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registered in the counties in which the owners reside.  The statistics in Table 4 simply provide a census of 
local boats for which Lake Berryessa is a proximate water use area. 
 
b. Boat Property Taxes 
 
All boat vessels with a greater than $2,000 assessed value (depending on county) are subject to a one per-
cent property tax in Napa, Lake, and Yolo Counties.  Table 3 shows, in the last two columns, the number 
of such vessels and their total assessed value on the 1999-2000 assessors’ rolls in the three study area 
counties as well as the state. 
 
A total assessed value of $52,981,544 was reported in these three counties, including 1,950 boats with a 
total assessed value of $14,578,330 in Napa County, 6,493 boats with a total assessed value of 
$24,611,475 in Lake County, and 1,366 boats with a total assessed value of $13,791,739 in Yolo County.  
Within the Napa County area immediately adjacent to Lake Berryessa, for the 1999-2000 assessors’ rolls, 
653 boats with an assessed value was $5,802,590 were reported.10   
 
Although boat property taxes can be distributed as part of a county’s general fund, a county is eligible for 
boat registration water patrol grant monies only if it dedicates all of the boat-related property tax revenues 
for water patrol. 
 
c. Boating-related Gas Taxes 
 
Statewide, a total of approximately $35 million per year is set aside from motor vehicle gas tax revenues 
as boating-related.  These funds are administered by the Department of Boating and Waterways in the 
form of loans and grants for the construction of launch ramps, boarding floats, shore-side or floating rest-
rooms, shore protection, and vehicle/trailer parking.  These loans and grants are issued only if the appli-
cant can demonstrate that (a) the improvements will not result in costs to the State of California for 
operations and maintenance, and (b) the improvement will be available for use at a “reasonable price” for 
all boaters for a period not less than 20 years.  
 
2. Other Flat-water Recreation 
 
No direct charge is made for picnicking or swimming at Lake Berryessa.   
 
Equipment rentals (such as for personal water craft) are offered at some of the resorts. 
 
3. Whitewater Rafting 
 
Whitewater rafting concessionaires pay concessionaire fees both to BLM and to the Yolo County Parks 
Department.  The BLM fee is 1.7 percent of gross receipts, whereas the fee to Yolo County is either a 
percentage of gross receipts (7 to 9 percent), or a per-person charge of $5.00, plus $2.50 for each person 
who stays over night, depending on the concessionaire.  (Table 3 shows the numbers staying overnight.) 
 
Table 5 presents data on concessionaire revenues in two recent fiscal years.  These concessionaire fees 
were generated, in turn, from charges to rafters.  Year 2000 raft trips on Cache Creek (which sometimes 
include lunch) range from $20 to $49 per person.  Two-day trips, including overnight camping and meals, 
                                                      
10 Because no boats are permanently moored within Indian Valley Reservoir, and there is no housing or boat storage 

around that reservoir, and none of the boat-related assessed property value within Lake County is directly associated 
with the Indian Valley Reservoir. 
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range in price from $75 per person in the low season (April through early June) to $129 in the high sea-
son.  Rafting trips on Cache Creek are generally self-guided. 
 
 

Table 5 
Public Revenues from Cache Creek Whitewater Rafting 

Agency Fiscal Year 1998-1999 Revenues Fiscal Year 1999-2000 Revenues 

Yolo County July 1 – June 30 $36,725.32 July 1 – April 18 (part) $65,288.42 

BLM October 1 – September 30 $6,500 to $7,000 October 1 – September 30 not available 

Source:  Yolo County Parks Department, BLM 
 
 
The figures in Table 5 show a difference between BLM and Yolo County rafting revenues.  That differ-
ence relates in part to the fact that the lower segment of Cache Creek does not cross BLM lands and is 
therefore not subject to the 1.7 percent BLM concessionaire fee.  Table 5 revenue figures also show a 
marked increase in 1999-2000 revenues to Yolo County compared with those of a year earlier.  The 
County’s concessionaire charge structure did not change during this period; therefore, the increase 
probably reflects higher rates charged by concessionaires to rafters, or increased rafting activity, or both. 
 
4. Fishing 
 
Sport fishing in California is regulated by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) through 
issuance of annual and two-day “sport fishing” licenses (before 1999, the short-term license covered a 
one-day period).  Sport fishing licenses are purchased at retail establishments such as bait shops and 
sporting goods stores.  Year 2000 annual sport fishing licenses for California residents cost $28.10 each, 
including a $1.35 license agent handling fee.  Year 2000 two-day licenses cost $9.75 each, including a 
$0.50 license agent fee. 
 
Statewide, sportfishing licenses and “stamps” for catching specific types of fish generated $46 million in 
revenue to the CDFG.  Sportfishing licenses can be purchased from the Lake Berryessa concessionaires 
(Putah Creek Park, Rancho Monticello, Berryessa Marina, Spanish Flat, Steele Park, Pleasure Cove, and 
Markley Cove) as well as elsewhere in the region.  In 1999, sales of CDFG sportfishing and hunting 
licenses at these seven concessionaires generated approximately $50,000 in revenue to the CDFG.  In 
addition, CDFG year 1999 revenues totaled approximately $500 for use of Lake Berryessa for bass 
tournaments (tournaments of up to 100 persons cost between $50.00 and $100.00 per event). 
 
The CDFG provides statistics regarding the sales of sportfishing licenses by county.  The pattern of 
annual licenses provides an indication of where people live who are regular sport fishers.  Data on short-
term (e.g., one-day) licenses is more suggestive of occasional fishers, and may be a better indication than 
the annual licenses of the level of sport fishing in the local area in which the licenses are sold. 
 
Table 6 summarizes the 1996 CDFG sportfishing statistics for Napa, Lake and Yolo Counties, and the 
State of California. 
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Table 6 
Sportfishing Licenses:  Study Area Counties and State of California, 1996 

 Sportfishing Licenses 
Area Annual Resident One-day 

Napa County 10,033 1,561 
Lake County 9,015 1,750 
Yolo County 6,364 1,744 
State of California 1,403,126 329,723 

Source:  California Department of Fish and Game 
 
 
Fishing license revenues are used by the CDFG to fund fisheries and the stocking of lakes, as well as 
fishing education programs in urban areas.  In 2000, the CDFG stocked Lake Berryessa with approxi-
mately 50,000 salmon (fingerlings up to eight inches in length) and 10,000 to 20,000 rainbow trout 
(“catchable” fish between eight and fourteen inches in length).  Indian Valley Reservoir is also stocked 
with trout by the CDFG, as is Cache Creek just below the reservoir. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

CHAPTER 4.  LAND ORIENTED RECREATION 
 
 
Land oriented recreation in the Blue Ridge Berryessa Region takes a wide variety of forms.  The 
resources of the area lend themselves to individual and small group hiking, sometimes in combination 
with camping (which is discussed separately in Chapter 6).  Nature exploration and photography are typi-
cal activities of both casual and ambitious hikers.  Equestrian activities and bicycles are other activity 
choices of the non-motorized recreation user, while several forms of motorized recreation are also popu-
lar:  motorized recreation includes both scenic driving on the area’s roadways and use of off-highway 
vehicles (OHVs), generally in areas set aside for that activity. 
 
BRBNA lands are also popular for fishing and hunting.  Fishing is discussed in Chapter 3, while hunting 
is discussed in this chapter. 
 
A. Land Oriented Recreation:  Activity Summary 
 
While flat water recreation on Lake Berryessa is the biggest single attraction of the region to recreation-
ists, the lands away from Lake Berryessa offer a variety of other recreational opportunities.  Some of 
these lands are under the administration of the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM).  Popular recrea-
tional activities on some BLM holdings are listed in Table 7. 
 
 

Table 7 
Reported Activity Levels on BLM Lands in the BRBNA 

 
Management 

Area 
User Counta 

(persons/year) 
Principal 
Activity 

Cache Creek 90,000 whitewater rafting 
Cedar Roughs n.a. hunting 
Knoxville n.a. OHV use 
Rocky Ridge n.a. hunting 
a Use estimates are for 1999. 

Source:  BLM staff 
 
 
The survey conducted in 1996 of households within the Lake Berryessa market area11 found significant 
participation levels in a variety of outdoor recreation activities.  Hiking (including backpacking) was the 
most popular of the strenuous activities reported, and it was among the most popular of all activities, out-
ranked only by picnicking and beach activities.  Other popular recreational activities reported included 
active sports:  tennis, golf, and/or volleyball.  Nature observing, most often done on foot, was also a popu-
lar choice. 
 
1. Hiking 
 
There are many public trails on lands in the BRBNA.  Table 8 inventories major existing trails in the 
study area and possible new trails. 
 

                                                           
11 Lake Berryessa Market Area Survey, Survey Research Center, CSU-Chico, 1996. 
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Table 8 
Hiking Trails in the BRBNA:  Existing and Future 

Trail Name General Location Trailhead Location Agency Facilities 
Existing     
Redbud Trail Cache Creek Man-

agement Area 
Near the SR 20 bridge 
across Cache Creek 

BLM Recently-improved trailhead: turn-
around with ample room to maneuver 
a horse trailer, two information 
kiosks, a permanent restroom facility, 
and a parking area for approximately 
20 cars 

Judge Davis Trail Cache Creek Man-
agement Area, Lower 
Wilson Valley 

Near Destonella Flat 
area of SR 20 (several 
miles east of the Cache 
Creek bridge) 

BLM Not improved; old cattle loading area 

Blue Ridge Trail  Rocky Ridge Man-
agement Area 

Cache Creek Canyon 
Park on SR 16 

BLM Park has day use parking; accessible 
also from a trailhead at Fish Creek 
Road and Rayhouse Road; no facili-
ties 

Cedar Roughs Trail Cedar Roughs Man-
agement Area 

Access from Pope 
Canyon Road 

BLM/CDFG/
BOR 

This trail is relatively undefined at 
this time and lacks a trailhead 

Kowalski Trail Western edge of 
Indian Valley Reser-
voir 

Campground on the 
south shore of Indian 
Valley Reservoir, near 
the dam 

BLM/Yolo 
Co. Flood 
Control Dis-
trict 

Facilities at the campground 

Unnamed trails Perimeter of Lake 
Berryessa 

Oak Shores and Smittle 
Creek day use areas 
and Capell Cove  

BOR Parking and restroom facilities at 
these sites 

Cold Canyon 
Reserve Trail 

Putah Creek below 
Monticello Dam 

SR 128 below the 
Monticello Dam 

UC Unimproved trailhead, dirt turnout 
(Hiking on this trail is the only public 
use of the Reserve permitted by UC.) 

Multiple trails Lake Berryessa At R Ranch Private Members-only facilities 

Future:  Under Construction, Proposed, or Potential   
Walter Springs-
area trail 

Pope Creek/Putah 
Creek west of Lake 
Berryessa 

Pope Canyon Road 
near Pope Creek bridge 

BLM A 4.5 mile trail; construction antici-
pated to be completed by fall 2001 

Barton Hill Trail North shore of Lake 
Berryessa 

Berryessa Knoxville 
Road 

BOR/BLM A 4-mile loop trail starting and end-
ing on Reclamation lands; Bureau of 
Reclamation facilities on lakeshore 

Pope Creek Trail Lake Berryessa to 
Pope Canyon 

Pope Canyon and Ber-
ryessa Knoxville Roads 

BOR Trail only 

Future possible 
trails 

Payne Ranch (near 
junction of SR 20 and 
SR 16) 

As needed BLM A 50,000-acre property recently pur-
chased; potential for additional trail 
and hiking opportunities 

Blue Ridge Trail Along Blue Ridge, to 
end of BLM lands at 
Fiske Creek 

Rocky Ridge Man-
agement Area 

BLM Trail “landlocked” within BLM lands.  
Purchase of adjacent private lands 
could allow 22-mile extension to link 
with Putah Creek and SR 128 near 
Monticello Dam 

Source: BLM (Bureau of Land Management), BOR (Bureau of Reclamation), CDFG (California 
Department of Fish and Game), and UC (University of California) 
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Table 17 
University-based Educational and Research Uses as of April, 2000 

Funding Source and Amount Research Project   Academic Affilitiation 
McLaughlin Reserve (590 annual user-daysa) 
Homestake Mining Co./Yolo Co. $182,325 Davis Creek Watershed Monitoring Program UCD 
National Science Foundation 150,000 Ecology of Serpentine and Non-Serpentine Grasslands UCD 
National Science Foundation 150,000 Turnover of Rare Plant Populations in Serpentine Spring-Seeps UCD 
National Science Foundation 80,000 Where You Grow Versus Where You Are:  The Role of Soil and 

Spatial Characters for Predicting the Occurrence of Rare Plants UCD 
Putah-Cache Bioregion Project 1,600 Maintenance of Diversity in Plant Communities:  Persistence of Rare 

Plants UCD 
Putah-Cache Bioregion Project 1,250 Distribution and Abundance of Vulpia Microstachys across an 

Environmental Gradient UCD 
UC Natural Reserve System and 
Public Service Research Program 

2,150 Barbed Goatgrass on Serpentine Soil:  Is It a Problem? UCD 

 None Long Term Population Changes in Fish Populations of Hunting and 
Knoxville Creeks UCD 

 None Aquatic Insect Assemblages in Temporary Streams in Serpentine and 
Non-Serpentine Drainages UCD 

 None Self Simularity in the Abundance and Distribution of Species UCB 
 None Floral Pigmentation and Speciation in Antirrhinum Harvard Univ. 

Stebbins Cold Canyon Reserve (1,259 annual user-daysa) 
Jastro Fields $1,400 The Influence of Regarious Pipevine Swallowtail Butterfly Larvae on 

the Host Plant Aristolochia Californica UCD 
National Science Foundation n.a. Studies on the Biology and Systematics of Ants UCD 
Putah-Cache Creek Bioregion 
Project 

$2,000 California Pipeline Swallowtail: A Symbol of the Unique Character 
of Central Valley Flora and Fauna UCD 

 None Aquatic Invertebrate Phenology in an Unaltered Temporary Stream 
 None Nodulation in Distica Glomerata UCD 
 None Survey of the Parasitic Hymenoptera of the Stebbins Cold Canyon 

Reserve, California UCD 
 None The Influence of Gregarious Pipevine Swallowtail Butterfly Larvae 

on the Host Plant Aristolochia Californica UCD 
 None Surface Bedrock Geology of the Cold Canyon Area, Vaca 

Mountains, Solano County, California UCD 
 None An Inventory of the Lepidoptera of the Stebbins Cold Canyon 

Reserve UCD 

Quail Ridge Reserve (347 annual user-daysa) 
Center for Population Biology $3,050 Habitat Selection in Western Fence Lizards UCD 
 None Lepidoptera Survey of Quail Ridge Private Study 
 None Wildlife Habitat Relationships, Reptiles and Amphibians UCD 
a Approximate annual usage level.  In addition to research, includes public outreach and class use. 

Source:  UCD 
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In both cases – acquisition of a whole or partial interest in land for purposes of conservation or environ-
mental mitigation – the creation of a conservation-based interest in the land may involve a transfer of 
funds, but it does not create an income stream.  These approaches are to be encouraged as consistent with, 
and reinforcing of, the BRBNA’s objectives, but direct monetary support for the planning and administra-
tion of conservation would not be an outcome. 
 
Land trusts have been established in each of the three principal BRBNA counties, and all three of the 
trusts are BRBNA partners (see Table 1, p. 2).  Conservation easements and land trust ownerships in the 
BRBNA are shown in Figure 1 (p. 3). 
 
b. Environmental Mitigation 
 
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act has established a vehicle for channeling 
resources from development interests into land investment for conservation purposes.  Where a project is 
found to have adverse impacts on vegetation and/or wildlife, its approval may be conditioned on proper 
mitigation of those impacts.  Such mitigation may include replacement of the affected lands with lands on 
which the affected biological resource can be protected.  Mitigation ratios are rarely less than one-to-one 
(1:1), meaning that for each acre of biologically-important land affected by a development project, one 
acre of suitable replacement land must be identified and secured.  More often, a replacement ratio of 3:1 
is required.  Generally the suitability of replacement lands must be evaluated and attested to by a profes-
sional biologist expert in the particular type(s) of resource the project itself would adversely affect. 
 
In recent years, it has been common for the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to impose 
more demanding mitigation ratios in order to protect special status species.  Such lands may serve a 
variety of purposes.  For plant species, they must be lands that are suitable to the particular plant species 
of concern.  The organization responsible for mitigation may be required to take steps to assure the 
successful establishment of the plant species in question on the replacement land.  For wildlife, the 
mitigation land might play any of a number of roles for the species in question, including breeding, 
estivation, forage, and movement. 
 
The Blue Ridge Berryessa Natural Area offers a variety of specialized biotic areas, where habitat for a 
broad range of animals exists.  Lands within the BRBNA may be able to serve as mitigation of biological 
impacts of development projects in either the Bay Area or the Sacramento area that are closer to urban 
uses.  In such cases, the project sponsor of the development may purchase the mitigation lands, or pur-
chase mitigation rights to those lands, and then offer those lands to a local government or a private trust to 
carry out the mitigation objective established by the conditions of project approval.  Public agencies both 
locally and in the non-BRBNA area in which the project is proposed would have to agree to the mitiga-
tion arrangements, and a transfer of funds to enable the BRBNA jurisdiction to monitor implementation 
would probably be an element of such a program. 
 
c. Conservation Grants 
 
Grants can be solicited from conservation-oriented agencies and organizations either for acquisition of 
lands that serve conservation objectives or for operations costs in planning and management.  As of 
summer 2000, it appeared that funds might be available from the State as provided for under Proposition 
12.  At the same time, BRBNA was working with several organizations (including the Bay Area Open 
Space Council) to identify potentially fundable activities. 
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4. Fundraising with a Conservation Emphasis 
 
There are several avenues that could be investigated by the BRBNA for income possibilities:  member-
ships, gifts, and special fundraising activities.  A number of Bay Area conservation groups use these and 
other techniques for raising funds, and might be willing to share their experience. 

� The Greenbelt Alliance receives funds from memberships, gifts, and special events. 

� The Lindsay Wildlife Museum receives funds from memberships, gifts, and other fundraising 
activities, including vehicle donations; the latter has generated about $400,000 in revenues to the 
museum since the program began. 

� Point Reyes National Seashore, which is owned primarily by the federal government and operated 
by the National Park Service, is also supported by a non-profit association, the Point Reyes National 
Seashore Association.  The PRNSA operates a shop at the visitor center that in 1999 netted some 
$90,000 on a sales volume of about $350,000.  This group, too, solicits vehicle donations as a fund-
raising technique.  This program was begin in 1999 and had generated about $40,000 as of mid-year 
2000. 

 
The vehicle donation concept uses the status of the conservation group as a not-for-profit organization 
under the regulations of the IRS to receive donations in kind from individuals, who may take a tax 
deduction for such gifts (a deduction that may be more financially advantageous to the donor than selling 
the item on the market).  Donations of a variety of items may be made (and solicited), including land.  
The majority of advertising for donations focuses on automobiles. 
 
The conservation organizations contract with a business to manage the solicitation, collection, and 
disposition of the gifts.  The Vehicle Donation Center, which has its main office in Los Angeles, manages 
the vehicle donation programs for a number of northern California organizations.  The costs involved in 
operating a program for a non-profit sponsor include advertising, vehicle towing, an administrative fee, 
and an auction fee.  The arrangement is generally that the Vehicle Donation Center operates the program; 
any profit remaining after costs are paid are divided (generally 50:50) with the sponsoring organization. 
 
The possibility of a donation program for the BRBNA could be evaluated as a source of funding for a 
non-profit sponsoring organization, if one is established.  An analysis of this possibility might also 
consider solicitation of used mobile homes and boats, if it makes sense to solicit donations locally in the 
Lake Berryessa area.  (Solicitation may produce more responses and yield higher revenues in affluent 
suburbs than in the study area.) 
 
B. Resource-based 
 
1. Grazing 
 
Grazing is the principal agricultural activity in the core portion of the BRBNA.  Both private ranches and 
public agencies are involved.   
 
From the private sector perspective, grazing is economically marginal.  Probably the “best” grazing lands 
are in private ownership, but the return fluctuates (as with most agricultural activity, unpredictability is 
intrinsic to the operation), and in recent years has been at levels that encourage owners to consider other 
options (such as enhancing their lands for leasing as hunting preserves). 
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BLM’s lands include mostly the higher ridges, the south slopes, and other lands without water.  Neverthe-
less, in favorable seasons (essentially, the rainy season) ranchers supplement their own holdings via use 
of BLM lands.  For a permit to graze, there is a basic fee of $1.35 per cow per year – a fee which is 
considered well below the market ($4.28 was estimated as a fair fee in the private market in the summer 
of 1999).  A “willful trespass” fee can be imposed in a case of grazing without a permit.  The fees are 
lower than environmental groups advocate:  overgrazing and misuse of public lands made available for 
grazing have been chronic problems throughout the west.  Under the current national administration, the 
Department of the Interior has revised establishes grazing area standards and guidelines in part to avoid 
overuse. 
 
Only about 20 percent of BLM lands in the BRBNA are in grazing use.  Some public lands that could be 
used for grazing have been set aside for other uses, such as wildlife habitat (e.g., for elk herds in the 
Cache Creek Management Area).  BLM manages grazing allotments based on the “AUM,” or animal unit 
month.  (The higher the AUM, the better the land for grazing.)  Table 18 shows some of the BRBNA-area 
BLM allotments in 1999 
 
 

Table 18 
Examples of BLM Grazing Allotments in the BRBNA, 1999 

 
Location Acreage Licensed for Parcel Type 

Cement Creek 1,671 84 AUMs one contiguous piece 
Maxwell Creek 628 6 AUM two non-contiguous parcels 
Jericho Valley 4,428 336 AUMs basically contiguous lands 

Portuguese Canyon 800 83 AUMs two parcels barely attached 
Rocky Ridge 1,720 120 AUMs noncontiguous lands 

Source:  BLM 
 
 
A local estimate to the effect that 100 acres of land is needed per head of cattle would be borne out by the 
ratio for Maxwell Creek; the other lands appear to be better.  But using the yardstick of four acres per 
AUM as “fairly productive” grazing land, these lands are not in the “productive” category. 
 
Rural land of the type in the BRBNA – whether privately or publicly managed for grazing – does not 
appear to generate sufficient revenue to attract new ranching/grazing enterprises. 
 
2. Filmmaking 
 
Another potential use of rural land is for filmmaking. 
 
In pursuit of this possibility, Lake County has established a County department, the Lake County 
Marketing Program, to promote recreation, film making, and other economic development within the 
County.  The department is funded entirely from County TOT (transient occupancy tax) revenues, which 
are collected at a 9 percent rate on hotel and motel rooms.  The Marketing Program gets 78 percent of the 
Lake County TOT revenues, which allowed for a budget of $415,224 in the 1999-2000 fiscal year. 
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Thus far, filmmaking in Lake County is in its infancy, and the scale of the future potential is unknown.  
Access difficulties are thought to be the main obstacle.  However, the Marketing Program has been 
working on a “one-stop” film permit that would allow filming on any of the public lands in the County, 
and the County itself charges no fee for film permits – both of these factors providing incentives to 
interested filmmakers. 
 
C. Future Development  
 
The existing land use pattern in the BRBNA is predominantly rural.  Most of the land uses are open 
(ranching, forests, open recreational areas) with minimal requirements for buildings.  Scattered rural 
residences, some of which are part of ranches, are the most common buildings. 
 
There are no incorporated cities in the BRBNA.  However, urban density development exists in the Napa 
County portion of the BRBNA along parts of the Lake Berryessa shoreline and in nearby commercial nodes: 

� Spanish Flat (private mobile home park, store, restaurant) 

� Sugar Loaf (store near BOR headquarters) 

� Moskowite Corners (trailer park with store and gas station)  

� Berryessa Highlands (private residential subdivision near Steele Park Resort) 

� Berryessa Pines (private residential subdivision north of Monticello Resort). 
 
Napa County has designated certain areas in the rural portions of the County as urban use areas.  These 
areas are mapped on the County’s General Plan.  If urban land uses are developed in the Napa County 
portion of the BRBNA in the future, County policy would limit such development to lands already 
designated for urban use. 
 
The five BRBNA counties (Yolo, Lake, Colusa and Solano in addition to Napa) do not, however, have 
land use authority over federal lands, and their land use policies are not binding on federal agencies like 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Bureau of Land Management.  There is therefore a need to coordinate 
federal objectives relating to land in federal ownership with County land use policy.  Such coordination 
may be particularly important where federal lands would rely on County services (road maintenance or 
water supply) to make them developable.  (Water supply for the two residential subdivisions bulleted 
above is provided by the Napa County Department of Public Works.)  For rural counties, providing urban 
services to dispersed areas is difficult and costly, and establishment of any new such areas outside those 
already designated as urban use areas would face resistance on fiscal grounds by local governments that 
might be expected to provide services. 
 
The fiscal concerns of local agencies are echoed by concerns of many of those whose focus is on resource 
protection.  While new development may yield a revenue stream that could potentially be tapped by 
public agencies to offset the cost of government services or by organizations that would use the funds to 
support conservation, the perennial question is whether the financial gains from development would offset 
its environmental costs.  To many, the idea of generating revenue to support conservation by permitting 
development appears contradictory and self-defeating. 
 
There is also doubt about whether anticipated revenue streams from new development projects would off-
set the capital costs of establishing them.  Consideration of any new development in the BRBNA will 
have to address persuasively these issues of fiscal and environmental soundness in order to counter a per-
vasive skepticism that, from the perspective of long term environmental protection, may well be justified. 
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CHAPTER 8.  SUMMARY REVIEW OF FINDINGS 
 
 
The Blue Ridge Berryessa Natural Area Partnership is an unusual organization:  its partners include 
landowners from both public and private sectors and public interest groups that may not own land at all.  
Its purposes are not development-oriented but conservationist, yet it may endorse development that is 
acceptable in environmental terms, enhances public access to and use of the its geographical area (if 
access and use can be managed in an environmentally sound manner), and contributes to that area’s 
ability to undertaken planning and management for conservation purposes. 
 
The preceding chapters have reviewed the overall objectives of the BRBNA and begun the process of 
inventorying existing and potential opportunities for recreation, conservation, and education in the 
BRBNA area.  This inventory is intended to serve as the basis for an initial order of magnitude estimate of 
a revenue stream to support BRBNA purposes. 
 
This chapter reviews the assumptions and limitations of revenue estimates, presents revenue concepts and 
initial dollar targets attached to those concepts, and comments on the findings. 
 
Anticipation of a common revenue base to support the BRBNA’s work is, of course, premised on the 
constitution of BRBNA itself, or some successor entity, as an organization that can coordinate a revenue 
collection system among its constituent organizations and private interests, allowing it to define, mandate, 
and collect fees and other revenues.  The BRBNA is not yet such an organization.  The institutional aspect 
of a future administrative and management structure must also be addressed.  The final chapter of this 
report reviews issues relating to organizational structure. 
 
A. Purpose and Limitations 
 
This report carries the simple title “Economic Study.” 
 
Initially, the term “Feasibility Study” was applied.  After the work began, however, it quickly became 
clear that the conventional meaning of the term “feasibility” would not fit the context of the research 
reported here.  While the information provided in the preceding chapters would be indispensable to a 
feasibility study, the variety of situations, uses, and markets in the BRBNA make the feasibility analysis 
of the kind of collaborative venture the BRBNA partners envision a daunting effort, given that: 
 
� There is no common definition of feasibility. 

 There is no single provider or investor, as there normally is for a standard feasibility study.  In this 
case, the BRBNA represents a wide variety of interests which, although committed to collaboration, 
nevertheless have independent purposes, responsibilities, and mandates that are not identical for all 
the participants.   

� There is no use or activity program to which all of the partners have subscribed. 

 One of the basic ingredients of a feasibility study is a definition of the activity for which the costs, 
revenues, and return on investment is to be analyzed.  The BRBNA hosts, among its many 
landowners, a great variety of activities and uses.  The kind of collaborative effort it will take to put 
together a comprehensive programs of activities and uses (including type, scale, and location of any 
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new development) for which individual feasibility analyses may be performed has not yet been 
undertaken. 

� There is no single market for BRBNA uses. 

Feasibility analysis is premised on the ability to quantify demand within an identifiable group of 
consumers.  In the BRBNA, users range in interests, both as individuals and as groups, and cannot 
be defined in terms of a single identifiable group.  Many (possibly a majority) of user groups are not 
locally resident.  In addition to users, other groups have interests in the BRBNA.  These “client” 
groups include all those publics that the public agencies within the BRBNA are committed to serve. 

� Quantification of the costs of a service or use and its market price is premature for the BRBNA. 

 Quantification is the hallmark of feasibility analysis.  The point of the exercise is to gauge the 
likelihood that market price will exceed cost by a sufficient degree to reward investment and sustain 
risk.  Such quantification is premature here in view of the still preliminary state of knowledge about 
activities already in place (e.g., counts of hikers) as well as potential activities (e.g., a wildlife 
viewing area on the east short of Lake Berryessa). 

 
These are potent obstacles to the completion of a feasibility study at this time, but that only serves to 
underscore the necessity of bringing together the kind of economic information needed to support a future 
feasibility analysis.  This report makes a first effort to do exactly that. 
 
The following presentation does not reach global findings of a “thumbs up” or “thumbs down” character.  
What it does is inventory use-based revenue possibilities, attaching a dollar potential to each and 
reviewing reservations and qualifications relating to the estimates.  It also discusses some non-user-based 
revenue possibilities. 
 
The overall reports concludes, in Chapter 9, with some examples of institutional structures each of which, 
like the BRBNA, is addressing planning for and management of a geographically-based area serving a 
host of interests and markets.  Lessons from these other entities may be helpful as the BRBNA shapes the 
most appropriate kind of collaborative structure to serve the particular needs and objectives of its geo-
graphic area of commitment. 
 
B. Revenue Potential 
 
1. Perspective 
 
A suitable subtitle for this report would be, “An Exploration of Potential Revenues Applicable to 
Conservation Planning and Management in the Blue Ridge Berryessa Natural Area.”  To review the 
significance of that title: 
 
� “Exploration” means that the study explored uses not present now as well as uses already 

represented; it means that revenues are values based on existing information that is, at best, uneven; 
the term “estimate” is more definite than is currently justified. 

� “Potential” means that the work looks at existing uses and revenues and reaches provisional 
conclusions about the potential for future revenues from expansion or augmentation of existing uses. 
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� “Revenues” indicates that the work is revenue focused.  This is an important point, in view of the 
fact that revenue streams will not be cost-free.  For market-based uses, and for some public uses as 
well, investments would be required.  Furthermore, some increases in use would involve increased 
costs that come out of different pockets than the revenue go into.  For example, county costs in 
providing law enforcement and emergency services might not be offset by revenues to counties 
from project on Federal land. 

� “Applicable” is meant to communicate that the purpose of the revenue is to support the objectives of 
the BRBNA.  Therefore, the revenues have somehow to be designated for that use. 

� “Conservation Planning and Management” carries the implication that this is, indeed the principal 
purpose of the BRBNA. 

Importantly, this term draws attention to the need to evaluate potential revenues in light of potential 
environmental effects of particular uses, an issue raised at the end of Chapter 7.  If expanded or new 
development both generates revenue and creates environmental effects, how do we decided what the 
tipping point is?  At some point, there will be a need for something like an environmental feasibility 
review to make sure that the level of change involved in the a particular introduction or expansion of 
a particular activity is acceptable.  

With this introduction, let us turn first to the inventory of uses and their revenue characteristics, and then 
to more general revenue concepts. 
 
2. Use-based Revenues 
 
The uses identified in Chapters 3 through 7 offer a range of revenue possibilities which are summarized in 
Table 19. 
 
The figures presented in the table are, at best, provisional.  Some of the visitation statistics are weak or 
lacking.  In some cases, the fees or permits charges have not been verified, or may not be current at the 
end of 2000.  In some cases no fees are charged, and the revenue is the consultant’s best guess.  In 
virtually all cases, the ability of the BRBNA or some successor entity to impose and collect a fee is not 
known. 
 
Nevertheless, the effort at establishing an estimate is worthwhile.  For one thing, it shows clearly which 
activities are likely to yield the highest overall revenues.  It also shows the reverse:  which activities are 
unlikely to yield substantial revenues, and may not justify further analysis at this time. 
 
In all cases, it must be remembered that every activity has a set of costs behind it for its establishment and 
continuing operation.  The ability of any fee to fully reimburse those costs is not known, although for 
activities in operation currently there is a presumption that they are paying their way.  Newly imposed 
fees would not necessarily be “net” because there would certainly be a move on the part of the activity 
operator to tap into fee revenue to pay maintenance and administrative costs.  Thus, summing the total 
revenues from the last column of Table 19 would almost surely overstate the revenue potential to the 
BRBNA or its successor entity. 
 
Those cautions observed, the leading revenue generators are tabulated in Table 20 and an estimated 
annual total from those sources is presented. 
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Table 19 
Revenue Characteristics of Existing and Potential Uses in the BRBNA 

 

Use/Activity Scale of Use/Activity 
(all figures approximate) Current Use Charges Basis of Estimate Estimate 

boat slip rentals 1,000 on Lake Berryessa rough average of $800 
for annual rental 

$50 on annual rental  Æ $50,000

boat use fee 5,000 boats regularly 
using Lake Berryessa 

none annual decal @ $5 Æ $25,000

boat launches, weekdays 
weekends/holidays 

50/day on 250 weekdays 
250/day on 115 other days

12,500 launchings 
28,750 launchings 

40,000 launchings @ $2  Æ $80,000

houseboat tie-ups 40 tie-up fee rough average 
of $1,500 annually 

40 tie-ups @ $150  Æ $6,000

whitewater rafting 7,500 participants/year rough average of charge 
$30 per participant 

7,500 @ $2  Æ $15,000

fishing roughly 5,000 two-day 
licenses sole locally 

license fee about $10 5,000 fishers @ $1  Æ $5,000

boat registrations no local area-specific data boat registration fees 
State collects and 
distributes to counties 

no local revenues none 

boating-related gas tax no local area-specific data boat gas tax revenue 
State collects and 
distributes to counties 

no local revenues none 

picnicking and swimming unknown -- parking fee (see parking) -- 

hiking unknown -- parking fee (see parking) -- 

hunting unknown not clear whether imposing 
a fee on hunting leases 
would be worthwhile 

-- none 

off-highway vehicle use variously estimated say 10,000 users 10,000 @ $5  Æ $50,000

bicycling unknown/undeveloped say 5 touring events/year 5 @ $500  Æ $2,500

scenic driving unknown/undeveloped -- -- none 

nature observation: 
LB Wildlife Area (eastside) 
Cache Creek nature pres. 
Bear Creek wildflower pres. 

 
undeveloped 
less than 1 year history 
not yet established 

say, 
gated route; 500 users 
limited entry; 2,000 users
limited entry; 500 users 

 
3,000 @ $5  

 
Æ $15,000

special events 
(athletic and performance) 

unknown CDFG charges $50-100 
for fishing tournaments 

say 50 @ $200  Æ $10,000

parking unknown; development 
potential not known 

Cache Creek charges $5 say average daily use of 
1,000 in all locations @ $5 

 
Æ $5,000

meeting facility BRBNA has none 
currently 

complex set of charges to 
Asilomar concessionaire 

say $50,000 Æ $50,000

franchises seven LB resorts gross revenue rising to 
$12 mil. (from $10 mil.); 
increased franchise fee 

say franchise fee rises 
from 3% to 15%  

 
Æ   $1.5 
 million 

group camps one camp currently 
(permitted to Boy Scouts)

current annual fee = $300; 
instead, charge by day 

say 10 weekends of use @ 
$800 per weekend  

 
Æ $8,000

Source:  Mundie & Associates 

64 Mundie & Associates
 



Chapter 8 
Summary of Findings 

 
 

It bears repeating as an introduction to Table 20 that the figures shown are not at a level of certainty for 
which the word “estimate” is justifiable.  It would be best to consider the information in Tables 19 and 20 
as an organizational aid to the further development of revenue estimates. 
 
 

Table 20 
Use-based Revenue Summary 

 
Use/Activity Annual Revenuea Status Future Investigation 

franchises $1,800,000 To be renegotiated when current 
permits expire (2009) 

To be addressed in study for BOR now 
under way 

boat launches $80,000 Function split between BOR and 
its concessionaires 

Would be helpful if this were addressed 
in BOR study; number of launches, 
sustainable fee, and mechanism for 
collection all need to be addressed 

boat slip rentals $50,000 BOR concessionaires Slip count and current revenues should 
be determined in BOR study 

OHV use $50,000 No trail use fee is currently 
collected, and use level is not 
systematically observed 

Users may feel they are being “double 
charged.”  Fee strategy will need to 
counter this resistance. 

meeting facility $50,000 None currently exists.  While a 
potential generator, development 
costs would be significant. 

Cost of establishment?  Is there a site at 
which environmental impacts can be 
mitigated?  Would revenue stream be 
reliable? 

boat use $25,000 Who would charge and how 
imposed are question marks 

A $5 annual fee is minor and would 
probably be acceptable to the public. 

nature observation $15,000 Partially established; advanta-
geous in terms of image as well 
as education and recreation  

New viewing sites have development 
costs; all sites have costs in collection. 

whitewater rafting $15,000 Established and popular use Surcharge on user costs may be resisted 
not only by users but also by operators 
and by other agencies currently 
collecting revenue 

special events $10,000 Very provisional estimate Substantial promotion needed to increase 
number and range of special events 

Total $2,095,000  

a From Table 19. 
Source:  Mundie & Associates 

 
 
As Table 20 shows, the use-based revenue potential very provisionally outlined in the chapter comes to 
roughly $2.1 million.  The lion’s share of this total is comprised of concession revenues which have been 
assumed to be capable of substantial increases when existing permits expire. 
 
The remaining use-based revenue sources listed in Table 20 seem more promising than those that were 
listed in Table 19 but with lower annual revenue estimates than $10,000 year.  It is suggested that the uses 
in Table 20 may be more likely to repay further investigation than those that are not. 
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3. Other Revenues 
 
Other revenue opportunities, some of which have been identified in Chapters 3 through 7, include: 

� Membership-based revenues 

� Contributions from the public (gifts and specific fund-raising programs, such as vehicle donations)  

� Assessments, and 

� Intergovernmental assistance. 

All of these merit further study. 

Membership-based revenues are certainly achievable:  many other public-interest organizations raise a 
considerable proportion of their operating funds in this way.  If the BRBNA established itself as a 
membership organization, five hundred members paying annual dues of $25 would generate $12,500 
annually. 

Contribution revenues could take the form of gifts of money or in kind.  The vehicle donation program 
(described above p. 56) could be particularly helpful in the BRBNA area given the potential contributions 
of obsolete boats, RVs, and mobile homes in the area.  The experience of other conservation organiza-
tions that use this program suggests that annual net revenues could be as much as $50,000 to $100,000, if 
the market for this service is not saturated.  Note, however, that a program of this kind requires a certain 
level of organizational sophistication:  some funding will be needed in order to secure more funding. 

Special assessments as a financing mechanism is a theoretical possibility.  Since much of the land is not 
in private ownership, this concept does not appear to be applicable to the full BRBNA area.  For more 
limited subareas, where specific benefits could be identified and provided, the concept is worth 
considering.  It must be kept in mind that some benefit to the affected lands would have to be identified, 
with that benefit justifying the assessment.  Thus, this concept is less a revenue generator than a 
mechanism for providing financial support for certain designated costs. 

Intergovernmental assistance is another non-user-based source of revenue.  A number of government 
agencies, federal, state, and local, appear to be in general sympathy with the objectives of the BRBNA.  
Under existing conditions, of course, many of these are already actors in the study area, generally owning 
land for their own purposes and otherwise carrying out mandates for environmental protection and 
enhancement (e.g., the California Department of Fish and Game; the University of California).  Govern-
ment grants can augment current resources where specific activities are supported (see Table 17, p. 54), 
but would be unlikely to reimburse overall administrative costs of a management agency unless the 
BRBNA were reconstituted under some kind of Federal or State auspices (see discussion in Chapter 9). 

C.  Directions for Future Study 
 
This chapter has described an array of funding concepts potentially applicable to the mission of the 
BRBNA, and has taken the first steps to gauge the amount of gross revenue they may be capable of gener-
ating.  Refinement of the list and closer analysis of the options, working down the list from the more to 
the less remunerative, is the logical next step.  Some of this work (the portion associated with Lake Berry-
essa concessions) may be included in the Bureau of Reclamation’s organizational study.  Non-Bureau 
revenue sources could be addressed independently, with the findings of both studies consolidated at the 
time further steps are considered with respect to the kind of entity that will provide leadership, manage-
ment, and administrative support to this region in the future. 
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CHAPTER 9.  INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 
 
 
This chapter reviews options for protecting and managing BRBNA lands.  Protecting and managing these 
lands requires identifying an “institutional framework,” i.e., a system for overseeing, funding, and 
planning for the BRBNA.  The institutional framework will outline how and by whom the BRBNA will 
be managed and funded. 
 
A. Elements of Institutional Framework  
 
To establish an institutional framework for protecting and managing the BRBNA, the following questions 
must be answered: 

(1) What entity will oversee the BRBNA? 

(2) What will the funding sources be? 

(3) How will plans and policies for the area be established? 

(4) What general types of land uses will be allowed? 
 
The answers to these questions can be considered elements of an institutional framework for the BRBNA.  
In drafting this framework, it should be recognized that some of these elements currently exist in some 
form; for example, the BRBNA Partnership consists of agencies that currently oversee and plan for 
various aspects of the BRBNA.  The institutional framework ultimately chosen should either accommo-
date these elements as they currently stand or provide for changes as necessary for optimal protection and 
management of the BRBNA. 
 
1. Involved Agencies 
 
As indicated in Table 1 (p.2) of this report, approximately 50 organizations are participating in the 
planning process for the BRBNA.  These organizations include federal, state, and county government 
agencies, nonprofit groups, and private concerns.  Some of these organizations own land within the 
BRBNA study area, as indicated in Figure 1 (p. 3). 
 
A relatively large number of organizations are involved in the BRBNA compared with other similar areas, 
which may be overseen by as few as one or two agencies (see Part B, Institutional Opportunities and 
Constraints, below).   
 
The institutional framework for the BRBNA should identify the agency or agencies that will oversee the 
BRBNA, and describe their responsibilities. 
 
2. Funding Sources 
 
The BRBNA is not currently a recognized entity receiving its own funding.  One of the objectives stated 
by the BRBNA Partnership is to minimize reliance on non-local government funding, which tends to be 
limited as well as unstable due to changing funding priorities.  Independent, local funding is considered 
preferable (see further discussion in Chapter 1 of this report).  In contrast, areas similar to the BRBNA, 
such as national recreation areas, typically rely on non-local government (e.g., federal) funding (see Part 
B, below). 
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The institutional framework for the BRBNA should identify ongoing sources of funding for the area. 
 
3. Planning and Policymaking 
 
Many different agencies – federal, state, local, and private – currently administer and plan for BRBNA 
lands.  The BRBNA Partnership was established in part due to concern that this multi-focused policy-
making and management may have gaps or inconsistencies in coverage that result, inadvertently, in 
undesirable development.  The Partnership seeks coordinated local planning and policymaking that will 
avoid duplication of effort among agencies and optimize use of the Partners’ resources (personnel, tools, 
equipment, information, funding).  The Partnership also hopes to avoid a situation in which remote 
decisionmakers who lack familiarity with the area and who have responsibilities elsewhere neglect the 
BRBNA and undervalue its resources (see further discussion in Chapter 1). 
 
Planning for areas similar to the BRBNA, such as national recreation areas, is guided by comprehensive 
plans and policies prepared specifically for those areas.  Some planning and policymaking takes place at 
the federal (e.g., U.S. Congress, National Park Service) level, however, rather than at the local level (see 
Part B, below). 
 
The institutional framework for the BRBNA should outline how plans and policies for the area will be 
established. 
 
4. Allowable Land Uses 
 
A final factor that may affect the institutional framework ultimately chosen for the BRBNA is the general 
type of land use to be allowed in the area.  Objectives identified by the BRBNA Partnership include (1) 
finding the optimal balance between resource protection and resource use, and (2) establishing 
conservation priorities.  The Partnership has indicated that conservation (which implies strategic limits on 
development) should be balanced with public access (which implies support for an increased visitor 
population).  Benefits to specific users (such as recreation groups) should not, however, be pursued in a 
manner contrary to conservation of the resources that contribute to the area’s environmental value and 
attractiveness, (see further discussion in Chapter 1 of this report). 
 
Areas similar to the BRBNA have established varying balances between resource conservation on the one 
hand and development and public access on the other.  This balance is largely determined by the location 
of the area and the types of natural and human-made resources contained in the area.  Funding sources 
may also play a role (see Part B, below). 
 
The institutional framework for the BRBNA should include a general statement of purpose that 
incorporates both resource conservation and development/public access in locations and proportions that 
reflect environmental conditions in BRBNA subareas and the goals and responsibilities of participating 
organizations.  The need to plan for and manage diverse lands in a manner responsive to a variety of 
interests will affect the shape of an administrative entity, funding sources, and the types of planning 
efforts that it will be able to undertake.  
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B. Institutional Opportunities and Constraints 
 
1. Case Studies 
 
The following discussion reviews the management and financial structure of three areas that may be 
instructive in considering an organizational structure for the BRBNA:  the Presidio of San Francisco, the 
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, and the Columbia River Basin.  Table 21 (p. 68) 
summarizes the physical characteristics of the three areas in comparison with the BRBNA.  Table 22 (p. 
69) summarizes the organization and structure of the three areas. 
 
a. The Presidio of San Francisco 
 
The 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco became part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area in 
1994, when the U.S. Congress transferred the site from the U.S. Army to the National Park Service 
(NPS).  The former military post contains more than 500 historic buildings, a collection of coastal defense 
fortifications, a national cemetery, a saltwater marsh, forests, beaches, native plant habitats, coastal bluffs, 
and hiking and biking trails.  The site also contains housing and office space remaining from the previous 
U.S. Army use. 
 
Management.  The NPS manages the coastal areas of the Presidio and provides visitor and public safety 
services throughout the park.  The Presidio Trust, a federal government corporation, manages the interior 
areas (approximately 80 percent of the park), including most of the Presidio’s historic structures.   
 
In 1994, the NPS issued the Golden Gate National Recreation Area General Management Plan Amend-
ment (GMPA) for the Presidio.  Local NPS staff prepared the GMPA with assistance from the NPS 
headquarters office in Denver and from local consultants in transportation, urban planning, economics, 
and housing.  The result of a four-year public planning process that included more than 100 public 
meetings, the GMPA establishes the general framework for the management, development and 
preservation of the park within the context of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.17 
 
The U.S. Congress created the Presidio Trust in 1996 to preserve and enhance the Presidio in partnership 
with the NPS.  The trust’s stated duties are to manage the leasing, maintenance, rehabilitation, repair, and 
improvement of property within the Presidio.  The Presidio Trust Act18 and the general objectives of the 
GMPA guide the trust’s activities.  The trust is governed by a seven-member Board of Directors and has a 
staff of about 400 people.  The Golden Gate National Recreation Area Advisory Commission provides 
public input to the Board of Directors. 
 
In 1998, the Presidio Trust initiated the next phase of more detailed planning for the Presidio.  The trust is 
in the process of preparing an implementation plan based on the GMPA. 

                                                      
17 Presidio Trust, Preserving the Presidio as a Sustainable National Park:  A Year of Progress (1998 Year-End Report). 
18 Presidio Trust Act (Public Law 104-333) signed by President Clinton on November 12, 1996. 
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Financing.  The Presidio Trust Act requires that the Presidio Trust become financially self-sufficient (i.e., 
independent of federal appropriations) by fiscal year 2013.  If the trust fails in this mission, the park may 
be transferred to the General Services Administration and sold. 
 
In 1998, the trust prepared a Financial Management Program to show “that the Trust will preserve and 
enhance the Presidio as an environmentally and economically sustainable national park in an urban area 
and achieve financial self-sufficiency by fiscal year 2013.”19  The Financial Management Program calls 
for market-rate leasing of residential and non-residential properties at the Presidio, renovations funded by 
Treasury borrowing and lease revenues, management of operating costs, capture of utility revenues, and 
set-aside of reserves for replacement, renovation, and restoration of buildings, landscaping, infrastructure 
improvements, and natural resources.  The plan provides for office space renovation and construction, 
establishment of a conference center/lodging facility, leasing of 1,598 housing units, restoration of natural 
resources, and expansion of open space areas and hiking trails.   
 
In 2000, the Presidio Trust began negotiating a development agreement and lease with Lucasfilm Ltd. to 
allow development of a 23-acre Digital Arts Center on the site of the former Letterman Army Hospital.  
The project would generate about $5 million a year toward the $36 million that the trust estimates it will 
cost annually to maintain the Presidio.20  Other sources of revenue include leasing of residential and non-
residential properties, U.S. Treasury borrowing, and revenues from the Presidio golf course, concessions, 
and utilities.21 
 
b. Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area 
 
In 1978, the U.S. Congress designated the 153,824-acre Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation 
Area (SMMNRA) to preserve natural and cultural resources as well as to help conserve the airshed of the 
Los Angeles Basin.22  The SMMNRA contains natural resources such as beaches, creeks, and chaparral, 
and cultural resources ranging from Native American archaeological sites to the recently-constructed 
Getty Center museum.  The SMMNRA also encompasses urban areas; the city of Malibu, for example, is 
located entirely within the SMMNRA boundary.  The SMMNRA sustains an estimated 200 outdoor 
recreation-related businesses.23 
 
The national recreation area was established through the efforts of grassroots groups and a local 
congressman.  The campaign emphasized the conservation value of the area, with less attention given to 
recreational values.  At the time, the area contained various state parks, but these parks did not share 
boundaries.24 
 
Management.  The SMMNRA is a cooperative effort involving the National Park Service (NPS), the 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, city and 
county governments, and private landowners.  Over 70 governmental entities share jurisdiction in the 
SMMNRA. 25 
 

                                                      
19 Presidio Trust, The Presidio Trust Financial Management Program, Report to Congress, July 8, 1998, page 3. 
20 “A Force in Film Meets a Force of Nature,” by Patricia Leigh Brown, New York Times, March 30, 2000, page B1. 
21 Presidio Trust, The Presidio Trust Financial Management Program, Report to Congress, July 8, 1998, pages 7-9. 
22 “Fascinating Facts About Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area,” available at www.nps.gov/samo. 
23 Ibid. 
24 Charles Taylor, Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area; personal communication, September 26, 2000 
25 Ibid. 
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The California Department of Parks and Recreation is the largest landowner in the area, with about 
42,000 acres.  The NPS controls approximately 21,500 acres.26  The Santa Monica Mountains Conser-
vancy, an agency mandated by the federal government and established by the State of California, acquires 
land (including in-holdings within the park) using state funds and transfers the land to the NPS.  All three 
of these agencies maintain a staff of rangers who patrol areas of the park under that agency’s 
jurisdiction.27  The area contains an additional 6,000 acres of private recreation and local public 
parklands, including beaches operated by Los Angeles County.28 
 
The SMMNRA is nearing the end of a four-year process of updating its 20-year-old General Management 
Plan.  Alternatives considered during the planning process have generally emphasized recreational and 
educational programs and conservation of park resources, including removal of development in some 
areas.  SMMNRA staff has indicated that balancing conservation needs (e.g., endangered species protec-
tion, habitat linkages) with recreational interests (e.g., mountain biking, horseback riding) has been a 
continuing challenge.  The SMMNRA has sought to balance these demands by reserving areas that are 
easily accessible by car for more intensive recreation.  The SMMNRA also directs some park users to 
nearby national forests where there are fewer use restrictions.29 
 
Financing.  The SMMNRA’s total operations budget is approximately $20 million.  The budget includes 
funding from state as well as federal government sources, which helps to ensure that money is available 
despite changes in government funding priorities.30  The SMMNRA also competes for funds from the 
federal Recreation Fee Demonstration Program, which distributes fees collected at national parks to parks 
like SMMNRA that do not charge fees. 31 
 
Since its creation in 1978, this National Recreation Area has never received a line-item construction 
appropriation from Congress, which is typically the main source of major project funds for national parks.  
All visitor facilities have been inherited, donated, or constructed using operational funds.32 
 
c. Columbia River Basin 
 
The Columbia River Basin encompasses approximately 144 million acres (including 72 million acres of 
public lands) in seven states (Montana, Idaho, Washington, Oregon, Wyoming, Utah, and Nevada).  The 
basin contains a wide range of natural resources, including mountain ranges, forests, rangelands, rivers, 
creeks, deserts, and agricultural land.  Land uses include recreation, timber harvesting, mining, cattle 
grazing, and urban uses. 
 
Management.  Two federal government agencies, the U.S. Forest Service and the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management, oversee the approximately 72 million acres of public lands in the Columbia River Basin.  
These two agencies currently administer 74 land and resource management plans within the project area.33 
 

                                                      
26 Ibid. 
27 Taylor. 
28 “Fascinating Facts,” op. cit. 
29 Taylor. 
30 Taylor. 
31 “Fascinating Facts,” op. cit. 
32 Ibid. 
33 Bob Williams, Regional Forester, Pacific Northwest Region, Forest Service, United States Department of Agriculture, 

“Statement of the Executive Steering Committee of the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project,” May 
15, 1997. 
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In July 1993, President Clinton directed both agencies to develop a scientifically sound, ecosystem-based 
management strategy for the lands they administer in the Columbia River Basin.  In response, the two 
agencies formed the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP) to develop a 
management plan for the basin.  Factors driving the project included the greater success and cost-
efficiency of addressing ecosystem issues on a larger scale, and the need for consistency in federal land 
management decisionmaking in the basin.34 
 
The ICBEMP is in the midst of an environmental impact statement (EIS) process that has identified three 
management alternatives.  The ICBEMP released a draft EIS in 1997, followed by a supplemental draft 
EIS in 2000.  The Final EIS and Record of Decision will amend land use plans for the 32 national forests 
and BLM administrative uses within the project area.35  Expected products and outcomes include a 
strategic aquatic and riparian management plan, forest health objectives, an integrated management 
strategy for exotic weeds and grasses, and a management emphasis on collaborative stewardship in all 
aspects of implementation.36 
 
Because of the large land area covered by the management plan, the ICBEMP has worked most success-
fully with regional and state agencies in the planning process.  Coordinating with local governments has 
proved to be a bigger challenge, although the ICBEMP has worked with a coalition of counties made up 
of 12 county commissioners from within the (100-county) planning area.  ICBEMP staff speculate that, 
even at a smaller scale, planning for an area overseen by multiple agencies would raise similar issues 
regarding governing structure and funding.  The presence of federal agencies also creates the potential for 
conflict with the Federal Advisory Committee Act, which requires that a committee making recommenda-
tions to federal government agencies and that includes non-federal representatives receive a charter under 
the provisions of the act.37 
 
The ICBEMP consists of 20 to 35 full-time-equivalent staff in three offices (Boise, Idaho; Walla Walla, 
Washington; and Portland, Oregon).  The ICBEMP office will close once the management plan is com-
pleted.  However, the plan will recommend management and monitoring tasks that may be carried out by 
staff in the current ICBEMP office. 
 
Financing.  The ICBEMP has an annual budget of $5 to $5.5 million.  A total of eight agencies, consist-
ing of National Forest Service regional offices and Bureau of Land Management state offices, provide the 
major financing for the project.  Contributions are commensurate with land ownership and each office’s 
budget.  National Forest Service research offices also provide funding for the ICBEMP.38 
 
d. Conclusions:  Issues Relating to Administrative Structure(s) 
 
None of the three case studies presented here is likely to provide an exact model for the BRBNA institu-
tional framework.  There are many reasons for this, including differences in project area size, location, 
government agencies involved, project purposes, and funding sources.  Elements of each case study may 

                                                      
34 Williams. 
35 “Statement of Dale Bosworth, Regional Forester, Northern Region, Forest Service, United States Department of 

Agriculture, before the Subcommittee on Forests and Public Land Management, Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, June 29, 2000, Concerning Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project.” 

36 Williams. 
37 Andy Brunelle, Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project; personal communication, September 26, 

2000. 
38 Brunelle. 
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be applicable to the BRBNA, however.  The following discussion reviews the case studies in relation to 
the four elements outlined in Part A, Elements of Institutional Framework, above. 
 
Involved Agencies.  In two of the case studies (the Presidio and the Columbia River Basin), two federal 
agencies oversee the project area.  In the case of the Santa Monica Mountains, responsibilities are shared 
among federal, state, and local agencies.  In all cases, the agencies are responsible for some form of 
resource conservation or stewardship, although those mandates vary from agency to agency. 
 
The BRBNA Partnership may not consider federal management of the BRBNA to be an ideal solution, 
due to concerns about the need for local, independent funding.  Oversight of the BRBNA by one or two 
agencies – or a single agency created specifically for that purpose – may offer advantages, however, 
including efficiencies in management, funding, planning, and policymaking.  Conversely, establishment 
of a policy board, the members of which would represent local organization, would help to assure that a 
non-local agenda not overwhelm local objectives for the area. 
 
Funding Sources.  All three of the case study areas receive some form of federal funding, although 
funding arrangements vary considerably.  The ICBEMP, the planning project for the Columbia River 
Basin, is funded by the National Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management, the two federal 
agencies that oversee the project area.  The Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area receives 
funding from a variety of federal, state, and local government sources. 
 
In the case of the Presidio of San Francisco, federal law requires that the park’s management entity, the 
Presidio Trust, decrease its reliance on federal appropriations and become financially self-sufficient by 
2013.  This mandate has required the trust to lease substantial amounts of property in the Presidio to 
private interests, an approach that has created a perceived conflict between preserving and protecting the 
Presidio while also making the park economically self-sufficient.  This perception has in turn created 
political and management challenges for the Presidio Trust.39 
 
The BRBNA Partnership has expressed a desire to minimize reliance on non-local government funding, 
which tends to be limited as well as unstable due to changing priorities.  Based on the Presidio example, 
however, the Partnership may wish to consider to what extent the BRBNA can rely on private funding 
sources without compromising resource conservation goals or creating a public perception of this type of 
compromise. 
 
Planning and Policymaking.  In all three case studies, comprehensive areawide planning documents 
have been prepared or are anticipated.  In the case of both the Presidio and the Columbia River Basin, two 
separate agencies have planning jurisdiction over different geographical subareas of the project area. In 
the case of the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, over 70 governmental entities share 
jurisdiction in the area. 
 
The BRBNA Partnership’s decisions regarding involved agencies and funding sources (see above) will 
affect the approach to planning and policymaking for the BRBNA.  As the Columbia River Basin 
example suggests, a comprehensive planning approach may allow consideration of large-scale ecosystems 
and other broad-based issues.  This approach may produce more effective, cost-efficient, and consistent 
results. 

                                                      
39 “A Force in Film Meets a Force of Nature,” op. cit.  The article quotes Brian Huse, Pacific region director of the 

National Parks Conservation Association, a private watchdog group:  “The question has become, Is it possible to 
preserve the Presidio’s natural and historic treasures unimpaired with a mandate to raise money off the very resources 
we’re trying to protect?” 
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Allowable Land Uses.  The three case study areas differ significantly in geographical size, location, and 
types of existing and planned land uses.  The Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area is the 
most comparable to the BRBNA in size, physical character, and distance from urban areas.  All three case 
studies, and probably most vividly the Presidio, show the challenges of balancing resource protection 
with public access and resource use. 
 
The BRBNA Partnership’s decisions regarding involved agencies and funding sources will directly 
influence the balance between resource conservation and development/public access in the BRBNA; con-
versely, conservation and development goals may suggest management, funding, and policymaking 
approaches.  In light of this interrelationship, drafting a general statement of purpose regarding land use 
goals may be an important first step to identifying appropriate management agencies, funding sources, 
and planning processes. 
 
2. Congressional Designation 
 
The concept of a designation of the BRBNA by Congress is attractive in theory because it implies consis-
tent administration and stable funding. 
 
a. Administration 

A single manager (like the National Park Service, which is often mentioned as a candidate, or like the 
BLM, which is already a big landowner in the study area) would have clear objectives and an established 
modus operandi.  Its policies, management objectives, and style of operation would be fairly well known 
in advance, and the unpredictability that might be associated with a more experimental administrative 
approach would be much reduced.  However, such a non-local agency may be less sensitive to specific 
local resources and concerns. 
 
b. Funding 

From the revenue perspective, it is not certain that federal management would result in substantially 
greater investment in conservation in the BRBNA.  There has been emphasis in recent years on assuring 
that federal facilities substantially pay their own way.  The cases of the Presidio and Santa Monica Moun-
tains in particular indicate that federal funding (at least for areas recently established) is thin – the Presidio 
will have to establish its own within a stipulated period and the SMMNRA has received no federal funds 
for operating costs. 
 
Observers of the BRBNA study area frequently speculate that the Bureau of Reclamation’s Lake Berryessa 
area is a net revenue loss to the federal government.  If so, that is simply an indicator of how much 
investment the area needs.  A new administrative entity bringing with it a charter of self-financing might 
have to undertake more development to finance its activities than would be consistent with the BRBNA 
partners’ concept of the study area’s future.  Clearly, to avoid increased development of the area – including 
development the primarily purpose of which would be revenue generation – a subsidy would be required. 

c. Observations 

The case studies reviewed in this chapter constitute variations on the Congressional designation theme. 
This study focused on local activities with revenue potential rather than on organizational issues, but it is 
clear from the review of the case studies that there are both advantages and disadvantages to 
administration by a non-local (in particular, a federal) agency.  The likelihood that a designation might 
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occur, and the form it might take, need further consideration.  The current study for the Bureau of 
Reclamation is expected to address organizational issues in greater detail. 

3. Acquisition of Pivotal Environmental Properties 
 
The foregoing discussion relates primarily to issues of organization and ongoing (operating) funding.  A 
different approach to environmental protection – given that such protection is a key concern of BRBNA 
partners – is the strategic acquisition of properties and the placement of acquired properties in hands that 
will prevent their use for purposes not responsive to environmental protection objectives. 
 
The BRBNA has already had considerable positive experience in connection with property acquisitions 
by conservation-oriented organizations.  Figure 1 (p. 3) shows that a substantial amount of the land in the 
BRBNA is in the ownership of land trusts or has been placed in conservation easement.  In addition, 
much of the land is owned by government agencies with charters that respect environmental protection 
(including the University of California natural reserve system as well as state and federal agencies). 
 
If the assumptions can be made not only that these lands will remain in these kinds of ownerships but that 
conservationist principles will be honored in their management, the BRBNA’s existing arrangement has 
some protections “built in.”   
 
How effective existing ownerships will prove to be as insurance against inappropriate use will be seen 
over time.  Clearly, if it were thought that federal or state or university ownership alone were a sufficient 
safeguard against misuse, BRBNA members might not feel so committed to considering other mech-
anisms that involve collaborative policymaking and management:  the concept of a collective enterprise is 
seen as a way of ensuring that inappropriate management or use decisions being considered by any one 
member party can be discussed in a broader forum in which influence on those decisions can be brought 
to bear from the outside.  Public (or non-profit) ownership alone may not be enough. 
 
A second issue involving land acquisition and ownership patterns also should be considered:  the fact that 
the lands that these ownerships confer some degree of protection to are not necessarily the lands most in 
need of protection.  Federal agencies with BRBNA properties came into ownership of most of those lands 
decades ago, and for reasons that may have had very little to do with environmental protection.  Public 
agencies and nonprofits that have made acquisitions (or accepted gifts of lands or easements) in recent 
years have generally done so for lands that meet their own resource conservation or use mandates.  These 
mandates reflect the conservationist purposes of the organizations – but the lands involved may not be the 
lands that would be most subject to pressure for development. 
 
Conservation-oriented land holdings, in other words, generally include lands with particular environ-
mental qualities or assets.  But the quality of these lands as environmental resources can be diminished if 
development within the larger context in which they are located becomes excessive or degrades the 
adjacent environment.  The BRBNA enterprise needs to protect, not only the lands with recognized envi-
ronmental resources, but also those lands in what might be called the environmental region that allow the 
protected resources to survive (if possible, to thrive) in something like a natural setting. 
 
Over the long run, one of the ways to assure overall protection of regional resources, where not all land 
can be brought into dedicated ownership and management, is to target for strategic acquisition those 
properties that otherwise would be under greatest pressure for development-oriented acquisition, particu-
larly by private entities.  Identification of those lands should take into account their developability 
(access, service potential, and inherent attractiveness) and the effects of their development:  not just the 
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direct effect but also, to use the language of the California Environmental Quality Act, the effects that 
would be cumulative or growth-inducing. 
 
An example is the eastern shore of Lake Berryessa, up to the ridgeline defining the viewshed from around 
the lake.  In the period of time since the lake was established, there have been numerous schemes 
proposed or rumored to develop the east shore.  The fact that none of these has yet gone forward is 
indicative of the considerable obstacles to development, which include access and water supply.  The 
value of these lands to the quality of the Lake Berryessa environment over the long run is so great that 
there should be some uneasiness (as in fact there is) regarding whether they will be maintained in their 
current (undeveloped) state.  It may be possible to acquire, perhaps not all of those lands, but a sufficient 
acreage of strategically located parcels to substantially strengthen the impediments to development. 
 
The collective knowledge of the BRBNA Partners would be a great fund of information on which to draw 
in putting together an inventory, not of the most important conservation sites, but of the more strategic 
parcels to assure that the generally undeveloped character of the entire core BRBNA area be retained.  
This is a model for resource protection that can operate either in tandem with a change in manage-
ment/administration or separately.  It should be considered as a primary or supplemental technique for 
preservation in the long term. 
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CONTRIBUTORS TO THIS REPORT 
 
 
A. Report Preparation 

This report was prepared by Mundie & Associates, consultants in land use and economics. 

The report was directed by Roberta Mundie, who is its principal author.  Other M&A professionals who 
contributed are Drummond Buckley and Natalie Macris, whose work helped shape Chapters 3 through 6 
and Chapter 9 respectively.  Suzanne Lampert, M&A Vice President, assisted throughout. 

B. Study Support 

The study was funded by the Blue Ridge Berryessa Partnership.  Contractual and financial oversight was 
provided by the Napa County Land Trust under Tom Faragher of the NCLT staff.   

Members of the Economic Feasibility Subcommittee provided important guidance to the study effort.  
Subcommittee members and the organizations with which they are affiliated are: 

John Hoffnagle, Napa County Land Trust 
Cathi Wilbanks, Bureau of Reclamation 
Violet Nakayama Handelman, University of California Natural Reserve System 
Volker Eisele, Napa County Farm Bureau 
Launce E. Gamble, Gamble Ranch 
Ray Krauss, Blue Ridge Berryessa Partnership 

These individuals assisted the consultant, Mundie & Associates, in finding information and contacting 
knowledgeable and interested individuals.  Their comments on drafts of the report were valuable in 
organizing the material and bringing it to its current state of completion. 

C. Other Contributors 

A great many individuals and organizations contributed to the preparation of this report. 

Consultants working under the umbrella of the Natural Resources Subcommittee were also very helpful to 
this effort.  They include Professor Robert Thayer, Jr., Professor of Landscape Architecture, University of 
California Davis, and his colleagues Dennis Pendleton (in the Public Service Research Program) and Jake 
Mann.  The color graphics included in this report represent some of the results of their mapping work, 
which has made an outstanding contribution to our collective understanding of the Blue Ridge Berryessa 
Region. 

The local office of the Bureau of Reclamation has been unfailingly supportive throughout this study.  In 
addition to Cathi Wilbanks, others on the Bureau staff who made substantial contributions are: 

Eric Natti, Resource Manager 
Arnold Roessler, Natural Resources Specialist 
Cleve Dufer, Concessions Specialist 
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Helpful comments on the final draft of this report were provided by some of those listed above and, in 
addition, by: 

Bruce Wadlington, Mid Pacific Regional Concessions Manager, Bureau of Reclamation 
John Reed, Consultant to Bureau of Reclamation (on the Lake Berryessa Management Analysis study) 
Susan Harrison, University of California Davis, Facilities Director, UC McLaughlin Reserve 

The consultant attended about half a dozen of the monthly meetings of the BRBNA Partnership groups.  
These are open meetings in which others also occasionally participate.  These meetings were valuable in 
providing general background on the region, specific information items, and a sense of the organizational 
mission.  A list of the Partnership groups is provided in Chapter 1 of this report and is not repeated here; 
many individuals affiliated with those groups participated. 

The following list is an expression of appreciation for some of the people who supported the preparation 
of this report by providing background information and responding to the consultants’ inquiries. 

U. S. Bureau of Land Management Rich Burns, Phil Damon, and Greg Mangan 
California Department of Fish and Game David Casasy and Jim Swanson 
County Planning Departments Bob Cervantes, former Planning Director, Lake County 
 Jeff Redding, Planning Director, Napa County 
Yolo County Parks Angie Montgomery and Jim Ball 
Homestake Mining Dean Enderlin 
Local Chambers of Commerce Napa, Clearlake, Davis, Woodland 
Private Organization and Businesses Tom Gamble, Gamble Ranch 
 Trail Blazer 
 Ventek International 
 


