructure necessary to 
complete these actions.(See figure 6 for a depiction of the Trail use Agreement 
process.) 
 
Following adoption and implementation of the RTMP, users would be required to 
sign a Seasonal TUA good for one year. For dispersed camping and camping within a 
DCZ 

 
Del I think that we need to get rid of everything that mentions DCZs that also does not 
mention anything about dispersed camping  
What is good for one is good for another 

 
If a TUA is required from the county, the assumption is that it applies to traversing 
the county ‘road’. What happens when a commercial (or qualifying non-commercial) 
activity uses the trail and enters Forest Service managed areas (dispersed camping 
zone). Is a Forest Service Special Use Permit required in addition to the county 
permit?? 

 
Objective 9.1: To reduce natural resource impacts due to excessive use, dispersed camping and poor 
trail etiquette. 
 

Has to go no the whole Objective 9.1 
 
9.1.1 The County Parks Department shall require all motorized vehicle-operating users to sign and 
obtain a TUA in which users agree to comply with the User Requirements. 
 
9.1.1.1 The County Parks Department shall require all Trail users to sign and obtain a TUA stating that 
they shall abide by the terms of the User Requirements, are equipped with a RubiKit or comparable 
items, and understand that a violation of any of the User Requirements shall result in confiscation of 
their Day and/or Seasonal TUA (get rid of Day and/or Seasonal) and will incur appropriate fines. 
 

What legal authority will establish the ‘appropriate fines”? 
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9.1.2 All Trail Users shall be required to carry self-contained systems to ensure a safe and enjoyable 
experience that protects natural resources. 
 
9.1.2.1 Self-contained systems shall include the following: 

RubiKit or comparable items that include the following: 
• RubiCan or other portable County-approved sanitation unit; 
• Oil Spill Kit which includes oil spill pads, clean up material and disposal means for packing out 

contaminated material; 
• Fire extinguisher; and  
• Trash bags or comparable mechanism for packing out trash. 

 
9.1.3 All users shall be required to abide by certain rules as outlined below to ensure a safe and 
enjoyable experience. 
 
9.1.3.1 Prior to accessing the Trail, the County shall require that Users sign a TUA stating they 
acknowledge and will abide by the following User Requirements: 

RubiKit or comparable items that include the following: 
• RubiCan or other portable County-approved sanitation unit; 
• Oil Spill Kit which includes oil spill pads (PIG® Absorbent Ground Tarp or similar), and 

hydrocarbon clean up material (Zorbit Technologies Peat Sorb® or similar) and disposal means 
for packing out contaminated material; 

• Fire extinguisher; and  
• Trash bags or comparable mechanism for packing out trash. 
• Overnight camping is permitted in Designated Camping Zones (DCZs) only and with a specified 

permit. Failing to camp in a DCZ will result in appropriate fines (to be determined by the 
County); 

I would get rid of all of this one too. We can say that everyone that is on the Rubicon 
whether it be for a day or 30 days needs to have a sign TUA (permit). Or will result 
in appropriate fines. (to be determined by the ROC) 

 
What legal authority will establish the ‘appropriate fines”? 

 
• Failure to (get rid of purchase)purchase (obtain) a TUA for each day of use shall result in 

appropriate fines (to be determined by the County);  
 

What legal authority will establish the ‘appropriate fines”? 
 

• Ignition of Firearms are not permitted within 1/2 mile of DCZs and should be conducted well 
away from other concentrations of people and property;  

 
Should include dispersed camping areas too. 

 
“not permitted” and “should be conducted”???? Again, What legal authority will 
determine if this is an infraction? “not permitted” implies an infraction, “should be 
conducted” implies discretionary action. 
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• The California Vehicle Code (CVC) shall be enforced by the El Dorado County Sheriff. This law 
enforcement program shall include rigid enforcement of CVC §3000-38007 and §38503-38506 
and shall place special emphasis on the following, specific CVC Sections: Only California-
registered “Street Legal” (CVC §4000) and “Off-highway – Green Sticker” (CVC §3810-3812) 
vehicles are allowed on the Rubicon Trail;  

• All trash must be packed out (CVC §42001.7);  
• The Rubicon Trail is a County Road surrounded by public lands. As such, state law applies for 

such offenses as driving while under the influence of drugs and/or alcohol (CVC §23153, 
§23220, §23322, §23223, §23225, and §23226);  

• All vehicles using the Trail shall operate in compliance with pollution control standard defined 
by CVC §38390-38397;  

 
Does this mean “green sticker” vehicles must be equipped with pollution controls?? 
And, this indicates that “red sticker’ vehicles are not allowed. What about a vehicle 
from out of state????? 

 
• Any vehicle operated between sunset and sunrise must display at least one headlight that enables 

an operator to see clearly 200 feet ahead and one red taillight visible for 200 feet (CVC §3835 
and §38345);  

• Motor vehicles cannot be operated in a manner that endangers the safety of other persons or their 
property (CVC §38305, §38314, §38316a and §38317);  

• No motor vehicle shall exceed 15 mph within 50 feet of any campground, campsite, or 
concentration of people or animals (CVC §38310);  

• Vehicles shall not generate excessive noise (CVC §38370(h));  
• Drivers with suspended California Drivers Licenses shall be prohibited from operating a motor 

vehicle on the Trail or adjacent public lands (CVC §14601(a)).  
 

Does this mean that if you do not have a license you can operate a motor vehicle?? 
There appears to be a disconnect with respect to operation of green sticker vehicles. 
Persons under 16 can ride a green sticker vehicle. That really is not covered within 
these guidelines.  

 
9.1.4 All Rubicon Trail Users shall camp in DCZs, as defined by the County and the USFS. 
 

Has to go period!!!! 
 

This should go any mention of having only DCZs got to go. 
 

Objective 9.1.4 - I agree the intent should be to camp only in DCZs. However, what 
happens if a vehicle breaks and it is in not feasible to move it to a DCZs by nightfall? 
Vehicles left unattended on the trail have been vandalized in the past. The TUA should 
allow camping with a disabled vehicle, with no fires allowed out of DCZs. 

 
9.1.5 Vehicle use on the Rubicon Trail shall be limited to Street Legal and Green 
Sticker vehicles only, as defined by the California Department of Motor 
Vehicles (DMV). 
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Objective 9.2: To develop a TUA system that requires all Trail Users to obtain Daily TUA, Single 
Overnight Camping TUAs, 3 to 5 Day TUA, Seasonal TUAs, and/or Special Closure TUAs prior to 
accessing the Trail. 
 

Lets keep it simple that says everyone has to get one develop one TUA for all 
What about: 
  
Objective 9.2: to Develop a TUA that requires all Trail users to obtain a TUA and/ or 
Special Closure TUA that is good for one year prior to accessing the trail. 

 
9.2.1 The County Parks Department shall encourage Trail Users to (should read obtain instead of pre-
purchase) pre-purchase their TUAs prior to arriving at the Trail. 
 
9.2.2 All Trail Users shall be required to purchase a TUA, as described in 
9.2.3 The County Parks Department shall sell Daily TUAs to Trail Users wishing to access the Trail 
from dawn until dusk. 
 

Do not need this in there at all 
 
9.2.3.1 Daily TUAs shall be available for purchase at on-site TUA acquisition and payment stations (i.e., 
“iron rangers”), on the County Website/RRS, via an automated telephone system, and at the County 
Parks Department office. Take out purchase and payments 
 
9.2.3.2 Each vehicle operator obtaining a Daily TUA must specify (on the 
agreement) the day of their trip. Vehicle identification information shall    

contain the following: 
• User’s name and mailing address; 
• Vehicle registration number; and 
• The date for which the vehicle shall be on the Rubicon Trail. 

 
9.2.3.3 The Daily TUAs fee shall be based on the actual costs of implementing the adopted master plan. 
 

Get rid of daily on all these 
 

Objective 9.2.3.3 - The costs of implementing the Master Plan will be high. The TUA 
fee should be reasonable. A comparable cost could be the camping fees at State Parks. 

 
9.2.4 The County Parks Department shall sell Daily TUAs to Trail Users wishing to camp overnight. 
 

Can get rid of this one too. 
 
9.2.4.1 Single Overnight Camping TUAs shall be available for purchase at on-site TUA acquisition and 
payment stations (i.e., “iron rangers”), on the County Website/RRS, via an automated telephone system, 
and at the County Parks Department office. 
 

Get rid of purchase 
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9.2.4.2 Each vehicle operator obtaining a Single Overnight TUA shall specify (on the agreement) the 
duration of their trip. Vehicle identification 
information shall contain the following: 

• User’s name and mailing address;  
• Vehicle registration number; and 
• The duration for which the vehicle shall be on the Rubicon Trail.  

 
Objective 9.2.4.2 - What are the impacts if a vehicles camps on the trail longer then 
indicated in the overnight TUA? This may occur due to mechanical problems, health 
problems, or just the desire to enjoy the area one more day. 

 
9.2.4.3 An Overnight Camping TUA shall allow Trail Users to camp at any of the DCZs so long as they 
are camped at a developed campsite within that DCZ. If developed campsites are full at any one of the 
DCZs, users shall find a DCZ with vacancies in which to overnight. 
 

This brings up the point of breakdowns on the trail, we need to keep dispersed 
camping along the trail period how would you like to heading in to Ellis creek have 
it full and end up at the Springs on a Friday night at about 4-5am because you could 
not camp anywhere else. This will bring on anarchy for sure, not to mention the 
safety end of it too. 

 
9.2.4.4 The Single Overnight Camping TUA fees shall be based on the actual costs of implementing the 
adopted master plan. 
 

No Fees for now, with minimal management there should be any extra cost incurred 
except for the development of the TUA 

 
9.2.5 The County Parks Department shall sell 3 to 5 Day TUAs to Trail users wishing to camp 
overnight. 
 

Does not need to be there 
 
9.2.5.1 Three (3) to five (5) Day TUAs shall be available for purchase at on-site TUA acquisition and 
payment stations (i.e., “iron rangers”), on the County Website/RRS, via an automated telephone system, 
and at the County Parks Department office. 
 

Also does not need to be there, Have the Permits or TUA available just like how 
everyone gets a campfire permit, and to utilize the volunteer trail patrol to hand 
them out. 

 
9.2.5.2 Each vehicle operator obtaining a 3 to 5 Day TUA shall specify (on the agreement) the duration 
of their trip. Vehicle identification information shall contain the following: 
 

A lot of this will not have to be in here if we can get to use one TUA (permit) 
 

• User’s name and mailing address;  
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• Vehicle registration number; and 
• The duration for which the vehicle shall be on the Rubicon Trail.  

 
9.2.5.3 A 3 to 5 Day TUA shall include camping for 2 to 4 nights and shall allow Trail Users to camp at 
any of the DCZs so long as they are camped at a developed campsite within that DCZ. If developed 
campsites are full at any one of the DCZs, users shall find a DCZ with vacancies in which to overnight. 
 

Anytime a DCZ is mentioned we need to also have dispersed camping mentioned 
too. 

 
9.2.5.4 If monitoring indicators, such as evidence of water quality and/or soils contamination, parking 
conflicts, and/or resource damage, indicate exceedance of established thresholds, Trail Users obtaining 3 
to 5 Day TUAs shall be required to pre-register for a designated campsite(s). 
 

Again where did the thresholds come from Dana’s survey? 
 
9.2.5.5 The 3 to 5 Day TUA fee shall be based on the actual costs of implementing the adopted master 
plan. 
 

Again we can keep the cost down with using one style of TUA(permit) 
 
9.2.6 The County Parks Department shall sell Seasonal TUAs to Trail Users wishing to have unlimited 
annual access (with exceptions). 
 

I think this should go to , all these will go to the high bidder I do not want to live in 
Russia 

 
9.2.6.1 Seasonal TUAs shall be available for purchase at the Crystal Basin Ranger Station and the 
County Parks Department’s office during business hours only, on the County Website/RRS, and via an 
automated telephone 
system. 
 

I think that the whole seasonal has to go it takes up too much space. 
 
9.2.6.2 A Seasonal TUA shall be valid for all days except the following weekends and holidays: 

• Thursday through Monday of Memorial Day Weekend.  
• Thursday through Monday of Independence Day Weekend.  
• Thursday through Monday of Labor Day weekend.  
• Time periods subject to special event closures such as Jeepers Jamboree.  

 
9.2.6.3 Seasonal TUA Users shall post the vehicle identification information, 
which shall contain the following: 

• User’s name and mailing address;  
• Vehicle registration number; and 
• The duration for which the vehicle shall be on the Rubicon Trail.  
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9.2.6.4 A Seasonal TUA shall allow Trail Users to camp at any of the DCZs so long as they are camped 
at a developed campsite within that DCZ. If developed campsites are full at any one of the DCZs, users 
shall find a DCZ with vacancies in which to overnight. 
 

Again along with the DCZs, there has to be dispersed camping aloud if the county 
or the ROC support this Idea of DCZs only I cannot stand for the whole plan. 

 
9.2.6.5 A percentage of Seasonal TUA shall be reserved for Trail maintenance project volunteers. As a 
stipulation for obtaining the Seasonal TUA, volunteers shall be required to submit a “Volunteer Trail 
Clean-Up Progress Report” to the County following their volunteer efforts. 
 

I read somewhere where the BLM? Does this for the commercial outfitters I think 
or large club runs. 
I think that if we ever want to see another volunteer show up a lot of this has to be 
re worded or gotten rid of. 

 
9.2.6.6 If monitoring indicators, such as water quality and/or soils contamination, parking conflicts, 
and/or resource damage, indicate exceedance of established thresholds, Trail Users obtaining Seasonal 
TUAs shall be required to pre-register for a designated campsite(s). 
 

The reservation system will not work up there I believe it is too remote, It sometimes 
does not even work in the national park service 

 
Objective 9.2.6.6 - If Seasonal TUAs preregister for DCZs, how is this information 
relayed to the daily TUA user who would designate a site at the trail head? 

 
9.2.6.7 The Seasonal TUA fee shall be based on the actual costs of implementing the adopted master 
plan. 
 

Again we can keep the cost down with the use of a single TUA (PERMIT) 
 
9.2.7 The County Parks Department shall sell Special Closure TUAs to Trail users wishing to have 
private Trail access, in accordance with County Regulation 9.2.7.1 Special Closure TUA applications 
shall be available at the County Parks Department office. 
 

Keep it simple and keep using the parade permit 
 
9.2.7.2 Special Closure TUA fees shall be paid the County of El Dorado and 
deposited in the Rubicon Trail Trust Fund. 
 
9.2.7.3 Any commercial trip, including vehicle test trips by vehicle 
manufacturers, shall obtain a Special TUA. 
 

I agree that the manufactures should pay something for using the trail for profit, 
but the money would have to go to the ROC in some way to be used directly on the 
trail and not to pay wages for a campground host. To many chiefs no Indians 
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9.2.7.3.1 All Special Closure and Special TUA applicants shall submit a copy of its liability insurance 
certificate to the County at the time of permit application. The County shall require that each certificate 
includes the following coverage:  

• $1,000,000 combined single limit per occurrence for bodily injury and property damage. 
• El Dorado County shall be named as an additional insured. 

 
9.2.7.4 All Special Closure and Special TUA applicants shall provide a list of individuals who will be 
trip leaders. These individuals shall meet first aid, CPR and OHV training standards defined by the 
County. 
 
9.2.7.4.1 First Aid and CPR training standards shall include evidence of a current card of completion by 
a recognized organization such as the American Safety and Health Institute or American Red Cross. 
 
9.2.7.5 The County shall charge a reasonable fee for Special Closure TUAs and Special TUAs. 
 
9.2.7.6 Vehicle use numbers associated with Special TUAs shall be calculated into the daily vehicle 
carrying capacity limit of 250. 
 

I think it should be pointed out that this is where the JJ folks would be getting the 
shaft also, and it should be mentioned that there is a difference between the two JJs 
and also the Rubicon Springs Soda Springs property Association. 

 
9.2.7.7 All Special Closure TUAs shall require that Special Events not exceed a maximum of 250 
vehicles on the Trail per day. Each Special Use Tail Closure TUA shall identify the following: 
 

I like too here from Richard Mainwaring on this and also Mark Smith, I know that 
they have more vehicles then that up there with the staff and all. 

 
• Purpose for a Special TUA 
• Duration of Rubicon Trail closure 
• Number of vehicles expected on the Rubicon 
• Number of people expected on the Rubicon Trail 
• Number of helicopter trips expected for the event 

 
Objective 9.3: To implement a tiered management approach to TUA availability. 
 
9.3.1 The County shall implement first tier management actions that serve as a basis for determining 
threshold exceedance and the need for implementing second tier management actions. Under first tier 
management actions, TUA numbers shall not be restricted. 
 

I cannot grasp the whole tier system. But it sound s like the trail will remain pretty 
much as is but with monitoring done by ?? and when we reach some threshold ?? 
the next tier starts. 

 
9.3.2 In the event that monitoring specified in Action 8.1.1.2 indicates thresholds have been exceeded, 
the County shall implement second tier management actions, as described in Element 8. 
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9.3.2.1 Under second tier management actions, the County shall implement a goal of limiting the 
number of Trail users to the estimated carrying capacity of 250 vehicles per day by restricting TUA 
availability. 
 

I would like to see where this number came from. 
 
9.3.2.2 Under second tier management actions, a total of approximately 50 Daily TUAs shall be 
available for purchase at on-site TUA acquisition and payment stations (i.e., “iron rangers”) located at 
the Loon Lake Kiosk, Wentworth Springs Trailhead, and the eastern entrance to the Trail at the Placer 
County boundary. 
 

They are forget about one way in McKinstry , We have to throw that one in the mix 
too it is valuable as an escape route and also to bring in supplies for trail 
maintained. I can see now that one person will be at the Iron rangers filling out who 
in there party will be there so when everyone shows up hours later they all have 
there TUAs (permits). Then we have the cost to the county to make sure that the 
Iron rangers are full. 

 
Depending on observed use patterns, the County shall provide a proportional number of Daily TUAs 
available for purchase at the three locations (i.e., more Daily TUA shall be available for purchase at the 
Loon Lake Kiosk and at the Wentworth Springs Trailhead than at the Placer County border). 
 

Who will observe the use patterns? OHV users or county personal 
 
9.3.2.3 Under second tier management actions, one-hundred (100) Seasonal TUAs shall be made 
available for purchase.  
 

Objective 9.3.2.3 - If 100 Seasonal TUAs are issued, that is a full 40% of the 250 
vehicle limit. This would essentially limit trail use to a "select few". Is there a statistic 
on how many different rigs use the trail each year? This is public land, and the trail 
should be opened to all. 

 
9.3.3 In the event that monitoring specified in Action 8.1.2.2 indicates thresholds have been exceeded, 
the County shall implement third tier management actions, as described in Element 8. 
 

I have not seen anything to do with the ROC which I think should be the authority 
up there. 

 
9.3.3.1 Under third tier management actions, the RRS shall be implemented. TUA availability shall limit 
the number of Trail Users to the estimated carrying capacity of 250 vehicles per day. 
 

Randy was talking about what the USFS uses to determine camping levels for 
different areas is that what ESP did or did they pull that # out of thin air. 

 
9.3.3.2 Under third tier management actions, TUAs shall no longer be available for purchase at TUA 
acquisition and payment stations (i.e., “iron rangers”). 
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Communistic? 
 
9.3.3.3 Under third tier management actions, trail users shall reserve a specific campsite for each night 
of their stay on the Rubicon Trail. Campsites shall be identified by number in each DCZ. 
 
9.3.3.4 Under third tier management actions, in order to prevent exceedance of the 250 vehicle per day 
carrying capacity, Trail Users shall not be allowed to access the Rubicon Trail without a reservation. 
 
9.3.3.5 Under third tier management actions, users with Seasonal TUAs shall be required to register with 
the County prior to accessing the Trail. 
 
9.3.4 In the event that monitoring specified in Action 8.1.3.2 indicates thresholds have been exceeded, 
the County shall implement an adaptive management strategy to address density and associated safety 
and environmental issues on the Rubicon Trail, as described in Element 8. 
 
Objective 9.4: To limit helicopter flight trips over the Rubicon Trail. 
 

ELEMENT 10: Monitoring and Reporting Programs 
This Monitoring and Reporting Programs element identifies methods and protocols for the County to 
collect information regarding trail use, water quality, and other environmental conditions along the 
Rubicon Trail. (Figure 7 identifies the Rubicon Trail Master Plan monitoring and reporting actions.) 
This monitoring program includes regular evaluation of natural resources that could be impacted by 
vehicle use and associated dispersed camping activities, as well as water quality, food services and 
sanitary facility evaluations of the Rubicon Springs and Auburn Jeep Club Campgrounds 
(Campgrounds). The Campgrounds will also be evaluated to determine the regulatory status of these 
facility’s water supply and wastewater treatment operations. 
 
Identifying the type of water system regulations that are applicable to the Rubicon Springs and Auburn 
Jeep Club Campgrounds is a multi-step process. If each facility’s water systems meet the designated 
service criteria (i.e., it serves at least 25 individuals daily at least 60 days out of the year), they would be 
considered Public Water Supplies. Next, it does not appear that either system meets the criteria for a 
Community Water System, so these facilities would be considered Non-community Water Systems.  
 
Finally, since the systems may not regularly serve at least 25 of the same persons during six months of 
the year, they would be considered Transient Non-community Water Systems. Therefore, the Rubicon 
Springs Public Water System would likely be classified as a Transient Noncommunity Water System 
and the Auburn Jeep Club could also share this designation. Monitors from the County Environmental 
Management Department will establish these designations and also evaluate the adequacy of wastewater 
treatment and food service operations as an initial step in the monitoring process. In the event that 
substandard conditions are identified regulatory and remedial actions will be initiated by the County 
Environmental Management Department. 
 

If I remember right the Springs get inspected by the board of health every year 
 
Objective 10.1: To monitor the water quality of watersheds along the Rubicon Trail regularly to 
determine the effectiveness and/or need for additional water quality improvement management 
activities.  
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This is a rather open-ended initiative. How are the monitoring locations 
determined? At what frequency are they monitored? How are the results tested? 
How are the results posted? How are the results interpreted?? 

 
Objective 10.2: To monitor soils along the Rubicon Trail regularly to detect potential petroleum 
hydrocarbon presence. 
 

Potential petroleum hydrocarbon presence?? Is that like being a “little pregnant”?? 
Either there is or their isn’t… 

 
Objective 10.3: To monitor resource damage caused by recreation activities in and adjacent to the 
Rubicon Trail. 
 

What about resource damage caused by natural actions???? 
 
Objective 10.4: To regularly monitor campgrounds and trail use levels. 
 
Objective 10.5: To monitor wastewater, water supply and food service facilities at Rubicon Springs and 
Auburn Jeep Club property. 
 
Objective 10.6: To monitor vehicle and aviation fuel and lubricant transportation, storage and use at the 
Rubicon Springs and Auburn Jeep Club Campgrounds and at offsite staging and storage facilities within 
the Rubicon Trail project areas. 
 

It should be mentioned that a FOTR rep or OHV rep be there during the 
monitoring. 

 
Objective 10.7: To utilize GIS technology to track all Rubicon Trail activities and prepare annual 
reports. 
 
Objective 10.8: To prepare comprehensive annual reports summarizing trail monitoring activities, 
incidents, and work projects to assist in management strategy development. 
 
Objective 10.9: To respond to Trail management concerns in a timely manner. 
 

10.9.2-- Sounds Like they want to have ROC just as adviser’s to the BOS for El Dorado 
County 
I think that the ROC should be the first group contacted for trail repairs, since 
everyone is involved in that group USFS, users, DOT, Parks and Rec so on so on 
 
10.9.2.3, 10.9.3, and 10.9.3.1 -- All to me suggest that ROC takes a back seat, I see trail 
projects getting bogged down in the government process and not happening as quick as 
they need to be addressed. Then the County will be forced to go to a higher stage of 
management and the users will carry the blame for “unaccepted level of pollution 
and/or resource and/or presents public safety hazards 
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Objective 10.10 
I like this one but it should be in place of everything else to me this is a system that is 
already in place it might need some refinements but it will work. I like the ROC as the 
clearing house for all work basically everyone at one table so it can be hashed out with 
one meeting and not running all over the county to try to get approval for a little job. 

 
Objective 10.10: To provide opportunities for Trail Users to report facility maintenance needs and 
observed violations. 
 

I think FOTR and other adapt a trail clubs could help out with this and save the 
county some money 

 
Note: Monitoring is a standard catch-all that has benefits and down-falls. Without a 
defined monitoring plan, there is no assurance that problems (or non-problems) can 
be identified. And, without accurate data, remedial actions to correct problems may 
not be adequately defined or implemented. 
 
And, there is the cost….. Monitoring is expensive. The TUAs are linked to 
management plan implementation costs. Monitoring could drive the cost to 
prohibitive levels. 

 

ELEMENT 11: Regulations and Ordinances 
Appendix D includes copies of the primary County ordinances that are applicable to activities on the 
Rubicon Trail. Nothing in the RTMP shall be interpreted to allow activities that are inconsistent with 
any County ordinance. 
 

What State and Federal Regulations and Ordinances are involved???? It appears as 
the county may have to develop some implementing ordinances. Are State and 
Federal regulations appropriate to support implementation of the management 
plan?? 
 
And, the key issue….. Where are the funds coming from to implement this 
proposal???? 

 
Regulations and Ordinances 
 
11.1.1 The County shall develop a TUA. Under the first tier implementation of the RTMP, users shall be 
required to sign and obtain a Daily TUA or Seasonal TUA, while dispersed camping shall be replaced 
with DCZs. TUAs shall state that users have read the User Requirements and understand that a violation 
of any of the User Requirements shall result in confiscation of their Daily TUA Use and/or Seasonal 
TUA and will incur appropriate fines. 
 

Maybe like this: 
Â The County shall develop a TUA(permit). TUAs shall state that users have read 
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the User Requirements and understand that a violation of any of the User 
requirements shall result in appropriate fines. 

 
User Requirements shall include the following: 

RubiKit or comparable items that include the following: 
• RubiCan or other portable sanitation unit;  
• Oil Spill Kit which includes oil spill pads (PIG® Absorbent Ground Tarp or similar), and 

hydrocarbon clean up material (Zorbit Technologies Peat Sorb® or similar) and disposal means 
for packing out contaminated material; 

• Fire extinguisher;  
• Trash bags or comparable mechanism for packing out trash;  
• Overnight camping is permitted in Designated Camping Zones (DCZs) only and with a specified 

permit. Failing to camp in a DCZ will result in appropriate fines (to be determined by the 
County).;  

 
This has to go. 

 
• Failure to purchase a TUA for each day of use shall result in appropriate fines (to be determined 

by the County);  
 

o Failure to (obtain)purchase a TUA for each day of use shall result in 
appropriate fines (to be determined by the County); 

 
• Ignition of Firearms are not permitted within 1/2 mile of DCZs and should be conducted well 

away from other concentrations of people and property;  
 

o Ignition of Firearms are not permitted within 1/2 mile of DCZs and (dispersed 
camp areas) should be conducted well away from other concentrations of people and 
property; 

 
• The California Vehicle Code (CVC) shall be enforced by the El Dorado County Sheriff. This law 

enforcement program shall include rigid enforcement of CVC §3000-38007 and §38503-38506 
and shall place special emphasis on the following, specific CVC Sections:4.11-2 Only 
California-registered “Street Legal” (CVC §4000) and “Off-highway Green Sticker” (CVC 
§3810-3812) vehicles are allowed on the Rubicon Trail;  

• All trash must be packed out (CVC §42001.7);  
• The Rubicon Trail is a County Road surrounded by public lands. As such, state law applies for 

such offenses as driving while under the influence of drugs and/or alcohol (CVC §23153, 
§23220, §23322, §23223, §23225, and §23226); 

• All vehicles using the Trail shall operate in compliance with pollution control standard defined 
by CVC §38390-38397; 

• Any vehicle operated between sunset and sunrise must display at least one headlight that enables 
an operator to see clearly 200 feet ahead and one red taillight visible for 200 feet (CVC §3835 
and §38345); 

• Motor vehicles cannot be operated in a manner that endangers the safety of other persons or their 
property (CVC §38305, §38314, §38316a and §38317); 
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• No motor vehicle shall exceed 15 mph within 50 feet of any campground, campsite, or 
concentration of people or animals (CVC §38310); 

• Vehicles shall not generate excessive noise (CVC §38370(h)); 
• Drivers with suspended California Drivers Licenses shall be prohibited from operating a motor 

vehicle on the Trail or adjacent public lands (CVC §14601(a)). 
 
“Iron Rangers” (i.e., unmanned TUA acquisition and payment stations) shall be installed at the Loon 
Lake Trailhead, Wentworth Springs Trailhead and at the El Dorado/Placer County line at the northern 
boundary of Rubicon Springs. “Iron Rangers” shall be stocked every Thursday during the recreation 
season with a specified number of Daily TUAs, proportional to the number of users expected to enter 
through each entrance. Each vehicle must post a Daily TUA dated for the duration of their trip. The 
TUA shall resemble an envelope with a tear-free receipt. Each envelope and receipt shall have matching 
confirmation numbers and identification information containing the following: 
 

Reword this with no payment, and use only one kind of TUA (permit) 
 

• User’s name and mailing address;  
• Vehicle registration number; and 
• The dates for which users shall be on the Rubicon Trail. 

 
The tear-free receipt must be signed and dated by the user. Daily TUA fees shall be based on the actual 
composition of the adopted master plan. 
 
Seasonal TUAs shall be made available at the County Parks Department office and at the Crystal Basin 
Ranger Station during business hours only. Seasonal TUAs will also be available at the El Dorado 
County website/RRS and via and automated telephone system. The fee for this TUA shall be based on 
the actual composition of the adopted master plan. Users obtaining Seasonal TUAs shall be required to 
sign the User Requirements Agreement. A Seasonal TUA shall be valid for all days except the following 
weekends and holidays: 
 

With using one style of TUA (permit) it would be a lot easier to monitor. 
 

• Thursday through Monday of Memorial Day Weekend. 
• Thursday through Monday of Independence Day Weekend. 
• Thursday through Monday of Labor Day Weekend. 
• Time periods subject to special event closures such as the Jeepers Jamboree. 

 
Upon implementation of subsequent management strategies, if required, the 
County shall develop the Rubicon Reservation System (RRS). The RRS shall utilize up to three methods 
available for Trail Users to make reservations. 
 
Reservations shall allow users to camp at any of the DCZs so long as they are camped at a developed 
campsite within that DCZ. If developed campsites are full at a DCZ, users shall not be allowed to 
overnight there and shall need to find a DCZ with vacancy. 
 

No mention of breakdowns which will happen, I would not like to get to my spot and 
have it full and then have to go all the way to the Springs to find a opening, how is 
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the Trail tech supposed be at all the DCZs to settle disputes in the middle of the 
night. 

 
Upon implementation of subsequent management strategies, if required, the 
County shall modify the RRS so that users (with Daily TUAs, Single 
Overnight Camping TUAs, 3 to 5 Day TUAs, and Seasonal TUAs) must 
indicate their destination for every night of their stay (i.e., at which designated campsite(s) within a DCZ 
the user shall be staying). The RRS shall no longer utilize the “Iron Ranger” as an integral part of the 
RRS, and “Iron Rangers” installed under the first tier of implementation shall be removed with 
implementation of the modified RRS management strategy. 
 

Replace it with a gate and a guard? 
 
11.1.2 The County shall develop and enforce an ordinance prohibiting the discharge of firearms within 
1/2 mile of DCZs and (dispersed camp areas) well away from other concentrations of people and 
property. 
 

(Key Point: it’s time to stop gun fire in and around our trail. I don’t know if this is the 
best answer, and I would like to hear from our LE folks. But shooting around the trail 
(which is a county road), just doesn’t work. Too many flying bullets makes it hard for 
an old Viet Nam vet like me to get any sleep. Besides that, there’s too much rock up 
there and just too many people to be discharging guns. D.) 

 
11.1.3 The County shall enforce camping in all designated camping zones (DCZs). DCZ locations shall 
be posted on the Rubicon Trail Website, and signage, located at all entry points to the Rubicon Trail, 
shall indicate the locations of each DCZ, as well as noting that dispersed camping is not allowed. Signs 
shall be posted at each DCZ to inform users of the DCZ boundaries. Users found camping outside the 
DCZ shall be subject to appropriate fines (to be determined by the County). 
 

This has got to go. 
 

(Key Point: disagree. Dispersed camping is ESSENTIAL to the quality of the trail 
experience we all seek. DCZs have not found their time in history yet – at least not 
across the board. We need normal typical dispersed camping like most ALL other 
federal lands where camping is allowed outside designated camp sites. D.) 

 
11.1.4 The County shall develop an ordinance proclaiming that trail modification without the written 
approval of, and authorization from, the County DOT is in violation of the County Code. Trail 
modifications include, but are not limited to, the felling of snags, the creation of a bypass/variant, and 
the use of explosives to extract boulders or reduce boulder size. 
 

The ROC hopefully will have a big say in this. I would hate to get projects bogged 
down within the county. 

 
(Note: I have problems with the use of the word “restoration”. There needs to be a 
defined meaning of the word and actions it entails.) 
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Individuals and/or user groups shall submit maintenance request forms to the County DOT to notify 
DOT of the need for maintenance along the Trail. Depending on the urgency of the maintenance request, 
the Trail Technician shall consider adding the request to the list of restoration projects; or, if the request 
is urgent and presents a risk to the health and safety of Trail users, DOT shall perform the necessary 
maintenance to alleviate the maintenance issue. Volunteers may donate time and labor and assist the 
County with restoration projects as listed on DOT’s restoration projects list; however, volunteers must 
receive written approval from the Trail Technician prior to initiating work on the proposed restoration 
project. 
 

I can see work projects getting bogged down here, I would like to see the continued 
use of the ROC and the ENF to approve projects. 

 
11.1.5 The County shall enforce the 50-foot right-of-way throughout the Trail alignment. The Trail shall 
be marked with signage, markers (e.g., Carsonite GreenLine Double Curve or Surface Count 
Delineators, or similar), and/or surface marking, such as stenciling, blazing, and/or reflective signs. GIS 
technology shall be used to track off-Trail offenses. Violators shall be subject to appropriate fines (to be 
determined by the County).  
 

(Need to explain how GIS technology shall be used to track off-Trail offenses. Does 
GIS identify an occurrence or an offender? How is the potential offender linked to 
an occurrence??) 

 
11.1.6 The County shall establish the Rubicon Trail as a multi-use road. 
 
11.1.7 The County shall implement a historic tree ordinance for the Juniper tree located within the Little 
Sluice region of the Rubicon Trail. 
 

I think this need to go 
 

(Is that going to stop progression of natural factors that could impact the status of 
the tree?? What happens when lightning or a winter storm destroys the tree?? 
Crafting of a “historic tree ordinance” entails some creative thinking. Is that the 
‘best’ action???) 

 
11.1.8 The County shall designate the stretch of Loon Lake Dam Road from the Loon Lake Chalet to the 
spill-way as a multi-use road. 
 
11.1.9 The County shall post signage along Loon Lake Dam Road, enforcing the “No Parking” 
regulation. Violators shall be subject to appropriate fines (to be determined by the County). 
 

ELEMENT 12: FUNDING 
As El Dorado County will be primarily responsible for the plan implementation and the on-going 
operation and maintenance of the trail, it is critical that adequate funding be clearly identified to fully 
implement this plan without creating an additional burden on the County General Fund and 
consequently the County taxpayers. Element 12 provides for the County to ensure that adequate funding 
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is available for the implementation of this Master Plan. Appendix E provides estimates of Master Plan 
Funding Requirements and potential sources of revenue. 
 
Objective 12.1: To ensure full implementation of the Rubicon Trail Master Plan, including the funding 
of new positions, needed facilities and programs through a combination of user fees, fines, grant 
funding, donations and volunteer efforts. 
 

(Grant funding is problematic in there are no assurances it will be available on a 
year-to-year basis. OHMVR grant funding carries additional hidden costs requiring 
CEQA and other special Wildlife habitat plans that involve soils disturbing 
activities. It is an option and it does entail special considerations in how it is used. 
Fines can be assessed to cover local, state, or federal infractions. However, are 
mechanisms in place to retain the fines and apply to the local management plan?) 

 
12.1.1 The County shall establish a Rubicon Trust Fund in which all fees, fines and other funding 
derived from the Rubicon Trail program be deposited for the sole purpose of funding the 
implementation and on-going operation and maintenance of the Trail. 
 

(Key Point: this is a very good idea. Ensure the money goes back to helping our 
trail). 
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5 RTMP ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION 
The RTMP identifies various management actions the County would implement following adoption of 
the Rubicon Trail Master Plan. Management actions identified in this Draft RTMP would be 
implemented in one of three phases, dependent upon the decisions made the County Board of 
Supervisors and the availability of project funding.  
 
The first tier of management actions would be implemented immediately following adoption of the 
Master Plan, while elements of subsequent tiers of facility developments and management actions would 
be implemented once funding becomes available and/or once monitoring results trigger management 
action modification.  
 
The ESP planning team recommends at the time of adoption of the Master Plan that the County prepare 
a Rubicon Trail Master Plan Implementation Plan. The Implementation Plan would identify the final 
composition of the Master Plan (e.g., County staffing levels, facility development costs and the level of 
effort required to develop memoranda of agreement and other legal instruments) and the respondent 
implementation strategies.  
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6 RTMP REVISION PROCESS 
The RTMP is designed to serve as an active, evolving tool that implements the County’s Rubicon Trail 
Management goals. The intent of this portion of the RTMP is to provide ongoing refinement of the 
RTMP to ensure environmental protection, public safety and preservation of the Rubicon Experience. 
RTMP update procedures are defined to provide for plan refinements in response to: 

• Results of annual monitoring reports, and 
• User feedback on the effectiveness of implemented management strategies. 

 
The RTMP revision process described below also includes a periodic review of the RTMP to ensure that 
the adopted and implemented management actions remain, in total, meaningful and responsive to current 
guidance provided by the ROC. 
 

(Note: A five-year plan review cycle is unacceptable. The aspects of the plan are 
complicated and will require several years to implement. It is conceivable that the 
entire plan cannot be implemented before it is subject to review. At the very least, 
the plan has the potential of being in existence for one or two years before being 
revised. At 10-year review cycle is more appropriate. 
 
There are two other issues within this section.  
1) The plan calls for annual reports and actions taken based on the annual reports. 
There is no mechanism for implementing emergency measures that may be required 
due to an unexpected occurrence or incident.  
2) The plan addresses county responsibilities and refers to the plan as being a 
cooperative effort with private and public groups. The mechanism for private and 
public partners is not clear as to how they will be considered within the annual 
report structure.  

 

6.1 Annual Operations 
Following adoption and implementation of the RTMP, the County Department of General Services will 
collect annual reports from the County’s Department of Transportation, Environmental Management, 
the Sheriff’s Department, and the Parks Department entailing the status of the Trail and 
recommendations for the following season. These reports will be made available to the public prior to a 
post-season public workshop hosted by the ROC. The ROC will consider these reports in a public 
session to assess:  

• The adequacy of adopted measures,  
• The appropriateness of adopted measures, and 
• The need for new measures (as defined in subsequent phases of the RTMP) or different 

measures. If substantive issues or suggestions are identified in these sessions, the Trail 
Supervisor will direct County staff to conduct a focused study of these subjects for consideration 
and implementation during the next recreation season. 

 

6.2 Annual Report to ROC 
The RTMP annual reports process is the heart of the intent to refine and improve the County’s ongoing 
management of the Rubicon Trail. This annual cycle will provide the interested parties with current 
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information and timely public involvement opportunities each season. The process described below and 
presented in Figure 9 will be used to implement annual review processes. 
 
The County Trail Supervisor will compile annual reports from the County’s Department of 
Transportation, Environmental Management and Sheriff’s Department as well as an annual report 
prepared by the Trail Supervisor on trail conditions, the effectiveness of trail permits and camping 
requirements. 
 
These reports will be summarized in October of each year and made available on the County’s Rubicon 
Trail Website. All data will be entered into a GIS system for the Rubicon Trail for recordation and 
facilities management purposes. The Trail Supervisor will meet with representatives from California 
Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Forest Service Crystal Basin division, and key County agencies 
including, but not limited to, the County Sheriff’s Department, Department of Environmental 
Management, the Department of Transportation, and the Planning Department. This Session (typically 
held mid-October) will focus on a review of the past season and a collaborative review of lessons 
learned and possible improvements to the management of the Rubicon Trail. 
 
The Trail Supervisor will present a summary of the year’s Trail management activities (including 
specific reports on issue areas, as recommended by the ROC) to the ROC in a public session, typically 
held in early-November. This report will include recommendations formulated by the County, in 
consultation with U.S. Forest Service, Department of Fish and Game and all other relevant entities. 
 
If the majority of the ROC believes that elements of the RTMP should be modified, the proposed 
modifications will be considered in at least one subsequent public session, led by the ROC. The ROC 
will accept or reject the proposed modifications and provide recommendations to the County Planning 
Commission. 
 

6.2.1 County Consideration of ROC Recommendations 
The County Parks and Recreation Commission will conduct a public session for consideration of any 
ROC recommendations to modify the existing RTMP. After the receipt of public comments and 
deliberation, the County Parks and Recreation Commission will make recommendations to the County 
Planning Commission. The Planning Commission will reject or tentatively accept the ROC 
recommendations.  
 
If the ROC recommendation is accepted, a CEQA Initial Study will be conducted to identify and report 
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed program modification. The results of this analysis 
will be reported to the Planning Commission in a public session. The Planning Commission will 
consider the results of the CEQA analysis and accept or reject the ROC recommendation to modify the 
RTMP. 
 

6.2.2 Five Year Review 
RTMP annual reports will be complied by the Trail Supervisor each year. By January 30 of every fifth 
year, these annual reports will be summarized by the Trail Supervisor, and this summary will be 
submitted to both the ROC and the County Parks and Recreation Commission. The ROC and the County 
Parks and Recreation Commission will evaluate the adequacy of the RTMP, as implemented, in 
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consideration of the conditions reported in the summary report. Such evaluation will consider the 
following: 

• Responsiveness to County goals and policies, 
• Completeness of impact mitigation measures, and 
• Efficiency and economy of RTMP implementation. The ROC will present the findings of this 

review to the County Parks and Recreation Commission and Planning Commission, including 
recommendations to: 

• Continue implementation of the RTMP as currently prescribed, 
• Continue implementation of the RTMP with minor modifications, or 
• Update the RTMP. 

 
Great that they considered regular revision and review… now we just need to adjust 
to realistic terms. Trail use needs evaluated with pre-snow and post-snow ride-
through tours, and in-between surveys as needed, all with full reporting and 
accountability. 
As critical as annual review is, the plan itself must be implemented gradually, with a 
minimum of a year between tier elevations… and that is the absolute bottom limit 
for time that assumes regular on-the-ground surveys to evaluate the efficacy of 
education, enforcement, and usage. If the tiers are truly intended to be responsive to 
the evaluations, then multiple evaluation cycles must occur between tier level 
changes up (or down). 
This last point is key – the regular reviews must allow for restrictions to move UP or 
DOWN – no one-way escalation ending in a locked gate!  

 
In the event that the second finding is presented, the County Planning Commission will conduct a public 
session to consider any recommendations by the ROC to modify the existing RTMP. After the receipt of 
public comments and deliberation, the Planning Commission will reject or tentatively accept the ROC’s 
recommendations.  
 
If these recommendations are accepted, a 6 RTMP REVISION PROCESS CEQA Initial Study will be 
conducted to identify and report the potential environmental impacts of the proposed program 
modification. The results of this analysis will be reported to the Planning Commission in a public 
session. The Planning Commission will consider the results of the CEQA analysis and accept or reject 
these recommendations to modify the RTMP. In the event that the third finding is presented, the 
Planning Commission will conduct a pubic session to consider any ROC recommendation to update the 
RTMP.  
 
After the receipt of public comments and deliberation, the Board of Supervisors will reject or tentatively 
accept the ROC’s recommendation. If the Planning Commission accepts this recommendation, it will be 
transmitted to the Planning Commission for deliberation and action. The Planning Commission will 
consider the results of this process and determine the need to update the RTMP. 
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More General Comments 
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Del – 
 We have met before but it is unlikely I would be in your memory. I have attended the last 
two public workshops addressing the proposal report on the Rubicon Trail Master Plan. I have 
read the Phase I report and the Phase II draft report and commented to El Dorado County with a 
copy to your web site address. I have been asked by Rusty Folena to address comments to you 
personally. 
 My concerns not voiced in my comments to the County are as follows: 

• The Master Plan was proposed due to increasing human waste, violence, unsafe gun 
use, off trail activity, violence, inappropriate trail modifications and theft along the 
trail. I believe the majority of supporters for action on the trail were/are looking for an 
increase in law enforcement on the trail and a method for containment of human waste 
and trash. Many support requiring the use of spill containment devices. 

• The Master Plan as currently drafted appears excessive in its program. 
• It limits the number of camp sites to 125 with 2 vehicles maximum at each site and all 

camp areas identified and congregated. Such action spoils the purposes for which an 
individual goes into the more difficult to reach trail areas. They are there to get away 
from society in general, be with their friends and not be constrained. The trail as 
currently used enables overnighters to spread out along its entire length satisfying the 
needs of its users. Limiting users to confined areas makes law enforcement easier but 
defeats the experience of trail use. 

• The Master Plan proposes to use the Basin Plan as the tool to monitor degradation of 
the environment due to fuel contamination and human waste. The Rubicon Trail is a 
county road from Georgetown to Lake Tahoe. It is unpaved from the Loon Lake access 
and from Wentworth springs access point to Lake Tahoe trail head. It is paved from 
Georgetown to the western access points. If the unpaved area of this county road is 
monitored for oil and fuel spills than it is appropriate to monitor all county roads for 
the same activity. 

• Asphalt roads are oil and gravels. The oil slowly seeps through the gravel and out the 
edges. Vehicles using the roadways drip oil and fuel onto the roadway surface. During 
rains the seepage and surface oils runoff the roadway and into streams thereby 
contaminating (as defined by some environmentalists) those areas. 

• The Basin Plan was prepared to monitor and correct point source polluters. It is being 
used in this case to monitor and take corrective action with non-point source (OHV 
users of the trail) polluters. This will be the first time I know of that a Basin Plan in 
California has been used to enforce non-point pollution activity. As such, this plan if 
adopted has significant ramifications on all non-point sources (trucking industry, cattle 
industry, farm industry, etc) in California. 

• The lack of upfront activity by environmental activists (backpackers and hikers) at this 
stage of the Plan gives me concern. I noted the plan addressed users of the trail to 
include hikers, backpackers, bicyclists and anglers but provides no implementing 
measures in accordance with the Basin Plan for this group which leaves behind human 
waste, fuel contaminants from liquid fuel spills and trash. If they contribute they should 
be included in the monitoring and permitting process. 

Thank you for the opportunity to address this issue. I am concerned about losing my right of 
access and use of a vital resource. 
 

Bob Rockett 
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Alright Del, thanks for the abridged version, MUCH easier to get through and absorb. I blazed 
through it and have a couple of comments. 
 
To cut to the chase, I agree with most if not all of your "key note" comments. Like the whole 
Rubi-jail thing and the proposal for a government compound on the trail somewhere, with no 
doubt a large road allowing access. Again, point by point, I could go mad commenting on the 
minutia and details. But I generally agree with your key notes. Hell, even LE doesn't want to have 
a foothold up there. You're right, those things simply need to drop right out of the bottom of this 
plan. So, I'll give you my impression and general overview of what is going on here and where I 
think we need to focus. 
 
After reading and getting a general feel for voluminous report, it's crystal clear to me that the 
proposals made in this report, if adopted 100% would be like sending the Pacific Naval Fleet to 
attack the enemy's surf board. Strong feelings of the shadow and long arms of another 
government bureaucracy catching us like deer in the headlights, then slowly embracing us 
bringing nearer the kiss of death is embedded in the verbiage. This feeling became particularly 
strong with the comments regarding the government compound "bunk house" etc. Flat out, we do 
not need this, we do not want this. I would strongly argue to drop this whole idea as allowing a 
physical government foothold on the trail would be a huge U-turn for what the trail is about and 
where it should go. 
 
The biggest and most potentially disturbing aspect of the plan in my opinion is this whole TUA 
thing. "Special Closures" ?? What the hell is this? To me it's just a loophole allowing those that be 
to close the trail flat out at their will. IMHO, nothing less than 100%, 24/7/365 access is 
acceptable. Am I against fees, permits or other educational agreements? Hell no. But starting 
things off with a 250 vehicle limit, "special closures" and this first come first served DCZ thing is 
WAY too restrictive. Here's why...  
 
They stock the "iron ranger" on Thursday with 250 permits. A few jackass underage kids already 
drunk from the night before think hey, lets take them all so we'll have more whenever we want 
clears the thing. They get up there early too, as they don't have jobs and school is out, so you and I 
get up there after work and have nothing to fill out. We're already outlaws. It's just another 
system the jackasses will exploit or go around and keep doing what they're doing. So what would I 
do?  
 
Make them ALL seasonal TUAs. Here's why. Ask yourself, really... why are we here today? Why 
did FOTR burst onto the radar screen? Because the trail got attacked. Ironically, because of some 
of our duck butt wiping environmentalist friends. We handled them like Tom Cruise with a bottle 
of Gin in Cocktail. They were easy. The reason why we're STILL on the radar screen is the trail is 
still very much under attack, but this time the perpetrator is within our own ranks. I'm telling 
you, if we can weed them out, we're good to go. Who is them? Irresponsible, drunk, mostly 
underage (under 21) inconsiderate transients of the trail who come, destroy, don't care about 
others and literally crap on our trail and leave without being held accountable for their actions. 
You know who they are. Without this faction, we have a clean, healthy, respectable and viable 
trail which would thrive with family atmosphere. WE HAVE TO STOP THE PARTY. The 
Rubicon can no longer tolerate being an icon for underage (or over age for that matter) mass 
party drinking binges outside the boundaries of Mommy and daddy, law enforcement and respect 
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for others. I digress, back to seasonal TUAs. I think in order to get your seasonal TUA, you must 
pass the test. Make it just like getting a hunting license. This would cover a few things:  
 
1. Education. Make the process of getting your Rubicon Seasonal TUA very educational. The 
process should include trail etiquette, proper cleanup of trail fix debris and contamination, where 
to wheel, where NOT to wheel, pack it out etc etc. Hell, put a porta-crapper in every kit and 
include it in the cost.  
2. Automatic weed out of the goons. Do you think the punks that have brought us to this point are 
actually going to seek out, overcome, pay for and employ the permit process? I don't think so. If 
it's not on MTV or sold in a liquor store, it would not have much interest or be too cumbersome to 
deal with for the morons.  
3. Accountability. Leave the "iron ranger" there, but only to identify the folks on the trail. Not to 
take their money. A simple stop, drop off one of your pre filled out tags with your own permit 
number on it into the ranger and move on. You just "checked in".  
 
Those found on the trail without paying the fee, a valid permit and without checking in should be 
subject to incarceration, vehicle impound and fines etc. I think this would clean things up 
dramatically alone. The key here I think should be permits, education and responsible use, but go 
when you want to go. I don't know ANYONE who would like the idea of having to get a 
reservation before wheel'n.  
 
Make all fees and costs associated with the seasonal TUAs go directly to law enforcement. Period. 
And as far as the costs associated with trail improvement and facilities?? come on. $250K for a 
simple bridge over Ellis? :rolleyes: FOTR can handle that, NO problem. We can keep the trail 
clean and in good working order, we've proven that. We have not been successful however in 
policing our own and weeding out the party goers. 
 
(kevlar vest on, zipping up fire retardant suit)  
 
Bring it. :-) 
 
jeff.lautrup 
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It took me a few read-throughs to get it, too, Rusty... I expected a plan broken up by phases or 
tiers across the whole organization, and they only divvied up a chunk or two. 
 
Their 'tiers' are detailed only in Element 8, when they talk about limiting vehicles (generic TUAs). 

• Tier 1: implementation of a TUA and fee system, with no number limits on vehicles allowed 
on the Trail (TUA types: Daily, Single Overnight Camping, 3-5 Day, Seasonal, Special 
Closure, Special) 

• Tier 2: established TUA system modified to limit use to 250 vehicles per day () 
• Tier 3: Rubicon Reservation System (RRS) - pre-registration for specific sites 
• Tier 4: unspecified adaptive management process: "County would reassess the estimated 

carrying capacity and management strategies through an adaptive management process to 
identify necessary further actions." 

...and moving from one tier from the next is triggered by "specified performance standards 
exceeded established thresholds" which is way too vague. Also, all tiers require camping in DCZs, 
which you already know my opinion on :puke: 
 
IMHO, there's PLENTY of opportunity to think tiers for the rest of the plan, but they don't call 
'em out. I would like to suggest at least an order of implementation for their listed objectives 
under each element. For example, they list the following Objectives for Element 2: Facilities: 
Corporate Yard and Bunkhouse, Detainment Facility, Long-Term Parking, Emergency Response 
Access, Educational/Informational Signage, More Kiosks, Vehicle Repair Pads. 
 
I'd like to suggest that we order these according to importance and need for immediate 
implementation, and maybe even break them up according to Tier... something like this: 

• Objective 2.8: To install educational and informational signage at Trail access points and 
along the Rubicon Trail. 

• Objective 2.9: To develop kiosks at the Loon Lake and Wentworth Springs Trailheads. 
• Objective 2.7: To provide for emergency response. 
• Objective 2.6: To design and delineate interim and long-term parking areas to allow for the 

safe storage of trailers and staging materials, prevent roadway blockage, and provide a safe 
emergency vehicle access route. 

• Objective 2.10: To develop vehicle repair pads to prevent Trail blockage and soil 
contamination along the Rubicon Trail (Note, I trash-canned objectives 2.4 - the Corporate 
Yard and Bunkhouse, and 2.5 - the Trail Jail). 

Seems strange that the tiering is limited only to the Carrying Capacity element. FOTR can 
provide additional value to the county by suggesting an order of implementation for the detailed 
individual objectives -- that and tossing out the obvious losers. 
 
Randii 
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FWIW, IMHO the plan is taking a WELL-DESERVED beating where it departs from the FOTR 
10 points. 
 
As I read more of the RTMP, though, I do believe there are some elements worth saving. Just 
making the following changes would go a long way toward making it work: 

• core DCZ numbers must be changed 
• dispersed camping must be allowed, perhaps structured with reasonable numbers (or take 

this issue off the table by citing that camping outside the 50' throughway easement is 
outside the jurisdiction of the plan) 

• RTMP 'phases' of intervention must be clarified AND separated by at least a year to see 
what works and what doesn't 

 
I still think we need to decouple the planning process and changes to Little Sluice. LS is just too 
big a loser for the RTMP to carry, even if the RTMP were revised to meet reason. I'd like to see 
ANY changes to LS tabled for at least a year after the RTMP goes into effect to give us a chance to 
roll in the new rules, communication, enforcement, etc.... and I worry that trying for simultaneous 
change dooms BOTH to failure -- there's just no meaningful consensus with the users on Little 
Sluice. That ESP is even trying suggests that they are setting us all up for failure. 
 
I am not giving up, but it looks like a lot of work ahead... and FOTR continues to be the best venue 
for that work. 
 
Randii 
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Del I think that we need to get rid of everything that mentions DCZs that also does not mention 
anything about dispersed camping. 
 
What is good for one is good for another. 
 
rusty 
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Mr. Michael Gray 
Parks and Recreation Manger 
El Dorado County 
  
Dear Mr. Gray – 
  
I have read the Rubicon Trail Master Plan Phase I and Rubicon Trail Master Plan Preliminary 
Draft Phase II reports. My comments on the Phase II report are as follows: 
  
1. The last paragraph of Section 2.1 on page 2-2 is the helicopter landing pad at Rubicon Springs 
provides not only, ‘…rapid transportation of equipment and perishables…’, but in addition a 
location for extraction of injured persons needing immediate medical attention and an entry/exit 
location for police, fire and forestry personnel. 
  
2. Element 1: Trail Management objective 1.1.2.1 states, ‘The Rubicon Sergeant shall be a 
sergeant-level officer shall dedicate one quarter of the officers time (i.e., average 10 hours per 
week) to law enforcement on the Rubicon trail. The Phase I report contains statements addressing 
trail closure for 5 winter months due to snow. I believe 10 hours per week during the 7 month 
season of trail use is sufficient to enable the goals of the report to be accomplished. The early and 
late season use of the trial has a limited number of users who are generally not those who have 
created the problems described in the report. During the beginning and end of season, the 
Rubicon Sergeant’s time can be used for training and completing annual reports.  
  
3. Element 1: Trail Management objective 1.4.1 on page 4.1-5 states, ‘The County shall establish a 
regulation requiring that a Rubicon Trail Users obtain a TUA for operating a motor vehicle on the 
Rubicon Trail and Loon Lake bypass.’ The Phase I report states on page 1-3, ‘Because the trail 
lies adjacent to the Desolation Wilderness, the Rubicon Trail is also used as an access route by 
hikers, backpackers, and anglers.’ The Phase I report states on page  2-5, ‘ The vast majority of 
users travel the Rubicon via OHV, but ATV’s, motorcycles, and mountain bikes are also used, and 
a few backpackers travel the route on foot.’ 
The report both point out in a number of locations that human waste is a significant issue along 
the trail and addresses requiring the use of portable toilets for a pack in pack out benefit along 
with monitoring streams and lakes extensively for fecal coli form and Basin Plan constituent 
violations to determine allowable limits on the number of trail users. 
The potential of hikers, backpackers, mountain bikers and anglers to contribute to human waste 
within the defined Master Plan area is substantially similar to the OHV user and should be 
included within the permitting and monitoring requirement for all users. 
  
4. Element 2: Facilities – Table 4.2-1 designates camping zones, number of campsites and vehicle 
capacity at each site. There are a total of 125 camping sites with 2 vehicles limited to each site (250 
vehicles). The number of total vehicles allowed at each site and the site location are shown on 
Figure 4. 
There is no established relationship between the number of vehicles allowed on the trail and 
identified trail  issues (human waste, oil and fuel contamination, violence and theft). There is no 
evidence provided showing short term or long term degradation of the environment due to current 
use. Visual observations have been made by the author and others that the area is 
environmentally degraded but not technically supported. The author has selected a trail vehicle 
number without factual basis. The author states on page 4.2-2, ‘The number of campsites 
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recommended in this table are maximum campsite development, and do not indicate the number 
of campsites that will be developed following adoption and implementation of the RTMP.’ If the 
plan is adopted as written only an amendment to the Master Plan can increase the 250 vehicle 
number on Rubicon Trail even if there is shown to be no environmental issues. 
The document should contain a separate report of oil and fuel contamination and human waste 
contamination and comparison to the standards contained within the Water Quality Control Plan 
for the Central Valley Region. The analysis should address testing at first flush rain and monthly 
for at least one season prior to the  implementation of a 250 vehicle limit. Upon completion of 
adequate current water quality impact, a vehicle  could be proposed with some basis of data even 
though limited. The report could provide a base for evaluation of Master Plan success or failure. 
The authors note that 125 campsites and 250 vehicles is the maximum allowable constrains public 
use on the trail even if the obvious trail degradation issues are significantly reduced by Master 
Plan implementation. The number of campsites and vehicles allowed on the trail should be a 
flexible number annually set by the Rubicon Oversight Committee following input to the 
committee by Rubicon Trail Supervisor. 
The report limits each campsite to 2 vehicles. It is common on the trail for users to camp together 
with a  larger number of vehicles. Limiting a site to 2 vehicles will potentially create violations of 
the Master Plan even by those that desire to abide by its intent. Raising the number of users at 
each camp site to a larger number will decrease violations.  
  
5. Objective 2.11.4 page 4.2.4 states, ‘Maintenance of the Spider Lake and Loon Lake bunkhouses 
shall be performed by the Groundsperson.’ The bunkhouse is to be used by the trail patrol officer 
and deputies. Without limiting the Groundsperson responsibilities to structural maintenance of 
the bunkhouse, users of the bunkhouse will not clean after themselves and require the 
Groundsperson act as servant. The users of the bunkhouse should as a minimum make their own 
bed, wash their own dishes, carry out their own trash and perform normal household duties.  
  
6. Objective 3.1.1 on page 4.3-5 establishes the duties of the Sergeant level position but leaves 
vacant the amount of time.  The report previously establishes the time as ¼ time. Point 2 above 
objects to ¼ time beyond the 7 month season of use. 
  
6. Objective 4.4.1 recommends the ROC and County work together to develop a Trail Atlas. The 
Trail Atlas should contain the GIS information developed by monitoring and law enforcement 
personnel. GIS data enables users of the Trail Atlas to better remain on trail. 
  
7. Objective 6.3.5.1 addresses an ‘ …..Engineer’s annual project list….’ I have been unable to 
locate information within the report addressing an Engineer or Engineers list other than in this 
objective. Who is the Engineer and what is the Engineers list? How are projects placed on the list? 
  
8. Objective 6.5.3 could use a rewrite. 
  
9. Objective 9.1.3.1 states, ‘Only California-registered “Street Legal” and “Off-Highway green 
sticker vehicles are allowed on the Rubicon trail. This section appears to prohibit vehicles from 
other states to use the Rubicon Trail. The report identifies the Rubicon Trail to be a nationally 
known OHV destination. It is also used extensively by Nevada registered vehicles as the eastern 
end is near Nevada. How do out of state users obtain legal access? 
  
10. Objective 9.2.4.3 requires a Trail User with a purchased TUA to use a developed campsite. The 
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report has limited the number of camp sites to 125 with 2 vehicles at each. If only 1 vehicle is at 
each site, 125 additional TUAs could be issued. Are all 125 Trail users with TUAs they have paid 
for expected to drive the entire trail in 1 day. The report states most users take 3 days to make the 
trip. What action is proposed to resolve this conflict? 
  
11. Objective 9.2.5.4 on page 4.9-4 established thresholds. The thresholds are obtained from the 
Basin Plan. The Basin Plan was prepared to monitor and remediate environmental degradation 
from point sources. The group of Rubicon Trail users are not a point source any more than the 
trucks using the highways are a point source. I suggest the report establish specific measurable 
standards of threshold for water quality and identify those in the report.  The Basin Plans 
chemical constituent levels are subject to modification based on available best management 
practices and advancing scientific methods of measurement. Current levels of chemical restriction 
mandated through permitting of point sources are becoming financially impossible to meet. 
  
12. Objective 9.2.6.3 requires the seasonal TUA user to post the vehicle information but does not 
state where the user shall post the information. 
  
13. Objective 9.2.6 addresses County Parks selling seasonal TUAs. The report does not address 
TUA transference. 
  
14. 9.2.7.7 addresses special closures Tea’s and limits the number of vehicles to 250 per day. Both 
Jeepers Jamboree and Jeep Jamboree have significantly more than 250 vehicles per days. 
Adoption of the Master Plan with this limit will significantly reduce one of El Dorado County’s 
nationally known events. The Special Closure TUA can be conditioned to address event issues. 
Unsatisfactory performance by the applicant for a Special Event TUA can be rectified during 
future more conditioned Tea’s for the same event.  
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
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Michael Gray- 
 
This email provides my comments on the December 2004 Rubicon Trail Master Plan Preliminary 
Draft. I would first like to say thanks to you, El Dorado County and the ROC for taking such a 
great interest in keeping the trail open. I have been using the Rubicon Trail for over 20 years, and 
it is a special place my entire family enjoys. 
 
As recently as ten years ago I would see very few people and very little impacts on the trail. That 
sure has changed with the popularity of four wheeling and the invent of extreme rock rigs/buggies. 
I believe 10 years ago most of the trail users were people that grew up with primitive camping, 
and had associated respect for the environment. They used the trail to get to great isolated 
camping. Not to point the blame, but I believe some of the new extreme wheelers are wheeling 
because it is "cool", and lack basic respect for the trail and the area. 
 
That said, by using the trail we all have an impact and we all must work together to a common 
solution. While I hate to see it come to this, in order to keep the trail open to the public I agree 
with 95% of the requirements set forth in the draft Master Plan. However, I believe some of the 
requirements do not reflect how the trail is, or could be used. 
 
I provide the following comments: 

• Objective 2.3 - I agree designated camp sites should be established, however limiting the 
sites to 2 vehicles does not reflect how the trail is used. Most people travel in small groups 
for company, and more importantly safety. These groups for 4 - 6 rigs (or more) desire to 
camp together and do not want a 100 foot separation between designated sites. Group 
camp sites should be established to reflect how the trail is used. This may mean fewer 
designated sites. To keep the total "vehicle capacity" the same at each area, sharing group 
sites with "strangers" may be required under the TUA. 

• Objective 2.10 - Repair pads make sense, but it is unrealistic to think that all trail breaks 
will occur near the pads. There likely would be more impacts (erosion, oil leaking) in 
towing a disabled rig to a repair pad then just fixing it near where it breaks. Spill 
containment kits would be used regardless. 

• Objective 6.4 - I agree the Little Sluice should be returned to its previous state and that 
unauthorized trail modifications are removed. No one can deny that a majority of the 
impacts at Spider Lake are the result of the large gatherings at Little Sluice. As part of this, 
we need to make sure that these "displaced" gatherings are not impacting other trails, 
which I believe is happening on Fordyce. Unauthorized modifications should also apply to 
rock stacking. Stacked rocks should be removed after the vehicle makes it over an obstacle. 

• Objective 9.1.4 - I agree the intent should be to camp only in DCZs. However, what 
happens if a vehicle breaks and it is in not feasible to move it to a DCZ by nightfall? 
Vehicles left unattended on the trail have been vandalized in the past. The TUA should 
allow camping with a disabled vehicle, with no fires allowed out of DCZs. 

• Objective 9.2.3.3 - The costs of implementing the Master Plan will be high. The TUA fee 
should be reasonable. A comparable cost could be the camping fees at State Parks. 

• Objective 9.2.4.2 - What are the impacts if a vehicle camps on the trial longer then 
indicated in the overnight TUA? This may occur due to mechanical problems, health 
problems, or just the desire to enjoy the area one more day. 

• Objective 9.2.6.6 - If Seasonal TUAs preregister for DCZs, how is this information relayed 
to the daily TUA user who would designate a site at the trail head? 
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• Objective 9.3.2.3 - If 100 Seasonal TUAs are issued, that is a full 40% of the 250 vehicle 
limit. This would essentially limit trail use to a "select few". Is there a statistic on how 
many different rigs use the trail each year? This is public land, and the trail should be 
opened to all. 

Thanks again for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft Master Plan. Please let me 
know if you have any questions. I look forward to driving the Rubicon Trail for years to come. 
 
Mike Brink  
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I was thinking the same thing last night. That the capacity of the trail and the actual locations for 
sites are not parallel at all. 
 
Mark brought up a good point that this is the firm hired by the county, making a recommendation 
to the county when the land is not even in their control. It is the FS and the private land owners 
like Mark that ultimately can choose to work with the county on this camping thing. I have heard 
from Mark that they are willing to work with these folks. I have not heard yet how willing the FS 
is to compromise. Rich Platt will be back in the office after the New Year. 
 
Scott 
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This is Mark's feedback to the recent emails going back and forth..... 
 
Every washing machine has an agitator and it seems the FOTR has a few of them. 
 
Let’s get some facts straight: 
 
1. Campsites: Some are not satisfied with 64. Isn’t this better than none or complete closure? Need 
more? Ok, where? Who is going to put them in and maintain them? Going to the county to 
complain, why? The county only owns the Rubicon Trail right-of-way, 50’ wide. The campsites 
are almost all on USFS land and under their jurisdiction. The county does NOT have any land 
along the trail. 
 
2. Quit harping about Jeepers Jamboree or Jeep Jamboree. They have nothing to do with the 
problem. They do not camp or even stop at Spider Lake. Further, these events were going on 
before most of you were even born. 
 
It is a public road going through private and government land and they, and you, have every right 
to use the trail. 
 
The problem is and been around Spider Lake where over 75% of the traffic goes. It has nothing to 
do with Rubicon Springs. 
 
The private landowners are and have always been willing to work with FOTR, USFS and the 
county and acknowledge the trail going over their property. They will even deed the right-of-way 
to the county. 
 
The private land around Spider Lake has been grossly abused with environmental damage and is 
now off-limits to OHV use. 
 
One person complains his freedoms are being taken away. What freedom? To drive roughshod 
over the land and he suggests becoming an “outlaw” if no sites are available. Fine, now we’re back 
to square one. This would probably lead to closures again. 
 
Let’s use common-sense and work together and respect the right of others. 
 
Get the facts before blowing steam! 
 
Mark Smith 
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Scott, In reply to your info about Spider Lake, you are partially correct. 
 
The USFS or El Dorado County didn't extend the closure, that is correct. 
 
The property that ElDorado County previously closed is the private property in the area. When 
you go to the Spider Lake area, you will note that there are some new signs now. They are around 
some of the private property on the east side of Spider Lake. These signs are advising of the 
private property. They are nasty looking signs, saying keep out etc. I am sorry that they had to go 
up, but until we as property owners can come up with a property management plan that will work 
to allow controlled use, that addresses resource damage, sanitation etc. the area is closed to public 
use. 
 
Merlin Scott, property owner. 
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