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FRIENDS OF TESLA 
PARK 3053 Marina 

Avenue     
Livermore, CA 

94550 

      
www.teslapark.org  
Friendsofteslapark@gmail.co
m June 29, 2015 – updated 

version 
California Department of Parks and Recreation 
Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation 
Division c/o AECOM, attn. Carnegie SVRA 
General Plan 2020 L Street, Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
carnegiedeircomments@gmail.com 

To whom it may 
concern: 
This letter is to submit additional comments by Friends of Tesla Park on the Carnegie SVRA 
Preliminary General Plan and Draft EIR to continue to operate the existing CSVRA and open up to 
OHV use the 3,100 acre wildland that we call Tesla and which is referred to as the expansion area in 
the GP and DEIR.  This letter will supplement comments submitted by others on behalf of Friends 
of Tesla Park that document in great detail the gross deficiencies in the GP and DEIR. 

DEIR DOES NOT, BUT SHOULD INCLUDE ALL COMMENT 
LETTERS 
The DEIR only includes the comments submitted at the NOP stage.  As described in the GP, 
CSVRA held specific Stakeholder meetings and two public workshops on the Plan in June and 
November 2013 specifically providing a defined comment period and deadline. In addition to the 
NOP comment letters, CSVRA should include all comments received on the proposed plan to open 
Tesla to OHV use, particularly comments solicited by CSVRA during the Public Workshop 
process. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS, THE PLAN, REGULATION REQUIREMENTS AND MORE 
NOT PROPERLY DOCUMENTED, OR ANALYZED  

The GP does not properly or adequately describe Existing Conditions and Plan activities at the 
existing CSVRA or expansion area.  Following is a summary of items that are not adequately or 
properly described under Existing Conditions and in the Plan and should be thoroughly 
addressed in the GP and DEIR.  

Historical uses and enforcement actions not 
documented 
Legacy uses, such as mining, brick plant and grazing in existing CSVRA must be described 
in specific detail as to any remaining impacts and when such activities ceased. The GP and 
DEIR improperly imply that there is an impact from these legacy activities.  If so it must be 
specifically documented and analyzed or the unsupported language in the GP corrected. 
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Recent grazing, historic mining and any other legacy uses on the expansion area must be described in 
specific detail as to any remaining impacts and when such activities ceased if applicable. The 
information the GP and DEIR is not consistent with regard to grazing status and must be corrected. 
The GP and DEIR improperly imply that impacts from historic mining and grazing, which are not 
quantified are equivalent to OHV use impacts.  This inference is not supported by any evidence and 
is in fact proven false by visual inspection of the expansion area and existing CSVRA. Unsupported 
language in the GP corrected regarding impacts from grazing and legacy mining must be corrected. 

 
The GP reviews the history of CSVRA but it does not include the regulatory and litigation history 
including the 2009 PEER Lawsuit and 2012 CAO. Because there are continuing operating conditions 
that remain in effect through the CVRWQCB, this information and current requirements should be 
documented in Existing Conditions. 
 
Current and Future Roads and Trails must be document  
 
All existing trails, whether designated or not, including Open Ride Areas must be fully addressed in 
the GP and DEIR. The failure of CSVRA to accurately document existing conditions at CSVRA 
using its own Trail Maintenance records is a major deficiency. Similarly existing roads and planned 
roads and trails in the Tesla expansion area must be documented.  The Plan does not even document 
the past and future road projects associated with the Roads and Sediment Basin Project.  No 
information is provided. Circulation, a required element of a general plan must be addressed in terms 
of existing conditions and the expansion project. Attached at Document Appendix Exhibit 80 and on 
the thumb drive are trail and road maps from the abandoned 2000 and 2004 EIR processes to open 
the Tesla expansion area to OHV use.  These maps document the 15 plus year history that CSVRA 
has been planning to open the Tesla expansion area to OHV use.  They show existing roads at the 
time and planned roads and trails.  CSVRA has since graded other roads in the expansion area. The 
GP must accurately document existing conditions and provide the circulation plan to support the 
location of planned facilities which in turn must be evaluated in the DEIR.  

 
Residential Parcels must be included in the Planning Area 
 
The GP improperly excludes the approximate 10 employee residences located on approximately 400 
acres along Corral Hollow Creek and Tesla Road. The facilities and land must be included in the GP 
and DEIR. This is State Parks owned land for which there has never been any CEQA planning 
process or general plan evaluation.  State parks would not own this land were it not associated with 
the CSVRA and the Tesla expansion area park land. It includes employee housing. The housing does 
not meet state standards for water or energy efficiency. An employee housing compound that meets 
current green building standards versus continued maintenance of outdated inefficient housing should 
be assessed.  There are numerous abandoned structures and junk which CSVRA has allowed to 
remain for 15 plus years.  The plan for basic clean-up for health and safety purposes should be 
disclosed.  The houses use well water. Well and ground water must be analyzed relative to current 
state requirements and drought conditions. Some or all of the land is located within the boundaries of 
the Tesla Mining and Industry Historic District (see CR discussion below). OHV funds were used to 
buy and maintain the land and residences.  The land needs to be surveyed for sensitive species and 
habitats. The land may serve as a location for expanded OHV use in areas already significant 
impacted by residential use rather than expanding into  the untouched Tesla wildland.  The GP states 
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that the land serves as buffers. If so then the park is directly related to park operations and all 
information related to its function as buffers must be disclosed and evaluated as part of the GP and 
DEIR.  All of these issues and more need to be evaluated as part of the GP and DEIR process so that 
there is full public disclosure about what the current conditions are on the 400 acres and what the 
plan is for future management.  
 
Ponds and Hydrology not properly documented and analyzed 
 
The GP does not describe all ponds or sediment/catchment ponds in the existing CSVRA, the 
expansion area. In the 1981 General Plan there were three existing ponds/catchment basins identified.  
Three more were added without CEQA review sometime between 1981 and 2013.   
 
The GP map on page 2-83 does not appear to show all of the existing ponds in the existing CSVRA. 
The GP on page 2-52 lists only 5 ponds in the existing CSVRA. None of the ponds are described in 
the expansion area. 
  
CSVRA plans to add three more ponds with the SAP project. The project isnot described and 
analyzed in sufficient detail. The map resolution in the GP and DEIR is of such poor quality that it is 
difficult to identify catchment ponds and aquatic habitats, in the existing CSVRA and the expansion 
are and their history and status must be documented in the GP and evaluated in the DEIR as part of 
the impacts analysis based on the project plan.  
 
The DEIR must thoroughly analyze how the ponds will be impacted by the plan, and what specific 
measurable, and enforceable mitigation will be required to reduce impacts to a level of 
insignificance. All ponds and aquatic habitat must be documented under existing conditions for 
CSVRA and the Tesla expansion area.   
 
Stream Bed Alteration Project, Roads and Sediment Basin Project and Other Projects Must be 
Addressed in GP and DEIR 
 
The planned projects within the existing CSVRA must documented in the GP and addressed in the 
DEIR.  The Streambed Alteration Project (SAP) project to build three new sediment basins and re-
channel Corral Hollow Creek in the existing CSVRA must be documented. The Roads and Sediment 
Basin Project in terms of what has been completed must and what remains to be done must be 
documented with the time frame. Specific planned projects within CSVRA and the Tesla expansion 
must be disclosed so that the public knows what planned and future projects CSVRA starts will be 
covered under this GP and DEIR versus requiring additional CEQA review. The GP and DEIR is 
deliberately vague to allow CSVRA the ability to make a decision of consistency on any future 
project. (GP 1-7, DEIR 1-2) 
 
In 2014, CSVRA submitted an application to the CDFW for a Stream Bed Alteration project that 
would include building three new sediment basins at Tyson’s Pond, Carrol Canyon and Kiln Canyon 
and rechanneling the creek from its natural flow. CSVRA states that the project is needed because the 
existing Tyson’s Pond, Carrol Canyon and Kiln Canyon ponds are not sufficient to capture and 
control the sedimentation.  The construction of the three new ponds must be thoroughly documented 
in the General Plan as a planned project under the plan.  The DEIR must analyze the impacts of the 
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project which will dramatically alter the hydrology and habitat of the creek of the creek while 
allowing for the continued accelerated erosion from upstream Open Ride and the extensive 
network if unsustainable trails. 

Arroyo Seco Watershed Analysis Missing from 
Plan 
The upper Arroyo Seco watershed which is part of the larger Alameda Creek watershed at the 
western portion of the expansion area is completely missing from all aspects of the geology and 
hydrology discussion of existing conditions, environmental impacts and mitigation.  
Regulatory requirements for the Livermore Valley basin, Alameda Creek or other water plans 
are not addressed (see only brief CVRWQCB mention at PGP page 2-141) This is omission is 
particularly troubling given the extensive OHV facilities planned in that area.  

The GP and DEIR must be revised to include a complete analysis of the western portion of 
the expansion area on the Livermore Valley side of the watershed to include all aspects of 
geology, hydrology, Alameda Creek/Livermore Valley water basin and related plans.  

Special Events Not Addressed in GP/
DEIR 
Special Events must be fully addressed in the GP and DEIR. They are mentioned with regard to 
Operating practices and CSVRA will coordinate with Industry representatives and sponsors, but 
they are not described in the existing Conditions or Plan in terms or how many, frequency, size, 
duration, number of people and vehicles and location.  This information needs to be specifically 
documented in the GP and DEIR as special events have a significant environmental impact. The 
DEIR does not currently address this significant impact.  

Regulatory Permitting is not 
Addressed 
The GP provides general information about regulations, but no specific information about what 
permits and conditions are currently in place at CSVRA and what is required in the future. 
Similarly the specific regulatory requirements and timeframe for the CSVRA plan to open 
OHV use in Tesla expansion area must be disclosed as part of the GP. The GP does not describe 
the conditions of current permits and CSVRA’s compliance.  For example the 2012 CAO 
required a Metals Monitoring program which has still not been implemented as of Spring 2015.  

GP Chapter 4 – The Plan Does Not provide Adequate Description of the 
Project 
The GP does not properly or adequately describe the “Plan’ for either the Existing CSVRA or 
the expansion area. Impacts cannot be properly analyzed unless the project is adequately 
described. In this case the “Plan” or project description is so vague as to allow CSVRA to 
undertake almost any action without further environmental review. The GP must provide a 
specific statement about what facilities or trail development is planned at existing CSVRA and 
what the location, approximate size/dimensions and timing are for the construction or 
development.  The GP must provide a specific statement about what facilities or trail 
development is planned at the expansion area and what the location, approximate size/
dimensions and timing are for the construction or development.  The General Plan must have a 
time horizon and should provide for it to be updated in 10 years. 
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Given the improper expansion of facilities in the existing CSVRA under the current 1981 General 
Plan, this 2015 GP and DEIR must be made specific. The following items must be documented in the 
General Plan. Some are addressed in more detail above in the context of current conditions and future 
plans:  

--Circulation for expansion area across expansion area 
--Specific facility additions, replacements, expansions and locations  
--Specific Roads, Trails, Bridges and Trail additions, replacements and modifications 
--Capacity for existing CSVRA and expansion area 
--Camping area locations, size 
--Parking areas location and size 
--Entrance facilities size and general design/dimensions 
--Specific other Gathering and Services to be located at each locations 
--Specification of technical size and associated facilities 
--Special Events number, locations, duration, size, services and facilities  
-Planned implementation scheduled for projects/services, facilities, roads and trails 

The GP improperly provides for the continued illegal Open Ride by just giving it another name 
– Distributed Recreational Areas

The GP provides for the existing CSVRA to continue to have land designated for Open Ride as in the 
1981 General Plan.  Approximately 30% of the existing SVRA is planned to continue to be designated 
for Open Ride, which is now referred to a Distributed Recreation Areas (DRAs) where “OHV recreation 
is not limited to specific trails (GP 4-8) These Open Ride areas are a large contributor to the accelerated 
erosion at CSVRA.  The Resource Management statement for DRAs and the GP and DEIR do not 
provide any evidence that the actions described in the RMA statement on GP 4-8 or BMPs will be 
sufficient to stop the erosion and sedimentation associated with the continued operation of the Open 
Ride/DRAs.  

The GP and DEIR also allow for continued Hill Climb competitions within the Special Event area near 
the current park entrance. Such Open Ride/Distributed Riding Areas, along with Hill Climbs are a 
violation of the Public Resources Code and 2008 Soil Standards. They cannot be allowed under the GP.  
The Open Ride/DRAs must be closed restored to the standard specified in the Code before they can be 
reopened (Sections 5001.8 (a) (3); 5090.02; 5090.11; and 5090.35).  Closure by itself is not sufficient as 
accelerated erosion continues from past damage.  

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The GP provides an overview of some of the elements of prehistory and history that exists within the 
Corral Hollow Canyon, the existing CSVRA, the State Parks owned residential parcels improperly 
excluded from the planning area, and the Tesla expansion area. The approximately 5,000 acres of State 
Parks owned land holds perhaps the most concentrated collection of significant historic resources in the 
region. It is a place that should be treasured for its cultural and natural riches and fully protected.  
However, the Preliminary General Plan (GP) and Draft EIR (DEIR) do not provide that needed 
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protection.  The GP fails to adequately document existing conditions needed to ensure the incredible 
concentration of cultural resources within the State Parks owned land is fully protected.  The GP is 
vague and incomplete as to the location and interrelationship of these extensive sensitive cultural 
resources relative to the   motorized use designated areas, while it makes clear that OHV use will be 
allowed throughout the planning area.  It appears a strategy of the GP and DEIR is to be as vague as 
possible, allowing CSVRA maximum flexibility to expand OHV use over time as desired. It is troubling 
that a State Park would be so cavalier about the way incredible cultural resources that should have the 
highest level of protection will be managed if the Plan is approved.  

GP does not document or protect Tesla Mining and Industry Historic District and other 
cultural resources. 

An example of how existing conditions are not adequately documented is the way in which the Tesla 
Mining and Industry Historic District is handled in the GP and DEIR.  Application for the Tesla 
Mining and Industry Historic District referenced on PGP page 2-96 to 2-97 was approved on 
December 7, 2012 by the State Office of Historic Preservation for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). The GP does not explain why the approved application has not yet been 
submitted to the National Register of Historic Places for over 2 1/2 years.  As an eligible NRHP 
project the District is afforded full protection under the NRHP law.  The Historic District is not 
described in any comprehensive way that allows the public to know where and what is in the District, 
and how it will be protected.   

The District encompasses 680 acres, 240 of which are in the Tesla Mining Complex overlay, but there is 
no map showing its boundaries, and how it relates to the project Plan. Where are the 680 acres of the 
District located? Where are the planned facilities located relative to the District that include 2 entrances 
at the Mitchell Ravine and Sector Office, ranger stations, parking, gathering and services areas, 
camping, practice/training/technical tracks and the ability to have large crowd special events? The 
District includes some or all of the State Park owned residential parcels along Tesla Road, yet the GP 
improperly excludes this area from the GP.  A thorough description of the District, its boundaries, 
resources, and all existing conditions within its boundaries, including in the State Park owned land 
within the residential area improperly excluded from the planning area, must be documented in the GP.  
(See discussion on the improper exclusion of the state owned residential parcels from the planning 
area.). Based on what is presented and what is known about the District, the location of planned 
facilities, roads and trails will directly interfere and damage historic resources within this District and 
the Tesla Mining Complex.  The GP must be revised to provide a map of the Tesla Mining and Industry 
Historic District that includes the boundaries, and supporting communities and resources. The cultural 
resource map must include other cultural resources in the State owned Park land and along Corral 
Hollow Canyon, as noted above. The map must then be compared to the planned OHV use facilities, 
roads and trails so that the true impact of the Plan on these sensitive cultural resources can be disclosed 
to the public and evaluated by decision makers. CSVRA cannot hide behind the claimed needs for 
secrecy given the amount of information available in the public domain, including information published 
by CSVRA and/or its contractors.  

In addition to the lack of documentation about the Historic District, historic resources associated with 
the Penn mining area on the western portion of the Tesla expansion area are not described or mapped.  
Historic resources associated with the 1930s construction of the Hetch Hetchy tunnel that traverse the 
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planning area are not mapped.   There is no map of the historic surrounding communities mentioned on 
GP page 2-102. There is no mapping of historic sites along Corral Hollow/Tesla Road from the Zink 
House at the western entrance to the canyon, to the Pen Darren mine area over the top of the Tesla grade 
on the western portion of the expansion area.  The GP should provide the narrative and geographical 
context for the extensive cultural resources that run the entire length of the Corral Hollow Canyon. 

The Tesla expansion area includes important Native American cultural resources, while specific 
locations may not be identified for protection, there must be sufficient description about the general 
location to be able to evaluate the environmental analysis and proposed mitigation and ensure that the 
GP provides the full protection such resources must be afforded. From Native American representatives, 
including Kathy Prerez, we understand that surveys of traditional medicinal plants and burial sites, in 
additional to other prehistoric sites, have not been completed.  This must be completed prior to 
development of the Plan. The DEIR directly acknowledges that the Native American consultations 
identified that “the entire expansion area as requiring an extraordinary level of protection of the view 
shed, the audio shed, and the natural environment” (DEIR 3.4-5). However, the Plan does not provide 
for this level of protection.  OHV use is allowed throughout the planning area.  

Cultural Resources and Practices in the Existing CSVRA are not addressed 

There is no mapping of the historic sites located within the existing CSVRA.  Given that the same 
guidelines apply to the existing CSVRA as will apply to the expansion area, CSVRA’s management 
of cultural resources at the existing SVRA is substantial evidence of the inappropriate level of 
protection of cultural resources provided  at  CSVRA.  At the existing CSVRA, the extent of the 
protection provided to significant cultural resources is perimeter fencing of the footprint surrounded 
by intensive OHV use. In some instances resources are buried.  In 35 years there has been no signage 
or interpretation of these cultural resources other than what is available in the ranger station and park 
brochure, not that most visitors would choose to go to the SVRA as an historic park because of the 
visual degradation, and disruptive and   noisy OHV use that impinges on the interpretive experience.  

Required Section 106 Report not completed 

The GP states that State Parks conducted “a complete cultural resources survey of the existing SVRA 
and expansion area” (GP 3-5).   However, the DEIR states that the Sonoma State Anthropological Study 
Center (ASC) Survey covered 2,349 acres of CSVRA. (DEIR 3.4-3)  The planning area is approximately 
3,100, the existing CSVRA is approximately 1,500 acres, and the improperly excluded State Parks 
owned residential parcels are about 400 acres, for a total of approximately 5,000 acres. It appears that 
the ASC Survey covered less than half of the State Park land.  The GP and DEIR must be updated to 
document the exact status of protocol level cultural resource surveys for all of the State park owned 
land.   

The GP and DEIR are artfully worded to provide the impression that required comprehensive cultural 
resource surveys have been completed. But there is no evidence that the required Section 106 Report has 
been completed. Cultural Resource Goal 1 and 2 in the DEIR identify doing similar surveys, but AFTER 
the GP is approved and operations commence. (DEIR 3.4-5) Compliance with Section 106 requires that 
the limited surveying conducted to date would be a starting point only.  
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A more detailed review, as prescribed under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act,   
should be completed and included in the GP and DEIR to inform and support the Plan.  It is not included 
in the GP and DEIR. 

The Section 106 Report would require the following: 
• Specific descriptions of the nature of the impacts to the entire park, in particular focusing on

those areas where historic districts have been delineated, and where Native American 
archaeological sites and Sacred sites are located 

• Production of a series of Area of Potential Effects maps
• Development of a program of mechanical subsurface presence/absence testing to search for

potentially buried historic and/or prehistoric archaeological resources, and the production of
maps showing the extent of any potential damage to the areas which will be caused by either
construction related earthmoving and/or off-road vehicle use of the areas.

• Completion of reports on any resources discovered which are eligible for the National Register,
discussing whether or not the planned development/use of the areas will have negative effects on
these resources.

• Completion of data recovery for these resources .

The Section 106 Report should be completed prior to determining the use plan so that it can inform 
development of that plan and confirm for the public that all sensitive cultural resources will be fully 
protected. Improperly, the GP moves these critical foundation steps to AFTER the decision to open the 
area to OHV use, which ensures an inadequate level of protection.   

The GP and DEIR must be revised to clarify what if any protocol level cultural resource surveys have 
been conducted of the existing CSVRA, expansion area and State Parks owned residential parcels 
improperly excluded from the planning area. Proper surveys conducted in compliance with Section 106 
must then be completed as a prerequisite of development of the GP and DEIR analysis. 

Plan is vague and does not protect cultural resources 

The GP states that a constraint analysis was conducted “before the General Plan was developed to 
ensure uses and facilities are situated to avoid adversely affecting significant resources.” (GP 3-5).  As 
noted above, this constraints analysis is not presented to show how the Plan was developed relative to 
the nature, location and context of cultural resources.  Moreover,  there is no evidence of the required 
comprehensive Section 106 Report being completed. The only cultural resource generally identified in a 
map is the Tesla Mining Complex overlay. The Plan, as described on GP pages 4-1 to 4-8,  is void of 
any specific content that confirms what will be implemented when and how, except the clear allowance 
of OHV use in and around sensitive cultural resources.  The only thing that is certain in the Plan is that 
development of OHV recreation, not protection of the extensive cultural (or natural) resources, is the 
management priority, and all other uses are secondary to motorized uses. 

Comparison of the location of two of the individually eligible significant Native American/ prehistoric 
resources and the Tesla Mining Complex, part of the National Historic District, demonstrates that 
protection of cultural resources, other than in its most limited and narrow definition, is not provided for 
in the Plan. The protection   promised in the GP is even less than that provided at the existing CSVRA. 
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In the 1981 GP, footprints of historic resources were designated as OHV exclusion zones. Here, there is 
no such OHV exclusion area in the Plan.  

The unusual Native American bedrock mortars are located in the Corral Hollow Creek area within the 
green Limited Recreation Area (LRA) visitor experience area (VEA). (General Plan Figure 4-1 and 
Table 4-1, starting at page 4-3). LRA areas are defined as “an area with a higher than average 
concentration of sensitive natural and cultural resources.”   However, the Allowable Uses in a LRA still 
include OHV use through these areas for ingress/egress and connectivity.  
In the case of the bedrock mortars, given the trails and roads that would be needed to connect the 
western portion of the expansion area to the southern ridgetops of the expansion area or to the Sector 
office area, it would be necessary to drive next to or near these bedrock mortars, well within visual and 
sound field of this significant cultural resource.  The Plan does not provide a map of planned trails, roads 
and facilities, so that the clear conflict between the Plan and protection of sensitive cultural (and natural) 
resources is not made explicit. But it is precisely because of the extensive cultural (and natural) 
resources in the planning area that specific trail, road and facility maps are required as part of the plan to 
ensure full protection of all sensitive resources. 

The same is true for the Native American sacred site on the hillside above the Sector office and the 
Tesla Mining Complex overlay.  The sacred site is on the edge of a green Limited Recreation Area or in 
an Advanced Trails Area.  Because OHV use is allowed in the green Limited Recreation Area for 
ingress/egress and connectivity, and intensive OHV use of all types is allowed in the Advanced Trails 
Area, it is a certainty that there will be OHV use within the view and sound shed of this sacred site. 
(General Plan 4-3 to 4-8).  For the Tesla Mining Complex, although there is a special use overlay, the 
use still allows OHV use through and around the site. (General Plan 4-3 to 4-8).   

Trail and resource maps from the 2000 and 2004 EIR attempts, which are attached, demonstrate that 
cultural resources will be damaged by OHV use allowed in and around the sensitive resources. OHV use 
in and around these sensitive resources will degrade and damage the resource and the interpretive zone, 
the land within the view shed and sound shed, of the resources. No OHV use can within these 
interpretive zones. Large Sensitive Areas must be established that exclude OHV use. 

The Plan must designate Sensitive Areas where OHV use is excluded 

In terms of planning influences, the significant requirements of PRC 5090.43 are misstated  insofar as 
the  Division  fails to  acknowledge that Sensitive Areas must be managed in accordance with Section 
5019.71 and 5019.74, which  set out the purpose and management of natural and cultural preserves. 
Regarding local plans, both the Alameda County and San Joaquin County General Plans include 
historic/cultural/archaeological resource provisions, but the requirements are not addressed in the GP. 
These requirements must be added to and applied in the GP.  

The Plan must designate Sensitive Areas where OHV use is excluded as required by the PRC 5090.43 ( 
c).  Areas of higher than average concentration of sensitive resources, which the Plan acknowledge exist, 
must be fully protected. CSVRA cannot evade the need to establish Sensitive Areas that exclude OHV 
use by creating a vague, unenforceable designation of “Limited Recreation Area” that can be modified 
over time.  Further, the allowed use descriptions of the LRAs and VEAs is so vague, as is the Plan 

schwartza1
Typewritten Text
O29-17cont.

schwartza1
Line

schwartza1
Typewritten Text
O29-18

schwartza1
Line



10 

overall, that Carnegie SVRA will have wide latitude in modifying and establishing trails, roads and 
facilities over time without any further  environmental review or GP amendment. 

For example, the entire historic Tesla Mine and Townsite should be designated as a Sensitive Area 
under PRC 5090.43.9 (c ) and managed in accordance with PRC 5019.74 which state: 

5090.43. Criteria for Recreation Areas; Designation of Sensitive Areas 

PRC Section 5090.43 (c). After January 1, 1988, no new cultural or natural preserves or state 
wildernesses shall be established within state vehicular recreation areas. To protect natural and 
cultural values, sensitive areas within state vehicular recreation areas may be designated 
by the division if the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Commission holds a public 
hearing and makes a recommendation therefor. These sensitive areas shall be managed by 
the division in accordance with Sections 5019.71 and 5019.74 which define the purpose and 
management of natural and cultural preserves. [emphasis added] 

PRC Section 5019.74. Cultural preserves consist of distinct nonmarine areas of outstanding 
cultural interest established within the boundaries of other state park system units for the purpose 
of protecting such features as sites, buildings, or zones which represent significant places or 
events in the flow of human experience in California. Areas set aside as cultural preserves 
shall be large enough to provide for the effective protection of the prime cultural resources 
from potentially damaging influences, and to permit the effective management and 
interpretation of the resources. Within cultural preserves, complete integrity of the cultural 
resources shall be sought, and no structures or improvements that conflict with that 
integrity shall be permitted. [emphasis added] 

The Tesla Mining Complex, however, is not designated in the GP as a Sensitive Area, but rather a 
CSVRA made-up designation of “Limited Recreation Area (LRA)” which has no statutory meaning and 
allows for OHV use. The Tesla Mining Complex is part of the National Historic District. If there is any 
cultural resource that should be afforded the absolute highest protection by CSVRA it is land eligible for 
National Historic District designation.  Yet this GP does not provide that protection.   

In order to provide for the “the effective protection of the prime cultural resources from potentially 
damaging influences….the complete integrity of the cultural resources shall be sought and no 
structures or improvements that conflict with that integrity shall be permitted.”[emphasis added]. 
PRC  Section  5019.74. The GP must be revised to establish Sensitive Areas as OHV exclusion zones 
that are large enough to ensure there is no sight or sound influence from OHV use in or around the 
Sensitive Area. 

GP and DEIR Cultural Resource Guidelines are not sufficient to provide protection from 
damaging influences. 

The Cultural Resource (CR) Goals and Guidelines presented starting at DEIR page 3.4-6 are inadequate 
to protect resources. They are not mitigation to prevent and avoid impacts. They are not mitigation at all, 
but rather communication strategies, or they are remedial actions implemented after damage has already 
occurred. In all cases they are not adequate to protect the sensitive cultural resources.  
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GP CR Goal 4 - Materials and Objects Collections (GP 4-24) and Interpretive Program (GP 4-25) are 
not mitigation and there are no time frames or commitment of required resources for implementation. 
Further, even the touted Interpretive Center is only presented as a possibility.  (GP 4-2) 

CR Goal CR 
Guideline 

Deficiency 

Impact 3.4-1, 3.4-2 
1 Guidelines 1.1 

– 1.3
A comprehensive CR study meeting Section 106 Report 
requirements has not been completed. These Goals and Guidelines 
demonstrate that it is planned after the GP is approved and 
operations commence. The Goals/Guidelines are not specific or 
enforceable and do not meet the requirements of mitigation 

2 2.1, 2.2, 2.3  See above 
2.4, 2.5 Native Americans have already stated that the Plan to open the 

expansion area to OHV use is not acceptable (DEIR 3.4-4, 3.4-5).  
Guidelines for “further consultation” ignore the requirements 
already presented by Native groups.  

2.6, 2.7, 2.12 These are not mitigation measures and do not avoid impacts. 
2.8, 2.9 This review cannot be conducted during construction. It must be 

completed prior to development and implementation of the Plan. 
This type of action AFTER THE FACT ensures there will be 
damaging impacts to CR. The Goals/Guidelines are not specific or 
enforceable and do not meet the requirements of mitigation 

3 3.1, 3.2 A comprehensive CR study meeting Section 106 Report 
requirements has not been completed. These Goals and Guidelines 
demonstrate that it is planned after the GP is approved and 
operations commence. The Goals/Guidelines are not specific or 
enforceable and do not meet the requirements of mitigation 

3.3, 3.4 These are not mitigation measures and do not avoid impacts. 
Impact 3.4-3, 3.4-4 

Repeats 2.5  Native Americans have already stated that the Plan to open the 
expansion area to OHV use is not acceptable (DEIR 3.4-4, 3.4-5).  
Guidelines for “further consultation” ignore the requirements 
already presented by Native groups. 

Repeats 2.9 his review cannot be conducted during construction. It must be 
completed prior to development and implementation of the Plan. 
This type of action AFTER THE FACT ensures there will be 
damaging impacts to CR. The Goals/Guidelines are not specific or 
enforceable and do not meet the requirements of mitigation 

Based on the known location of the Tesla Mining Complex, the general area of the Historic District, and 
two of the significant Native American resources, the Plan, which allows OHV use in or near this 
resource will had a significant adverse impact.  There is no evidence or analysis in the GP or DEIR that 
supports the conclusion that there will be no significant impacts to cultural resources.  
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The GP and DEIR do not properly and fully protect the extensive prehistoric and historic resources in 
the entirety of the State owned park land. All cultural resources and their complete integrity must be 
protected by the Plan with no impacts or influence from any OHV use. Vague guidelines cannot 
substitute for a project Plan that specifically establishes expansive Sensitive Areas that protect the sound 
and view shed of the interpretive zone around the cultural resources.   

Because of the expansive cultural and sensitive areas in the State owned Park land, the DEIR should 
consider non-OHV use alternatives for the expansion area that fully protect all of its sensitive cultural 
and natural resources. With such incredible important prehistoric and historic resources within the State 
Park owned land and the permanent damage to the contextual setting of historic resources within the 
existing CSVRA, the expansion area should be fully protected. 

PRIOR EIR ATTEMPTS DEMONSTRATE PLAN WHICH CSVRA IS TRYING NOT TO 
DISCLOSE 

This is the third time CSVRA has attempted to gain CEQA approval for the project to open Tesla to 
OHV use. Two prior attempts in 2000 and 2004 were abandoned. Recognizing the damage caused by 
OHV use and responding to agency comments, in 2004 the EIR process included development of a 
Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan that included setting-aside nearly half of the expansion area for 
non-OHV use and habitat conservation. The documentation from the 2000 and 2004 EIRs demonstrates 
that CSVRA: 1) can designate large blocks of land for non-OHV use, 2) can designate large OHV 
exclusion areas for sensitive resource protection; and 3) does have a road and trail plan developed based 
on the prior two EIRs to be able to complete an EIR that actually analyzed the impacts of the plan and 
then accepted the mitigation that would be required based on the damaging impacts of OHV use. The 
new strategy embodied in current GP and DEIR of making the GP and DEIR as vague as possible is a 
transparent attempt to get around the CEQA barriers that prevented CSVRA from getting CEQA 
approval to open Tesla to OHV use the last two times. Attached at Document Appendix Exhibits 4-9 are 
the 2000 and 2004 EIR documents. 

PHOTOGRAPHIC DOCUMENTATION 

The GP does not include an adequate photographic record to document the base line conditions at 
CSVRA and the Tesla expansion area.  Several photographs of CSVRA and the Tesla expansion area 
are included in the Document Appendix Exhibit 67 (CSVRA) and Exhibit 68 (Tesla). They document 
the extreme environmental impacts from OHV use at CSVRA and the beautiful productive biologically 
and cultural rich Tesla expansion area.   

SUMMARY 

The General Plan and DEIR are deficient in terms of the baseline conditions and description of the Plan. 
The guidelines in the Plan and DEIR are not specific measureable enforceable mitigation. The DEIR 
analysis makes conclusions that are not supported by evidence or analysis. The substantial evidence 
from impacts at the existing CSVRA and evidence of the abundant sensitive resources at Tesla is that 
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the proposed project to open Tesla to OHV use will have significant adverse impacts. The General Plan 
and Draft EIR should not be approved or certified as written and need to be completely revised and 
recirculated for public review. 

CSVRA has received a chorus of objections to the plan to open Tesla to OHV use since the first EIR 
attempt in 2000. It is abundantly clear that Tesla is not suitable for OHV use and that non-OHV use 
alternatives should be considered.  CSVRA should pursue an alternative that provides for update of the 
GP with continued OHV use at the existing SVRA and designation of Tesla as a non-OHV use preserve. 
It is time for CSVRA to work with other interested parties to accomplish this goal. 

Sincerely, 

Friends of Tesla Park Steering Committee 

Nancy Rodrigue Celeste Garamendi 
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Executive Summary 

 
Differences in animal assemblages between the existing Carnegie State Vehicular 

Recreation Area and proposed Expansion Area can be used to predict impacts to biological 

resources from OHV recreation because the two properties, which share similar 

topography, elevations, soils, and habitat types, differ primarily in land use. Here we 

provide examples of the types of existing condition and impact analyses that should have 

been conducted, but were not included in the DEIR. 

 

Birds: CSVRA’s point-count data (collected 2010-2014) demonstrate that OHV 

impacts are especially severe on birds that use oak woodlands and riparian zones. This is 

exemplified by dissimilarity in species composition and relative abundances in the total 

bird assemblage and significantly lower abundances of key indicator species in OHV riding 

areas relative to controls (e.g. Acorn Woodpeckers are ten times more abundant in control 

oak woodlands). These differences are consistent with other studies depicting negative 

impacts of OHV use on birds. Comparisons to CSVRA’s historic data (collected 1989-90) 

show that the Common Raven has begun to dominate the landscape. This is significant 

because ravens are voracious predators that can threaten the persistence of several rare 

species.  

Aquatic Amphibians and Reptiles: HMS data indicate that special status species 

such as California Red-legged Frogs have 3 times higher annual presence rates in control 

water bodies;  California Tiger Salamanders are 5 times more frequently present in 

Expansion Area ponds than in the generally more shallow and sediment filled basins of the 

OHV riding area. Comparison of historic data (collected 1995) to most recent HMS data 

(2011, 2012, 2014) shows that common species such as Western Toads which were 

observed in most detention basins are now rare or absent in the OHV area, but persist in 

the control sites. Western aquatic garter snakes, a species which capitalizes on the 

explosive breeding events of amphibians and relies on tadpoles and metamorphs as a 

primary prey source, were not reported from any OHV site, but were found in 9 control 

ponds. This pattern suggests that declines in amphibian presence have food-web 

consequences for consumers at higher trophic levels in OHV areas.  

These results illustrate that the lead agency, State Parks, is not in compliance with 

their mandate from the Public Resources Code 5090.35(c) to “sustain a viable species 

composition specific to each SVRA”. The altered landscape and anthropogenic 

environmental changes are associated with deletions and shifts in the composition of the 

species pool at CSVRA in the riding area relative to non-riding control areas. The DEIR 

cannot be certified because it fails to adequately describe this aspect of the present setting, 

and fails to recognize how the ongoing OHV impacts are predictive of future impacts in the 

planning area. 
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1 INTRODUCTION  
The Draft Environmental Impact Reports’ statement that OHV use will have no 

significant impacts on the flora and fauna of the planning area is not supported by 

substantial evidence -- the assertion cannot be supported with facts. Data collected on site 

and other studies available in the scientific peer-reviewed literature contradict the 

conclusion of no potentially significant impacts.  

The existing Carnegie SVRA (CSVRA) and the immediately adjacent Expansion Area 

are similar in many ways. Both properties have similar topography, elevations, soils, and 

habitat types. Indeed, 100 years ago it would have been challenging to distinguish the two 

properties. However, existing conditions for wildlife at the two properties are now very 

different. The differences are, for the most part, due to contrasting land management, 

ranching and cattle grazing vs. vehicular recreation.  

1.1 COUNTING THE BOOKS WHILE THE LIBRARY BURNS  

Surveys at Carnegie SVRA for aquatic amphibians and birds began decades ago 

(Beauchamp and Wone 1995, Kutilek et al. 1991). Since State Parks began releasing Habitat 

Monitoring System Reports in 2003, no comprehensive analyses to detect trends over time 

and patterns of species decline due to OHV use have been presented. Now in 2015, the 

DEIR continues the failure to make sense of the existing monitoring data. We have 

therefore undertaken an independent close inspection. Our analysis of CSVRA’s bird counts 

(Section 2 of this memo) and aquatic survey data (Section 3) indicate that there are 

noteworthy and significant differences in the presence of wildlife between OHV riding 

areas and non-riding areas. Species noted as conservation targets because of their 

protected legal status are rare in the OHV riding yet common in the proposed Expansion 

Area: Golden Eagles have 5 times more sightings in the Expansion Area, with 3 breeding 

territories in or adjacent to the Expansion Area, and 0 territories in Carnegie; California 

Red-legged Frogs have 3 times higher annual presence rate in Expansion Area water 

bodies;  and California Tiger Salamanders are 5 times more frequently present in 

Expansion Area ponds than in the generally more shallow and silted-in basins of the OHV 

riding area. Other species that function as indicators of ecological health are also markedly 

less abundant in the riding area than in the Expansion Area. For example, in oak 

woodlands, eleven out of sixteen indicator species identified by the Partners in Flight 

conservation program (Zack et al. 2002) are more abundant in non-riding areas, with some 

differences being dramatic (e.g., Acorn Woodpeckers are 10 times more abundant in non-

riding oak woodlands compared to the OHV riding area). These differences demonstrate 

that adverse changes to wildlife populations have occurred in the existing CSVRA, and that 
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they will ensue if OHV use expands into the Expansion Area. For some taxa, such as the 

exclusively stream dwelling Foothill-yellow legged frog, the absence in the existing 

Carnegie and rarity in the Expansion Area suggest a strong possibility of losing the 

population entirely with further degradation of Corral Hollow Creek and de-vegetation of 

the riparian corridor. 

Here we focus on the need for a comprehensive analysis of multi-species 

assemblages (such as that presented in section 2 for birds) to detect impacts. Despite peer 

review guidance (Meese et al. 2009) to not over-rely on diversity indices, CSVRA continues 

to use these non-informative measures in an attempt to detect assemblage level effects of 

OHV use. A diversity index is a measure of the number of different organisms in 

conjunction with the absolute number of each individual organism. Because two locations 

with entirely different species could provide identical diversity indices, these metrics are 

insufficient for complying with the mandate of the Public Resources Code 5090.35(c) to 

“sustain a viable species composition specific to each SVRA”. For example, there are routinely 

more bird species detected in control areas (11 more species in control than in riding area 

in 2011, 12 more in 2013, see Fig 3 of DeSilva and Meisel 2015), yet no significant 

differences in the diversity indices have been found. Furthermore, diversity indices and 

counts of species richness include non-native and pest species. Diversity indices don’t 

assess population trends. This means that analytic techniques able to evaluate similarities 

and differences in species composition are needed in conjunction with techniques that 

assess the viability of populations of taxa at risk of extirpation. 

The lack of appropriate analysis indicates either a lack of resources, or a lack of 

institutional will, to implement conservation actions when adverse environmental impacts 

occur. Moreover, for many taxa it is not even possible to conduct independent analysis due 

to the lack of data in the HMS reports. The HMS reports often do not provide data (e.g. 

variances) fundamental to basic, descriptive statistics and no statistical comparisons. 

Perhaps more importantly, the HMS reports demonstrate that CSVRA has not attempted to 

evaluate the  changes that have occurred with respect to plant and animal assemblages 

since surveys were first conducted at Carnegie in 1989 (Kutilek et al. 1991). There have 

been no evaluations of population trends through time making use of the historical data 

sets. The lack of progress toward appropriate analysis demonstrates non-compliance with 

the CSVRA Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan (WHHP) (Cull 2001), which states (p. 14) that 

“potential impacts on both common and special-status species will be evaluated each year.” 

This is important because without an understanding of the changes that have occurred, and 

the reason(s) those changes have occurred, the CSVRA is incapable of implementing 

remedial actions to conserve sensitive biological resources. If managers are incapable of 

managing sensitive biological resources within the existing OHV park, it is logical to assume 

they also are incapable of managing an OHV park that is three times larger. 
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2 EFFECTS OF OHV USE ON BIRD ASSEMBLAGES  

2.1  ANALYTIC APPROACH 
OHV use and control non-riding areas at Carnegie SVRA have been sampled using 

point count surveys during two periods, 25 years ago (Kutilek et al. 1991) and more 

recently from 2010-2014 (Elsholz and Mynk 2010, DeSilva and Meisel 2015) which 

includes the proposed Expansion Area. Thus the non-riding control sites between the two 

time periods are different; the historic data do not include the Expansion Area, but the OHV 

riding sites encompass the same area. In the intervening years a different sampling 

technique using transects was used, and data are not directly comparable. For the 2010-

2014 period we used the full data set available:  the total number (regardless of distance) 

of each species of bird seen or heard while an observer stood at one point for ten minutes. 

Data were received from a query of the CSVRA database conducted by Tara DeSilva on May 

28, 2015, and given to Sarah Kupferberg as a follow up to a Public Records Act request 

made in February 2015. For details of site selection and sampling methodology, see Habitat 

Monitoring System (HMS) report for the period 2011-2014 (DeSilva and Meisel 2015). The 

map of point-count locations in the Expansion Area and in the existing CSVRA is 

reproduced below from the HMS report (Figure 1).  

Research on conservation of bird biodiversity in California vegetation types has 

shown that attention should not focus exclusively on rare species but should instead focus 

on a diverse suite of species that represent the range of variation in bird assemblage. 

Ordination analyses that compare similarities and differences between assemblages have 

proven to be a useful approach (Chase et al. 2001, Su et al. 2004). Accordingly, we 

examined the differences in assemblages of birds using non-metric multidimensional 

scaling (MDS) ordination of Bray–Curtis similarities (Primer 6, v6.1.15; Primer-E Ltd., 

2012). The Bray–Curtis measure is used to quantify the compositional similarity or 

difference between sets of objects. In this case there are 10 sets of bird counts, from 2 

treatments (i.e. vehicle vs. control) x 5 vegetation types (Table inset of Figure 2). The 

purpose of MDS ordination is to provide a visual representation of the pattern of 

similarities within groups and dissimilarities among groups. MDS uses an iterative 

algorithm to reduce the multiple dimensions of similarity (among all the various bird 

species) down to two dimensions. The result is a plot with points either clustered or 

scattered. Points in close proximity correspond to sites with similar assemblages of birds 

and distant points correspond to sites with dissimilar assemblages. This technique is 

appropriate for the CSVRA bird data set because it makes few assumptions about the 

nature of the data. For example, the data do not need to have a normal distribution or have 

linear relationships among variables. Strength of MDS ordination is the ability to handle a 
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data set containing multiple sets of zero observations – as occurs with birds, only a subset 

of the full complement of species is observed at any given site. 

Figure 1. Map of point-count survey locations in Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area 

(Fig. 2, p. 11 in DeSilva and Meisel 2015). 

 

We treated each HMS site as a replicate rather than each point-count survey because 

not all HMS sites were visited twice a sampling period as planned (Figure 2). Also, repeated 

surveys at a given point cannot be considered independent. For each replicate we 

estimated abundance as the sum of the number of individuals of each species observed 

divided by the total number of visits to the given HMS site from 2010 to 2014. This 

estimate of abundance does not account for year to year variation in detectability due to: 1) 

the uneven and inconsistent levels of sampling effort (e.g. 2010 was a pilot study, and sage 

scrub and grassland vegetations not sampled some subsequent years); 2) observer change 

due to staff and volunteer turn-over; and 3) variation in the seasonal timing of surveys 

(winter surveys conducted in 2011). Despite the uncertainty associated with the flaws in 

CSVRA’s  execution of the Habitat Monitoring System, estimates of abundance can be useful 

(Nichols et al. 2009) and counts uncorrected for detectability often mirror corrected 

estimates (Thompson and La Sorte 2008). We transformed data by taking the fourth root of 

abundance to incorporate the contribution of less commonly observed taxa and discount 

the most common taxa. Although the analyses were on transformed data, we plotted 
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untransformed data in bar charts for ease of interpretation. A limitation of the ordination 

computational technique is that very infrequently observed taxa have to be excluded, so 

species with ≤3 individuals detected were removed from the data set. Some of these are 

protected status and rare species which may be especially vulnerable to OHV use, such as 

the Burrowing Owl.  

Figure 2. Year to year variation in the number of visits to Habitat Monitoring System (HMS) 

sites in relation to the independent Variables of Treatment (control (C) vs. OHV riding (V)) 

and Vegetation Type.  

 

We examined points based on factors of recreational use status (control vs. OHV riding) 

and vegetation types (blue oak, grassland, sage scrub, riparian, and mixed). Analysis of 

similarity (ANOSIM) routines were derived from the similarity matrix to first determine if 

there were differences in the bird assemblage between OHV riding and control areas and 

then to assess differences among vegetation types. The ANOSIM R test statistic can range 

from 0 to 11, and the higher the value the greater the separation of bird assemblages. 

Because there were significant differences in bird assemblage among vegetation types, data 

were separated by vegetation for subsequent analyses comparing OHV to control sites. We 

used similarity percentage analyses (SIMPER) to determine which taxa contributed the 

most to similarities within groups and dissimilarities between OHV and control sites.  

  

                                                             

1R will equal 1 if ALL replicates within a group (area) are more similar to each other than ANY replicates from 
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2.2 RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION  

The bird assemblages in the riding and non-riding areas have distinctly different 

species compositions (Figure 3). In the MDS plot, sites (i.e. points) cluster by vegetation 

type, but are separated by recreation status. For example, the circles representing oak 

woodland sites are clustered relative to the other shapes (e.g. squares for grassland sites), 

but dark circles (control sites) are in a distinct cluster away from open circles (OHV sites). 

This means that there are significant shifts in the bird assemblage away from their natural 

state where OHV use occurs in the oak woodlands (see section 2.2.1). Overall divergence of 

the species composition and relative abundance of birds between control and OHV sites, as 

measured by the Bray-Curtis dissimilarity index, was 56.16% (ANOSIM Global R=0.24, 

p=0.001). To understand what this means in terms of significant impacts, one must 

examine the identity of species contributing to assemblage divergence and delve more 

deeply into the output (presented in full section 4.2 MDS Appendices beginning one page 

18). Below we cover just some of the key concerns raised as an example of the kind of 

analysis that State Parks should be doing to responsibly conserve wildlife. 

Figure 3. Two-dimensional multidimensional scaling (MDS) plot of bird abundances in point 

count surveys (2010-2014) at CSVRA. Each point represents the multiyear average of 

observations at an HMS site (n=115). Ordination based on Bray-Curtis similarities of fourth 

root transformed data. Points coded by vegetation type.  
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Divergence between pairs of vegetation groups (regardless of riding or control status) 

were also significant (ANOSIM Global R= 0.54, p=0.001). This means that the effects of OHV 

use must be evaluated within the context of each vegetation type separately. We found the 

greatest differences, and highest degree of separation between control and OHV sites (as 

indicated by R values) in the blue oak and riparian vegetation types (Oak dissimilarity = 

50%, R=0.40, p=0.001; Riparian dissimilarity = 43%, R=0.28, p=0.001). Grassland and 

coastal sage scrub also showed marked differences between control and OHV sites. Because 

the degree of separation, as noted by R values, was lower (grassland R=0.21, p=0.001; 

Coastal sage scrub R=0.11, p=0.006), and because these sites were sampled less 

consistently, we do not focus on them in detail. 

2.2.1 CHANGES IN SPECIES COMPOSITION SINCE 1989-1990 
Of the numerically dominant species, the Common Raven (Corvus corax) contributed 

most heavily to defining similarity within sites (Table 2.4-1). Ravens were the most 

abundant species in the period from 2010–2014, yet twenty five years ago, ravens ranked 

20th in control sites and 12th in OHV sites (Table 2.2-1). The relative abundance of ravens is 

higher in the riding area, comprising 11% of birds counted compared to controls where 

they comprised 8% of sightings. This is significant because the Common Raven is a 

voracious predator that threatens the persistence of several rare species (Boarman et al. 

2006, Bui et al. 2010). The Common Raven is rarely “common” in unaltered environments. 

However, artificial subsidies provided by humans (e.g., food, water, nesting and perch sites) 

enable raven populations to explode.  

During visits to CSVRA, numerous ravens have been observed in the vicinity of 

uncovered garbage cans and at a dumpster (Figure 4). Thus, it is not surprising that 

CSVRA’s data indicate ravens have increased in OHV areas. Because ravens are 

opportunistic predators, it is reasonable to infer that they pose a threat to California tiger 

salamanders, California red-legged frogs, and other threatened and endangered species 

within CSVRA. Because ravens are easily seen and heard relative to other species, and the 

data required to correct for differences in detectability were not available, this result 

requires follow-up investigation as well as immediate conservation action. Unfortunately, 

the DEIR does not address. The PGP needs to describe current garbage management and 

future control if the SVRA expands by 3 times the size, with gathering and services areas in 

remote and relatively inaccessible sites. The DEIR needs to describe the adverse impacts 

caused by improper garbage maintenance procedures at CSVRA, include mitigation to 

correct existing impacts, and ensure no future impacts. 
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Figure 4. Uncovered garbage dumpster2 near SRI road entrance at Carnegie SVRA and a 

Common Raven scavenging. (Photo credit C. Garamendi,  5/19/14) 

 

 

  Western Meadowlark is another species which appears to have changed in relative 

abundance since 1989 (Table 2.2-1) and is also a top contributor to total dissimilarity 

(Table 2.4-1) between OHV and control sites. Meadowlarks are ground dwelling birds and 

may thus be particularly susceptible from disturbance from OHVs and loss of cover when 

grasses and forbs are trampled. At OHV sites, Meadowlarks have slipped from 3rd most 

abundant species to 12th place, while house finches came to numerically dominate at OHV 

sites after ravens. Dominance by house finches contributed the most to assemblage 

divergence between OHV and control sites, and the difference was greatest in the 

grasslands. 

 

 

                                                             

2 C. Garamendi reports that CSVRA has a large dumpster placed near the SRI Road entrance. It is uncovered and 
has been since it was installed (≥10 years ago). Park users and SVRA staff on their routine garbage pick-up rounds 
dump loose and bagged garbage in it. When it gets too full, SVRA staff drives a heavy equipment loader from the 
maintenance station approx. 1.75 miles west to the dumpster to push down the garbage to try to prevent it from 
blowing away or to increase room for more garbage. Because there is no cover on the dumpster, the garbage, 
wildlife, and people who illegally enter the park at night, are attracted to the accessible garbage in the dumpster. 
Almost daily garbage is present on the ground having been pulled from, dumped by or blown out of the uncovered 
dumpster. Ravens are regularly present at the dumpster seeking the garbage. 
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Table 2.2-1. Historical comparisons of abundance observed in point count surveys conducted in 1989 (Kutilek et al. 

1991) and 2010-2014 (Elsholz and Mynk 2010, DeSilva and Meisel 2015). Vegetation codes g=grassland, m=mixed, 

o=blue oak woodland, r = riparian mulefat or sycamore, s = coastal black sage scrub.  

Bird species 
 

Rank abundance   
(% of total) 

Control                                 Riding 
1989      2010-2014    1989     2010-2014 

Index of Abundance by Year 
# seen / # of point count surveys 
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Bird species 
 

Rank abundance   
(% of total) 

Control                                 Riding 
1989       2010-2014     1989    2010-2014 

Index of Abundance by Year 
# seen / # of point count surveys 

Index of Abundance by Habitat 
2010-2014 

Mourning Dove 
 

12 
(3.0) 

4 
(5.3) 

14 
(2.4) 

4 
(4.6) 

  

House Finch 
5 

(7.3) 
6 

(3.9) 
1 

(10.3) 
2 

(6.1) 

  

California Quail 
1 

(10.9) 
7 

(3.8) 
9 

(3.3) 
5 

(4.2) 

  

0 

0.5 

1 

1.5 

2 

1989 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

0 

0.5 

1 

1.5 

2 

g m o r s 

0 

0.5 

1 

1.5 

2 

1989 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

0 

0.5 

1 

1.5 

2 

g m o r s 

0 

0.5 

1 

1.5 

2 

1989 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

0 

0.5 

1 

1.5 

2 

g m o r s 



pg. 11 

 

2.2.2 OAK WOODLAND 

 The impact of OHV use on birds is most pronounced in the oak woodlands. The 

differences of the bird assemblage between control and riding sites are illustrated by the 

distinct separation of groups of points in the MDS3  plot (Figure 5, Table 2.4-4, Table 2.4-5, 

Table 2.4-6) as well as the abundances of Partners in Flight (PIF) oak woodland focal 

species (Figure 6, left). The PIF chose species that were good indicators for monitoring 

because “they are common and respond strongly and/or consistently to habitat attributes” 

(Zach et al. 2002). The list includes species which eat acorns, notably Western scrub jays 

and Yellow-billed magpies. These birds cache acorns individually in the ground and thus 

are important to the overall sustainability of the oak woodland because they facilitate 

regeneration of trees. When many of the acorns remain un-retrieved, they germinate. The 

focal species are also ecologically beneficial for other species. The decline of Acorn 

woodpeckers, for example, which are ten times less abundant at OHV sites, can have 

assemblage wide consequences. Because they actively excavate cavities, they create habitat 

for the other cavity nesting birds, their status is particularly important. The overall adverse 

impacts of OHV use on birds in Oak woodland are consistent with the HMS reports of more 

hillslope erosion and less vegetative cover in oak woodlands with riding (Figure 6 right, 

Figure 7). 

Figure 5. Ordination2 of point-count bird abundances (2010-2014) from Blue Oak woodland 
at CSVRA. Each point represents the multiyear average of bird observations at an HMS site. 
(total n=30 sites; control = solid; vehicular recreation = open). 

  

                                                             

3 Multi-Dimensional Scaling Ordination and Analysis of Similarity:  Global Test Sample Statistic (Global R): 
0.399. Significance level of sample statistic: P=0.001 Number of permutations: 999 (Random sample from 
77558760). Number of permuted statistics greater than or equal to Global R: 0. 

Transform: Fourth root
Resemblance: S17 Bray Curtis similarity

Status
v
c

2D Stress: 0.2



pg. 12 

 

Figure 6. Mean (±1 SE) abundance estimates for species (left) identified for monitoring by 

the Partners in Flight (Zack et al. 2002) and area with rilling conditions (right) in Blue Oak 

woodlands comparing OHV and non-riding sites. 

 

  

Figure 7. Differences in vegetated area between riding and control sites likely contribute to 

differences in avian assemblage (data replotted from Elsholz and Mynk 2010). 
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2.2.3 RIPARIAN   
 

In the riparian zone, ordination reveals dissimilarity (Figure 8) in bird assemblages among most 

OHV and control sites. The difference was driven by the greater abundances of Western 

Meadowlarks,  Red-winged Blackbirds, Brewer’s Blackbirds in the control sites (Table 2.4-12). Six 

out of the seven  Partners in Flight focal species for riparian habitats (Riparian Habitat Joint 

Venture 2004) were also  more abundant in the control sites, however these birds were not strictly 

limited to the riparian zone and we have presented the results across all vegetation types (Figure 

9). 

Figure 8. Ordination of bird abundances (2010-2014) in riparian vegetation at CSVRA. Each 

point represents the multiyear mean of observations at an HMS site. (total n=21 sites; 

control=solid; vehicular recreation=open). Bottom plot zooms into the right area of top plot. 

 

 

Transform: Fourth root
Resemblance: S17 Bray Curtis similarity
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Figure 9. Partners in Flight riparian indicator species abundance across all vegetation types.  

 

2.2.4 SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES  
 

2.2.4.1 Golden Eagle 
During point count surveys conducted from 2010 to 2014 by CSVRA staff, 54 Golden Eagle 

observations were made at control HMS sites, and 10 observations were made at point-count sites 

with OHV riding. The pattern was consistent across years (Figure 10) and across all vegetation 

types (Figure 11). The abundance data (calculated as the total number of eagles seen at a given HMS 

site during point count surveys divided by the total number of visits to that HMS site between 2010 

and 2014), were not normally distributed and there were unequal variances among vegetation 

types and recreational use factors. Therefore a simple non-parametric comparison was conducted. 

The overall difference in abundance of Golden Eagles between riding and control point count 

surveys was highly significant (Mann-Whitney U=2,251, p<0.001; Chi-Square Approximation = 

16.34, degrees of freedom=1; control n=59, riding=56 HMS sites). This concentration of sightings in 

control sites is consistent with an independent assessment of Golden Eagle territories made by T. 

Hunt (Figure 12, Section 2.5), showing no territories where OHV use occurs.  

Figure 10. Golden Eagle observations at CSVRA during point count bird surveys. 
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Figure 11. Mean (±1 SE) of Golden Eagle abundance as measured during point count surveys 

conducted between 2010 and 2014 at Carnegie SVRA. Sample sizes are number of HMS sites 

in each vegetation type.  

 

Figure 12. Three Golden Eagle Territories on or adjacent to the expansion area at CSVRA.  
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absent in OHV sites, contributed heavily to the divergence from control oak woodlands. 

Lark sparrows, although more abundant in control grasslands than OHV grasslands were 

not prominent as descriptors of assemblage change with OHV use. 

Figure 13. Abundance of Birds on California Special Animals list 

 

2.3 CONCLUSIONS REGARDING BIRDS  
The bird assemblage in the existing OHV riding areas has a significantly divergent 

species composition compared to control areas, especially in the oak woodlands. 

Abundances of several key indicator species were markedly lower where OHV riding 

occurs. This means that the DEIR has failed to adequately describe the present setting for 

the project. The DEIR has also failed to use the historical data collected by CSVRA which 

means that they have not evaluated the potential for adverse changes to bird assemblages 

over years of exposure to OHV use. 

Ordination analyses do not explicitly examine the cause and effect mechanisms 

underlying the divergence in bird assemblage shown here. However there is a body of 

scientific literature on the disturbance factors influencing bird abundance. Of these, the 

DEIR fails to assess the potentially significant impacts of noise on birds (Barton and Holmes 

2007). Recent field investigations of the impacts of noise pollution on birds have found a 

number of responses which could explain the differences in species composition and 

abundance. Some bird species avoid noisy areas, some show changes in reproductive 
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success and levels of stress hormones, while others make changes in vocal communications 

(Ortega 2012). The DEIR does not explore any other mechanistic reasons driving the 

differences between the riding area and the control area, such as the loss of vegetative 

cover which could influence food availability, predation risk, nest site availability etc.  

Furthermore, the impact minimization measures and resource protection guidelines 

described in the DEIR/PGP cannot rely on the results of future monitoring based on 

CSVRA’s track record.  

 CSVRA has not demonstrated the capability of interpreting data and detecting 

impacts in a timely manner, much less mitigating them through adaptive 

management after the impact has occurred.  

 Effective adaptive management relies on knowledge of mechanism, and the 

next step after the type of data visualization done here is to develop testable 

hypotheses regarding the processes underlying the observed patterns.  

 As Meese et al. stated in their peer review of the HMS program “diversity 

indices provide no insights into causality, i.e. the underlying reasons for 

observed changes, and therefore we strongly recommend a parallel evaluation 

of quantitative results from field data separate from the values of Simpson’s 

Diversity Indices or other diversity indices.”  

In the absence of known mechanisms of the observed impacts, there is no reason to believe 

that minimization and avoidance measures in the PGP could possibly be effective.
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2.4 MDS APPENDICES  
 

Analyses and numbers in all tables in these appendices are based on fourth root 

transformed data, not raw counts of birds. For all SIMPER tables: Av.Abund = average 

abundance; Av.Diss = Average dissimilarity, the Bray-Curtis metric; Diss/SD = the ratio of 

the average dissimilarity contribution (column 3) divided by the standard deviation of 

contributions across all pairs of samples making up the average; Contrib% = Contributing 

Percent – percent contribution to the total average dissimilarity; Cum% = cumulative 

percent.  

2.4.1 SIMPER ANALYSIS COMPARING VEHICULAR (V) RIDING SITES VS CONTROL (C)  
Table 2.4-1  Species contributing to dissimilarity across all vegetation types.  

Groups Vehicle & Control: Average dissimilarity = 56.16% 
 
  Group v  Group c                                
Species Av.Abund Av.Abund Av.Diss Diss/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

House Finch     0.78     0.36    1.63    1.35     2.91  2.91 
Wrentit     0.48     0.41    1.46    1.06     2.60  5.50 
Western Meadowlark     0.25     0.51    1.42    1.05     2.53  8.04 
Bewick’s Wren     0.64     0.53    1.33    1.15     2.37 10.41 
Western Bluebird     0.50     0.42    1.30    1.18     2.31 12.72 
Oak Titmouse     0.40     0.55    1.28    1.16     2.28 15.00 
Cliff Swallow     0.47     0.12    1.25    1.04     2.23 17.23 
Western Kingbird     0.47     0.26    1.23    1.10     2.19 19.43 
European Starling     0.22     0.47    1.21    1.09     2.16 21.58 
White-crowned Sparrow     0.42     0.17    1.15    1.00     2.04 23.63 
Spotted Towhee     0.36     0.32    1.13    1.03     2.02 25.65 
Nuttall's Woodpecker     0.45     0.57    1.13    1.13     2.01 27.66 
California Towhee     0.50     0.39    1.12    1.15     2.00 29.65 
Northern Flicker     0.20     0.48    1.10    1.20     1.96 31.61 
Acorn Woodpecker     0.17     0.42    1.10    1.00     1.95 33.57 
Turkey Vulture     0.59     0.57    1.07    1.08     1.90 35.47 
White-breasted Nuthatch     0.24     0.39    1.06    1.07     1.89 37.37 
Red-winged Blackbird     0.29     0.22    1.03    0.80     1.83 39.20 
American Kestrel     0.40     0.52    1.02    1.12     1.82 41.02 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.71     0.54    1.02    1.03     1.82 42.84 
Anna’s Hummingbird     0.33     0.35    1.01    1.09     1.81 44.65 
California Thrasher     0.33     0.24    1.01    1.00     1.80 46.44 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.69     0.52    1.00    1.01     1.77 48.22 
Golden Eagle     0.10     0.35    0.98    0.93     1.75 49.97 
Bullock's Oriole     0.30     0.23    0.96    0.97     1.72 51.69 
Northern Mockingbird     0.31     0.22    0.95    0.99     1.70 53.38 
Phainopepla     0.31     0.23    0.95    0.96     1.68 55.07 
California Quail     0.73     0.73    0.94    0.98     1.67 56.73 
Brewer’s Blackbird     0.21     0.26    0.92    0.82     1.63 58.36 
Golden-crowned Sparrow     0.28     0.20    0.90    0.86     1.59 59.96 
Ruby-crowned Kinglet     0.27     0.24    0.87    0.98     1.55 61.50 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.80     0.88    0.85    0.88     1.52 63.03 
Loggerhead Shrike     0.24     0.20    0.82    0.88     1.45 64.48 
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Bushtit     0.21     0.17    0.81    0.74     1.45 65.93 
Say's Phoebe     0.22     0.22    0.81    0.90     1.45 67.38 
Yellow-rumped Warbler     0.15     0.24    0.76    0.84     1.35 68.72 
Brown-headed Cowbird     0.19     0.21    0.75    0.86     1.34 70.06 
Yellow-billed Magpie     0.01     0.28    0.72    0.67     1.28 71.34 
Common Raven     1.02     0.94    0.70    0.92     1.25 72.59 
Lesser Goldfinch     0.19     0.15    0.70    0.76     1.25 73.84 
Killdeer     0.16     0.15    0.62    0.74     1.11 74.94 
Mourning Dove     0.82     0.82    0.60    0.82     1.08 76.02 
Dark-eyed Junco     0.09     0.16    0.56    0.59     0.99 77.01 
Eurasian Collared-Dove     0.06     0.18    0.55    0.55     0.97 77.99 
Black Phoebe     0.08     0.14    0.50    0.61     0.88 78.87 
Lark Sparrow     0.09     0.12    0.49    0.56     0.88 79.75 
Pacific-slope Flycatcher     0.12     0.10    0.49    0.61     0.87 80.62 
Wilson’s Warbler     0.12     0.10    0.46    0.62     0.82 81.44 
Rock Wren     0.03     0.15    0.45    0.54     0.81 82.25 
Black-headed Grosbeak     0.08     0.11    0.42    0.58     0.75 83.00 
Rufous Hummingbird     0.08     0.08    0.39    0.47     0.70 83.70 
Wild Turkey     0.10     0.08    0.38    0.51     0.68 84.38 
humming bird sp.     0.10     0.07    0.37    0.57     0.67 85.04 
Violet-green Swallow     0.05     0.11    0.35    0.52     0.63 85.67 
American Goldfinch     0.10     0.04    0.35    0.45     0.62 86.29 
Western Tanager     0.04     0.11    0.33    0.52     0.59 86.89 
Yellow Warbler     0.06     0.09    0.33    0.49     0.59 87.48 
Cassin's Kingbird     0.10     0.03    0.33    0.45     0.59 88.07 
Savannah Sparrow     0.02     0.09    0.33    0.37     0.58 88.65 
Lazuli Bunting     0.03     0.10    0.32    0.47     0.57 89.22 
Orange-crowned Warbler     0.08     0.05    0.31    0.47     0.55 89.77 
Steller’s Jay     0.00     0.12    0.30    0.40     0.53 90.29 

 

Table 2.4-2. Group Vehicle:  Average similarity: 49.30% 

Species Av.Abund Av.Sim Sim/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

Common Raven     1.02   5.00   3.21    10.15 10.15 
Mourning Dove     0.82   4.02   3.46     8.15 18.30 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.80   3.41   2.03     6.92 25.22 
House Finch     0.78   3.15   1.60     6.40 31.61 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.71   3.12   1.86     6.33 37.94 
California Quail     0.73   3.02   1.79     6.13 44.07 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.69   2.97   1.94     6.02 50.09 
Turkey Vulture     0.59   2.23   1.15     4.52 54.62 
Bewick’s Wren     0.64   2.16   1.04     4.38 59.00 
California Towhee     0.50   1.46   0.85     2.96 61.96 
Western Bluebird     0.50   1.46   0.80     2.96 64.91 
Western Kingbird     0.47   1.24   0.66     2.51 67.43 
American Kestrel     0.40   1.21   0.73     2.46 69.88 
Nuttall's Woodpecker     0.45   1.21   0.72     2.45 72.34 
Cliff Swallow     0.47   1.18   0.65     2.39 74.72 
Wrentit     0.48   1.12   0.54     2.27 77.00 
Oak Titmouse     0.40   0.86   0.55     1.74 78.74 
White-crowned Sparrow     0.42   0.85   0.55     1.73 80.47 
Anna’s Hummingbird     0.33   0.77   0.56     1.55 82.02 
Spotted Towhee     0.36   0.72   0.50     1.46 83.48 
California Thrasher     0.33   0.70   0.50     1.41 84.89 
Northern Mockingbird     0.31   0.59   0.46     1.20 86.10 
Phainopepla     0.31   0.59   0.45     1.20 87.30 
Bullock's Oriole     0.30   0.59   0.46     1.20 88.49 
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Ruby-crowned Kinglet     0.27   0.45   0.41     0.92 89.41 
Loggerhead Shrike     0.24   0.41   0.36     0.84 90.24 

 

 

Table 2.4-3 Group Control: Average similarity: 43.24% 

Species Av.Abund Av.Sim Sim/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

Common Raven     0.94   4.32   2.46    10.00 10.00 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.88   3.75   2.14     8.67 18.67 
Mourning Dove     0.82   3.62   2.35     8.38 27.04 
California Quail     0.73   2.81   1.50     6.51 33.55 
Nuttall's Woodpecker     0.57   1.90   1.10     4.40 37.95 
Turkey Vulture     0.57   1.78   0.98     4.12 42.07 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.54   1.77   0.95     4.09 46.17 
American Kestrel     0.52   1.75   0.99     4.05 50.22 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.52   1.61   0.99     3.73 53.94 
Bewick’s Wren     0.53   1.54   0.74     3.56 57.51 
Oak Titmouse     0.55   1.50   0.83     3.46 60.97 
Northern Flicker     0.48   1.34   0.84     3.11 64.08 
Western Meadowlark     0.51   1.23   0.62     2.84 66.92 
European Starling     0.47   0.93   0.60     2.15 69.07 
Wrentit     0.41   0.93   0.44     2.15 71.21 
California Towhee     0.39   0.89   0.64     2.06 73.27 
White-breasted Nuthatch     0.39   0.85   0.59     1.96 75.23 
Golden Eagle     0.35   0.81   0.50     1.88 77.11 
Western Bluebird     0.42   0.78   0.53     1.81 78.92 
Acorn Woodpecker     0.42   0.76   0.54     1.76 80.68 
Anna’s Hummingbird     0.35   0.68   0.53     1.57 82.25 
Spotted Towhee     0.32   0.64   0.43     1.48 83.73 
House Finch     0.36   0.59   0.45     1.38 85.10 
California Thrasher     0.24   0.41   0.34     0.96 86.06 
Ruby-crowned Kinglet     0.24   0.37   0.39     0.86 86.92 
Western Kingbird     0.26   0.37   0.36     0.84 87.76 
Yellow-billed Magpie     0.28   0.35   0.32     0.81 88.57 
Say's Phoebe     0.22   0.34   0.34     0.78 89.35 
Phainopepla     0.23   0.32   0.35     0.74 90.09 
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2.4.2 VEGETATION TYPE = BLUE OAK WOODLAND 
Table 2.4-4. Bird species contributing to similarity within the OHV/ Blue Oak Woodland 

group of HMS sites. Average similarity: 58.37%. 

Species Av.Abund Av.Sim Sim/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

Oak Titmouse     0.90   4.00   5.51     6.85  6.85 
Western Bluebird     0.89   3.91   5.21     6.71 13.56 
Mourning Dove     0.86   3.90   4.91     6.69 20.24 
Common Raven     0.93   3.86   2.34     6.61 26.86 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.90   3.72   2.40     6.37 33.23 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.84   3.63   4.82     6.22 39.44 
Nuttall's Woodpecker     0.76   3.10   2.26     5.30 44.75 
Bewick’s Wren     0.73   2.93   2.12     5.01 49.76 
House Finch     0.71   2.55   1.55     4.37 54.13 
California Quail     0.68   2.54   1.58     4.35 58.49 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.63   2.38   1.49     4.07 62.56 
American Kestrel     0.58   2.04   1.25     3.50 66.06 
Turkey Vulture     0.58   1.94   1.21     3.32 69.38 
White-breasted Nuthatch     0.59   1.87   1.27     3.21 72.59 
Wrentit     0.56   1.52   0.81     2.61 75.20 
Phainopepla     0.49   1.51   1.01     2.59 77.80 
California Towhee     0.48   1.39   0.85     2.39 80.18 
Ruby-crowned Kinglet     0.47   1.29   0.85     2.22 82.40 
California Thrasher     0.42   1.12   0.85     1.92 84.32 
Spotted Towhee     0.42   0.99   0.71     1.70 86.02 
Acorn Woodpecker     0.40   0.91   0.71     1.57 87.58 
Northern Flicker     0.34   0.90   0.71     1.54 89.12 
Anna’s Hummingbird     0.32   0.62   0.49     1.06 90.18 
 

Table 2.4-5. Group Oak Woodland Control: Average similarity: 55.23% 

Species Av.Abund Av.Sim Sim/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

Western Scrub-Jay     1.02   3.84   8.09     6.96  6.96 
Oak Titmouse     0.97   3.84   7.47     6.95 13.91 
Mourning Dove     0.98   3.84   6.50     6.95 20.86 
Common Raven     0.99   3.76   5.90     6.81 27.67 
White-breasted Nuthatch     0.84   3.43   5.96     6.21 33.88 
Acorn Woodpecker     0.96   3.40   2.27     6.15 40.03 
Nuttall's Woodpecker     0.81   3.31   7.36     5.99 46.02 
Western Bluebird     0.91   3.10   2.19     5.60 51.62 
Northern Flicker     0.76   2.68   2.33     4.85 56.48 
California Quail     0.77   2.14   1.24     3.88 60.36 
Golden Eagle     0.59   1.93   1.21     3.49 63.84 
American Kestrel     0.57   1.90   1.26     3.45 67.29 
European Starling     0.59   1.65   1.00     2.99 70.28 
Yellow-billed Magpie     0.63   1.45   0.82     2.63 72.90 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.54   1.37   1.02     2.48 75.38 
Turkey Vulture     0.52   1.37   1.01     2.48 77.86 
Yellow-rumped Warbler     0.49   1.33   0.84     2.41 80.27 
Western Meadowlark     0.48   1.25   0.71     2.26 82.54 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.43   1.03   0.70     1.87 84.41 
Ruby-crowned Kinglet     0.44   0.95   0.71     1.72 86.12 
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Anna’s Hummingbird     0.39   0.66   0.59     1.19 87.32 
Phainopepla     0.35   0.56   0.49     1.01 88.33 
Western Wood-Pewee     0.26   0.53   0.50     0.96 89.29 
Bewick’s Wren     0.32   0.50   0.49     0.91 90.20 
 
 

Table 2.4-6 Groups Oak Woodland Vehicle & Control: Average dissimilarity = 49.91% 

  Group v  Group c                                
Species Av.Abund Av.Abund Av.Diss Diss/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

House Finch     0.71     0.04    1.60    1.96     3.21  3.21 
Acorn Woodpecker     0.40     0.96    1.48    1.44     2.97  6.18 
Yellow-billed Magpie     0.04     0.63    1.42    1.29     2.84  9.02 
European Starling     0.07     0.59    1.35    1.52     2.71 11.73 
Golden Eagle     0.07     0.59    1.30    1.66     2.61 14.34 
Bewick’s Wren     0.73     0.32    1.21    1.47     2.43 16.77 
Wrentit     0.56     0.28    1.18    1.23     2.36 19.14 
Western Meadowlark     0.04     0.48    1.14    1.18     2.29 21.43 
Northern Flicker     0.34     0.76    1.08    1.35     2.16 23.58 
California Towhee     0.48     0.35    1.02    1.24     2.05 25.63 
Yellow-rumped Warbler     0.32     0.49    1.01    1.19     2.03 27.66 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.84     0.54    1.01    1.18     2.03 29.69 
California Quail     0.68     0.77    0.98    1.10     1.96 31.65 
Phainopepla     0.49     0.35    0.96    1.20     1.93 33.59 
Spotted Towhee     0.42     0.33    0.96    1.19     1.92 35.51 
Anna’s Hummingbird     0.32     0.39    0.94    1.15     1.89 37.40 
California Thrasher     0.42     0.14    0.93    1.27     1.87 39.27 
Ruby-crowned Kinglet     0.47     0.44    0.92    1.16     1.84 41.11 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.63     0.43    0.91    1.17     1.82 42.93 
Turkey Vulture     0.58     0.52    0.90    1.19     1.80 44.73 
Golden-crowned Sparrow     0.30     0.25    0.88    0.93     1.77 46.50 
White-crowned Sparrow     0.34     0.09    0.86    0.83     1.73 48.23 
Dark-eyed Junco     0.19     0.28    0.84    0.91     1.69 49.92 
Bushtit     0.33     0.11    0.83    0.96     1.66 51.58 
White-breasted Nuthatch     0.59     0.84    0.79    1.00     1.58 53.16 
Western Kingbird     0.30     0.07    0.77    0.83     1.53 54.69 
American Kestrel     0.58     0.57    0.75    1.08     1.50 56.19 
Western Bluebird     0.89     0.91    0.73    1.10     1.47 57.66 
Cliff Swallow     0.32     0.04    0.73    0.91     1.45 59.11 
Common Raven     0.93     0.99    0.70    1.01     1.40 60.51 
Yellow Warbler     0.13     0.25    0.69    0.82     1.38 61.89 
Western Tanager     0.12     0.26    0.69    0.90     1.37 63.26 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.90     1.02    0.68    0.88     1.36 64.62 
Pacific-slope Flycatcher     0.22     0.16    0.67    0.89     1.35 65.97 
Bullock's Oriole     0.26     0.07    0.65    0.86     1.31 67.28 
Western Wood-Pewee     0.04     0.26    0.64    0.93     1.29 68.56 
Steller’s Jay     0.00     0.29    0.64    0.79     1.28 69.85 
Violet-green Swallow     0.10     0.22    0.61    0.78     1.23 71.07 
Lesser Goldfinch     0.14     0.18    0.61    0.75     1.22 72.29 
Cooper’s Hawk     0.00     0.26    0.60    0.79     1.20 73.49 
Black-headed Grosbeak     0.20     0.14    0.60    0.84     1.19 74.69 
Wilson’s Warbler     0.12     0.21    0.59    0.81     1.18 75.87 
Northern Mockingbird     0.14     0.14    0.56    0.74     1.12 76.99 
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Chipping Sparrow     0.04     0.20    0.54    0.74     1.08 78.07 
humming bird sp.     0.18     0.08    0.52    0.78     1.04 79.11 
Orange-crowned Warbler     0.20     0.07    0.52    0.78     1.03 80.14 
Lark Sparrow     0.15     0.11    0.51    0.71     1.03 81.17 
Mourning Dove     0.86     0.98    0.50    1.07     0.99 82.16 
Nuttall's Woodpecker     0.76     0.81    0.48    0.96     0.95 83.12 
woodpecker sp     0.15     0.12    0.48    0.75     0.95 84.07 
Oak Titmouse     0.90     0.97    0.46    1.14     0.92 84.99 
Brown-headed Cowbird     0.11     0.13    0.46    0.68     0.92 85.91 
Say's Phoebe     0.11     0.11    0.46    0.68     0.91 86.83 
Warbling Vireo     0.15     0.08    0.43    0.70     0.85 87.68 
warbler sp     0.04     0.12    0.34    0.56     0.68 88.36 
Brewer’s Blackbird     0.04     0.11    0.33    0.46     0.65 89.01 
Lazuli Bunting     0.04     0.11    0.32    0.56     0.64 89.65 
Sharp-shinned Hawk     0.08     0.07    0.31    0.54     0.63 90.28 

2.4.3 VEGETATION TYPE = COASTAL SAGE - SCRUB 
Figure 14. A two-dimensional non-metric multidimensional scaling plot of bird abundances 

in point count surveys (2010-2014) from Coastal Sage Scrub habitat at Carnegie State 

Vehicular Recreation Area. Ordination based on the Bray-Curtis similarities on fourth root 

transformed data. Each point represents the multiyear average of bird observations at an 

HMS site (total n=30). Points are coded by recreation status (control [c]= solid; vehicular 

recreation [v]= open). 

 

ANOSIM 
Global Test 
Sample statistic (Global R): 0.105 
Significance level of sample statistic: 0.6% 
Number of permutations: 999 (Random sample from 77558760) 
Number of permuted statistics greater than or equal to Global R: 5 

Habitat S 
Transform: Fourth root
Resemblance: S17 Bray Curtis similarity

Status

v
c

2D Stress: 0.18
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SIMPER   
Table 2.4-7 Group Scrub Vehicle:  Average similarity: 59.40% 

Species Av.Abund Av.Sim Sim/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

Common Raven     1.00   5.15   5.31     8.67  8.67 
Wrentit     1.02   4.88   2.29     8.22 16.89 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.92   4.54   7.64     7.64 24.54 
California Quail     0.88   4.23   7.02     7.11 31.65 
Mourning Dove     0.77   3.99   4.95     6.71 38.36 
Bewick’s Wren     0.90   3.84   1.60     6.46 44.82 
House Finch     0.79   3.64   2.16     6.13 50.95 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.68   3.23   2.11     5.44 56.39 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.71   3.21   2.22     5.40 61.79 
Spotted Towhee     0.75   3.05   1.52     5.14 66.93 
California Thrasher     0.68   2.76   1.63     4.65 71.58 
California Towhee     0.64   2.35   1.25     3.96 75.54 
Anna’s Hummingbird     0.56   2.04   1.28     3.43 78.97 
Nuttall's Woodpecker     0.47   1.45   0.84     2.44 81.41 
Ruby-crowned Kinglet     0.45   1.38   0.85     2.32 83.73 
Turkey Vulture     0.46   1.23   0.71     2.08 85.81 
White-crowned Sparrow     0.45   1.13   0.71     1.90 87.71 
Oak Titmouse     0.40   0.97   0.59     1.64 89.35 
Cliff Swallow     0.41   0.91   0.58     1.54 90.88 

 

2.4-8 Group Scrub Control: Average similarity: 53.55% 

Species Av.Abund Av.Sim Sim/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

Wrentit     1.03   6.19   2.19    11.57 11.57 
Common Raven     0.94   6.02   4.31    11.25 22.82 
Bewick’s Wren     0.98   5.77   2.13    10.78 33.60 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.90   5.13   2.21     9.57 43.17 
California Quail     0.81   4.56   2.24     8.52 51.70 
Mourning Dove     0.71   4.04   2.19     7.54 59.24 
Spotted Towhee     0.71   3.72   1.51     6.94 66.18 
California Thrasher     0.61   3.05   1.22     5.70 71.88 
Nuttall's Woodpecker     0.51   1.70   0.71     3.17 75.05 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.48   1.62   0.69     3.03 78.08 
Turkey Vulture     0.46   1.47   0.59     2.75 80.83 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.47   1.46   0.71     2.73 83.56 
Anna’s Hummingbird     0.44   1.44   0.70     2.69 86.25 
American Kestrel     0.44   1.39   0.71     2.60 88.85 
California Towhee     0.39   1.01   0.59     1.88 90.73 
 
 
 

Table 2.4-9. Groups Vehicle and Control: Average dissimilarity = 45.22% 

  Group v  Group c                                
Species Av.Abund Av.Abund Av.Diss Diss/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

House Finch     0.79     0.33    2.11    1.56     4.66  4.66 
California Towhee     0.64     0.39    1.38    1.19     3.06  7.72 
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Turkey Vulture     0.46     0.46    1.37    1.12     3.02 10.74 
Nuttall's Woodpecker     0.47     0.51    1.32    1.19     2.92 13.66 
White-crowned Sparrow     0.45     0.10    1.32    1.12     2.91 16.57 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.71     0.47    1.29    1.11     2.85 19.42 
Oak Titmouse     0.40     0.28    1.26    1.07     2.79 22.21 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.68     0.48    1.25    1.19     2.77 24.98 
Ruby-crowned Kinglet     0.45     0.18    1.23    1.22     2.73 27.71 
Cliff Swallow     0.41     0.00    1.23    0.95     2.72 30.43 
Western Bluebird     0.37     0.20    1.21    0.98     2.68 33.10 
Anna’s Hummingbird     0.56     0.44    1.18    1.13     2.60 35.70 
American Kestrel     0.33     0.44    1.15    1.13     2.53 38.24 
Rufous Hummingbird     0.29     0.25    1.09    0.96     2.42 40.66 
Bushtit     0.21     0.28    1.08    0.86     2.38 43.03 
Northern Flicker     0.21     0.34    1.07    1.03     2.37 45.41 
Spotted Towhee     0.75     0.71    1.04    0.92     2.30 47.71 
Bewick’s Wren     0.90     0.98    1.03    0.76     2.27 49.98 
Golden-crowned Sparrow     0.28     0.18    1.01    0.87     2.23 52.21 
California Thrasher     0.68     0.61    0.99    0.93     2.19 54.40 
Lesser Goldfinch     0.26     0.19    0.95    0.86     2.11 56.50 
Wilson’s Warbler     0.30     0.04    0.87    0.93     1.93 58.43 
Phainopepla     0.22     0.13    0.87    0.74     1.92 60.35 
White-breasted Nuthatch     0.18     0.18    0.84    0.79     1.85 62.20 
Western Kingbird     0.20     0.13    0.79    0.75     1.75 63.95 
Wrentit     1.02     1.03    0.78    0.66     1.72 65.67 
Pacific-slope Flycatcher     0.22     0.08    0.75    0.77     1.66 67.33 
California Quail     0.88     0.81    0.73    0.98     1.62 68.95 
Golden Eagle     0.13     0.16    0.72    0.68     1.60 70.55 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.92     0.90    0.72    0.91     1.59 72.14 
Rock Wren     0.04     0.19    0.67    0.62     1.47 73.61 
Dark-eyed Junco     0.14     0.12    0.62    0.62     1.38 74.99 
Calliope Hummingbird     0.04     0.15    0.54    0.55     1.20 76.19 
Mourning Dove     0.77     0.71    0.54    0.79     1.20 77.39 
Yellow-rumped Warbler     0.12     0.09    0.54    0.62     1.19 78.58 
American Goldfinch     0.09     0.08    0.52    0.45     1.16 79.73 
Northern Mockingbird     0.19     0.00    0.52    0.59     1.15 80.88 
Northern Harrier     0.04     0.13    0.51    0.55     1.14 82.02 
Acorn Woodpecker     0.09     0.11    0.49    0.55     1.08 83.10 
Canyon Wren     0.04     0.12    0.48    0.46     1.05 84.15 
Common Raven     1.00     0.94    0.47    1.38     1.04 85.20 
Lark Sparrow     0.10     0.05    0.45    0.47     1.00 86.20 
Sage Sparrow     0.09     0.06    0.44    0.46     0.97 87.17 
Orange-crowned Warbler     0.05     0.09    0.39    0.47     0.87 88.04 
Bullock's Oriole     0.09     0.04    0.38    0.47     0.85 88.89 
Lazuli Bunting     0.04     0.09    0.35    0.47     0.77 89.66 
Fox Sparrow     0.09     0.04    0.33    0.47     0.72 90.38 
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2.4.4 VEGETATION TYPE = RIPARIAN (MULEFAT AND SYCAMORE) 

ANOSIM 
Global Test 
Sample statistic (Global R): 0.278 
Significance level of sample statistic: 0.1% 
Number of permutations: 999 (Random sample from 352716) 
Number of permuted statistics greater than or equal to Global R: 0 

 
SIMPER   
 
Table 2.4-10. Group Riparian Vehicle: Average similarity: 64.22% 

Species Av.Abund Av.Sim Sim/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

Common Raven     1.11   4.66   5.05     7.25  7.25 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.92   3.92   6.62     6.10 13.35 
House Finch     0.98   3.89   6.59     6.05 19.40 
Mourning Dove     0.92   3.79   7.92     5.90 25.30 
Western Kingbird     0.83   3.57   6.59     5.56 30.86 
California Towhee     0.80   3.27   5.76     5.08 35.94 
European Starling     0.78   3.24   6.72     5.05 40.99 
California Quail     0.79   3.17   6.63     4.94 45.93 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.70   2.91   8.77     4.54 50.47 
Brown-headed Cowbird     0.70   2.90   5.05     4.52 54.99 
Northern Mockingbird     0.72   2.70   1.79     4.20 59.19 
Killdeer     0.65   2.36   1.89     3.68 62.87 
Turkey Vulture     0.64   2.29   1.88     3.56 66.43 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.66   2.12   1.25     3.29 69.72 
Brewer’s Blackbird     0.63   1.98   1.17     3.09 72.81 
Red-winged Blackbird     0.70   1.66   0.88     2.58 75.39 
Cliff Swallow     0.66   1.64   0.90     2.55 77.95 
Bullock's Oriole     0.56   1.48   0.90     2.30 80.25 
White-crowned Sparrow     0.62   1.42   0.90     2.21 82.45 
Bewick’s Wren     0.52   1.39   0.91     2.16 84.61 
Western Bluebird     0.43   1.26   0.91     1.96 86.57 
Loggerhead Shrike     0.43   1.24   0.91     1.93 88.51 
Say's Phoebe     0.41   1.22   0.91     1.89 90.40 

 

Table 2.4-11. Group Riparian Control: Average similarity: 55.68% 

Species Av.Abund Av.Sim Sim/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

Common Raven     0.99   3.56   3.01     6.40  6.40 
Mourning Dove     0.89   3.34   3.38     5.99 12.39 
Brewer’s Blackbird     0.99   3.20   3.02     5.74 18.13 
European Starling     0.97   2.91   2.03     5.23 23.36 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.83   2.61   2.04     4.69 28.05 
California Quail     0.72   2.19   1.89     3.94 31.99 
Western Meadowlark     0.81   2.18   1.03     3.91 35.90 
Turkey Vulture     0.70   2.07   2.05     3.71 39.61 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.62   1.91   1.96     3.43 43.04 
Bullock's Oriole     0.71   1.89   1.35     3.39 46.43 
California Towhee     0.59   1.78   2.02     3.19 49.61 
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Eurasian Collared-Dove     0.66   1.75   1.22     3.14 52.76 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.63   1.66   1.33     2.98 55.74 
Western Kingbird     0.64   1.65   1.28     2.96 58.70 
Oak Titmouse     0.57   1.59   1.34     2.86 61.56 
Red-winged Blackbird     0.76   1.51   0.96     2.71 64.27 
Nuttall's Woodpecker     0.55   1.49   1.33     2.67 66.94 
Brown-headed Cowbird     0.55   1.45   1.31     2.61 69.55 
House Finch     0.70   1.43   0.97     2.56 72.11 
Bewick’s Wren     0.53   1.23   0.99     2.22 74.33 
American Kestrel     0.53   1.23   0.95     2.21 76.55 
Killdeer     0.46   1.09   0.99     1.96 78.51 
Anna’s Hummingbird     0.47   1.06   0.99     1.91 80.42 
White-crowned Sparrow     0.52   0.98   0.74     1.76 82.17 
Northern Flicker     0.38   0.86   0.77     1.55 83.72 
Acorn Woodpecker     0.41   0.85   0.78     1.52 85.24 
Black Phoebe     0.41   0.84   0.77     1.51 86.76 
Loggerhead Shrike     0.42   0.82   0.77     1.47 88.23 
Northern Mockingbird     0.38   0.80   0.77     1.44 89.67 
American Robin     0.45   0.63   0.59     1.13 90.79 

 
 

Table 2.4-12. Groups Riparian Vehicle & Control: Average dissimilarity = 43.43% 

  Group v  Group c                                
Species Av.Abund Av.Abund Av.Diss Diss/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

Western Meadowlark     0.37     0.81    1.47    1.24     3.39  3.39 
Red-winged Blackbird     0.70     0.76    1.33    1.20     3.06  6.45 
Eurasian Collared-Dove     0.19     0.66    1.27    1.10     2.92  9.37 
Cliff Swallow     0.66     0.31    1.19    1.20     2.75 12.12 
White-crowned Sparrow     0.62     0.52    1.12    1.19     2.57 14.69 
House Finch     0.98     0.70    1.09    1.07     2.52 17.21 
Golden-crowned Sparrow     0.42     0.25    0.96    1.02     2.22 19.43 
Brewer’s Blackbird     0.63     0.99    0.96    1.19     2.21 21.64 
Northern Mockingbird     0.72     0.38    0.96    1.19     2.20 23.84 
Oak Titmouse     0.23     0.57    0.91    1.36     2.11 25.95 
Bullock's Oriole     0.56     0.71    0.91    1.05     2.10 28.05 
American Robin     0.00     0.45    0.90    0.97     2.07 30.13 
Wild Turkey     0.37     0.23    0.88    1.02     2.03 32.16 
American Kestrel     0.28     0.53    0.88    1.24     2.01 34.18 
Black Phoebe     0.07     0.41    0.84    1.25     1.92 36.10 
Western Bluebird     0.43     0.24    0.83    1.20     1.90 38.00 
Bewick’s Wren     0.52     0.53    0.82    1.04     1.89 39.89 
Acorn Woodpecker     0.06     0.41    0.82    1.24     1.88 41.77 
European Starling     0.78     0.97    0.79    1.13     1.82 43.59 
Anna’s Hummingbird     0.31     0.47    0.78    1.14     1.79 45.38 
Yellow-rumped Warbler     0.15     0.37    0.77    1.12     1.78 47.16 
Nuttall's Woodpecker     0.38     0.55    0.77    1.12     1.77 48.93 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.92     0.63    0.76    0.78     1.75 50.68 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.66     0.83    0.74    0.83     1.69 52.37 
Phainopepla     0.29     0.24    0.72    0.99     1.67 54.04 
Loggerhead Shrike     0.43     0.42    0.72    1.04     1.66 55.70 
Killdeer     0.65     0.46    0.71    0.95     1.64 57.34 
Northern Flicker     0.23     0.38    0.71    1.11     1.63 58.97 
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Golden Eagle     0.11     0.24    0.71    0.69     1.63 60.60 
Say's Phoebe     0.41     0.34    0.70    1.06     1.62 62.22 
Western Kingbird     0.83     0.64    0.68    0.81     1.56 63.78 
Lesser Goldfinch     0.18     0.27    0.67    0.94     1.54 65.32 
Barn Swallow     0.12     0.28    0.62    0.85     1.44 66.76 
Turkey Vulture     0.64     0.70    0.60    0.85     1.38 68.13 
Cassin's Kingbird     0.18     0.18    0.59    0.74     1.37 69.50 
California Towhee     0.80     0.59    0.59    0.83     1.36 70.86 
Brown-headed Cowbird     0.70     0.55    0.58    0.81     1.34 72.20 
Ruby-crowned Kinglet     0.11     0.25    0.57    0.93     1.31 73.52 
California Quail     0.79     0.72    0.57    0.75     1.31 74.83 
American Goldfinch     0.23     0.10    0.55    0.86     1.26 76.09 
Common Raven     1.11     0.99    0.53    1.32     1.21 77.30 
swalllow sps.     0.20     0.10    0.52    0.72     1.19 78.49 
Northern Rough-winged Swallow     0.11     0.22    0.51    0.85     1.18 79.67 
Savannah Sparrow     0.00     0.17    0.50    0.39     1.14 80.82 
humming bird sp.     0.11     0.20    0.48    0.83     1.11 81.92 
Bushtit     0.14     0.12    0.46    0.66     1.07 82.99 
White-breasted Nuthatch     0.00     0.22    0.44    0.74     1.02 84.01 
Spotted Towhee     0.16     0.10    0.44    0.65     1.02 85.03 
Western Tanager     0.00     0.22    0.44    0.73     1.01 86.03 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.70     0.62    0.41    0.65     0.95 86.98 
Yellow-billed Magpie     0.00     0.19    0.41    0.60     0.95 87.93 
Bank Swallow     0.05     0.18    0.39    0.68     0.90 88.83 
Mourning Dove     0.92     0.89    0.35    1.10     0.80 89.63 
Dark-eyed Junco     0.00     0.15    0.33    0.45     0.77 90.39 

 

2.4.5 VEGETATION TYPE = GRASSLAND 
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Figure 15. Non-metric multidimensional scaling plot of bird abundances in point count 
surveys (2010-2014) from Grassland habitat at Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area. 

Ordination based on the Bray-Curtis similarities on fourth root transformed data. Each point 

represents the multiyear average of bird observations at an HMS site (total n=30). Points are 

coded by recreation status (control = solid; vehicular recreation = open).  

 
Global Test 
Sample statistic (Global R): 0.205 
Significance level of sample statistic: 0.1% 
Number of permutations: 999 (Random sample from 77558760) 
Number of permuted statistics greater than or equal to Global R: 0 
 
 
Table 2.4-13. Bird species contributing to similarity within the OHV group of grassland HMS 

sites Average similarity: 49.57%   

Species Av.Abund Av.Sim Sim/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

Common Raven     1.07   6.40   3.54    12.91 12.91 
Mourning Dove     0.78   4.17   2.27     8.41 21.32 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.75   3.83   2.16     7.72 29.05 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.71   3.63   2.30     7.32 36.36 
Turkey Vulture     0.67   3.43   1.45     6.92 43.28 
Western Kingbird     0.69   2.93   1.24     5.92 49.20 
California Quail     0.62   2.73   1.22     5.51 54.71 
House Finch     0.69   2.62   1.00     5.28 59.99 
Western Meadowlark     0.60   2.40   0.99     4.84 64.83 
Cliff Swallow     0.61   2.11   0.83     4.25 69.08 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.49   2.06   1.01     4.16 73.24 
Loggerhead Shrike     0.47   1.77   0.82     3.56 76.80 
American Kestrel     0.40   1.43   0.71     2.89 79.69 
Red-winged Blackbird     0.54   1.27   0.59     2.57 82.25 
Say's Phoebe     0.38   1.22   0.70     2.47 84.72 

Transform: Fourth root
Resemblance: S17 Bray Curtis similarity

Status
v
c

2D Stress: 0.26
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Northern Mockingbird     0.36   0.97   0.59     1.96 86.68 
Bullock's Oriole     0.35   0.93   0.59     1.87 88.55 
Western Bluebird     0.33   0.83   0.49     1.67 90.22 

 
 

Table 2.4-14. Bird species contributing to similarity within the Control group of grassland 

HMS sites Average similarity: 49.90%   

Species Av.Abund Av.Sim Sim/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

Common Raven     0.99   5.12   4.51    10.26 10.26 
Mourning Dove     0.84   4.38   4.55     8.78 19.04 
Western Meadowlark     0.89   4.31   2.03     8.64 27.68 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.72   3.31   2.38     6.63 34.31 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.74   3.05   1.58     6.11 40.42 
American Kestrel     0.61   2.62   1.54     5.25 45.67 
California Quail     0.64   2.59   1.56     5.20 50.87 
Turkey Vulture     0.61   2.27   1.25     4.56 55.43 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.52   2.08   1.22     4.18 59.61 
European Starling     0.55   1.63   0.84     3.26 62.87 
Say's Phoebe     0.46   1.57   0.83     3.14 66.01 
Nuttall's Woodpecker     0.42   1.33   0.85     2.66 68.67 
Northern Flicker     0.44   1.31   0.85     2.63 71.29 
Northern Mockingbird     0.46   1.31   0.70     2.62 73.91 
House Finch     0.43   1.21   0.71     2.42 76.33 
Golden Eagle     0.34   0.92   0.58     1.84 78.17 
Loggerhead Shrike     0.35   0.83   0.60     1.66 79.83 
Western Kingbird     0.36   0.68   0.49     1.37 81.20 
California Towhee     0.32   0.66   0.49     1.32 82.51 
Oak Titmouse     0.33   0.65   0.50     1.30 83.81 
Western Bluebird     0.36   0.64   0.49     1.29 85.10 
White-breasted Nuthatch     0.31   0.63   0.49     1.26 86.36 
Bewick’s Wren     0.30   0.61   0.49     1.23 87.59 
Yellow-billed Magpie     0.34   0.60   0.40     1.20 88.79 
Savannah Sparrow     0.24   0.55   0.40     1.11 89.90 
Lark Sparrow     0.30   0.50   0.39     1.01 90.91 

 
 

Table 2.4-15. Groups Grassland Vehicle & Control: Average dissimilarity = 53.45%. 

  Group v  Group c                                
Species Av.Abund Av.Abund Av.Diss Diss/SD Contrib% Cum.% 

Cliff Swallow     0.61     0.22    1.69    1.24     3.16  3.16 
Western Kingbird     0.69     0.36    1.60    1.29     3.00  6.16 
Red-winged Blackbird     0.54     0.29    1.56    1.14     2.92  9.08 
Western Meadowlark     0.60     0.89    1.56    1.45     2.91 11.99 
House Finch     0.69     0.43    1.55    1.26     2.90 14.89 
European Starling     0.20     0.55    1.51    1.25     2.82 17.71 
Northern Flicker     0.04     0.44    1.25    1.30     2.35 20.06 
Northern Mockingbird     0.36     0.46    1.23    1.16     2.30 22.36 
Western Bluebird     0.33     0.36    1.21    1.11     2.27 24.63 
Loggerhead Shrike     0.47     0.35    1.19    1.12     2.23 26.86 
Nuttall's Woodpecker     0.12     0.42    1.14    1.23     2.13 28.99 
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White-crowned Sparrow     0.37     0.11    1.12    0.91     2.10 31.08 
Say's Phoebe     0.38     0.46    1.12    1.06     2.09 33.17 
Bullock's Oriole     0.35     0.27    1.11    1.07     2.07 35.24 
American Kestrel     0.40     0.61    1.10    1.11     2.05 37.29 
Bewick’s Wren     0.33     0.30    1.09    1.08     2.05 39.34 
Golden Eagle     0.09     0.34    1.08    1.01     2.02 41.36 
Turkey Vulture     0.67     0.61    1.06    1.07     1.99 43.35 
California Quail     0.62     0.64    1.04    1.04     1.95 45.29 
Yellow-billed Magpie     0.00     0.34    1.03    0.78     1.93 47.23 
California Towhee     0.20     0.32    1.02    1.00     1.92 49.14 
Phainopepla     0.24     0.26    1.01    0.96     1.89 51.04 
Lark Sparrow     0.09     0.30    0.98    0.82     1.83 52.86 
Western Scrub-Jay     0.71     0.74    0.97    0.97     1.81 54.67 
Oak Titmouse     0.04     0.33    0.96    0.93     1.81 56.48 
Brewer’s Blackbird     0.27     0.15    0.95    0.89     1.77 58.25 
White-breasted Nuthatch     0.08     0.31    0.94    0.94     1.76 60.01 
Acorn Woodpecker     0.10     0.30    0.94    0.85     1.75 61.76 
Ash-throated Flycatcher     0.49     0.52    0.92    1.00     1.72 63.49 
Savannah Sparrow     0.06     0.24    0.88    0.84     1.64 65.13 
Wrentit     0.13     0.21    0.81    0.76     1.52 66.65 
Brown-headed Cowbird     0.08     0.26    0.81    0.86     1.52 68.17 
Red-tailed Hawk     0.75     0.72    0.80    0.91     1.51 69.68 
Killdeer     0.16     0.21    0.77    0.85     1.45 71.12 
Golden-crowned Sparrow     0.16     0.17    0.76    0.76     1.42 72.55 
California Thrasher     0.13     0.15    0.68    0.74     1.28 73.82 
Black Phoebe     0.19     0.11    0.67    0.75     1.25 75.08 
Anna’s Hummingbird     0.16     0.12    0.65    0.75     1.21 76.29 
Common Raven     1.07     0.99    0.65    1.22     1.21 77.50 
Lesser Goldfinch     0.19     0.04    0.61    0.64     1.14 78.64 
Mourning Dove     0.78     0.84    0.61    0.81     1.14 79.78 
Rock Wren     0.05     0.16    0.60    0.65     1.13 80.91 
Cassin's Kingbird     0.19     0.00    0.56    0.59     1.04 81.95 
Violet-green Swallow     0.04     0.17    0.54    0.64     1.01 82.96 
Eurasian Collared-Dove     0.04     0.14    0.53    0.52     0.99 83.95 
Northern Rough-winged Swallow     0.07     0.12    0.48    0.47     0.90 84.85 
Ruby-crowned Kinglet     0.00     0.16    0.47    0.59     0.88 85.72 
Spotted Towhee     0.08     0.09    0.43    0.54     0.81 86.53 
Mallard     0.08     0.09    0.43    0.54     0.80 87.33 
humming bird sp.     0.12     0.04    0.42    0.55     0.78 88.11 
Bushtit     0.09     0.06    0.41    0.47     0.76 88.87 
Black-headed Grosbeak     0.08     0.08    0.39    0.54     0.73 89.60 
Lazuli Bunting     0.04     0.10    0.36    0.45     0.68 90.28 

 

2.5 GOLDEN EAGLE MAP DESCRIPTION 

The "Golden Eagle Territories On and Adjacent to Carnegie SVRA" map figure depicts 

mapped Golden Eagle (GOEA, Aquila chrysaetos). These polygons represent foraging area 

used by GOEA around documented nest sites, as mapped by Terry Hunt in 2015. These 

territories overlap only a small fraction of the existing Carnegie SVRA, but the majority of 
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the proposed expansion area. This map was prepared using ArcGIS Version 10.1 in June 

2015 by VNLC cartographers Jake Schweitzer and Eric Smith. Background and reference 

feature data was sourced from the California Protected Areas Database (park boundaries), 

US Geological Survey (10-meter DEMs, county and state boundaries), US Census Bureau 

(TIGER line shapefiles), California Department of Water Resources (stream line shapefiles),  

and Digital Globe via ESRI (aerial imagery). 
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EFFECTS OF OHV USE ON AMPHIBIANS AND AQUATIC REPTILES  

2.6 APPROACH TO ASSESS EXISTING CONDITIONS AND IMPACTS NOT ADDRESSED IN DEIR 
 

The DEIR’s assertion of lack of significant impacts and no need for mitigate for adverse 

changes to amphibian and aquatic reptile populations with the expansion of OHV fails to 

provide adequate information for evaluating the impacts on these species in three ways: 

 DEIR/PGP ignores a wealth of scientific studies documenting the importance of 

preserving upland habitat for population viability of the special status species 

present at the existing Carnegie SVRA and in the Expansion Area.  

 Data collected in the Habitat Monitoring System indicate that special status taxa are 

more consistently present in control area water bodies than in riding areas. Our 

approach to substantiate the finding that there will be potentially adverse changes 

to populations of amphibians and reptiles is to re-analyze presence data collected by 

CSVRA staff.  

 Proposed buffer zone mitigation distance is arbitrary and lacks scientific support. 

For each species we also review and summarize the literature regarding buffer 

zones needed to protect from upland habitat degradation  and map these buffer 

zones around confirmed locations of California Tiger Salamander and California red-

legged frogs.  

We compiled data from all HMS reports released prior to the DEIR release as well as 

previous reports (Wone and Beauchamp 1995, Davidson and Trenham 1998); data sheets 

and Excel files obtained via PRA requests and direct requests to CSVRA staff. We attempted 

to cross-check data among reports, data sheets, and excel files, and communicated with 

CSVRA staff (Clint Elsholz and Tara DeSilva) to resolve inconsistencies and discrepancies. 

We also incorporated data from a recent HMS report released after the DEIR. 

Sampling effort was uneven (Figure 16), in some years only controls were visited, other 

years only riding areas; some ponds may have only been assessed by walking around for 15 

minutes, others extensively dip netted or seined. Names of ponds changed through the 

years so it was not clear what the total sample sizes were, and some sites have filled in with 

sediment or had vegetation encroachment and thus no longer exist as aquatic habitat. In 

spite of these flaws, a general pattern of significantly reduced presence in riding areas has 

emerged for several conservation target species.  
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Figure 16. Unequal sampling effort across years. 

 

2.7 TAXON SPECIFIC RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION 
 

2.7.1  CALIFORNIA TIGER SALAMANDER (AMBYSTOMA CALIFORNIENSE) – CTS 
 

Occurrence data in DEIR is incomplete:  Figures 3.3-1 and -2 in DEIR shows aquatic 

features and Figures 3.3-4 and -5 shows occurrence data, yet there are discrepancies with 

the surveys conducted by Davidson and Trenham (1998). CTS were present at what CSVRA 

calls Ravine Pond A. That location is not included in Figure 3.3-4. Also there is a pond called 

“Pond 12” on Davidson and Trenham’s map. The only pond which lines up is the pond 

called Mitchell Ravine Pond. If those are the same water body, then in the non-riding water 

bodies, CTS have been found at least once in 13 of 19 sites in the period 1998-2014. In 

contrast they have been found in 2 (perhaps 3, due to site name changes among reports) of 

9 sites in the riding area (Figure 17). Based on data from the entire period of record and 

across all waterbodies, there is a five-fold difference in the overall mean (standard error) 

percent of years with CTS present at control sites = 27.7(5.2) vs riding sites=5.33(3.6). 

Because the data were not normally distributed, comparison was made using a Mann-

Whitney rank sum test (U = 36.0; P = 0.011). When comparing just the subset of occupied 

sites, there is a smaller difference in how consistently CTS have been present. The mean 

(standard error) percent of years with CTS present in control sites = 40.4(4.0) vs. riding 

waterbodies=24.0 (4.0).  
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Figure 17. Distribution of California Tiger Salamanders annual presence rate calculated 

from HMS data for control sites (1998-2014) and OHV riding areas (1995-2014) at Carnegie 

State Vehicular Recreation Area. Note, not all sites sampled every year. 

 

Impact Assessment in DEIR is Incomplete: The PGP/DEIR claims that avoiding facilities 

within 150 feet of occupied aquatic habitat is sufficient. The DEIR acknowledges that the 

species may use upland refugia within 1.5 miles of breeding sites, yet there is no planning 

to restrict OHV use in the uplands surrounding ponds and there is no analysis of the impact 

of a trail network on habitat fragmentation or the ability of salamanders to migrate to 

ponds. 
 

In contrast, the scientific literature and CSVRA Habitat Management System (HMS) 

reports indicate that 150’ is wholly inadequate to protect salamanders when they are 

dispersed in the uplands during their terrestrial phase of life. While distances of upland 

habitat that are protective will vary from site to site based on the vegetation type and the 

density of small mammal burrows, 150 feet is orders of magnitude too short a distance. 

Searcy and Shaffer (2011) estimated 95% of CTS with high reproductive value to the 

population (i.e. large body size, high survival rates) were within 1,867 m (1.16 mi) of 

breeding sites. Searcy et al. (2013) found that the distances required to protect 50%, 90%, 

and 95% of the A. californiense population (in a grassland habitat) were 556 m, 1486 m, 

and 1849 m from a pond’s edge.  

Another approach to assessing how large of an area is needed to protect dispersal 

corridors is to examine genetic relatedness among salamanders in an array of ponds. Wang 

et al. (2009) found that although ponds may be dominated by a specific genotype, there is 

genetic diversity indicating gene flow among ponds that are more distant than any of the 
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furthest movements documented in mark-recapture and drift fence studies. The genetic 

signal integrates those relatively infrequent, but very long distance, movements that 

maintain gene flow, as well as smaller incremental movements over several years. 

Therefore, to maintain long term population connectivity wide areas without dispersal 

impediments (such as road and trail crossings) are needed. When a dispersal distance of 

1.3 miles is drawn around breeding ponds at Carnegie and the Expansion Area, the entire 

planning area is subsumed (Figure 18). The spatial pattern of ponds with high presence 

rates (large yellow squares in Figure 18) being clustered in the expansion area and ponds 

with low presence rate being scattered at a distance (small  yellow squares in existing OHV 

area) illustrates the risk of isolation associated with OHV induced changes to the landscape.  

Figure 18. Spatial clustering of consistently occupied ponds (large yellow squares) in the 

expansion area and upland habitat (yellow polygon) requiring protection  around CTS sites 

subsume almost entire planning area. See full map description and figure credits in Section 

3.4.2. 

 

 

In addition to protecting uplands, the ponds themselves need protection from 

sedimentation and vegetation encroachment. The 2011-2014 HMS report documents that 

several vernal pools are no longer aquatic habitats, they have filled in via excessive 

hillslope erosion in the riding areas. The 2003 HMS report documented a mass mortality 
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event of CTS when a sediment detention basin that was being used by CTS went dry prior 

to metamorphosis. Ponds in the non-riding area that year remained wet at a similar point 

in time. By removing grazing from the Expansion Area and allowing riding, the same 

process will ensue with erosion from the trail networks and devegetated areas delivering 

sediment to the water bodies. The DEIR has not adequately described how the existing 

stock ponds currently function, especially with respect to hydroperiod, or how they are 

expected to function with the project. The soils and hydrology sections of the DEIR barely 

mentioned the existence of stock ponds. There is no analysis of how the loss of managed 

grazing as a rangeland management tool will eliminate benefits to CTS. Dense herbaceous 

vegetation may impede California tiger salamander dispersal to and from breeding ponds 

and over the long term may reduce ground squirrel populations (Bartolome et al. 2014).  

 

2.7.2 CALIFORNIA RED-LEGGED FROG (RANA DRAYTONII) – CRLF 
 

Occurrence data and impact assessments in DEIR are incomplete:  Figures 3.3-1 and -2 in DEIR 

shows aquatic features and Figures 3.3-4 and -5 shows occurrence data. The DEIR however does 

not depict how consistently through time the frogs were observed. For the lentic water bodies, 

comparisons of the presence rate indicate that although there have been detections of CRLF within 

the riding area, the populations there are less robust than those in the Expansion Area. During HMS 

surveys conducted beginning 1995, CRLF have been found in 3 lentic locations in the riding area vs 

13 sites in the Expansion Area. The greater rates of presence values (Table 3-2.1, Figure 19) at the 

non-riding control sites represents the greater number of continuously used sites in the Expansion 

Area which likely maintains the amphibian populations at the sites where the sub-population blinks 

in and out. The difference in presence rate between OHV ponds and control ponds is greater than 

would be expected by chance (Table 8). OHV related threats include:  

• Loss of deep pond habitat with OHV use- Water bodies in the riding area trap sediment 

from hillslope erosion. They do not remain wetted long enough for larvae to reach metamorphosis. 

• Loss of subterranean refugia - Adult CTS and CRLF rely on ground squirrel burrow 

networks where they spend substantial periods of time. Soil compaction, physical disturbance, and 

noise from OHV use will likely decrease squirrel colonies. 

• Toxins- Embryos and larvae are sensitive to the salt solutions (MgCl2) sprayed on roads for 

dust control (Lewis 1999, Karraker et al. 2008, Hopkins et al. 2013). 

• Disruption of Connectivity-  Visual comparison of Figure 2-3 in the DEIR on page 2-13 to 

pond locations in HMS reports indicate that the cross-hatched gathering area which will include 

roads and possibly maintenance facilities will either surround or be immediately adjacent to two 

CRLF ponds, Old Pipe and Hidden Ponds. The gathering area will block the connectivity of those two 
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ponds with five others, Small, Large, Lucky Find, Lone Oak and Trough. Maintaining connectivity 

with Small pond is essential for the long term viability of the CRLF population because it likely 

serves as a source population. It is the only one of all the Expansion Area water bodies that has 

been consistently occupied (11 years present out of 11 years sampled). CRLF were present in 

Hidden Pond 8 out of 10 years sampled, and also likely serves as a source pond and connectivity 

around it should not be jeopardized.  

 
Table 2.7-1. Average proportion of sampled years with California Red-legged frogs present 

in control and riding area lentic water bodies (creek excluded). Differences in average  

presence are statistically significant: Mann Whitney Rank Sum Test U=48, p=0.04. 

Group n Site names 

Median 
(years 

present/ 

yrs 

sampled) 

Mean 

Control 18 

Hidden, Large, Lone Oak, Lucky Find, 
Mitchell Ravine, Mobile Home, North 
Parcel, Old Pipe, Ravine Corral, 
Ravine (a), Refrigerator , Sector 
Office, Shallow, Small, Tesla Stock, 
Tony's, Trough, Two-Story 

0.307 0.32 

OHV 9 

Carroll Basin, Clear, CTS, Franciscan, 
Kiln Canyon Basin,Trans Am 
Basin,Tyson's, Lower Juniper, Lime 
Kiln  

0.000 0.11 

 
Figure 19. Distribution of presence rates for CRLF at lentic sites at CSVRA.  
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Upland Habitat Needed for Protection: The DEIR/GP  guideline is to avoid placing facilities 

within 150 feet of occupied aquatic habitat, yet the DEIR acknowledges that the species 

may travel up to two miles from aquatic habitat. No guidelines for trail placement are 

given, and consideration of trail impacts is limited to the footprint of the trail only. No 
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consideration is given to the effects of fragmentation of the habitat, and no assessment of 

the risks of ponds filling due to increased sedimentation is made. 

In contrast, the scientific literature shows consensus that buffer zones to protect the 

viability of CRLF populations should aim to provide connectivity among ponds because 

persistence of this species is susceptible to fragmentation of habitat by roads (D'Amore et 

al. 2010). CRLF spend substantial periods of time in the terrestrial environment in refugia 

such as ground squirrel burrows, in leaf litter, under shrubs, etc. (Bobzien and DiDonato 

2007; D’Amore 2007; Tatarian 2008) and thus require protection from physical 

disturbance to the landscape, compaction of soils, and loss of underground burrow 

networks associated with OHV use. Recent diet analyses indicate the importance of 

terrestrially derived prey for CRLF (Bishop et al. 2014). Terrestrially derived prey 

comprised 87.3 percent of rainy season prey items and 91.3 percent of dry season prey in 

stomach contents. Stable carbon isotopes in frog tissue confirm that dominant prey items 

include a mix of terrestrial carnivores (e.g. spiders, beetles, wasps) and detritivores (e.g. 

worms, ants). Small frogs are largely insectivorous while large adult frogs can also 

consume other aquatic vertebrates in the wet season, and occasionally terrestrial 

vertebrates in the dry season (Hayes and Tennant 1985; Stebbins 2003; Bishop et al. 

2014). Protection of uplands is thus important to provide physical habitat and abundant 

food resources for CRLF. 

The USFWS (2010) has delineated a maximum protective buffer limit of 1 mile, with 

variable minimum distances around aquatic habitats to be determined by local known 

dispersal patterns which can be up to 2 miles (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2002; Bulger et 

al. 2003). Movements may be along well-established corridors that provide specific sensory 

cues to guide movement (Stebbins 2003). However, other researchers (Bulger et al. 2003) 

have found that most long (>985 ft) distance migrating frogs travelling to and from 

breeding sites during the rainy season moved overland in relatively straight lines toward 

target sites. Frogs may leave breeding habitat at various times throughout the rainy season. 

In one radio-telemetry study in Marin County, 66 percent of female frogs and 25 percent of 

male frogs moved to non-breeding areas even when the breeding site retained water 

(Fellers and Kleeman 2007). Frogs may also leave breeding sites in the dry season to 

aestivate in upland refugia. For example, in Alameda Creek in September a radio-tagged 

male frog spent three weeks in a burrow 433 feet away from the water before returning to 

the stream channel (Bobzien and DiDonato 2007). D’Amore (2007) had one-third of all 

detections of radio-tracked CRLF come from inside ground squirrel burrows.  

To illustrate the collective upland area that would protect frogs from ORV use and 

maintain connectivity for frogs at the various water bodies at CSVRA, Figure 20 maps a mile 

radius around CRLF sites. The map shows that the entire planning area is subsumed. Figure 
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20 also illustrates the spatial clustering of sites with consistent frog presence (large red 

squares) in the Expansion Area relative to sites in the OHV area (smaller red squares). 

Because OHV use is mutually exclusive of cattle grazing, there are potentially 

significant impacts of ceasing grazing in the Expansion Area. Livestock grazing when 

practiced judiciously can promote native species diversity at the scale of the landscape. 

California red-legged frogs can benefit when grazing lowers the height of grassland 

vegetation. There is no assessment of how Beechey ground squirrels and the density of 

their burrows will change in the absence of cattle, and there is no assessment of their 

present abundance, so there will be no baseline for comparison.  

Figure 20. Protective areas for upland habitat of California Red-legged Frogs drawn in 

concentric circles around locations from HMS and CNDDB sources and clustering of 

consistently used sites (large red squares). Figure details and credits in Section 3.4.1. 

 

 

2.7.3 WESTERN POND TURTLE (EMYS MARMORATA) – WPT 
 

Occurrence data in DEIR is incomplete:  Figures 3.3-1 and -2 in DEIR (shows aquatic 

features). Figures 3.3-4 and -5 shows occurrence data, but does not incorporate 
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information regarding the sampling history at the sites. In the OHV area, at the one isolated 

water body with turtle observations, presence rate = 0.25, 2 out of 8 years. In the 

Expansion Area, by contrast, turtles have been found in both lentic and lotic habitats. 

Presence rates ranged from 0.1 (1 of 10 yrs, Old Pipe Pond) to 0.42 (5 of 12 yrs sampled, 

Tesla Stock pond). The DEIR does not address the very small population size in the OHV 

area. 

These data are too sparse to compare statistically, but it is a general principal of 

meta-population biology that multiple and connected sub-populations are at less risk of 

extirpation than an isolated population cut off from sources of re-colonization (Hanski 

1999). Hence terrestrial buffers are needed around the streams, primarily Corral Hollow 

Creek, Mitchell Ravine, and the ponds to maintain connectivity and to protect turtles during 

the multiple periods/seasons when they may utilize upland habitat. Turtles do not 

necessarily follow stream corridors for movement nor do they select hillslopes with a 

particular aspect for overwintering (Pilliod et al. 2013), around occupied aquatic habitats 

rather than following topography. Thus protecting a subset of the surrounding area is 

inadequate. 

DEIR/GP guideline buffer distance is inadequate. The plan to avoid siting facilities 

within 150 feet of aquatic habitat occupied by turtles is arbitrary, not based on science, and 

is not sufficient to maintain connectivity among the turtle sub-populations. Western pond 

turtles require a combination of aquatic and terrestrial habitats to complete their life cycle 

and display remarkable flexibility in their behavioral strategies to survive natural flood-

drought cycles. They may make long-distance movements in response to habitat drying or 

flooding, and to nest. The DEIR acknowledges WPT may travel 1,568 feet (478 m) into 

upland habitats to lay eggs, but they also use terrestrial habitats at times other than the 

nesting season (May-July). By compiling data from several radio-telemetry studies in 

Central California, Pilliod et al. (2013) found that 97 percent of 71 river dwelling turtles 

with transmitters avoided winter flood disturbance and high spring runoff by traveling as 

far as 500 meters (1,640 feet) away from water. Although only 20 percent of pond dwellers 

migrate upland to overwinter, a large proportion of turtles use upland habitats for 

aestivation during drought when aquatic features dry down (Rathbun et al. 2002, Bondi 

and Marks 2013, Pilliod et al. 2013). Figure 2-3, the preferred concept map in the DEIR, 

shows a Limited Recreation Area buffer around Corral Hollow Creek, but the width is not 

equal on both banks and in some reaches appears as narrow as 250 feet, which is 15% of 

maximum known overland movement distance. 

In addition to protection from direct mortality from vehicles striking turtles while 

they move terrestrially, nesting and overwintering habitats require protection. OHV use in 

grasslands, woodlands, and coastal sage scrub areas would degrade conditions via 

compaction and removal of leaf litter in the places where turtles would shelter. They use 
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the duff, or soil, usually where shrubs, rocks, logs, and ground squirrel burrows could 

provide moderate to high levels of cover (Reese and Welsh 1997, Davis 1998). The 

presence of a duff layer seems to be a general characteristic of overwintering habitat, and 

OHV use decreases plant cover (as shown in CSVRA’s own Habitat Monitoring System 

reports, see Figure 7). Individual turtles may return to the same overwintering site over 

multiple years (Reese and Welsh 1997), or may change sites within one winter (Pilliod et 

al. 2013).  
 

DEIR/GP does not consider Raven predation impacts on turtles. The Common Raven is 

a known threat and increasing in the area. 

2.7.4 WESTERN SPADEFOOT TOAD (SCAPHIOPUS HAMMONDI) 
Occurrence data and impacts:  Figures 3.3-1 and -2 in DEIR (shows aquatic features). 

Figures 3.3-4 and -5 shows occurrence data, but does not show Spadefoot toads along 

Corral Hollow Creek. Since the first surveys in 1995 (Wone and Beauchamp 1995) there 

have been reports of them from the floodplain of Corral Hollow Creek near the “East 

Motocross Track”, Upper Tyson’s Pond (a.k.a Maintenance Pond and CTS Pond) and the 

northwestern area of the existing CSVRA. The whole length of Corral Hollow Creek should 

be considered occupied for spadefoot toads.  

Insufficient Mitigation Buffers 

The DEIR/GP recommends that facilities be avoided within 150 feet of occupied 

aquatic habitat, which is inconsistent with another DEIR statement that most individuals 

are found within 1,300 feet of breeding sites. Furthermore, the word ‘avoid’ is a suggestion, 

not a commitment to exclude facilities.  

The scientific literature recommends that a buffer of 1,207 feet from suitable 

aquatic breeding habitat may provide protection for western spadefoot toads (Semlitsch 

and Brodie 2003). Radiotelemetry studies have documented movements up to 860 feet 

away from breeding pools within one rainy season (Baumberger 2013). In addition to 

providing protections from direct effects of running over burrows, compacting soils, and 

riding through pools when tadpoles are present, buffer zones need to protect toads from 

the low frequency vibrations of motorcycles and ATV’s which can cause spadefoot toads to 

emerge at inappropriate (i.e. dry) times. Controlled experiments with adult toads have 

shown that motorcycle sounds cause them to break dormancy and emerge from burrows 

even though there had been no change in moisture (Dimmitt and Ruibal 1980; Brattstrom 

and Bondello 1983). This could be a costly mistake for an amphibian in a xeric environment 

with respect to losing water from its body. USFWS Vernal Pool Recovery Plan (2005) states 

(page III-16): “When choosing sites to protect essential habitat features such as breeding 

ponds, sufficient upland habitat for estivation, and dispersal corridors, it may be important 
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to consider the current and potential presence of objects or activities that create low-

frequency noise. It also may be wise to protect additional habitat that can serve as a buffer 

against low-frequency noise around these essential habitat features”.  

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife has recommended that at a 250 foot 

no disturbance buffer be established from the highwater mark of a vernal pool or wetland 

habitat used by spadefoot toads. CDFW also states that access, egress, and ground-

disturbing activities should be sited to avoid vernal pool habitats (CDFW 2013). Because 

these pools can be located throughout the flood plain of Corral Hollow Creek, the buffer 

distance should be designated along the length of the creek in both directions away from 

the limits of bank-full discharge for the creek. 

At present in the existing riding areas at CSVRA, not even a 150’ barrier/buffer zone 

exists. Figure 21 depicts pools with spadefoot toad larvae present spring of 2015. Riding 

occurs at the wetted edge, or even through occupied habitat. 

Figure 21. OHV riding exclusion zone (yellow caution tape) around Spadefoot toad 

tadpole pool in 2015. 

 

  

2.7.5 FOOTHILL YELLOW-LEGGED FROG (RANA BOYLII) – FYLF 
Occurrence data and impacts in DEIR vs. Scientific Literature:  FYLF have been encountered 

twice in Corral Hollow Creek in the Expansion Area, in 2014 and in either 1998 or 2000 

(Jones and Stokes EIR of 2000 and subsequent HMS reports have conflicting dates). The 

recent sighting during HMS surveys of a single juvenile in April 2014 was not included in 

the occurrence data in the DEIR. The juvenile was misidentified as an adult. By virtue of its 

size it had likely metamorphosed the previous fall. This indicates that there is likely a 

breeding site in the vicinity, yet no appropriately timed surveys is the rarest amphibian in 

the Expansion Area, were done to locate breeding sites that would require extra protection. 

For example, CSVRA hired consultants (TRA Environmental Consultants, Autumn Meisel) to 
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conduct a survey on Oct. 17, 2013, when Corral Hollow Creek was dry. Not surprisingly, no 

FYLF were detected. The EIR is inadequate with respect assessing present conditions and 

assessing impacts on this California Species of Special Concern. 

The decline of FYLF in the planning area was documented in the 2004 CSVRA Draft 

HCP (p.6-13), which cited accounts of their prior abundance. One author (Kupferberg) also 

has personal observations from the mid-1990’s of numerous FYLF tadpoles in Corral 

Hollow Creek on the Connolly Ranch.  Despite admitting that FYLF could be affected by 

changes in water quality, the impacts from sediment transported from hillslope erosion 

during runoff events and deposited in Corral Hollow Creek are not assessed as an impact to 

FYLF in DEIR section 3.6.6. In fact, the total absence of FYLF from the riding area since HMS 

surveys have been done indicates this species has already been adversely affected.  The 

most likely causes are sedimentation due hillslope erosion and sediment loading which 

destroys habitat by altering channel shape. Appropriate channel morphology is one of the 

most important habitat requirements of this species (Kupferberg 1996, Yarnell et al. 2010).  

Based on the observations of how rare Foothill Yellow Legged Frogs have become in 

Corral Hollow Creek and the results of population projection models developed for this 

species in the neighboring Alameda Creek watershed (Kupferberg et al. 2009), FYLF is at 

extremely high risk of extirpation simply because of the small population size. There is 

little resiliency for a small population to accommodate further stressors.  

The DEIR further asserts that NRM Guidelines 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 in the GP are 

sufficient to avoid or minimize impacts and that since all of Corral Hollow Creek is within a 

Limited Recreation Area that FYLF will be protected. First, the width of the Limited 

Recreation Area (LRA) buffer zone along the creek varies. Second, tributaries are not 

included. Third, connectivity to seeps and other off channel water bodies cannot be 

assumed without more accurate mapping. The assertion that a narrow LRA is protective of 

FYLF ignores the scientific literature about movement and dispersal in this species. It has 

long been known that juveniles disperse away from natal streams and have been caught up 

to 600 feet away from a stream channel (Twitty et al. 1967). Figure 2-3, the preferred 

concept map, in the DEIR shows many locations where the width of the green LRA is as 

narrow as 150 feet on one side or the other of the creek. FYLF also utilize small tributaries 

(Bourque 2008, Gonsolin 2010) and seeps (Rombough 2006) and make long distance 

movements from hundreds to thousands of meters have been recorded in dendritic stream 

networks. Protection of a main channel without all the tributaries is wholly insufficient for 

FYLF. 

 

2.8 CONCLUSIONS REGARDING AMPHIBIANS AND AQUATIC REPTILE IMPACTS 
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 Persisting is not thriving.  

Although western pond turtles, spadefoot toads, CTS, and CRLF have “persisted” 

within the confines of the existing riding area, Western Aquatic Garter Snakes and Foothill 

Yellow Legged frogs have not. The HMS data indicate that the species which have persisted 

have hardly “thrived” in the presence of OHV use. California Red-legged Frogs have 3 times 

higher annual presence rates in control water bodies. Despite the recent drought, CRLF 

breeding has been observed in 4 expansion area ponds since 2011, yet only adults (and one 

juvenile), have been found in the OHV area in the same time period. No reproduction is 

occurring (DeSilva and Meisel 2015). Turtles are down to a single locality. California Tiger 

Salamanders are 5 times more frequently present in Expansion Area ponds than in the 

generally more shallow and sediment-filled basins of the OHV riding area. Comparison of 

historic data (collected 1995) to most recent HMS data (2011, 2012, 2014) shows that 

common species such as Western Toads which were observed in most detention basins are 

now rare or absent in the OHV area, but occur in many control sites. Western aquatic garter 

snakes, a species which capitalizes on the explosive breeding events of amphibians whose 

larvae and metamorphs are a primary prey source, were not reported from any OHV site, 

but were found in 9 control ponds. This pattern suggests that declines in amphibian 

presence have food-web consequences for consumers at higher trophic levels in OHV areas. 

 Inappropriate monitoring.  

Persistence is not an appropriate metric because it holds no predictive power, 

especially for species with long-lived adults. Appropriate response variables that could be 

used in forecasting population change would include abundance, and survival of new 

recruits to the population, age/size distribution, body condition, etc. The HMS system fails 

to collect the appropriate data, and the DEIR thus provides an incomplete picture of the 

state of amphibian and aquatic reptile populations, the impacts they have faced from OHV 

use, and lack of remediation by the Habitat Protection Program. 

 Inappropriate protections. 

Many of the aquatic amphibians and reptiles are terrestrial for substantial periods of 

time, and thus upland impacts of discrete construction activities followed by chronic OHV 

use pose a serious threat. Because these animals are highly cryptic, remaining underground 

or under cover for extended periods, direct mortality from any ground breaking activity, 

including construction, poses a potential impact. Wildlife Guideline 1.7 in the General Plan 

calls for implementation of measures such as preconstruction surveys to avoid direct and 

indirect OHV impacts on special-status amphibians in upland habitat, yet there is no 
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evidence provided that these measures are known to be protective. For example, it would 

be impossible to know where a Spadefoot Toad is prior to breaking ground unless the 

animal had been previously radio-tagged.  

 Sacrificing control sites upon expansion.  

A further inadequacy of the GP/DEIR is the failure to plan for locations that will serve 

as non-riding reference sites in the future if OHV use expands into the Expansion Area. The 

integrity of existing HMS control sites scattered throughout the Expansion Area will be 

compromised if OHV riding expands. The lack of delineation of exact locations for 

construction of trails, campgrounds, gathering facilities, parking lots, etc. means that the 

reader of the GP/DEIR cannot discern how the existing HMS control sites will be avoided. 

The integrity of the control sites may have already been compromised because CSVRA 

terminated cattle grazing on the Tesla parcel in 2013 and on the Alameda parcel in 2014 

(Section 5.1.1 of DEIR). For example, if the difference in amphibian pond occupancy 

between riding and control areas narrows, the change could be due to the absence of the 

positive effects of livestock grazing on CRLF and CTS (Ford et al. 2013). An erroneous 

conclusion could be made that there were no longer differences due to OHV riding. Given 

the DEIR/GP’s reliance on future monitoring to detect impacts and conduct future 

mitigations, this lack of forethought regarding the integrity of the reference sites is a 

serious flaw in the plans to expand. 

In our opinion, the ongoing impacts of OHV riding have been significant and 

problematic for the long term survival of amphibian and aquatic reptiles. The data show 

that State Parks is not in compliance with their mandate from the Public Resources Code 

5090.35(c) to “sustain a viable species composition specific to each SVRA”.  

 

2.9 AMPHIBIAN RELATED APPENDICES 

2.9.1 CRLF MAP DESCRIPTION: 

The "California Red-legged Frog Occurrences On and Adjacent to Carnegie SVRA" 

map figure depicts points showing documented occurrences of California red-legged frog 

(CRLF, Rana draytonii) from sources including Carnegie SVRA's HMS reports; Vollmar 

Natural Lands Consulting (VNLC); and the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), 

which compiles occurrence data from many sources. The red square symbols on the map 

representing the HMS data have their size scaled to represent the frequency with which 

CRF have been documented at each pond. The orange square symbols representing CNDDB 

or VNLC data have not been scaled, as multi-year monitoring data for these points is not 

available. CNDDB points may be imprecise in location and may relate to historical 
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specimens, not current CRF breeding. The map also shows a 1-mile buffer around each CRF 

occurrence within Carnegie SVRA or the proposed Expansion Area. This buffer covers 

almost all of both parks. CRF are known to migrate as much as two miles from breeding 

ponds. US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Designated Critical Habitat polygons (sourced 

from USFWS website, 2015) for this species are also displayed; critical habitat covers the 

entirety of both parks. This map was prepared using ArcGIS Version 10.1 in June 2015 by 

VNLC cartographers Jake Schweitzer and Eric Smith. Background and reference feature 

data was sourced from the California Protected Areas Database (park boundaries), USFWS 

(National Wetland Inventory polygon shapefiles), US Geological Survey (10-meter DEMs, 

county and state boundaries), US Census Bureau (TIGER line shapefiles), California 

Department of Water Resources (stream line shapefiles),  and Digital Globe via ESRI (aerial 

imagery). 

2.9.2 CTS MAP DESCRIPTION: 
The "California Tiger Salamander Occurrences On and Adjacent to Carnegie SVRA" map 

figure depicts points showing documented occurrences of California tiger salamander 

(CTS, Ambystoma californiense) from sources including Carnegie SVRA's HMS reports; 

Vollmar Natural Lands Consulting (VNLC); and the California Natural Diversity Database 

(CNDDB), which compiles occurrence data from many sources. The yellow square symbols 

on the map representing the HMS data have their size scaled to represent the frequency 

with which CTS have been documented at each pond. The orange square symbols 

representing CNDDB or VNLC data have not been scaled, as multi-year monitoring data 

for these points is not available. CNDDB points may be imprecise in location and may relate 

to historical specimens, not current CTS breeding. The map also shows a 1.3-mile buffer 

around each CTS occurrence within Carnegie SVRA or the proposed Expansion Area. This 

buffer covers almost all of both parks. CTS spend most of their adult lives in grasslands 

away from ponds, and have been found as far as 1.3 miles from breeding ponds. This map 

was prepared using ArcGIS Version 10.1 in June 2015 by VNLC cartographers Jake 

Schweitzer and Eric Smith. Background and reference feature data was sourced from the 

California Protected Areas Database (park boundaries), USFWS (National Wetland 

Inventory polygon shapefiles), US Geological Survey (10-meter DEMs, county and 

state boundaries), US Census Bureau (TIGER line shapefiles), California Department of 

Water Resources (stream line shapefiles),  and Digital Globe via ESRI (aerial imagery). 
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3 MAMMALS 
Mammals, big and small, ignored. For some ecologically important mammal 

species, the relative distribution and abundance between OHV and non-OHV reference sites 

have not been evaluated quantitatively by the HMS system. Casual and incidental 

observations indicate however that there may be potentially significant impacts with 

expansion of OHV use that would have important repercussions in the ecosystem of Corral 

Hollow and the Expansion Area. 

3.1 CALIFORNIA GROUND SQUIRREL 
The California Ground Squirrel, has not been covered by the HMS program, but are 

known to be adversely affected by noise and anthropogenic disturbance (Rabin et al. 2006). 

These squirrels, which are encountered frequently during site visits to the Expansion Area 

but infrequently observed in the OHV area are a key prey resource for Golden Eagles. They 

also serve as ‘ecosystem engineers’ by digging tunnel networks subsequently used by 

special status birds, amphibians, and reptiles. All small mammal trapping done by the HMS 

program is done at night, yet California Ground Squirrels are a strictly diurnally active 

species.  

3.2 TULE ELK 
Another example of an ignored but important player in the ecosystem is the Tule 

Elk. Although the Tule Elk is California’s  largest ungulate, and as such is both an important 

indicator species and an important herbivore, the HMS reports generated over the past 12 

years provide no discussion of this species (although its presence can be confirmed by the 

“incidental observations” listed in the HMS reports). Historically, Tule Elk were abundant 

on both properties. However, spatial data (i.e. locations of Tule Elk sightings) received via 

Public Records Act requests demonstrate that Tule Elk continue to roam throughout the 

Expansion Area, but are absent from the existing CSVRA. There is no scientific explanation 

for this phenomenon other than OHV use, which is known to increase flight distance in elk 

(Vieira 2000). Moreover, these data indicate that if OHV moves into the Expansion Area, 

Tule Elk are likely to disappear. This in turn will cause a shift in the vegetation, as has been 

documented in elk exclosure manipulation experiments (Johnson and Cushman 2007). The 

cessation of cattle grazing will also have profound impacts on vegetation communities and 

plant species composition (Stahlheber and D’Antonio 2013). These consequences have not 

been disclosed or analyzed in the DEIR.  
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4 CONCLUSION 
The GP/DEIR should not be approved or certified because the documents fail to 

recognize the impacts illustrated in the previous sections of this tech memo. These un-

discussed impacts are ongoing and should have been included in the DEIR as part of the 

categorization of existing conditions at Carnegie.  

4.1 THE DEIR FAILS TO DISCLOSE THE VALUE OF THE ALAMEDA-TESLA EXPANSION AREA AS A HOTSPOT 

WITHIN A BIODIVERSITY HOTSPOT 

In addition to not recognizing how the impacts of OHV use will adversely affect 

vegetation and wildlife and disrupt critical habitat linkages, the DEIR fails to identify the 

overall importance of the Expansion Area as a biodiversity hotspot, i.e. a place with high 

species richness relative to surrounding areas (Howard et al. in press; The Nature 

Conservancy’s Freshwater Conservation Blueprint4). The high conservation value of the 

Expansion Area derives from its location in the Corral Hollow watershed connecting 

different biogeographic regions within the California Floristic Province, one of 25 global 

hotspots for biodiversity (Meyers et al. 2000). Its value was recognized by California’s 

earliest naturalists such as Joseph LeConte, Joseph Grinnell and John Muir (Beidleman 

2006). The area has a long history of use for natural history research and education by the 

Museum of Vertebrate Zoology (MVZ) at the University of California at Berkeley, California 

State University at Hayward, and other local educational institutions and societies. In a 

letter5 to the Director of State Department of Parks and Recreation dated November 7, 

1980, ten MVZ professors stated: 

 

                                                             

4 Friends of Tesla Park Exhibit no. 21 
5 See full letter in Friends of Tesla Park Exhibit no. 23. 



pg. 50 

 

Corral Hollow has long been known for its exceptionally high levels of biological 

diversity, forming the northern extent of the ‘San Joaquin Desert’ (Germano et al. 2011) and 

it is a crucial transition zone between these xeric habitats and the more mesic habitats of 

coastal California. These unique circumstances make it floristically unique. Bruce Baldwin, 

UC Berkeley professor and head of the Jepson Herbarium has stated recently: 

The ecological integrity and natural diversity represented by the 3100 acre 

Tesla Property are too valuable to sacrifice to vehicular recreation, which 

would devastate the area. For example, the Tesla property harbors an 

unusual array of vegetation types, including rare assemblages such as desert-

olive shrubland, and the habitat quality is particularly notable. Grasslands 

there are highly diverse in native forbs and native grasses, as is the 

understory of blue oak woodland. Much of California's grassland and blue 

oak woodland habitat is highly degraded by non-native plants, but that is not 

the situation on the Tesla property. It is no surprise that such habitat 

integrity and diversity is also reflected by the richness of native animal life 

there. Generations of botanists and zoologists have known this area for its 

unusually intact flora and fauna. Sacrificing such a resource for OHV play is 

ill-conceived in the extreme and would be a particularly conspicuous failure 

of public land stewardship.  

The intact fauna is exemplified by the richness of reptiles including snakes (16 species), 

lizards (9 species), and California’s one native turtle. Five of these reptiles are special-

status species. This diversity is unparalleled in other nearby regions (Stebbins 2003).  

The DEIR also fails to recognize the importance of the Expansion Area’s unique 

biodiversity for educational purposes and the impacts of OHVs (e.g., noise and other 

disturbance) on nature observation. Sam McGinnis, professor emeritus from Cal State 

Hayward and co-author with Robert Stebbins of the Field Guide to Amphibians and 

Reptiles of California has noted: 

“The uniqueness lies in the fact that this site is the northernmost large 

canyon of the Southern Inner Coast Range and as such contains a large 

number of “desert relics”. Amphibians such as the Western Spadefoot Toad, 

reptiles like the Side-blotched lizard, Glossy Snake, and Black-headed snake, 

birds such as Phainopepla and Lesser Night Hawk, and mammals including 

the San Joaquin and California Pocket Mice, the Heerman Kangaroo Rat, and 
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the San Joaquin Kit Fox are either completely absent or in very low numbers 

in all other potential fieldtrip sites in our area. By taking a class to Corral 

Hollow we give them a “mini desert trip” within 40 minutes of campus…The 

great value of Corral Hollow to my university was partially diminished … 

with the establishment of Carnegie Park for ORV use. The near continuous 

presence of ORVs in that area has completely eliminated its use by our faculty 

and students for instructional purposes except as a presentation of the most 

callous display of habitat destruction short of the bulldozer that we could 

find…The noise factor alone negates adjacent areas for instruction and study. 

On one hand, animals tend to avoid such areas of audio disturbance, while on 

the other, much of the location, identification, and study of vertebrates is 

accomplished as much with the ears of the observer as with the eyes.” 

 

4.2 ONGOING MONITORING AS A STRATEGY FOR AVOIDING IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE SPECIES IS 

TOO VAGUE TO BE CONSIDERED AN EFFECTIVE MITIGATION STRATEGY.  
 

The PGP and DEIR fail to disclose several important flaws of CSVRA’s Wildlife 

Habitat Protection Plan (WHPP) and HMS: (1) the numerous “data gaps”; (2) inability to 

detect patterns in the data that do exist and indicate OHV use has had a significant impact 

on natural resources; and (3) inability to implement adaptive management to protect 

biological resources. These deficiencies preclude the public and decision makers from an 

accurate understanding of existing conditions. More importantly, potentially significant 

impacts, such as those shown in this Tech Memo, will likely occur if OHV use and CSVRA’s 

management practices extend into the Expansion Area.  

Based on our professional experience and given the tremendous wildlife resource 

value of the Expansion Area in the face of unavoidable impacts associated with OHV use, we 

conclude that the best outcome would be to designate the Expansion Area as a natural 

preserve.  The Public Resources Code 5019.71 states that “natural preserves consist of 

distinct areas of outstanding natural or scientific significance established within the 

boundaries of other state park system units. The purpose of natural preserves shall be to 

preserve such features as rare or endangered plant and animal species and their 

supporting ecosystems … or unique biogeographical patterns.” With a long list of special 

status plants and animals present and an unusual mix of xeric San Joaquin desert with 

mesic Coastal Hills species, these conditions are clearly met at the Expansion Area.  
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6 STATEMENT OF AUTHOR QUALIFICATIONS 
 

SARAH KUPFERBERG   
Dr. Kupferberg has served as a volunteer technical advisor to Friends of Tesla Park and has 

toured the existing Carnegie SVRA and the Expansion Area. She works as an ecological consultant 

and also conducts independent research. She is affiliated with the Department of Integrative 

Biology at UC Berkeley as a Visiting Scholar. Example projects and a publication list can be found in 

her Vita (below). Her familiarity with the DEIR planning area began in the mid 1990’s when she was 

a Ph.D. student doing research on Foothill Yellow–legged Frogs (FYLF). That work has extended 

into a career long interest in amphibian conservation. 

SARAH KUPFERBERG, Ph.D.                               Ecologist, Conservation Biologist 

 skupferberg@gmail.com 

510-367-4546 (cell) 

818 Mendocino Ave. 

 Berkeley, CA 94707 

Ph.D., Integrative Biology, University of California, Berkeley 1996 

B.S., Botany, Duke University, Durham, North Carolina 1984 

 Graduated magna cum laude and elected to Phi Beta Kappa 

 

Dr. Kupferberg focuses on food web ecology, amphibian population biology, and conservation of aquatic 

ecosystems in California. She is trained in the design of ecological monitoring programs, experimental 

design, and data analysis of multi-species assemblages. She studies the effects of flow regulation by dams 

and diversions on physical and biotic conditions for wildlife. She conducts field research and does 

experiments in rivers with hydroelectric projects, drinking water reservoirs, and flood control projects. 

She reviews stream restoration plans and works with engineers to facilitate designs that work from both 

hydraulic and biologic perspectives. Dr. Kupferberg is presently a visiting scholar affiliated with the 

laboratory of Dr. Mary Power, UC Berkeley Dept. of Integrative Biology.  

 

Ecologist with McBain & Assoc., Arcata, CA (2013-2014) 

 For San Francisco Public Utilities Commission assessed amphibian and reptile issues, drafted 

Habitat Conservation Plan, conducted population monitoring and baseline studies for CEQA 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, developed ecological models, and evaluated alternate 

in-stream flow proposals for the Tuolumne River and Alamada Creek. 

Ecologist with Questa Engineering Corp., Pt Richmond, CA (2001-2013) 

 Developed ecological aspects of study plan to remove Benbow Dam on South Fork Eel River for 

California State Parks 

 Designed stream restoration for California Red-legged frog habitat at Site 300. 

 Analyzed benthic macroinvertebrate samples to assess impacts of roads, drilling, and water 

diversion in the Geysers geothermal area. 
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 Developed management plans to minimize impact of impoundments on native frogs.  

 Conducted site assessments for Rana draytonii and Rana boylii on several N. California projects. 

 

Research Assoc., Visiting Scholar, Dept of Integrative Biology, UC Berkeley (2008-2011, 2014-2015) 

 Conducting long term (+20 yr) population monitoring of R. boylii (S. Fk. Eel River, Alameda Ck.) 

 Completed California Energy Commission sponsored project on the downstream thermal effects 
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 Developed population viability analysis methods specific to R. boylii. 

Consulting Ecologist for US Forest Service re FERC hydropower relicensing (2002-2006, 2013) 

 Helped design flow studies, developed Federal Power Act section 4e conditions, reviewed draft 

license applications, and developed monitoring plans for several California rivers including:  Pit, 

N. Fk. Feather, West Branch Feather, Butte Ck., Stanislaus, American, and Tule Rivers 

 Drafted the sections of the USFS Conservation Assessment of Rana boylii. 

Teaching and Presentations 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Conservation Lecture Series. Gave presentation on 

Foothill yellow legged frogs, Dec. 2014. 

 Joint Aquatic Sciences Meeting. Special session, The Future of Aquatic Science. “From algal food 

web ecology to dam management: connecting the dots one tadpole at a time.” May 2014  

 Friends of the Eel River Science Symposium. Presentation comparing thermal conditions on Eel 

River below Scott Dam and free-flowing reaches of the South Fork Eel watershed,  April 2012 

 Jasper Ridge Biological Preserve, Stanford University. Brown-Bag Lecture Series presentation 

on importance of flow regime and thermal conditions to stream-breeding amphibians, Nov. 2011. 

 Geomorphic & Ecological Fundamentals for River Restoration. Taught ecology section of short 

course organized by Matt Kondolf (UC Berkeley) at Sagehen Creek Field Station, Aug. 2009- 10 

 State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Rights. Taught section in  workshop: 

Effects of Water Diversion on Ecology and Geomorphology of Small Streams,  April 2009 

 Upper Tuolumne River Stakeholder Meeting. Presentation reviewing how competing demands 

for water (e.g. power generation, recreation, irrigation) affect riverine biota. Nov. 2008 

 University of California, Berkeley Graduate Student Instructor  1991-1994 

  Department of Integrative Biology: Intro Biology and Ecology 

Department of Geology and Geophysics: The Water Planet (intro to hydrology) 

 Yosemite National Institutes, Yosemite National Park and Golden Gate National Recreation 

Area, California Naturalist / Instructor / Environmental Educator 1988-89.  

 Naturalists at Large, Santa Monica, California; Boojum Wilderness Institutes, San Diego, 

California; Venture West School of Outdoor Living, Walnut Creek, California. 

Instructor in Wilderness and Group Building Programs 1986-87 

 Sierra Institute, U.C. Santa Cruz Extension, Teaching Assistant 

 Natural History and Ecology of the Sierra Nevada Summers 1986, 1987 

Service 

 Associate Editor for Herpetological Conservation and Biology  

 Volunteer Technical Advisor for Friends of Tesla Park  

 Board member for Save the Frogs! 

 Mentor to high school seniors in AP Environmental Studies at College Prep School in Oakland 
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 Peer reviewer for Herpetological Conservation and Biology, Freshwater Biology, Oecologia, 

Copeia, Ecology, PLoS ONE, Alameda County Resource Conservation District publications 

 

Membership in Professional Societies 

 American Society of Ichthyologists and Herpetologists; Ecological Society of 

America; California Nevada Amphibians Populations Task Force 
 

Publications 

Power, ME, SJ Kupferberg, SD Cooper, ML Deas. In press. California’s River Ecosystems. in 

Ecosystems of California, H Mooney, E Zavaleta, eds. University of California Press, Berkeley. 

Furey, PC, SJ Kupferberg, AJ Lind. 2014. The perils of unpalatable periphyton: Didymosphenia and 

other mucilaginous stalked diatoms as food for tadpoles. Diatom Research 29:267–280. 

Catenazzi, A , SJ Kupferberg. 2013. The importance of thermal conditions to recruitment success in 

stream-breeding frog populations distributed across a productivity gradient. Biological 

Conservation. 168: 40–48. 

Kupferberg, SJ, A Catenazzi, ME Power. 2013. The importance of water temperature and algal 

assemblage for frog conservation in northern California rivers with hydroloectric projects. Final 

Report. California Energy Commission, PIER. 110pp.  

Kupferberg, SJ, C Addley, P Graf. 2012a. Water temperature effects on Foothill Yellow-legged Frog 

and Hardhead. Filed September 14, 2012 to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in Reply 

Comments of Placer County Water Agency on the U.S. Department of Commerce, National 

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service Preliminary 

Recommendations of Measures under Federal Power Action § 10(j) and Preliminary Federal 

Power Action § 18 Fishway Prescriptions. Appendix A. 

Kupferberg, SJ, WJ Palen, AJ Lind, S Bobzien, A Catenazzi, J Drennan, ME Power. 2012b. Effects  of 

altered flow regimes by dams on survival, population declines, and range-wide losses of 

California river-breeding frogs. Conservation Biology 26:513-524. 

Kupferberg, SJ, AJ Lind, V Thill, and S Yarnell. 2011. Water velocity tolerance in tadpoles of the 

foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana boylii): swimming performance, growth, and survival. Copeia 

2011:141–152. 

Kupferberg, SJ, AJ Lind, S Yarnell, J Mount. 2009a. Pulsed flow effects on the foothill yellow-legged 

frog (Rana boylii): Integration of empirical, experimental and hydrodynamic modeling 

approaches. Final Report to the California Energy Commission, PIER. 194 pp. 

http://animalscience.ucdavis.edu/PulsedFlow/Kupferberg%20500-09-002.pdf 

Kupferberg, SJ, AJ Lind, and WJ Palen. 2009b. Pulsed flow effects on the foothill yellow-legged frog 

(Rana boylii): Population modeling. Final Report to the California Energy Commission, PIER. 

80pp. http://animalscience.ucdavis.edu/PulsedFlow/Kupferberg%20Sept2010.pdf 

Kupferberg, SJ, A Catenazzi, K Lunde, AJ Lind, and WJ Palen. 2009c. Parasitic copepod (Lernea 

cyprinacea) outbreaks in foothill yellow-legged frogs (Rana boylii) linked to unusually warm 

summers and amphibian malformations in northern California. Copeia 2009:529-537. 

Sanderson, SL, SJ Kupferberg. 1999. Development and evolution of aquatic larval feeding 

mechanisms. in The origin and evolution of larval forms, BK Hall, MH Wake, eds. Academic 

Press, London. 

Kupferberg, SJ. 1998. Predator mediated patch use by tadpoles (Hyla regilla): risk balancing or 

consequence of motionlessness? Journal of Herpetology 32:84-92. 

http://animalscience.ucdavis.edu/PulsedFlow/Kupferberg%20500-09-002.pdf
http://animalscience.ucdavis.edu/PulsedFlow/Kupferberg%20Sept2010.pdf
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Kupferberg, SJ. 1997a. The role of larval diet in amphibian metamorphosis. American Zoologist 

37:146-159. 

Kupferberg, SJ. 1997b. Bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana) invasion of a California river: the role of larval 

competition. Ecology 78:1736-1751. 

Kupferberg, SJ. 1997c. Facilitation of primary production by grazing: functionally important 

differences among species. Freshwater Biology 37:427-439. 

Kupferberg, SJ. 1996. Hydrologic and geomorphic factors affecting conservation of the foothill yellow 

legged frog (Rana boylii) Ecological Applications 6:1332-1344. 

Kupferberg, SJ, JC Marks, and ME Power. 1994. Variation in natural algal and detrital diets affects 

larval anuran life history traits. Copeia 1994: 446-457.  

Kupferberg, SJ. 1994. Exotic larval bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana) as prey for native garter snakes: 

functional and conservation implications. Herp Review 25: 95-97. 
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Paula C. Furey 

Dr. Furey, an ecologist at St. Catherine University, St. Paul, MN, has expertise and 

interests that span phycology (algae), distribution patterns of species, biodiversity, conservation 

biology, and global change. Example research projects and a publication list can be found in her 

Vita (below), many of which focus on the ecology of freshwaters. Her research in California 

includes, for example, examination of the impacts of stream condition on the species 

composition and function of algal assemblages among Sierra Nevada Rivers and the 

implications for the foothill yellow-legged frog tadpole. She also works with a collaborative 

research team in the Eel River Watershed on the role of algal assemblages as drivers and 

indicators of riverine ecosystem function at local, reach and watershed scales. For this memo Dr. 

Furey conducted the MDS analyses. 

 PAULA FUREY, Ph.D.                                 Ecologist, Freshwater Biologist 

 pcfurey@hotmail.com 

419-308-7770 (cell) 

Department of Biology, 

St. Catherine University 

St. Paul, MN 55105 

Ph.D., Biology, Bowling Green State University, Ohio, 2008 

M.Sc., Biology, University of Victoria, British Columbia, Canada, 2003  

B.Sc., Biology, University of Victoria, British Columbia, Canada, 1997 

Graduated with distinction with a Double Major in Biology & Environmental Studies. 

 

Dr. Furey focuses on the freshwater ecology of lake and river ecosystems, especially algal 

assemblages. Her research centers on trying to understand what shapes and controls the 

structure and function of biotic communities and ecosystems, and on using ecology to 

find better ways to monitor, protect and predict changes in aquatic ecosystems. She is 

trained in working with distribution patterns of species and data analysis of multi-

species assemblages. Her current field and experimental based research on ecology and 

climate change is conducted in a variety of freshwater systems (streams, rivers, lakes, 

and wetwalls) in California, Iceland, and Minnesota. Dr. Furey is currently an Assistant 

Professor in the Biology Department at St. Catherine University, St. Paul, MN. 

 
Recent Collaborative Research 

 Dr. J. Welter, St. Catherine University, 2011 – present: We are examining the spatial and temporal 

variation in factors that control abundance and activity of autotrophic nitrogen-fixers in river 

networks and the consequences for rates of nitrogen-fixation and the fate nitrogen. We also 

are examining primary producer ecology in geothermally active streams in Iceland. 

 Dr. S. Kupferberg, University of California Berkeley & Dr. A. Lind USDA Forest Service -Pacific 

Southwest Research Station, 2010 – present:   We are examining the Impacts of algal 
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assemblage variation (including the invasive alga Didymosphenia) among Sierra Nevada 

rivers and the implications for the foothill yellow-legged frog tadpole. 

 Dr. A. Catenazzi, Southern Illinois Univ. Carbondale, & Dr. R. Lowe, BGSU, 2009 – present:   We 

are documenting and exploring the biodiversity and ecology of the algae of wet walls along 

an elevation gradient in Peru, including descriptions of new algal species. 

 Worked with a variety of research collaborators since 2008 on the ecology of the South Fork of Eel 

River., (such as Drs. M. Power, R. Lowe, Y. Vadeboncoer, Dr. Holomuzki,  Dr. J. Welter). 

Some of my research projects, for example, focus on the examination of: algal assemblages 

(Cladophora and associated epiphytes) as drivers and indicators of riverine ecosystem 

function at local, reach and watershed scales; top-down controls on the structure and 

function of algal assemblages, aquatic midge-grazer interactions with algal nitrogen fixers 

 

Consulting Ecologist: 

 Valent Bio Sciences: Consulting (2013): Impact of phytoplankton abundance and composition on 

the effectiveness of a black fly larvicide 

Teaching  

 St. Catherine University:  

•  Environmental Biology: co-taught with education faculty – part of the STEM program: lecture 

& labs; 2011–2015: 2013–2015 in hybrid format – Evening, Weekend, On-line Program   

•  Environmental Biology: co-taught with education faculty – part of the STEM program: lecture 

& labs; 2015, Day Baccalaureate Program 

•  Conservation and Biodiversity: lecture & lab; upper level. 2014. 

•  Foundations in Biology I: Nature of Science, Evol. & Biodiv. – lecture & labs. 2012–2014. 

•  Introductory Biology II: Plants, Evolution, Ecology – lecture & labs; 2012 

 Bowling Green State University: Main & Firelands campuses & Lorain County Community 

College  

• Great Lakes Ecosystems – lecture; three classrooms connected by live video 2008 

 

Outreach: Invited Workshops: 

 Angelo Coast Range Reserve Algal Foray and Workshop:  Co-organized and Instructed: Training 

of citizen scientists and graduate students on algal collection and identification, June 2013; June 

2015 

 St. Olaf College, MN: Trained students and principal investigator on algal collection and 

identification, Oct. 2011, June 2012 

 

Presentations (since 2008; oral unless otherwise indicated) 

 Furey, P.C.; J.R. Welter, D, Sander, T. Williamson, W. Cross. 2015. Algal assemblages as Changes 

in N2-fixing algal species assemblages across a stream temperature gradient: Implications of 

warming for species composition and ecosystem function. Society for Freshwater Science 

Conference, Milwaukee, WI 

 Furey, P.C.; J.R. Welter, A. Ahles, J. Goldschmidt, & D. Nelson. 2014. What do the algae say? 

Winter patterns in nitrogen-fixing algal assemblages in streams in the Hengill Region of Iceland. 
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FRIENDS OF TESLA PARK                                                               
 

3053 Marina Avenue                                        www.teslapark.org 
Livermore, CA 94550                                  Friendsofteslapark@gmail.com 
 

June 29, 2015 – updated version  
 
California Department of Parks and Recreation 
Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division 
c/o AECOM, attn. Carnegie SVRA General Plan 
2020 L Street, Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
carnegiedeircomments@gmail.com 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
This letter is to submit additional comments by Friends of Tesla Park on the Carnegie SVRA 
Preliminary General Plan and Draft EIR to continue to operate the existing CSVRA and open up to 
OHV use the 3,100 acre wildland that we call Tesla and which is referred to as the expansion area in the 
GP and DEIR.  This letter will supplement comments submitted by others on behalf of Friends of Tesla 
Park that document in great detail the gross deficiencies in the GP and DEIR. 
 
 
DEIR DOES NOT, BUT SHOULD INCLUDE ALL COMMENT LETTERS 
 
The DEIR only includes the comments submitted at the NOP stage.  As described in the GP, CSVRA 
held specific Stakeholder meetings and two public workshops on the Plan in June and November 2013 
specifically providing a defined comment period and deadline. In addition to the NOP comment letters, 
CSVRA should include all comments received on the proposed plan to open Tesla to OHV use, 
particularly comments solicited by CSVRA during the Public Workshop process. 
 
 
EXISTING CONDITIONS, THE PLAN, REGULATION REQUIREMENTS AND MORE NOT 
PROPERLY DOCUMENTED, OR ANALYZED  
 
The GP does not properly or adequately describe Existing Conditions and Plan activities at the 
existing CSVRA or expansion area.  Following is a summary of items that are not adequately or 
properly described under Existing Conditions and in the Plan and should be thoroughly addressed in 
the GP and DEIR.  
 
Historical uses and enforcement actions not documented 
 
Legacy uses, such as mining, brick plant and grazing in existing CSVRA must be described in 
specific detail as to any remaining impacts and when such activities ceased. The GP and DEIR 
improperly imply that there is an impact from these legacy activities.  If so it must be specifically 
documented and analyzed or the unsupported language in the GP corrected. 
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Recent grazing, historic mining and any other legacy uses on the expansion area must be described in 
specific detail as to any remaining impacts and when such activities ceased if applicable. The 
information the GP and DEIR is not consistent with regard to grazing status and must be corrected. 
The GP and DEIR improperly imply that impacts from historic mining and grazing, which are not 
quantified are equivalent to OHV use impacts.  This inference is not supported by any evidence and 
is in fact proven false by visual inspection of the expansion area and existing CSVRA. Unsupported 
language in the GP corrected regarding impacts from grazing and legacy mining must be corrected. 

 
The GP reviews the history of CSVRA but it does not include the regulatory and litigation history 
including the 2009 PEER Lawsuit and 2012 CAO. Because there are continuing operating conditions 
that remain in effect through the CVRWQCB, this information and current requirements should be 
documented in Existing Conditions. 
 
Current and Future Roads and Trails must be document  
 
All existing trails, whether designated or not, including Open Ride Areas must be fully addressed in 
the GP and DEIR. The failure of CSVRA to accurately document existing conditions at CSVRA 
using its own Trail Maintenance records is a major deficiency. Similarly existing roads and planned 
roads and trails in the Tesla expansion area must be documented.  The Plan does not even document 
the past and future road projects associated with the Roads and Sediment Basin Project.  No 
information is provided. Circulation, a required element of a general plan must be addressed in terms 
of existing conditions and the expansion project. Attached at Document Appendix Exhibit 80 and on 
the thumb drive are trail and road maps from the abandoned 2000 and 2004 EIR processes to open 
the Tesla expansion area to OHV use.  These maps document the 15 plus year history that CSVRA 
has been planning to open the Tesla expansion area to OHV use.  They show existing roads at the 
time and planned roads and trails.  CSVRA has since graded other roads in the expansion area. The 
GP must accurately document existing conditions and provide the circulation plan to support the 
location of planned facilities which in turn must be evaluated in the DEIR.  

 
Residential Parcels must be included in the Planning Area 
 
The GP improperly excludes the approximate 10 employee residences located on approximately 400 
acres along Corral Hollow Creek and Tesla Road. The facilities and land must be included in the GP 
and DEIR. This is State Parks owned land for which there has never been any CEQA planning 
process or general plan evaluation.  State parks would not own this land were it not associated with 
the CSVRA and the Tesla expansion area park land. It includes employee housing. The housing does 
not meet state standards for water or energy efficiency. An employee housing compound that meets 
current green building standards versus continued maintenance of outdated inefficient housing should 
be assessed.  There are numerous abandoned structures and junk which CSVRA has allowed to 
remain for 15 plus years.  The plan for basic clean-up for health and safety purposes should be 
disclosed.  The houses use well water. Well and ground water must be analyzed relative to current 
state requirements and drought conditions. Some or all of the land is located within the boundaries of 
the Tesla Mining and Industry Historic District (see CR discussion below). OHV funds were used to 
buy and maintain the land and residences.  The land needs to be surveyed for sensitive species and 
habitats. The land may serve as a location for expanded OHV use in areas already significant 
impacted by residential use rather than expanding into  the untouched Tesla wildland.  The GP states 
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that the land serves as buffers. If so then the park is directly related to park operations and all 
information related to its function as buffers must be disclosed and evaluated as part of the GP and 
DEIR.  All of these issues and more need to be evaluated as part of the GP and DEIR process so that 
there is full public disclosure about what the current conditions are on the 400 acres and what the 
plan is for future management.  
 
Ponds and Hydrology not properly documented and analyzed 
 
The GP does not describe all ponds or sediment/catchment ponds in the existing CSVRA, the 
expansion area. In the 1981 General Plan there were three existing ponds/catchment basins identified.  
Three more were added without CEQA review sometime between 1981 and 2013.   
 
The GP map on page 2-83 does not appear to show all of the existing ponds in the existing CSVRA. 
The GP on page 2-52 lists only 5 ponds in the existing CSVRA. None of the ponds are described in 
the expansion area. 
  
CSVRA plans to add three more ponds with the SAP project. The project isnot described and 
analyzed in sufficient detail. The map resolution in the GP and DEIR is of such poor quality that it is 
difficult to identify catchment ponds and aquatic habitats, in the existing CSVRA and the expansion 
are and their history and status must be documented in the GP and evaluated in the DEIR as part of 
the impacts analysis based on the project plan.  
 
The DEIR must thoroughly analyze how the ponds will be impacted by the plan, and what specific 
measurable, and enforceable mitigation will be required to reduce impacts to a level of 
insignificance. All ponds and aquatic habitat must be documented under existing conditions for 
CSVRA and the Tesla expansion area.   
 
Stream Bed Alteration Project, Roads and Sediment Basin Project and Other Projects Must be 
Addressed in GP and DEIR 
 
The planned projects within the existing CSVRA must documented in the GP and addressed in the 
DEIR.  The Streambed Alteration Project (SAP) project to build three new sediment basins and re-
channel Corral Hollow Creek in the existing CSVRA must be documented. The Roads and Sediment 
Basin Project in terms of what has been completed must and what remains to be done must be 
documented with the time frame. Specific planned projects within CSVRA and the Tesla expansion 
must be disclosed so that the public knows what planned and future projects CSVRA starts will be 
covered under this GP and DEIR versus requiring additional CEQA review. The GP and DEIR is 
deliberately vague to allow CSVRA the ability to make a decision of consistency on any future 
project. (GP 1-7, DEIR 1-2) 
 
In 2014, CSVRA submitted an application to the CDFW for a Stream Bed Alteration project that 
would include building three new sediment basins at Tyson’s Pond, Carrol Canyon and Kiln Canyon 
and rechanneling the creek from its natural flow. CSVRA states that the project is needed because the 
existing Tyson’s Pond, Carrol Canyon and Kiln Canyon ponds are not sufficient to capture and 
control the sedimentation.  The construction of the three new ponds must be thoroughly documented 
in the General Plan as a planned project under the plan.  The DEIR must analyze the impacts of the 
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project which will dramatically alter the hydrology and habitat of the creek of the creek while 
allowing for the continued accelerated erosion from upstream Open Ride and the extensive network 
if unsustainable trails. 
 
Arroyo Seco Watershed Analysis Missing from Plan 
 
The upper Arroyo Seco watershed which is part of the larger Alameda Creek watershed at the 
western portion of the expansion area is completely missing from all aspects of the geology and 
hydrology discussion of existing conditions, environmental impacts and mitigation.  Regulatory 
requirements for the Livermore Valley basin, Alameda Creek or other water plans are not addressed 
(see only brief CVRWQCB mention at PGP page 2-141) This is omission is particularly troubling 
given the extensive OHV facilities planned in that area.  
 
The GP and DEIR must be revised to include a complete analysis of the western portion of the 
expansion area on the Livermore Valley side of the watershed to include all aspects of geology, 
hydrology, Alameda Creek/Livermore Valley water basin and related plans.  
 
Special Events Not Addressed in GP/DEIR 
 
Special Events must be fully addressed in the GP and DEIR. They are mentioned with regard to 
Operating practices and CSVRA will coordinate with Industry representatives and sponsors, but they are 
not described in the existing Conditions or Plan in terms or how many, frequency, size, duration, number 
of people and vehicles and location.  This information needs to be specifically documented in the GP 
and DEIR as special events have a significant environmental impact. The DEIR does not currently 
address this significant impact.  
 
Regulatory Permitting is not Addressed 
 
The GP provides general information about regulations, but no specific information about what 
permits and conditions are currently in place at CSVRA and what is required in the future. Similarly 
the specific regulatory requirements and timeframe for the CSVRA plan to open OHV use in Tesla 
expansion area must be disclosed as part of the GP. The GP does not describe the conditions of 
current permits and CSVRA’s compliance.  For example the 2012 CAO required a Metals 
Monitoring program which has still not been implemented as of Spring 2015.  
 
GP Chapter 4 – The Plan Does Not provide Adequate Description of the Project  
 
The GP does not properly or adequately describe the “Plan’ for either the Existing CSVRA or the 
expansion area. Impacts cannot be properly analyzed unless the project is adequately described. In 
this case the “Plan” or project description is so vague as to allow CSVRA to undertake almost any 
action without further environmental review. The GP must provide a specific statement about what 
facilities or trail development is planned at existing CSVRA and what the location, approximate 
size/dimensions and timing are for the construction or development.  The GP must provide a specific 
statement about what facilities or trail development is planned at the expansion area and what the 
location, approximate size/dimensions and timing are for the construction or development.  The 
General Plan must have a time horizon and should provide for it to be updated in 10 years. 
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Given the improper expansion of facilities in the existing CSVRA under the current 1981 General 
Plan, this 2015 GP and DEIR must be made specific. The following items must be documented in the 
General Plan. Some are addressed in more detail above in the context of current conditions and future 
plans:  
 

--Circulation for expansion area across expansion area 
--Specific facility additions, replacements, expansions and locations  
--Specific Roads, Trails, Bridges and Trail additions, replacements and modifications 
--Capacity for existing CSVRA and expansion area 
--Camping area locations, size 
--Parking areas location and size 
--Entrance facilities size and general design/dimensions 
--Specific other Gathering and Services to be located at each locations 
--Specification of technical size and associated facilities 
--Special Events number, locations, duration, size, services and facilities  
-Planned implementation scheduled for projects/services, facilities, roads and trails 

 
The GP improperly provides for the continued illegal Open Ride by just giving it another name 
– Distributed Recreational Areas 
 
The GP provides for the existing CSVRA to continue to have land designated for Open Ride as in the 
1981 General Plan.  Approximately 30% of the existing SVRA is planned to continue to be designated 
for Open Ride, which is now referred to a Distributed Recreation Areas (DRAs) where “OHV recreation 
is not limited to specific trails (GP 4-8) These Open Ride areas are a large contributor to the accelerated 
erosion at CSVRA.  The Resource Management statement for DRAs and the GP and DEIR do not 
provide any evidence that the actions described in the RMA statement on GP 4-8 or BMPs will be 
sufficient to stop the erosion and sedimentation associated with the continued operation of the Open 
Ride/DRAs.  
 
The GP and DEIR also allow for continued Hill Climb competitions within the Special Event area near 
the current park entrance. Such Open Ride/Distributed Riding Areas, along with Hill Climbs are a 
violation of the Public Resources Code and 2008 Soil Standards. They cannot be allowed under the GP.  
The Open Ride/DRAs must be closed restored to the standard specified in the Code before they can be 
reopened (Sections 5001.8 (a) (3); 5090.02; 5090.11; and 5090.35).  Closure by itself is not sufficient as 
accelerated erosion continues from past damage.  
 
 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
The GP provides an overview of some of the elements of prehistory and history that exists within the 
Corral Hollow Canyon, the existing CSVRA, the State Parks owned residential parcels improperly 
excluded from the planning area, and the Tesla expansion area. The approximately 5,000 acres of State 
Parks owned land holds perhaps the most concentrated collection of significant historic resources in the 
region. It is a place that should be treasured for its cultural and natural riches and fully protected.  
However, the Preliminary General Plan (GP) and Draft EIR (DEIR) do not provide that needed 
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protection.  The GP fails to adequately document existing conditions needed to ensure the incredible 
concentration of cultural resources within the State Parks owned land is fully protected.  The GP is 
vague and incomplete as to the location and interrelationship of these extensive sensitive cultural 
resources relative to the   motorized use designated areas, while it makes clear that OHV use will be 
allowed throughout the planning area.  It appears a strategy of the GP and DEIR is to be as vague as 
possible, allowing CSVRA maximum flexibility to expand OHV use over time as desired. It is troubling 
that a State Park would be so cavalier about the way incredible cultural resources that should have the 
highest level of protection will be managed if the Plan is approved.  
   
GP does not document or protect Tesla Mining and Industry Historic District and other 
cultural resources. 
 
An example of how existing conditions are not adequately documented is the way in which the Tesla 
Mining and Industry Historic District is handled in the GP and DEIR.  Application for the Tesla 
Mining and Industry Historic District referenced on PGP page 2-96 to 2-97 was approved on 
December 7, 2012 by the State Office of Historic Preservation for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). The GP does not explain why the approved application has not yet been 
submitted to the National Register of Historic Places for over 2 1/2 years.  As an eligible NRHP 
project the District is afforded full protection under the NRHP law.  The Historic District is not 
described in any comprehensive way that allows the public to know where and what is in the District, 
and how it will be protected.   
 
The District encompasses 680 acres, 240 of which are in the Tesla Mining Complex overlay, but there is 
no map showing its boundaries, and how it relates to the project Plan. Where are the 680 acres of the 
District located? Where are the planned facilities located relative to the District that include 2 entrances 
at the Mitchell Ravine and Sector Office, ranger stations, parking, gathering and services areas, 
camping, practice/training/technical tracks and the ability to have large crowd special events? The 
District includes some or all of the State Park owned residential parcels along Tesla Road, yet the GP 
improperly excludes this area from the GP.  A thorough description of the District, its boundaries, 
resources, and all existing conditions within its boundaries, including in the State Park owned land 
within the residential area improperly excluded from the planning area, must be documented in the GP.  
(See discussion on the improper exclusion of the state owned residential parcels from the planning 
area.). Based on what is presented and what is known about the District, the location of planned 
facilities, roads and trails will directly interfere and damage historic resources within this District and 
the Tesla Mining Complex.  The GP must be revised to provide a map of the Tesla Mining and Industry 
Historic District that includes the boundaries, and supporting communities and resources. The cultural 
resource map must include other cultural resources in the State owned Park land and along Corral 
Hollow Canyon, as noted above. The map must then be compared to the planned OHV use facilities, 
roads and trails so that the true impact of the Plan on these sensitive cultural resources can be disclosed 
to the public and evaluated by decision makers. CSVRA cannot hide behind the claimed needs for 
secrecy given the amount of information available in the public domain, including information published 
by CSVRA and/or its contractors.  
 
In addition to the lack of documentation about the Historic District, historic resources associated with 
the Penn mining area on the western portion of the Tesla expansion area are not described or mapped.  
Historic resources associated with the 1930s construction of the Hetch Hetchy tunnel that traverse the 
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planning area are not mapped.   There is no map of the historic surrounding communities mentioned on 
GP page 2-102. There is no mapping of historic sites along Corral Hollow/Tesla Road from the Zink 
House at the western entrance to the canyon, to the Pen Darren mine area over the top of the Tesla grade 
on the western portion of the expansion area.  The GP should provide the narrative and geographical 
context for the extensive cultural resources that run the entire length of the Corral Hollow Canyon. 
 
The Tesla expansion area includes important Native American cultural resources, while specific 
locations may not be identified for protection, there must be sufficient description about the general 
location to be able to evaluate the environmental analysis and proposed mitigation and ensure that the 
GP provides the full protection such resources must be afforded. From Native American representatives, 
including Kathy Prerez, we understand that surveys of traditional medicinal plants and burial sites, in 
additional to other prehistoric sites, have not been completed.  This must be completed prior to 
development of the Plan. The DEIR directly acknowledges that the Native American consultations 
identified that “the entire expansion area as requiring an extraordinary level of protection of the view 
shed, the audio shed, and the natural environment” (DEIR 3.4-5). However, the Plan does not provide 
for this level of protection.  OHV use is allowed throughout the planning area.  
 
Cultural Resources and Practices in the Existing CSVRA are not addressed 
 
There is no mapping of the historic sites located within the existing CSVRA.  Given that the same 
guidelines apply to the existing CSVRA as will apply to the expansion area, CSVRA’s management 
of cultural resources at the existing SVRA is substantial evidence of the inappropriate level of 
protection of cultural resources provided  at  CSVRA.  At the existing CSVRA, the extent of the 
protection provided to significant cultural resources is perimeter fencing of the footprint surrounded 
by intensive OHV use. In some instances resources are buried.  In 35 years there has been no signage 
or interpretation of these cultural resources other than what is available in the ranger station and park 
brochure, not that most visitors would choose to go to the SVRA as an historic park because of the 
visual degradation, and disruptive and   noisy OHV use that impinges on the interpretive experience.   
 
Required Section 106 Report not completed 
 
The GP states that State Parks conducted “a complete cultural resources survey of the existing SVRA 
and expansion area” (GP 3-5).   However, the DEIR states that the Sonoma State Anthropological Study 
Center (ASC) Survey covered 2,349 acres of CSVRA. (DEIR 3.4-3)  The planning area is approximately 
3,100, the existing CSVRA is approximately 1,500 acres, and the improperly excluded State Parks 
owned residential parcels are about 400 acres, for a total of approximately 5,000 acres. It appears that 
the ASC Survey covered less than half of the State Park land.  The GP and DEIR must be updated to 
document the exact status of protocol level cultural resource surveys for all of the State park owned 
land.   
 
The GP and DEIR are artfully worded to provide the impression that required comprehensive cultural 
resource surveys have been completed. But there is no evidence that the required Section 106 Report has 
been completed. Cultural Resource Goal 1 and 2 in the DEIR identify doing similar surveys, but AFTER 
the GP is approved and operations commence. (DEIR 3.4-5) Compliance with Section 106 requires that 
the limited surveying conducted to date would be a starting point only.  
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A more detailed review, as prescribed under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act,   
should be completed and included in the GP and DEIR to inform and support the Plan.  It is not included 
in the GP and DEIR. 
 
The Section 106 Report would require the following: 

• Specific descriptions of the nature of the impacts to the entire park, in particular focusing on 
those areas where historic districts have been delineated, and where Native American 
archaeological sites and Sacred sites are located 

• Production of a series of Area of Potential Effects maps  
• Development of a program of mechanical subsurface presence/absence testing to search for 

potentially buried historic and/or prehistoric archaeological resources, and the production of 
maps showing the extent of any potential damage to the areas which will be caused by either 
construction related earthmoving and/or off-road vehicle use of the areas. 

• Completion of reports on any resources discovered which are eligible for the National Register, 
discussing whether or not the planned development/use of the areas will have negative effects on 
these resources. 

• Completion of data recovery for these resources . 
 
The Section 106 Report should be completed prior to determining the use plan so that it can inform 
development of that plan and confirm for the public that all sensitive cultural resources will be fully 
protected. Improperly, the GP moves these critical foundation steps to AFTER the decision to open the 
area to OHV use, which ensures an inadequate level of protection.   
 
The GP and DEIR must be revised to clarify what if any protocol level cultural resource surveys have 
been conducted of the existing CSVRA, expansion area and State Parks owned residential parcels 
improperly excluded from the planning area. Proper surveys conducted in compliance with Section 106 
must then be completed as a prerequisite of development of the GP and DEIR analysis. 
 
Plan is vague and does not protect cultural resources  
 
The GP states that a constraint analysis was conducted “before the General Plan was developed to 
ensure uses and facilities are situated to avoid adversely affecting significant resources.” (GP 3-5).  As 
noted above, this constraints analysis is not presented to show how the Plan was developed relative to 
the nature, location and context of cultural resources.  Moreover,  there is no evidence of the required 
comprehensive Section 106 Report being completed. The only cultural resource generally identified in a 
map is the Tesla Mining Complex overlay. The Plan, as described on GP pages 4-1 to 4-8,  is void of 
any specific content that confirms what will be implemented when and how, except the clear allowance 
of OHV use in and around sensitive cultural resources.  The only thing that is certain in the Plan is that 
development of OHV recreation, not protection of the extensive cultural (or natural) resources, is the 
management priority, and all other uses are secondary to motorized uses. 
 
Comparison of the location of two of the individually eligible significant Native American/ prehistoric 
resources and the Tesla Mining Complex, part of the National Historic District, demonstrates that 
protection of cultural resources, other than in its most limited and narrow definition, is not provided for 
in the Plan. The protection   promised in the GP is even less than that provided at the existing CSVRA. 
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In the 1981 GP, footprints of historic resources were designated as OHV exclusion zones. Here, there is 
no such OHV exclusion area in the Plan.  
 
The unusual Native American bedrock mortars are located in the Corral Hollow Creek area within the 
green Limited Recreation Area (LRA) visitor experience area (VEA). (General Plan Figure 4-1 and 
Table 4-1, starting at page 4-3). LRA areas are defined as “an area with a higher than average 
concentration of sensitive natural and cultural resources.”   However, the Allowable Uses in a LRA still 
include OHV use through these areas for ingress/egress and connectivity.  
In the case of the bedrock mortars, given the trails and roads that would be needed to connect the 
western portion of the expansion area to the southern ridgetops of the expansion area or to the Sector 
office area, it would be necessary to drive next to or near these bedrock mortars, well within visual and 
sound field of this significant cultural resource.  The Plan does not provide a map of planned trails, roads 
and facilities, so that the clear conflict between the Plan and protection of sensitive cultural (and natural) 
resources is not made explicit. But it is precisely because of the extensive cultural (and natural) 
resources in the planning area that specific trail, road and facility maps are required as part of the plan to 
ensure full protection of all sensitive resources. 
 
The same is true for the Native American sacred site on the hillside above the Sector office and the 
Tesla Mining Complex overlay.  The sacred site is on the edge of a green Limited Recreation Area or in 
an Advanced Trails Area.  Because OHV use is allowed in the green Limited Recreation Area for 
ingress/egress and connectivity, and intensive OHV use of all types is allowed in the Advanced Trails 
Area, it is a certainty that there will be OHV use within the view and sound shed of this sacred site. 
(General Plan 4-3 to 4-8).  For the Tesla Mining Complex, although there is a special use overlay, the 
use still allows OHV use through and around the site. (General Plan 4-3 to 4-8).   
 
Trail and resource maps from the 2000 and 2004 EIR attempts, which are attached, demonstrate that 
cultural resources will be damaged by OHV use allowed in and around the sensitive resources. OHV use 
in and around these sensitive resources will degrade and damage the resource and the interpretive zone, 
the land within the view shed and sound shed, of the resources. No OHV use can within these 
interpretive zones. Large Sensitive Areas must be established that exclude OHV use. 
 
The Plan must designate Sensitive Areas where OHV use is excluded 
 
In terms of planning influences, the significant requirements of PRC 5090.43 are misstated  insofar as 
the  Division  fails to  acknowledge that Sensitive Areas must be managed in accordance with Section 
5019.71 and 5019.74, which  set out the purpose and management of natural and cultural preserves. 
Regarding local plans, both the Alameda County and San Joaquin County General Plans include 
historic/cultural/archaeological resource provisions, but the requirements are not addressed in the GP. 
These requirements must be added to and applied in the GP.  
 
The Plan must designate Sensitive Areas where OHV use is excluded as required by the PRC 5090.43 ( 
c).  Areas of higher than average concentration of sensitive resources, which the Plan acknowledge exist, 
must be fully protected. CSVRA cannot evade the need to establish Sensitive Areas that exclude OHV 
use by creating a vague, unenforceable designation of “Limited Recreation Area” that can be modified 
over time.  Further, the allowed use descriptions of the LRAs and VEAs is so vague, as is the Plan 
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overall, that Carnegie SVRA will have wide latitude in modifying and establishing trails, roads and 
facilities over time without any further  environmental review or GP amendment. 
 
For example, the entire historic Tesla Mine and Townsite should be designated as a Sensitive Area 
under PRC 5090.43.9 (c ) and managed in accordance with PRC 5019.74 which state: 
 

5090.43. Criteria for Recreation Areas; Designation of Sensitive Areas 
 
PRC Section 5090.43 (c). After January 1, 1988, no new cultural or natural preserves or state 
wildernesses shall be established within state vehicular recreation areas. To protect natural and 
cultural values, sensitive areas within state vehicular recreation areas may be designated 
by the division if the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Commission holds a public 
hearing and makes a recommendation therefor. These sensitive areas shall be managed by 
the division in accordance with Sections 5019.71 and 5019.74 which define the purpose and 
management of natural and cultural preserves. [emphasis added] 
 
PRC Section 5019.74. Cultural preserves consist of distinct nonmarine areas of outstanding 
cultural interest established within the boundaries of other state park system units for the purpose 
of protecting such features as sites, buildings, or zones which represent significant places or 
events in the flow of human experience in California. Areas set aside as cultural preserves 
shall be large enough to provide for the effective protection of the prime cultural resources 
from potentially damaging influences, and to permit the effective management and 
interpretation of the resources. Within cultural preserves, complete integrity of the cultural 
resources shall be sought, and no structures or improvements that conflict with that 
integrity shall be permitted. [emphasis added] 

 
The Tesla Mining Complex, however, is not designated in the GP as a Sensitive Area, but rather a 
CSVRA made-up designation of “Limited Recreation Area (LRA)” which has no statutory meaning and 
allows for OHV use. The Tesla Mining Complex is part of the National Historic District. If there is any 
cultural resource that should be afforded the absolute highest protection by CSVRA it is land eligible for 
National Historic District designation.  Yet this GP does not provide that protection.   
 
In order to provide for the “the effective protection of the prime cultural resources from potentially 
damaging influences….the complete integrity of the cultural resources shall be sought and no 
structures or improvements that conflict with that integrity shall be permitted.”[emphasis added].  
PRC  Section  5019.74. The GP must be revised to establish Sensitive Areas as OHV exclusion zones 
that are large enough to ensure there is no sight or sound influence from OHV use in or around the 
Sensitive Area. 
 
GP and DEIR Cultural Resource Guidelines are not sufficient to provide protection from 
damaging influences. 
 
The Cultural Resource (CR) Goals and Guidelines presented starting at DEIR page 3.4-6 are inadequate 
to protect resources. They are not mitigation to prevent and avoid impacts. They are not mitigation at all, 
but rather communication strategies, or they are remedial actions implemented after damage has already 
occurred. In all cases they are not adequate to protect the sensitive cultural resources.  
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GP CR Goal 4 - Materials and Objects Collections (GP 4-24) and Interpretive Program (GP 4-25) are 
not mitigation and there are no time frames or commitment of required resources for implementation. 
Further, even the touted Interpretive Center is only presented as a possibility.  (GP 4-2) 
 
CR Goal CR 

Guideline 
Deficiency 

Impact 3.4-1, 3.4-2 
1 Guidelines 1.1 

– 1.3 
A comprehensive CR study meeting Section 106 Report 
requirements has not been completed. These Goals and Guidelines 
demonstrate that it is planned after the GP is approved and 
operations commence. The Goals/Guidelines are not specific or 
enforceable and do not meet the requirements of mitigation 

2 2.1, 2.2, 2.3   See above 
 2.4, 2.5 Native Americans have already stated that the Plan to open the 

expansion area to OHV use is not acceptable (DEIR 3.4-4, 3.4-5).  
Guidelines for “further consultation” ignore the requirements 
already presented by Native groups.  

 2.6, 2.7, 2.12 These are not mitigation measures and do not avoid impacts. 
 2.8, 2.9 This review cannot be conducted during construction. It must be 

completed prior to development and implementation of the Plan. 
This type of action AFTER THE FACT ensures there will be 
damaging impacts to CR. The Goals/Guidelines are not specific or 
enforceable and do not meet the requirements of mitigation 

3 3.1, 3.2 A comprehensive CR study meeting Section 106 Report 
requirements has not been completed. These Goals and Guidelines 
demonstrate that it is planned after the GP is approved and 
operations commence. The Goals/Guidelines are not specific or 
enforceable and do not meet the requirements of mitigation 

 3.3, 3.4 These are not mitigation measures and do not avoid impacts. 
Impact 3.4-3, 3.4-4 
 Repeats 2.5   Native Americans have already stated that the Plan to open the 

expansion area to OHV use is not acceptable (DEIR 3.4-4, 3.4-5).  
Guidelines for “further consultation” ignore the requirements 
already presented by Native groups. 

 Repeats 2.9 his review cannot be conducted during construction. It must be 
completed prior to development and implementation of the Plan. 
This type of action AFTER THE FACT ensures there will be 
damaging impacts to CR. The Goals/Guidelines are not specific or 
enforceable and do not meet the requirements of mitigation 

 
Based on the known location of the Tesla Mining Complex, the general area of the Historic District, and 
two of the significant Native American resources, the Plan, which allows OHV use in or near this 
resource will had a significant adverse impact.  There is no evidence or analysis in the GP or DEIR that 
supports the conclusion that there will be no significant impacts to cultural resources.  
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The GP and DEIR do not properly and fully protect the extensive prehistoric and historic resources in 
the entirety of the State owned park land. All cultural resources and their complete integrity must be 
protected by the Plan with no impacts or influence from any OHV use. Vague guidelines cannot 
substitute for a project Plan that specifically establishes expansive Sensitive Areas that protect the sound 
and view shed of the interpretive zone around the cultural resources.   
 
Because of the expansive cultural and sensitive areas in the State owned Park land, the DEIR should 
consider non-OHV use alternatives for the expansion area that fully protect all of its sensitive cultural 
and natural resources. With such incredible important prehistoric and historic resources within the State 
Park owned land and the permanent damage to the contextual setting of historic resources within the 
existing CSVRA, the expansion area should be fully protected. 
 
 
PRIOR EIR ATTEMPTS DEMONSTRATE PLAN WHICH CSVRA IS TRYING NOT TO 
DISCLOSE 
 
This is the third time CSVRA has attempted to gain CEQA approval for the project to open Tesla to 
OHV use. Two prior attempts in 2000 and 2004 were abandoned. Recognizing the damage caused by 
OHV use and responding to agency comments, in 2004 the EIR process included development of a 
Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan that included setting-aside nearly half of the expansion area for 
non-OHV use and habitat conservation. The documentation from the 2000 and 2004 EIRs demonstrates 
that CSVRA: 1) can designate large blocks of land for non-OHV use, 2) can designate large OHV 
exclusion areas for sensitive resource protection; and 3) does have a road and trail plan developed based 
on the prior two EIRs to be able to complete an EIR that actually analyzed the impacts of the plan and 
then accepted the mitigation that would be required based on the damaging impacts of OHV use. The 
new strategy embodied in current GP and DEIR of making the GP and DEIR as vague as possible is a 
transparent attempt to get around the CEQA barriers that prevented CSVRA from getting CEQA 
approval to open Tesla to OHV use the last two times. Attached at Document Appendix Exhibits 4-9 are 
the 2000 and 2004 EIR documents. 
 
 
PHOTOGRAPHIC DOCUMENTATION 
 
The GP does not include an adequate photographic record to document the base line conditions at 
CSVRA and the Tesla expansion area.  Several photographs of CSVRA and the Tesla expansion area 
are included in the Document Appendix Exhibit 67 (CSVRA) and Exhibit 68 (Tesla). They document 
the extreme environmental impacts from OHV use at CSVRA and the beautiful productive biologically 
and cultural rich Tesla expansion area.   
 
 
SUMMARY 

The General Plan and DEIR are deficient in terms of the baseline conditions and description of the Plan. 
The guidelines in the Plan and DEIR are not specific measureable enforceable mitigation. The DEIR 
analysis makes conclusions that are not supported by evidence or analysis. The substantial evidence 
from impacts at the existing CSVRA and evidence of the abundant sensitive resources at Tesla is that 
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the proposed project to open Tesla to OHV use will have significant adverse impacts. The General Plan 
and Draft EIR should not be approved or certified as written and need to be completely revised and 
recirculated for public review. 

CSVRA has received a chorus of objections to the plan to open Tesla to OHV use since the first EIR 
attempt in 2000. It is abundantly clear that Tesla is not suitable for OHV use and that non-OHV use 
alternatives should be considered.  CSVRA should pursue an alternative that provides for update of the 
GP with continued OHV use at the existing SVRA and designation of Tesla as a non-OHV use preserve. 
It is time for CSVRA to work with other interested parties to accomplish this goal. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Friends of Tesla Park Steering Committee 

      
Nancy Rodrigue     Celeste Garamendi 
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29 June 2015 

California Department of Parks and Recreation 
Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division 
c/o AECOM, attn.. Carnegie SVRA General Plan (Dan Canfield, Planning Manager) 
2020 L Street, Ste. 400 
Sacramento, CA 94296-001 

Re.: Draft EIR for the proposed Carnegie State Vehicle Recreation Area (SVRA) General 
Plan Revision, State Clearinghouse Number 201205027 

Dear Mr. Canfield: 

The Sierra Club submits the following comments on the Preliminary General Plan and Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Carnegie SVRA. In general, the Sierra Club asserts that the 
documents do not adequately analyze the significant environmental impacts that will occur if OHV use 
is allowed onto the Tesla expansion area adjacent to the existing use area. Further, the Sierra Club 
believes the structure of the documents is a piecemeal approach to analyzing foreseeable impacts of 
expanding OHV usage onto the Tesla land. 

More specifically, the DEIR provides inadequate analysis of impacts in the following areas, among 
others: 

1. Agricultural Resources. The Tesla expansion area has been used for cattle grazing for over 100 years.
Cattle grazing is a type of agricultural production. In 2000, the voters of Alameda County passed the 
Save Agriculture and Open Space Lands Initiative. One of the purposes of that initiative was “to 
preserve and enhance agriculture and agricultural lands … from excessive, badly located and harmful 
development.”  

According to the State Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, 
between 2000 and 2012, Alameda County lost 6,847 acres of agricultural land of which 3,700 acres 
(54%) was grazing land. The Preliminary General Plan proposes almost doubling this loss of grazing 
land by permanent conversion of this agricultural resource base to OHV use. Yet no meaningful analysis 
of this loss has been carried out. In particular, as more and more grazing land is lost, the “critical mass” 
of grazing needed to support the infrastructure for this form of agricultural production is eroded and may 
disappear, locally and regionally. This would damage one of the state’s most important economic 
sectors. Yet no cumulative analysis of loss of grazing land is provided in the DEIR. Without conversion 

San Francisco Bay Chapter 
Serving Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Francisco counties 
2530 San Pablo Avenue, Suite I 
Berkeley, CA 94702 
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to OHV use, the Tesla expansion area retains the natural resource base for continued cattle grazing into 
the foreseeable future thereby preserving agriculture in Alameda County as mandated by county voters. 

2. Biological Resources. Numerous plant and animal species, natural communities, and their habitats are
documented in the Preliminary General Plan, including at least 12 special-status plant species and 22 
special-status wildlife species in the planning area alone. Designated Critical Habitat for the Alameda 
whipsnake and the California red-legged frog encompasses the entire Tesla expansion area. Critical 
habitat is essential for the conservation of species at risk of extinction. 

While the DEIR recognizes these facts, it avoids a detailed analysis of how the area is to be 
managed to protect these species, natural communities and habitats. The general Goals and Guidelines 
contained in the Preliminary General Plan are inadequate to evaluate probable impacts to protected 
species and their habitat. Essentially they are promises to do well by these species in the Tesla expansion 
area. But promises alone are an inadequate basis for concluding that species at risk of extinction will be 
protected. Much more detail and specific mitigations must be provided to conclude that no significant 
impacts to protected species will occur. Observation of damage on the existing, contiguous Carnegie 
OHV use area leaves little confidence that good intentions will be sufficient or that significant impacts 
can actually be prevented in the expansion area. The Eastern Alameda County Conservation Strategy 
notes, for example, that a priority for the Carnegie SVRA is to upgrade its Open Space status from Type 
3 (primary use is not ecological protection) to Type 1 or 2 (primary purpose and intent of management 
goal of the land is ecological protection).1

The Tesla expansion area has been identified by the Conservation Lands Network as a critical 
linkage and migratory corridor necessary for maintaining biological diversity in the San Francisco Bay 
Area.2 According to the Critical Linkages report

Countering these threats [habitat loss and fragmentation] requires conserving well-
connected networks of large wildlife areas where natural ecological and evolutionary 
processes can continue to operate over large spatial and temporal scales – such as top-
down regulation by large predators, and natural patterns of gene flow, pollination, 
dispersal, energy flow, nutrient cycling, and species interactions. Adequate landscape 
connections allow ecosystems to respond to natural and unnatural environmental 
perturbations, such as fire, flood, climate change, and invasions by alien species. The 
tension between fragmentation and conservation is particularly acute in the San 
Francisco Bay Area and surrounding region.3

The report goes on to show a critical linkage/migratory corridor encompassing the Tesla 
expansion area and little more either east or west (Figure 136. Mt. Diablo – Diablo Range 
Linkage Design).4 In other words, expanding OHV use into the Tesla area would completely

1 Eastern Alameda County Conservation Strategy, Chapter 4, P. 4-24. (October 2010). 
2 Penrod, K., P.E. Garding, C. Paulman, P. Beier, S. Weiss, N. Schaefer, R. Branciforte and K. Gaffney. 
2013. Critical Linkages: Bay Area and Beyond. Produced by Science & Collaboration for Connected 
Wildlands, Fair Oaks CA www.scwildlands.org in collaboration with the Bay Area Open Space 
Council’s Conservation Lands Network http://www.BayAreaLands.org. 
3 Ibid, P. 2. 
4 Ibid, P.165. 
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sever this critical linkage. The DEIR fails to consider migration corridors generally and this 
specific corridor in particular. 

The Association of Bay Area Governments considers the Tesla area to be necessary for 
conserving regionally significant agricultural and natural values and ecosystem functions.5 It
has designated the area that includes the expansion area as the “Potential Tesla Area” Priority 
Conservation Area. (Although the name has the word “Potential” in it, the PCA designation was 
made in 2008.) This designation signifies that there is local consensus that this area be protected 
from degradation. None of this is recognized in the DEIR or Preliminary General Plan. 

3. Scenic views. The natural beauty of California, the Bay Area, and the Diablo Range is
recognized internationally. As Alameda County’s comment letter points out, Tesla Road and by 
extension Corral Hollow Road are designated as major rural roads along which panoramic 
views and vistas should be “preserved and enhanced” under the County’s General Plan. The 
DEIR promises to minimize visual impacts but offers inadequate evidence that scenic views 
will actually be preserved, much less enhanced. The obvious destruction of natural scenery by 
the stripping of vegetation and scarring of hillsides owing to OHV use on the immediately 
adjacent existing Carnegie OHV use area shows that neither OHV users nor site managers are 
serious about protecting scenic views, much less that other aesthetic considerations are a 
priority. 

4. Alternatives. The alternatives analysis in the DEIR is inadequate because it fails to consider a
non-motorized recreational alternative in the Tesla expansion area. As Save Mount Diablo’s 
comment letter makes clear, non-motorized recreation will satisfy a large majority of the 
purposes of the project that are described in the Preliminary General Plan as reasons for 
expanding into the Tesla area. Non-motorized recreation can be done with far fewer impacts and 
with the opportunity for both OHV users and other visitors to camp and enjoy the natural beauty 
of the area. This is a most significant inadequacy of the DEIR and should be rectified by 
analyzing a non-motorized alternative and recirculating the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

Finally, we note in passing that other commenters have pointed out deficiencies in the DEIR’s 
analysis of probable water quality impacts, traffic impacts, greenhouse gas emissions as well as 
the DEIR’s own conclusion of significant and unavoidable air quality impacts. 

The Sierra Club looks forward to remaining engaged in this process and sincerely hopes that the 
State Department of Parks and Recreation will seriously reconsider the expansion of OHV use 
into the Tesla area. We believe the large majority of local, regional and state residents prefer 
that the Tesla site be preserved for its natural beauty, its biological and agricultural resources, 
and to provide forms of recreation that most Californians prefer. 

Sincerely, 

Dick Schneider 
Sierra Club San Francisco Bay Chapter, Tri-Valley Regional Group 

5 http://abag.ca.gov/priority/conservation/background.html 
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June 29, 
2015 

Submitted Via Email To: 
Dan Canfield, Manager Planning 
Office OHMVR Division 
1725 23rdStreet, Suite 200 
Sacramento, CA 95816-7100 
dcanfield@parks.ca.gov 

Randy Caldera, Acting Superintendent 
Carnegie SVRA 
Twin Cities District, Carnegie Sector 
Office 15751 Tesla Road 
Livermore, CA 94550 
rcaldera@parks.ca.gov 

California Department of Parks and Recreation 
Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division 
c/o AECOM, attn. Carnegie SVRA General 
Plan 2020 L Street, Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
CarnegieDEIRcomments@gmail.com 

Dear Mr. Caldera, and Mr. 
Canfield: 
The California Native Plant Society’s East Bay Chapter is writing to comment on the Preliminary 
General Plan (PGP) and its accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for 
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area (CSVRA). 

The California Native Plant Society is a statewide non-profit organization that works to protect 
California’s native plant heritage and preserve it for future generations. The Society’s mission is to 
increase the understanding and appreciation of California's native plants and to preserve them in 
their natural habitat. We promote native plant appreciation, research, education, and conservation 
through our 5 statewide programs and 34 regional chapters in California. The East Bay Chapter 
(EBCNPS) covers Alameda and Contra Costa Counties and represents some 1000 members. 

The Alameda/Tesla parcel, also known as Tesla Park, includes high quality and relatively 
undisturbed native plant communities and animal habitats. This area is so biologically valuable that 
in 2010, EBCNPS listed it as one of only 14 Botanical Priority Protection Areas (BPPAs) in Alameda 
and Contra 
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Costa Counties1. The “Corral Hollow” BPPA (Attachment A) completely encompasses the Tesla 
Park land which Carnegie SVRA identifies for expansion and proposes to open for OHV recreation 
use. In addition to the presence of unique plant communities and diverse vegetation types, this 
area was selected as a BPPA due to its unique location as a critical migratory corridor connecting 
the Mt. Diablo range in the north with the Mt. Hamilton range in the west and Cedar Mountain to 
the south. Corral Hollow also provides an east-west corridor between the San Joaquin and 
Livermore Valleys. As the effects of global climate change and expanding urban development 
continue to make themselves known, corridors like the Tesla Park land in Corral Hollow will 
become even more important to preserve in order to provide movement pathways for plants and 
animals.  
EBCNPS submitted comments in response to the NOP for this project. We also submitted 
comments as part of the Concept Alternatives Workshop that took place on June 10th, 2013 and the 
Preferred Concept Public Workshop on November 12, 2013. All of those letters are attached as 
appendices to this letter to ensure that they will be included in the record of EBCNPS comments for 
this project. This letter will serve to add to those comments. Pursuant to the mission of protecting 
California’s native plant species and habitats, EBCNPS submits the following comments and 
recommendations based on the materials that were released as part of the Draft General Plan (GP) 
and DEIR: 
Project fails to consider impacts of weed invasion due to trail construction and OHV 
use 
Potentially the most glaring omission from the biological impacts section of the DEIR and PGP is 
the failure of project planners to consider and properly evaluate the impacts that will occur to the 
special status plants and plant communities located within the proposed expansion area due to the 
inevitable creation and use of new OHV trails as a result of General Plan approval.  

A 2003 study by Gelbard and Harrison found that native habitats were much more diverse 
and invasive species were minimal in sites greater than 1000 meters from the nearest road 
2: 

In nonserpentine grasslands, native cover was greatest in sites >1000 m from roads (23%) and least in sites 

10 m from roads (9%), and the percentage of species that were native was significantly greatest in sites 

>1000 m from roads (44%) and least in those 10 m from roads (32%). In addition, the most distant sites had 

the largest number of native grass species and the fewest exotic forb species. 

The fact that the PGP and DEIR are documents that will facilitate the construction of an expansive 
trail system throughout the proposed expansion area means that the impacts must be evaluated 
and proper mitigations proposed as part of this PGP DEIR process rather than at a later date. The 
impacts caused not only by trail construction, but by the ongoing use of these trails by recreational 
OHVs will be system-wide and cumulative in nature. This General Plan and EIR process is the only 
time that the scope of these impacts can be properly evaluated. 

1 Bartosh, H., L. Naumovich, and L. Baker. 2010. Guidebook to Botanical Priority Protection Areas of the East Bay. Special 
Publications #4 of the California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter. Available through the East Bay Chapter of CNPS. 
2 Jonathan L. Gelbard and Susan Harrison 2003. Roadless Habitats as Refuges for Native Grasslands: Interactions with 
Soil, Aspect, and Grazing. Ecological Applications 13:404–415. http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/1051-
0761(2003)013[0404:RHARFN]2.0.CO;2 

2 
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No Significant Impact Conclusion is not 
Supported 
The DEIR makes assertions that the project will not have any significant biological impacts, but 
does not provide evidence or analysis to support its conclusion. Facility siting and trail design so as 
to avoid sensitive species and communities in not viable based on the history of illegal and 
unmitigated off-trail damage that continues to occur at Carnegie even in trails only areas. 
Therefore, plant guidelines 1.3 and 1.6 will not adequately protect special status plant resources. It 
is important to note that according to the PGP and DEIR, even the limited botanical surveys of the 
expansion site have found a much higher density and diversity of special status plants in the 
proposed expansion area than in the currently operating Carnegie SVRA. Considering that the only 
variable between these two adjacent parcels is the presence or absence of OHV recreation, the 
ongoing damage to the native habitat at Carnegie illustrates that OHV recreation is inherently 
damaging to native plant diversity. This unmitigated significant impact must be addressed in the 
EIR for this project.  
Project would cause unmitigated impacts to a critical wildlife 
corridor 
As noted earlier in this comment letter, EBCNPS’s selection of the Corral Hollow watershed as one 
of our Botanical Priority Protection Areas was based on its value as a critical wildlife and plant 
migratory corridor. As the impacts of climate change continue to be realized, wildlife corridors will 
be a critical factor in whether species are physically able to migrate to new areas of habitat. This is 
especially true in Corral Hollow where many plant species exist at the northernmost limit of their 
range. Heath Bartosh, one of the authors of the BPPA Guidebook, submitted separate comments 
on this issue as part of this DEIR comment process. Please refer to his letter sent June 29th 2015 
for more information. 
The identification of this area is not limited to EBCNPS’s findings. This region is widely recognized 
by conservation and land management organizations as significant. As evidence of this, in 2013, 
The Bay Area Open Space Council’s Conservation Lands Network identified the proposed 
expansion area as a Critical Linkage deserving of priority conservation action3. 

The fact that the PGP and DEIR make no mention of the proposed expansion area’s regional 
significance as a plant and wildlife corridor is a glaring omission and must be corrected. 
Furthermore, a plan must be put in place prior to approval of this expansion plan to ensure that this 
critical migratory corridor is not damaged due to the build out of OHV recreation infrastructure. The 
PGP and DEIR currently fail to even consider this significant impact that would impact the viability 
of plants and animals throughout the region. 

Cumulative Impacts Analysis 
Inadequate 
Not only does the DEIR conclude there are no direct impacts from the project, it also concludes 
there are no cumulative impacts. It does not even consider the existing CSVRA operations in the 
cumulative 
3 Penrod, K., P.E. Garding, C. Paulman, P. Beier, S. Weiss, N. Schaefer, R. Branciforte and K. Gaffney. 2013. 
Critical Linkages: Bay Area & Beyond. Produced by Science & Collaboration for Connected Wildlands, Fair Oaks, 
CA www.scwildlands.org in collaboration with the Bay Area Open Space Council’s Conservation Lands Network 
www.BayAreaLands.org.   
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impacts analysis. This is a critical issue when one considers that the parcel being considered 
for expansion is one of the last intact wildlife corridors in the entire region. 

The PGP notes that the land uses to the north and east of the proposed expansion area include 
Lawrence Livermore Site 300, the SRI explosives test range, and the existing Carnegie SVRA. 
Given that these existing land uses have already heavily degraded sections of Corral Hollow 
region, the cumulative impact resulting from opening 3000 more acres to OHV recreation is 
certainly a significant cumulative impact that must be considered in the EIR.  

General Plan Must Consider and Mitigate for Impacts to Locally Rare 
Plants 
Locally rare plant species and rare natural communities need to also be considered for avoidance 
or mitigation as part of the General Plan and EIR. Page 2-79 of the  Preliminary General Plan 
erroneously claims that “species identified [as locally rare] by the East Bay Chapter of CNPS have 
no legal designation as special status species and evaluation of these species in CEQA 
documents is at the discretion of the lead agency.”  

The East Bay Chapter of CNPS has a program4, started in 1991, that tracks rare, unusual, and 
significant plants that occur within Contra Costa and Alameda counties. East Bay CNPS has three 
ranked designations for these species: A (which includes A1, A1, *A1x, A1x, *A2, and A2); B; and C. 
These ranks are based on the number of botanical regions the subject taxon occurs in. CEQA 
requires that impacts to “resources that are rare or unique to that region” be evaluated [CEQA 
Guidelines 15125(c)]. This includes botanical resources that are, but not limited to, peripheral 
populations and disjunct subpopulations. These are informal terms that refer to those species that 
might be declining or be in need of concentrated conservation actions to prevent decline. Also, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 states “a species not included in any listing…shall nevertheless be 
considered to be rare or Endangered if the species is likely to become Endangered within the 
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range and may be considered 
Threatened as that term is used in the Endangered Species Act.” Locally rare species tracked by 
the East Bay Chapter of CNPS meet these criteria. Their status is based on their rarity and 
endangerment throughout all or portions of their range. For the purposes of this General Plan/DEIR 
locally rare plant species with an “A” designation should be considered special-status species. 
Based on the results of the Ecosystems West5 surveys, a total of 28 locally rare plant species (with 
an A rank) have been identified within the planning area. A complete list of the locally rare plants 
known to occur in the Corral Hollow region was attached to our NOP comment letter submitted in 
2012, and it can be found in Appendix B of this document. 
As the steward of land held in the public trust, the California State Parks Department must hold 
itself to a higher standard of environmental review. Even private development interests consider 
and mitigate for locally rare plants in the majority of cases. For a public land management agency to 
fail to even meet this standard level of review is unacceptable. 

General Plan Must Identify and Consider Undocumented Fritillary 
Species 
Based on the results of Ecosystem West's (2004) botanical surveys it was reported that an 
undescribed species of Fritillary was found during these studies. Today, in spite of knowing of 
this undocumented species for over a decade, and in spite of planning a General Plan Update 
that will change the land use of the area where this novel species occurs, State Parks has yet to 
analyze the 
4 Lake, Dianne. 2010. Rare, Unusual and Significant Plants of Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. East Bay Chapter of the 
Caliornia Native Plant Society.  
5 Ecosystems West. 2004 (May 3). Botanical Survey of the Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area, Alameda and 
San Joaquin Counties, California. Santa Cruz, CA.. 
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genetics of this plant population to better understand and classify it. Should this entity be validly 
published, it would represent a taxon with a very limited distribution, only occurring within the 
acquisition property and with the proposed use of this area, it should be considered endangered. 
Based on the Constraints Map provided as part of 2013 scoping documents, the area where this 
entity occurs was labeled as least sensitive. It is challenging to understand how State Parks could 
have classified the area in the "least sensitive" category since it supports a species that may be 
currently unknown to science. The Ecosystem West report states: 

Fritillary (Fritillaria sp. nov.?).  At two locations within the study area, we observed a fritillary (Fritillaria sp.) 
that could not be satisfactorily identified using keys and descriptions in standard references (Abrams 1923; 
Munz and Keck 1973; Ness 1993).  This species is a lily-like plant with solitary erect flowering stems about 1-2 
feet tall.  Non-flowering plants produce no stem and only a single large, broadly lanceolate leaf directly from the 
underground bulb.  Flowering stems have a number of narrowly lanceolate leaves that are alternate but 
sometimes crowded. Each plant has several nodding flowers, each with six perianth segments about 1-2 
inches long that are greenish-yellow with purple mottling inside and greenish-yellow, purplish, or purple-mottled 
outside.  The flowers have only a faint unpleasant odor.  The fruits range from rounded to angled (as in 
Fritillaria pluriflora, a species not otherwise resembling this plant). 
“The combination of characters described above does not correspond to any Fritillaria species occurring in 
California, according to the above references.  This species may have been previously misidentified by Jones & 
Stokes (2000) as stinkbells (Fritillaria agrestis), a species whose perianth segments are greenish-white outside 
and purplish-brown inside, but not mottled, and whose flowers have a strong unpleasant odor.  We conclude, 
pending further study, that this fritillary could be an undescribed species.” 
“Until the taxonomic status of this plant can be clarified, and its overall distribution and abundance determined, 
we recommend that this plant be treated as falling under the regulatory authority of CEQA under Section 15380 
of the CEQA Guidelines.” 
“We observed this fritillary at two locations in the study area (Figure).  The larger occurrence is located on the 
Tesla property above the historic Tesla mine and Tesla town site, in T3S R3E near the boundary of the SW ¼ 
of NW ¼ and the NW ¼ of SW ¼ Sec. 25.  This occurrence covers approximately 0.1 acre and contains about 
500 plants, only about 40 percent of which were flowering in 2003.  The smaller occurrence is in the southwest 
corner of the riding area, in T3S R4E SW ¼ of SW ¼ Sec. 32.  This occurrence contains approximately 15 
plants in an area 
10

 20 fe  e  t ,  with two a  ddit ional pla  nts 
a  ppr“The occurrence on the Tesla property is on a small, nearly level saddle on a small spur ridge and extends 

down a steep northwest-facing side slope.  The soil is clay-rich and is mapped by Welch (1966) as rock lands, 
although the soil is not rocky.  The habitat is low California annual grassland with approximately 70 to 90 
percent cover.  Associated species at this location include purple needlegrass, Malpais bluegrass, wild oat, 
other non-native annual grasses, , purple sanicle (Sanicula bipinnatifida), California plantain, California 
matchweed, yarrow, Henderson’s shooting star, California filago (Filago californica), Great Valley gumplant, 
smooth cat’s-ear, valley popcorn-flower, red-stemmed filaree, and long-beaked filaree.” 
“The riding area occurrence is near the top of a northeast-facing slope in a gently sloping open area in open 
blue oak savanna.   The soil has high clay content and is mapped as Contra Costa variant shaly clay loam by 
Welch 
(1966) and as Vallecitos rocky loam by Whitaker (1980).  The herbaceous cover at this location is unusually 
sparse, only about 40 percent.  Associated species at this location include wild oat, blow-wives, red-stemmed 
filaree, common fiddleneck, soft chess, long-spurred plectritis, blue dicks, caraway-leaved lomatium, 
a Clarkia species, and few-flowered clover (Trifolium oliganthum).  An OHV trail passes through this area, and 
plants in this area could be subject to impacts from OHV use.” This species must be properly document and classified before this plan is allowed to move 

forward. Finalizing this General Plan and EIR before such actions are taken make it impossible to 
properly consider whether or not any future land use decisions would permanently affect the 
population’s viability in the 
future. 
Alternatives Analysis does not include Non-OHV use 
Alternative 
The only alternative considered besides No Project is a Reduced Developed Use Area Alternative 
that still allows OHV use throughout most of the expansion area. A complete alternatives analysis 
must consider a Non-OHV use alternative. Most project objectives can be met, and environmental 
impacts greatly reduced or mitigated, by a project that provides for continued OHV use in the 
existing CSVRA and sets aside the expansion area for resource protection and as a mitigation bank 
for ongoing damage occurring at Carnegie. 
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State Park representatives have claimed in the past that all potential uses for the Alameda/Tesla 
parcel must include OHV use for the Alameda/Tesla parcels due to the fact the OHMVR funds were 
used to purchase the land. This assertion is misleading considering the fact that the OHVMVR 
Division is already managing land purchased with OHMVR funds for non-OHV use. The DEIR does 
not include the residences on 350+ acres along Tesla Road which were paid for by OHMVR funds 
and which are not being considered for OHV recreational use. The purchase and ongoing 
management of this area is evidence that OHMVR funds can be used for non OHV use and 
mitigation (in this case employee housing and buffers). The expansive area of Hollister Hills SVRA 
that is used as a buffer and as mitigation for sound and dust impacts is another example of OHV-
owned land being used for purposes other than OHV recreation. 

DEIR Conclusions Regarding Presence or Absence of Special Status Plants are not 
Supported by Surveys 

The PGP and DEIR fail to adequately describe the existing conditions of both the currently 
used Carnegie SVRA as well as the proposed expansion area.  

For example, on page 2-74 of the PGP, the existing condition of the grasslands in the 
proposed expansion area are described thusly:  

In less disturbed stands of annual grassland, native grasses can also be found, including purple 
needle grass (Stipa pulchra), nodding needle grass (S. cernua), one-sided bluegrass (Poa secunda 
ssp. secunda), California melic (Melica californica), and small fescue (Festuca microstachys). In 
some instances, native grasses are fairly abundant; however, no stands of native grasses large 
enough to map as a native grassland vegetation type have been discovered, and these species 
occur in association with the more dominant nonnative annual grasses. 

This characterization of the grasslands in the expansion area is erroneous. On March 24 2013, 
EBCNPS botanists identified an expansive area that qualified as Poa secunda grassland alliance 
as defined in the Manual of California Vegetation, Second Edition6 (MCV2) and this identification 
was supported in follow up personal communication with Todd Keeler-Wolf and Jennifer Buck of the 
California Department Fish and Wildlife. A map of their survey location and their extrapolated results 
is included below: 

6 Sawyer, J.O., T. Keeler-Wolf, and J.M. Evens. 2009. A Manual of California Vegetation – Second Edition. 
California Native Plant Society Press, Sacramento, CA. 979, 1013 p. 
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The yellow polygon of this map shows the area of grassland that was surveyed and positively 
identified as Poa secunda grassland alliance. The Orange Polygon is the likely range of the plant 
community given the density of the survey site, and the red polygon illustrates the area of grassland 
that has the potential for this or other rare native grassland communities. This rare plant community 
and potentially others on site must be either avoided or mitigated for as part of the environmental 
review for the PGP. It is likely that since purple needlegrass is known to occur in the proposed 
expansion area that there are areas of purple needlegrass (Stipa pulchra) grassland in the 
expansion area as well, possibly interspersed with the Poa secunda grassland. In order for a 
grassland to qualify as purple needle grass grassland alliance, purple needlegrass needs to only 
account for 10% relative cover or 5% absolute cover according to MCV2. Both of these grassland 
alliances qualify as rare plant communities and therefore must be identified and mapped as part of 
a proper CEQA review. Avoidance measures must also be identified to ensure that future project 
actions will not impact these protected communities. 

Complete and up-to-date appropriately timed botanical surveys over multiple years to determine 
the location and extent of the different plant communities at the site as well as the location of any 
rare and unusual plant species must be completed as part of this current EIR. Reference 
populations in the local area should be checked prior to surveys to ensure that false negatives do 
not show up in reporting. Annual species may germinate sporadically over a five year period, and 
limited surveys in only one or two years may miss entire populations.  Completing accurately timed 
population level surveys in several consecutive years would allow OHMVR to ensure that no target 
plant species and populations go undetected and unprotected in the final General Plan.  

Deferring and fragmenting detailed botanical surveys to later dates will prevent evaluation of all 
direct and cumulative impacts of project build-out and required mitigation. Until a complete 
characterization of the site is completed, any further planning for future OHV recreational use of 
the site is premature. 
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Plan Fails to Consider Impacts Due to Removing Livestock Grazing from Alameda/
Tesla Parcels 

Removing livestock grazing and thereby changing the current grazing regime of the proposed 
expansion site has potential to permanently disrupt viability of native grasslands on site. Due to the 
DEIR’s inadequate and incomplete plant surveys to establish an environmental baseline for the 
plant species and communities at the proposed expansion site, the document fails to consider the 
potential impacts to the rare native grassland communities present on the site. One inevitable 
environmental impact that must be considered in light of the existence of native grasslands on the 
site is the potential impacts that will result from removing cattle from the grassland areas of the site. 
Several studies7 8 have found that well managed grazing is not only important, but is often critical to 
sustain native grassland communities. In the absence of grazing or regular fire intervals, thatch can 
build up in grasslands, shading out slow-growing natives and allowing vigorous invasive grasses to 
take over the ecosystem. This significant environmental impact is not addressed in the DEIR. 

Conclusio
n 
The GP and DEIR are vague and do not provide sufficient information to complete a credible EIR. 
The piggybacking of the expansion proposal as part of the General Plan update process evades 
the thorough environmental analysis of opening up over 3,100 acres that should be completed for 
an area with as much biological value as the Alameda/Tesla Parcels contain.  The vagueness of 
the GP and DEIR with regard to project description and operating (“mitigation”) guidelines will allow 
maximum future flexibility for CSVRA to develop the expansion area and even operate the existing 
CSVRA in almost any way desired due to the lack of high quality baseline data describing the 
existing resources within the proposed expansion area. While future project level environmental 
reviews which we believe are improper deferral and tiering, are alluded to, the General Plan and 
DEIR specifically state that further environmental review is not required if future projects are found 
to be consistent with the General Plan and DEIR.  (GP 1-7; DEIR 1-2).  If CSVRA can gain General 
Plan approval to open the expansion area to OHV use, the potential exists that that they will find all 
future projects to be consistent with the GP/DEIR and never conduct further environmental review. 
A division of California State Parks must hold itself to a higher standard than development interests 
in the private sector, however, this plan and the environmental review fails to meet that standard. 

The DEIR is incomplete in that it does not provide mitigation for any of the inevitable impacts that 
opening over 3,000 acres of wildland to OHV use would cause. The documents instead use 
“guidelines” that are usually so vague as to not be specific, measurable or enforceable.  Further the 
GP and DEIR rely on Best Management Practices that are not specifically described or analyzed. 
Both the PGP and DEIR fail to describe project-related facilities such as trails and meeting areas. 
Only general use areas are designated across vast areas of the project site. It is impossible for the 
lead agency and the public to properly consider the potential environmental impacts of this plan with 
such limited information regarding what the proposed expansion project will entail. 

Even with the limited information provided by past surveys of the proposed expansion area, we 
know enough about the unique botanical and habitat resources of the Tesla/Corral Hollow 
Botanical Priority Protection Area to conclude that OHV recreation is an inappropriate use for this 
site. The DEIR concludes that there will be no significant biological impacts from locating trails and 
facilities throughout most of the Tesla Park land, but it does not provide the required biologic and 
other 
7 Reiner, RJ. 1999. Protecting Biodiversity on Grazed Grasslands in California. Presented at the AAAS Meeting, January 
24, 1999. 
8 Menke, J.W. 1992. Grazing and fire management for native perennial grass restoration in California grasslands. 
Fremontia 20:22-25 
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environmental studies that support that 
conclusion. 
Due to these outstanding issues, the CSVRA General Plan and Draft EIR should not be approved 
or certified as written and needs to be revised and recirculated for public review with the entire 
expansion area designated as a permanent preserve area with No OHV use allowed. 

EBCNPS appreciates the consideration of these comments and will look forward to following this 
project in the future. Please do not hesitate to contact us with questions at 
conservation@ebcnps.org or by phone at (510) 734-0335. 

Sincerely
, 

Mack Casterman 
Conservation Analyst 
California Native Plant Society, East Bay 
Chapter 
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     East Bay Chapter               P O Box 5597, Elmwood Station. Berkeley, CA 94705
06/07/12

Attn: Chris Mundhenk, Project Manager
2020 L Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95811
Phone: (916) 414-5858
Email: chris.mundhenk@aecom.com

Subject:  Comments from California Native Plant Society’s East Bay Chapter on Notice 
of Preparation of and Scoping for the EIR and General Plan for expansion of Carnegie 
State Vehicular Recreation Area (CSVRA) 

Dear Mr. Mundhenk,

The California Native Plant Society’s East Bay Chapter (EBCNPS) appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation and Scoping of an Environmental 
Impact Report for the Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area General Plan and EIR.  

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a statewide non-profit organization that 
works to protect California’s native plant heritage and preserve it for future generations.  
The Society’s mission is to increase the understanding and appreciation of California's 
native plants and to preserve them in their natural habitat.  We promote native plant 
appreciation, research, education, and conservation through our 5 statewide programs and 
33 regional chapters in California.  The East Bay Chapter covers Alameda and Contra 
Costa Counties and represents some 1100 members.  

Pursuant to the mission of protecting California’s native plant species and habitats, CNPS 
submits the following comments and recommendations for the NOP and General 
Plan/EIR:

General Considerations:

Need for separate Environmental Review for Carnegie and Alameda-Tesla Properties

The California Department of Parks and Recreation’s Off-Highway Motor Vehicle 
Recreation Division (OHMVR) is planning to create a new General Plan and associated 
environmental impact report (EIR) for the Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area 
(SVRA).  The NOP for this plan states, “[t]he project area also includes the 3,478-acre 
Alameda-Tesla expansion area which is owned by State Parks and will be added to the 
Carnegie SVRA upon completion of the General Plan.”  The EIR that will correspond 
with this new General Plan must study the potential environmental impacts to these two 
separate and very different sites as a result of the General Plan.  Carnegie SVRA is 
already accessible for motorized recreation and has suffered substantial environmental 
degradation over the decades it has been under State Parks management.  In contrast, the 



2

Alameda Tesla Property has not yet been approved for motorized recreation and in its 
current condition, it remains an extremely valuable site with regard to habitat value for 
native plant and animal species of the area.  Merging an environmental review for both of 
these disparate properties together would be inappropriate and furthermore would create 
added confusion in an already confusing and controversial process.

The NOP states that a Program EIR is being completed for this General Plan.  However, 
due to the fact that the Carnegie SVRA is already undergoing several concurrent 
biological remediation projects, and those repairs are “project level” activities, each of 
which should require project-level EIRs, this General Plan needs to be accompanied by 
project-level EIRs for the impacts that have happened and will continue to happen as a 
result of this plan.  The State can not escape its obligation of studying the project level 
effects that this General Plan will have by completing a program level EIR, and then 
subsequently producing Mitigated Negative Declarations based on this EIR for future 
projects at the SVRA.  

Of all entities, the California State Department of Parks and Recreation should be the 
stellar model of ecological technicality, of ethical practice, demonstrating leadership for 
how to apply the spirit of the EIR process, rather than following in the path of so many 
industrial and commercial enterprises which are expected to conform to the EIR/CEQA 
regulations.

Due to the potential for acute impacts at the Alameda-Tesla property because of a new 
recreational use, a project-level EIR analysis should be completed for expansion of 
motorized recreation into the Tesla-Alameda property. Also, the environmental review 
for the Tesla-Alameda property must evaluate all impacts of opening up the property for 
motorized recreation use, and it must be completed as part of this General Plan Process.  

CNPS is deeply concerned that deferring this complete project level review could allow 
the State to use negative declarations to expand OHV use over time while never actually 
considering the potential for environmental damage based upon the baseline conditions of 
the property today.  Such actions would be viewed as an abuse of the CEQA process and 
could make the State vulnerable to litigation.

Need for Analysis of Non-Motorized Recreation as Project Alternative in EIR

As part of the alternatives analysis in the EIR, non-motorized recreation at the Alameda-
Tesla property needs to be studied as a viable alternative.  This alternative would allow a 
valuable open space area for the citizens of eastern Alameda County and western San 
Joaquin County to find a place in nature for peaceful contemplation and recreation.  This 
natural open space will become even more important and valuable as the cities of 
Livermore and Tracy continue to grow in population on either side of the Property.  Non-
motorized recreation such as hiking is incompatible with off highway vehicle use due to 
the noise, exhaust, distracting high-velocity activity, and danger which prevents the 
peaceful, sensory experience that non-motorized users seek out. A large segment of 
society seeks out botanically interesting experiences provided by a complex natural, 
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intact plant habitat. CNPS wishes to assure that such high-quality experiences are 
provided by the State Parks in local venues.

Importance of Environmental Baseline with Which to Measure Future Impacts

In order to properly quantify the success of future management strategies and mitigation 
techniques, a comprehensive environmental baseline (current conditions) at the Alameda-
Tesla property must be established.  

Furthermore, due to decades of unmitigated environmental impacts at the existing 
Carnegie SVRA property, the baseline for future remediation of that property can not 
simply be the current conditions, but rather needs to factor in the conditions at the time 
the State Parks took ownership of the park and committed to protect the natural resources 
of that property.  

Such an environmental baseline for plant species would be accomplished through well 
timed botanical surveys at the appropriate time of year for several consecutive years.  A 
list of target species that are known to occur or have the potential to occur on site needs 
to be compiled, and reference populations need to be determined for these target species 
in order to accurately determine what years are good germination years and when the best 
time for surveys is.  ECNPS requests that plant population densities and distributions at 
the site be surveyed for and compiled as part of this effort.  The Alameda-Tesla property 
must not become a “botanical garden” of representative species, but rather, it must be 
managed as an actual landscape-sized series of natural habitats.  Annual species may 
germinate sporadically over a five year period, and limited surveys in only one or two 
years may miss entire populations.  Completing accurately timed population level surveys 
in several consecutive years would allow OHMVR to ensure that no target plant species 
and populations go undetected and unprotected in the forthcoming General Plan.  

Rare Species and Rare Natural Communities Must Be Considered for Mitigation in EIR

Obviously, special status species will be studied and mitigated for as part of this EIR. 
However, locally rare plant species and rare natural communities need to also be 
considered as part of the EIR.  Although not regarded as special-status species by the 
USFWS or CDFG, locally rare plants can receive regulatory protection, through CEQA’s 
Article 9 and Guidelines §15125(a) and §15380 which state that “special emphasis should 
be placed on environmental resources that are rare or unique to that region.”  EBCNPS 
maintains a database of locally rare plants that occur within our Corral Hollow Botanical 
Priority Protection Area which covers the Tesla-Alameda property. (See attached list: 
“Rare and Unusual Plants and Watch Lists of Corral Hollow”)  CNPS has developed and 
maintains a list of rare, threatened and endangered plants of California.  This information 
is published in the Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California.  The 
CNPS list is endorsed by the CDFG and effectively serves as its list of “candidate” plant 
species.  The following identifies the definitions of the CNPS listings (rankings):

 Rank 1A: Plants presumed to be extinct in California;
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 Rank 1B: Plants that are rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and 
elsewhere;

 Rank 2: Plants that are rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, but are 
more numerous elsewhere;

 Rank 3: Plants about which more information is needed (a review list); and
 Rank 4: Plants of limited distribution (a watch list). 

CNPS Rank 1B and Rank 2 species are considered eligible for state listing as Endangered 
or Threatened pursuant to the California Fish and Game Code.  As part of the CEQA 
process, such species should be fully considered in EIRs, as they meet the definition of 
Threatened or Endangered under the NPPA and Sections 2062 and 2067 of the California 
Fish and Game Code.  CNPS Rank 3 and Rank 4 species are considered to be either 
plants about which more information is needed or are uncommon enough that their status 
should be regularly monitored.  Such plants may be eligible or may become eligible for 
state listing, and CNPS and CDFG recommend that these species be evaluated for 
consideration during the preparation of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
documents, as some of these species may meet NPPA and CESA criteria as Threatened 
or Endangered.

The General Plan needs to specify the known protected and locally rare plants that occur 
or that have the potential to occur at the project site in order to adequately plan for 
monitoring and protection in the future.

In order to identify areas with valuable botanical resources to be incorporated into the 
general plan, a list of target rare plant species (species known to occur on the site and in 
the surrounding area) needs to be compiled, and appropriately timed surveys for these 
species need to be carried out over several consecutive years.  If any of these target 
species are found on the site, their habitat areas need to be prioritized for protection and 
avoidance in order to minimize the need for expensive and often unsuccessful mitigation.  
Past surveys of the Tesla-Alameda property have been limited to one year and in some 
cases only one day of one year which is totally inadequate.

Conclusion

EBCNPS recommends that the California Department of Parks and Recreation’s Off-
Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division underpin this General Plan with 
simultaneous production of a project level environmental review of present and future 
management and restoration techniques at the existing Carnegie SVRA.  

Until the State has demonstrated that is has the resources and understanding to properly 
manage Carnegie SVRA for motorized recreation, while at the same time preventing 
further accumulation of the devastating environmental impacts caused by motorized 
recreation on the property, it should not consider opening the Alameda-Tesla property to 
motorized recreation.  
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We look forward to continuing to follow this project and commenting in the future.  If 
you have any questions, please contact me at conservation@ebcnps.org . 

Sincerely,

Mack Casterman
Conservation Analyst
California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter
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Rare and Unusual Plants
and Watch Lists 

of Corral Hollow
2005

(Statewide Rare Plants in Upper Case)

Rank
in East
Bay    Species          Common Name    Habitat
*A2 ACANTHOMINTHA 

LANCEOLATA
Santa Clara thornmint Chaparral; Serpentine

A1 Allium crispum crinkled onion Dry Open Slopes; Serpentine; Misc. 
habitats

A1x Allium peninsulare  var. peninsulare 
(historical-1954)

peninsular onion Dry Open Slopes; Misc. habitats

A2 Allophyllum divaricatum straggling gilia Chaparral; Sand or Sandstone; 
Woodland

B Alopecurus saccatus Howell's meadow foxtail Vernal Pools
B Amaranthus blitoides prostrate amaranth Misc. habitats
A1x Amsinckia douglasiana (historical-

1938)
Douglas' fiddleneck Dry Open Slopes; Rock, Tallus or 

Scree
A2 Amsinckia eastwoodiae Eastwood's fiddleneck Grassland; Misc. habitats
*A1 AMSINCKIA GRANDIFLORA large-flowered fiddleneck Grassland; Sand or Sandstone; 

Misc. habitats
B Amsinckia lycopsoides bugloss fiddleneck Misc. habitats
A1x Amsinckia tessellata  var. gloriosa 

(historical-1954)
tessellate fiddleneck Sand or Sandstone; Misc. habitats

B Amsinckia tessellata var. tessellata devil's lettuce Grassland; Misc. habitats
A1 Amsinckia vernicosa var. vernicosa forked fiddleneck Dry Open Slopes; Rock, Tallus or 

Scree
B Ancistrocarphus filagineus woolly fishook Grassland; Serpentine; Vernal Pools
*A2 ANDROSACE ELONGATA SSP. 

ACUTA
California androsace Dry Open Slopes; Grassland

A2 Apiastrum angustifolium wild celery Chaparral; Scrub
C Arctostaphylos glauca big-berried manzanita Chaparral; Rock, Tallus or Scree; 

Woodland
B Astragalus asymmetricus San Joaquin locoweeed Grassland; Woodland; Misc. 

habitats
A1 Astragalus didymocarpus var. 

didymocarpus 
(A. gambelianus is more common)

two-seeded milkvetch Grassland

B Atriplex fruticulosa ball saltbush Alkali areas
A2 Blepharizonia laxa (B. plumosa ssp 

viscida in Jepson Manual)
big tarplant Chaparral; Grassland; Scrub; 

Woodland
*A2 BLEPHARIZONIA PLUMOSA big tarplant Grassland; Scrub
B Brickellia californica California brickellia Dry Washes; Riparian; Misc. 

habitats
A1 Calochortus clavatus ssp. pallidus club-haired Mariposa-lily Chaparral; Dry Open Slopes; Rock, 

Tallus or Scree; Serpentine; 
Woodland

C Calochortus luteus yellow mariposa lily Forest; Grassland; Woodland
B Calochortus venustus butterfly Mariposa-lily Forest; Grassland; Sand or 

Sandstone; Woodland
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A2 Calycadenia truncata rosin weed Rock, Tallus or Scree; Scrub
A1 Camissonia boothii ssp. decorticans shredding evening-primrose Dry Open Slopes; Rock, Tallus or 

Scree
A2 Camissonia graciliflora hill sun cup Dry Open Slopes; Grassland; Scrub; 

Woodland
A1 Camissonia hirtella small primrose Burns; Scrub
C Castilleja densiflora ssp. densiflora 

(C. exserta is more common)
owl's-clover Grassland

C Castilleja foliolosa woolly paintbrush Chaparral; Dry open slopes; Rock, 
Tallus or Scree

*A1x CAULANTHUS COULTERI VAR. 
LEMMONII (Historical-1938)

Lemmon's jewelflower Dry Open Slopes

A1 Cercis occidentalis western redbud Chaparral; Dry Open Slopes; 
Riparian; Woodland

A2 Chamaesyce ocellata ssp. ocellata valley spurge Sand or Sandstone
B Chenopodium berlandieri pitseed goosefoot Misc. habitats
A2 Chrysothamnus nauseosus ssp. 

mohavensis
rubber rabbitbrush Scrub

B Cirsium cymosum peregrine thistle Forest; Grassland; Scrub; 
Serpentine; Woodland

C Cirsium occidentale var. venustum Venus thistle Grassland; Woodland; Misc. 
habitats

C Clarkia affinis small clarkia Chaparral; Woodland
A2 Clarkia purpurea ssp. purpurea 

(ssp. quadrivulnera is more common)
purple clarkia Grassland

A1 Clarkia tembloriensis ssp. 
tembloriensis

temblor clarkia Grassland; Scrub

C Collinsia sparsiflora var. collina few-flowered blue-eyed 
Mary

Chaparral; Grassland; Woodland

A1 Coreopsis calliopsidea leafy-stemmed coreopsis Grassland; Scrub
A1 Cryptantha intermedia common cryptantha   Forest; Rock, Tallus or Scree; Sand 

or Sandstone; Woodland
A2 Cryptantha microstachys Tejon cryptantha Chaparral; Woodland
B Deinandra kelloggii  (Hemizonia 

kelloggii in Jepson Manual)
Kellogg's tarweed Misc. habitats

B Delphinium hesperium ssp. 
hesperium

western larkspur Woodlands

C Delphinium hesperium ssp. 
pallescens

western larkspur Woodlands

A1 Delphinium parryi ssp. parryi Parry's larkspur Chaparral; Woodland
C Deschampsia danthonioides annual hairgrass Coastal Bluff; Freshwater Marsh; 

Grassland; Riparian; Misc. 
Wetlands

A2 Downingia insignis cupped downingia Vernal Pools
A1 Eastwoodia elegans yellow mock aster Misc. habitats
C Elymus multisetus big squirreltail Dry Open Slopes; Grassland; Rock, 

Tallus or Scree; Sand or Sandstone
B Emmenanthe penduliflora var. 

penduliflora
whispering bells Burns; Chaparral; Rock, Tallus or 

Scree; Sand or Sandstone; Scrub; 
Serpentine

A1? Ephedra californica(?) Mormon tea Chaparral; Dry Open Slopes; 
Grassland; Rock, Tallus or Scree

B Epilobium pygmaeum smooth boisduvalia Vernal Pools
A1x Eremalche parryi ssp. parryi Parry's mallow Grassland; Scrub; Woodland
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(historical-1940)
A1 Eriastrum pluriflorum many-flowered eriastrum Chaparral; Forest; Woodland
A2 Eriogonum angulosum angle-stemmed eriogonum Sand or Sandstone; Misc. habitats
A2 Eriogonum fasciculatum var. 

foliolosum
California buckwheat Dry Open Slopes

A1 Eriogonum fasciculatum var. 
polifolium

California buckwheat  Dry Open Slopes; Dry Washes; 
Scrub

B Eriogonum gracile var. gracile slender buckwheat Sand or Sandstone
A1 Eriogonum nudum var. pauciflorum Dry Open Slopes; Misc. habitats
A1 Eriogonum nudum var. pubiflorum naked-stemmed buckwheat  Dry Open Slopes; Misc. habitats
B Eriogonum roseum virgate buckwheat Gravel; Rock, Tallus or Scree; Sand 

or Sandstone
B Eriogonum wrightii var. 

trachygonum
Wright's eriogonum Gravel

A1? Eriophyllum wallacei(?) Wallace's woolly daisy Chaparral; Woodland
*A2 ERODIUM MACROPHYLLUM round-leaved filaree Grassland; Scrub
C Erysimum capitatum ssp. capitatum western wallflower Misc. habitats
*A1 ESCHSCHOLZIA 

RHOMBIPETALA
diamond-petaled California 
poppy

Dry Open Slopes; Grassland

C Festuca idahoensis Idaho fescue Dry Open Slopes; Grassland; 
Woodland

C Filago californica California filago Burns; Dry open Slopes; Grassland; 
Rock, Tallus or Scree

A2 Forestiera pubescens desert olive Riparian
*A2 FRITILLARIA AGRESTIS stinkbells Alkali areas; Grassland
A1 Galium porrigens var. tenue 

(var. porrigens is more common)
climbing bedstraw Chaparral; Forest

B Gilia capitata ssp. staminea blue field gilia Sand or Sandstone
C Gilia clivorum grassland gilia Dry Washes; Grassland
B Gilia tricolor ssp. diffusa birds-eye gilia Grassland
B Gilia tricolor ssp. tricolor birds-eye gilia Grassland
C Glycyrrhiza lepidota wild licorice Misc. habitats
C Gnaphalium canescens ssp. 

beneolens
fragrant everlasting Dry Open Slopes; Misc. habitats

A1 Guillenia flavescens yellow-flowered thelypodium Serpentine
C Gutierrezia californica California matchweed Dry Open Slopes; Grassland; Rock, 

Tallus or Scree; Serpentine
C Helianthus californicus California sunflower Brackish Marsh; Freshwater Marsh; 

Riparian; Rock, Tallus or Scree
*A2 HESPEREVAX CAULESCENS 

(H. sparsiflora is more common)
hogwallow starfish Vernal Pools

A2 Hesperolinon californicum California dwarf flax Grassland; Rock, Tallus or Scree; 
Serpentine

A1 Heterodraba unilateralis heterodraba Grassland
C Heterotheca sessiliflora ssp. 

echioides
golden aster Grassland; Woodland

B Holocarpha obconica San Joaquin tarplant Grassland
A2 Hordeum depressum low barley Alkali areas; Vernal Pools; Misc. 

Wetlands
Juncus occidentalis western rush Misc. habitats

A2 Juncus oxymeris pointed rush Scrub; Misc. habitats
B Juniperus californica California juniper Dry Open Slopes; Woodland
A2 Keckiella breviflora var. breviflora gaping penstemon Rock, Tallus or Scree
C Koeleria macrantha junegrass Forest; Grassland; Scrub; Woodland



9

B Lasthenia microglossa small-rayed goldfields Chaparral; Grassland; Woodland; 
Misc. Wetlands

A2 Lasthenia minor woolly goldfields Grassland
C Layia platyglossa tidy-tips Misc. habitats
B Lessingia filaginifolia var. californica California-aster Grassland; Scrub; Woodland
C Lilaea scilloides flowering quillwort Misc. Wetlands
A2 Linanthus dichotomus evening snow Gravel; Rock, Tallus or Scree; Sand 

or Sandstone; Serpentine
B Linaria canadensis blue toadflax Gravel; Sand or Sandstone
A2 Lithophragma parviflorum var. 

parviflorum
prairie star Misc. habitats

A2 Lomatium caruifolium var. 
caruifolium

caraway-leaved lomatium Grassland; Vernal Pool; Misc. 
habitats

C Lupinus bicolor var. umbellatus miniature lupine Misc. habitats
B Malacothamnus fremontii white-coat mallow Chaparral; Woodland
A1 Malacothrix coulteri snake's-head Grassland; Scrub; Sand or 

Sandstone
A1x Meconella linearis (historical-1983 

but not seen since)
narrow-leaved meconella Dry Washes; Grassland; Sand or 

Sandstone
C Melica californica California melic Grassland
A2 Mentzelia affinis Hydra stick-leaf Grassland; Sand or Sandstone; 

Woodland
A2 Mentzelia lindleyi Lindley's blazing star Rock, Tallus or Scree; Scrub; 

Woodlands
A1x Mentzelia pectinata (historical-1935) San Joaquin blazing star Grassland; Woodland
A2 Microseris campestris San Joaquin microseris Grassland; Vernal Pools
C Microseris douglasii ssp. tenella silver puffs Grassland; Serpentine; Vernal Pools
C Mimulus cardinalis scarlet monkeyflower Riparian
A1 Mimulus latidens broad-toothed monkeyflower Vernal Pools; Misc. Wetlands
A1 Mimulus rattanii Rattan monkeyflower Burns; Chaparral
A2 Minuartia californica California sandwort Chaparral; Dry Open Slopes; 

GrasslandRock, Tallus or Scree; 
Sand or Sandstone; Serpentine

A1x Monardella breweri (historical-1868) Brewer's monardella Chaparral; Woodland
B Monolopia major cupped monolopia Grassland
B Muilla maritima common muilla Alkali areas; Dry Open Slopes; 

Grassland; Scrub; Serpentine; 
Woodland; Misc. Wetlands

B Nassella cernua nodding needlegrass Grassland
C Nassella pulchra purple needlegrass Grassland
A2 Navarretia nigelliformis ssp. 

nigelliformis
adobe navarretia Vernal Pools

A2 Oenothera deltoides ssp. cognata desert evening-primrose Grassland; Sand or Sandstone
A1 Orobanche californica ssp. jepsonii Jepson broom-rape Rock, Tallus or Scree; Sand or 

Sandstone areas
C Orobanche uniflora naked broom-rape Rock, Tallus or Scree; Misc. 

habitats
C Panicum capillare witchgrass Misc. habitats
A1 Pectocarya penicillata winged pectocarya Misc. habitats
B Pectocarya pusilla little pectocarya Grassland; Woodland; Misc. 

habitats
A2 Perideridia californica California yampah Riparian
B Phacelia ciliata Great Valley phacelia Grassland
A1 Phacelia douglasii Douglas' phacelia  Sand or Sandstone
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A1x Phacelia egena (historical-1956) phacelia Chaparral; Riparian; Woodland
A2 Phacelia tanacetifolia tansy phacelia Gravel; Sand or Sandstone

Pholistoma membranaceum white fiesta flower Coastal Bluff; Coastal Strand; 
Riparian; Woodland

C Plagiobothrys canescens valley popcornflower Grassland; Scrub; Woodland
C Plagiobothrys stipitatus var. stipitatus 

(var. micranthus is more common)
stipitate allocarya  Alkali areas; Vernal Pools

A2 Plagiobothrys tenellus slender popcornflower Misc. habitats
B Plagiobothrys trachycarpus rough-fruited allocarya Vernal Pools; Misc. habitats
B Platanus racemosa California sycamore Riparian
B Plectritis ciliosa ssp. ciliosa long-spurred plectritis Grassland; Woodland
A2 Plectritis ciliosa ssp. insignis long-spurred plectritis  Grassland; Woodland
B Psilocarphus brevissimus var. 

brevissimus
dwarf woolly-marbles Vernal Pools

B Quercus lobata valley oak Grassland; Riparian; Woodland
C Rhamnus ilicifolia holly-leaf redberry Chaparral; Forest; Woodland
B Ribes malvaceum var. malvaceum chaparral currant Chaparral; Woodland
A2 Ribes quercetorum oak gooseberry Chaparral; Woodland
A1x Salvia carduacea (historical-1946) thistle sage Gravel; Sand or Sandstone
B Salvia columbariae chia Chaparral; Rock, Tallus or Scree; 

Scrub
Salvia mellifera black sage Chaparral; Scrub

C Scirpus maritimus bulrush Misc. Wetlands
*A1 SENECIO APHANACTIS rayless ragwort Alkali areas; Grassland
B Senecio breweri Brewer's butterweed Riparian areas; Woodlands
A2 Senecio flaccidus var. douglasii shrubby butterweed Dry Washes; Rock, Tallus or Scree; 

Sand or Sandstone
A1 Silene antirrhina snapdragon catchfly Burns; Sand or Sandstone; Misc. 

habitats
B Stachys albens white hedge nettle Misc. Wetlands
B Stebbinsoseris heterocarpa derived microseris Rock, Tallus or Scree; Misc. 

habitats
C Stellaria nitens shining chickweed Rock, Tallus or Scree; Riparian; 

Sand or Sandstone areas; 
Woodlands

B Streptanthus glandulosus ssp. 
glandulosus

jewelflower Chaparral; Grassland; Serpentine; 
Woodland

A1 Stylocline gnaphaloides nest-straw Sand or Sandstone; Misc. habitats
Stylomecon heterophylla wind poppy Burns; Chaparral; Grassland

C Trifolium albopurpureum var. 
albopurpureum

Indian clover Chaparral; Forest; Grassland

B Trifolium albopurpureum var. 
dichotomum

branched Indian clover Coastal Bluff; Dry Open Slopes; 
Grassland; Woodland; Misc. 
Wetlands

B Trifolium albopurpureum var. 
olivaceum

olive clover Misc. habitats

C Trifolium oliganthum few-flowered clover Scrub; Woodland
A2 Tropidocarpum gracile slender tropidocarpum Alkali areas; Grassland

Veronica peregrina ssp. xalapensis purslane speedwell Misc. habitats
A2 Vicia hassei slender vetch Grassland; Scrub
C Viola  pedunculata Johnny-jump-up Chaparral; Grassland; Woodland
A2 Viola purpurea ssp. quercetorum mountain violet  Grassland; Scrub
C Vulpia microstachys var. ciliata 

(var. pauciflora is more common)
Eastwood's fescue Forest; Sand or Sandstone
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A2 Vulpia microstachys var. confusa 
(var. pauciflora is more common)

hairy-leaved fescue Dry Open Slopes; Grassland; Sand 
or Sandstone; Scrub

NOTE: Plant species followed by “(?)” have taxonomic or distribution problems and it is not clear if they 
occur here.

             Dates indicated for historical species refer to last known record in the Alameda-Contra Costa 
Counties area.

Explanation of Ranks
*A1 or *A2:  Species in Alameda and Contra Costa counties listed as rare, threatened or endangered 
statewide by federal or state agencies or by the state level of CNPS.

A1x: Species previously known from Alameda or Contra Costa Counties, but now believed to have been 
extirpated, and no longer occurring here.

A1:  Species currently known from 2 or less regions in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties.

A2:  Species currently known from 3 to 5 regions in the two counties, or, if more, meeting other important 
criteria such as small populations, stressed or declining populations, small geographical range, limited or 
threatened habitat, etc.

B:    High Priority Watch List - Plants occurring in 6 to 9 regions here, or otherwise subject to threat 

C:    Second Priority Watch List – Plants occurring in 10 or more regions here, but potential threats
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July 15, 2013 
 
 
Submitted Via Email To: 
 
Dan Canfield, Manager Planning Office 
OHMVR Division 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 200 
Sacramento, CA 95816-7100 
dcanfield@parks.ca.gov 
 
AECOM 
Attn: Petra Unger  
2020 L Street, Ste. 400 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
petra.unger@aecom.com 
CarnegieGP@parks.ca.gov 

 
Randy Caldera, Acting Superintendent 
Carnegie SVRA 
Twin Cities District, Carnegie Sector Office 
15751 Tesla Road 
Livermore, CA 94550 
rcaldera@parks.ca.gov 
 
 
Dear Mr. Caldera, Mr. Canfield and Ms. Unger: 
 
The California Native Plant Society’s East Bay Chapter is writing to comment on materials distributed at the 
Concept Alternatives Public Workshop on June 10, 2013 and online at www.carnegiegeneralplan.com which 
present the project planning and development Concepts from which OHMVR will select or formulate the 
preferred alternative for the Draft General Plan and DEIR for Carnegie SVRA. 
 
The California Native Plant Society is a statewide non-profit organization that works to protect California’s native 
plant heritage and preserve it for future generations. The Society’s mission is to increase the understanding and 
appreciation of California's native plants and to preserve them in their natural habitat. We promote native plant 
appreciation, research, education, and conservation through our 5 statewide programs and 33 regional chapters 
in California. The East Bay Chapter (EBCNPS) covers Alameda and Contra Costa Counties and represents 
some 1100 members. 
 
EBCNPS submitted comments in response to the NOP for this project and will plan to submit more detailed 
comments for the forthcoming DEIR. Pursuant to the mission of protecting California’s native plant species and 
habitats, EBCNPS submits the following comments and recommendations based on the materials that were 
released at the Concept Alternatives Public Workshop: 
 
General Comments:  
 

 Has vegetation mapping been conducted such that an analysis of locations of sensitive natural 
communities can be evaluated by the public? Coarse vegetation mapping appears to have been 

mailto:dcanfield@parks.ca.gov
mailto:petra.unger@aecom.com
mailto:CarnegieGP@parks.ca.gov
mailto:rcaldera@parks.ca.gov
http://www.carnegiegeneralplan.com/
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conducted (JSA 20001, HDR 20042, and Carnegie General Plan 20133); however, the vegetation types 
mapped are of variable levels of detail and do not correspond directly to vegetation types described in 
The Second Edition of A Manual of California Vegetation (MCV2, Sawyer et al. 2009). MCV2 has been 
adopted as the standard vegetation classification system in California by state and federal agencies 
(including California Department of Fish and Wildlife, United States Forest Service, National Park 
Service, and United States Geological Survey). Vegetation mapping should have been conducted in 
accordance with MCV2 following CNPS/CDFG vegetation mapping/sampling methods (20114) and 
should be made available for public review. The vegetation mapping needs to be cross-walked to MCV2 
in order properly assess impacts to sensitive natural community types. Results presenting either MCV2 
types or the cross-walk should be presented to the public so the significance of any impacts to sensitive 
natural communities due to proposed project activities can be evaluated and commented on by the 
public.  
 

 Another reason for presenting the MCV2 types is that the list of mapped vegetation alliances should be 
checked against the CDFW List of Vegetation Alliances and Associations (20135) to determine if any of 
the types are considered sensitive natural communities (i.e., sensitive or special-status natural 
communities are vegetation types that have been identified on the most recent CDFW List of Vegetation 
Alliances and Associations as being critically imperiled [state ranking of S1], imperiled [S2], or vulnerable 
[S3]). 

 
 The Sensitive Area Constraints Map (shown on page 9 of the Introductory Packet at 

http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/system/assets/53/original/stn1_final_loopingppt_20130610.pdf) should 
be provided in higher resolution such that an analysis of documented existing locations of sensitive 
natural communities can be conducted. 

 
 None of the three Concept Alternatives demonstrate optimization for protection of natural resources. A 

concept that includes the protection of biological resources as its primary focus should be included as a 
fourth concept. This Concept Alternative needs to demonstrate how CSVRA, and especially the 
expansion parcel, can be operated for OHV recreation such that protection of the natural resources is 
optimized. The alternative would necessarily consider how to provide the intensive natural resources 
management required to avoid and minimize OHV travel impacts to substrate, organisms, and how to 
provide for alternative recreational uses. Such a Concept Alternative should be included in the revised 
Concept Alternatives round of public review, so that it can be fully and transparently discussed well 
before any Preferred Alternative is presented in the draft General Plan and EIR 

 
 Biological Resource Guidelines are inadequate as they are not supported by existing scientific data. This 

lack of data has resulted in a flawed Constraint Map and Recreation Suitability Map. No documentation 
showing the distribution or describing the abundance of special-status plant species or sensitive natural 
communities has be made available to the public to evaluate the conclusions presented in the 3 OHV 
use concepts. None of the information presented in the 2007 Corral Hollow Watershed Assessment 
addresses this issue. In order to support the conclusions of the 3 OHV use concepts the background 
documentation such as rare plant survey reports and maps produced by EDAW (1997)6, Jones and 
Stokes (2000)7, Ecosystems West (2004)8, and HDR (2004)9 should have been made available. 
Furthermore, we continue to await the release of more recent data produced as part of the ongoing 
Habitat Monitoring System program. With these documents and especially with more recent, valid 

                                                 
1 Jones and Stokes Associates, 2000. California Department of Parks and Recreation, Carnegie State Vehicle Recreation Area, General Plan Amendment. 
Environmental Impact Report. Draft. San Jose, California, February 2000. 
2 HDR Inc., 2004. “Recirculated Draft Carnegie Environmental Impact Report - Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area General Plan 
Amendment/Habitat Conservation Plan.” Prepared for the California Department of Parks and Recreation, August 2004. 
3 Carnegie General Plan. 2013. Biological Resources Map presented at 
http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/system/assets/44/original/board_3_concept_development_lores.pdf 
4 California Native Plant Society/Department of Fish and Game. 2011. Protocol for Combined Vegetation Rapid Assessment and Relevé Sampling Field 
Form. May 2011. http://www.cnps.org/cnps/vegetation/pdf/protocol-combined.pdf [Accessed July 12, 2013] 
5 CDFW 2013. Natural Communities List. California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, California. 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/pdfs/natcomlist.pdf [Accessed July 12, 2013]. 
6 EDAW, 1997. Biological Constraints Analysis for the Tesla/Alameda Off-Highway Vehicle Project. EDAW, Sacramento, CA. September 1997. 
7 Jones and Stokes Associates, 2000. California Department of Parks and Recreation, Carnegie State Vehicle Recreation Area, General Plan Amendment. 
Environmental Impact Report. Draft. San Jose, California, February 2000. 
8 EcoSystems West, 2004. Botanical Survey of Carnegie SVRA, Alameda and San Joaquin Counties, California. Prepared for HDR, Inc. May, 2004. 
9 HDR Inc., 2004. “Recirculated Draft Carnegie Environmental Impact Report - Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area General Plan 
Amendment/Habitat Conservation Plan.” Prepared for the California Department of Parks and Recreation, August 2004. 

http://carnegiegeneralplan.com/system/assets/53/original/stn1_final_loopingppt_20130610.pdf
http://www.cnps.org/cnps/vegetation/pdf/protocol-combined.pdf
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/pdfs/natcomlist.pdf
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information gathered in the years since those earlier studies available, the Constraints Map could have 
been reviewed by the public. The adequacy of rare plant surveys and vegetation mapping could have 
also been reviewed by providing these documents. Without them the public is not able to evaluate if the 
surveys were completed within the proper blooming periods, conducted in the proper areas with an 
appropriate number of personnel to cover the acreage of the acquisition area, if reference populations of 
annual plant species were visited to ensure that the specific taxon had germinated and flowered that 
particular year of survey, and if sensitive natural communities were mapped and documented. Without 
any of this information the concepts remain essentially undocumented, based on inadequate survey 
data and as such are unsupportable.  
 

 Based on the references above, it can be assumed that the most current rare plant surveys conducted 
within the acquisition area are from 2004. The USFWS guidelines10 state: “Project sites with inventories 
older than 3 years from the current date of project proposal submission will likely need additional 
survey.” CDFG protocols11 also indicate that under certain circumstances additional surveys may be 
necessary. Our concern about out of date surveys goes beyond simply the dates of the prior inventories; 
it also includes the issue that earlier inventories may not have been adequately conducted. We have yet 
to be presented with any description of the inventory protocols which suggest that they were. Therefore, 
we find the current rare plant surveys used for the development of these 3 OHV concepts to be 
inadequate, and they should be redone. 
 

Specific Comments:  
 

 Based on the results of vegetation mapping thus provided (JSA 20001, HDR 20042, and Carnegie 
General Plan 20133), it appears several sensitive natural communities are present (including the desert 
olive scrub and choke cherry). These communities must be incorporated into the Sensitive Area 
Constraints Map. What is proposed to protect these areas? Based on the Sensitive Areas Constraints 
Map, some of the areas with these sensitive natural communities are shown as least sensitive. Why 
would these areas be considered in the "least sensitive" category if they support sensitive natural 
communities? 
 

 There are additional sensitive natural communities present within the site but were not shown in the 
existing vegetation maps because these maps do not present a sufficient level of detail for analysis of 
communities (e.g., annual brome grassland and California annual grassland). 

 
 In the "Comparison of Concepts" table there should be a column showing what the key differences are, 

with relation to natural resources, between each of the 3 concepts. A fourth concept focusing on the 
protection of biological resources as its primary focus should be included. 

 
 The "General Guidance for Biological Resources" lacks detail for impact evaluation using this form of 

information distribution. Natural resources studies that present findings of special-status plant 
distribution and abundance as well as vegetation mapping were not available to adequately develop 
comments at this stage. Presenting which specific special-status plant species and sensitive natural 
communities that occur in the Tesla/Alameda acquisition in Table 1 of the "Information Packet", as was 
attempted to do with the animals, would provide more specific information to the public allowing a 
greater understanding of where the most sensitive areas are. Separating each of the special-status rare 
plant species known to occur within the General Plan Area would also allow for the habitat requirements 
for each of the known special-status plant species to be shown. We would also like some clarification on 
the guidelines associated with special-status plant species in this table. New facilities should include 
new trails as well as buildings. Therefore, conducting rare plant surveys on proposed trails should also 
be assumed in these guidelines.  
 

 Based on the results of Ecosystem West's (2004) botanical surveys it was reported that an undescribed 
species of Fritillary was found during these studies. What has been done to date to resolve this possible 
new species? Should this entity be validly published, it would represent a taxon with a very limited 

                                                 
10 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2000. Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting Botanical Inventories for Federally Listed, Proposed and 
Candidate Plants. Ventura Fish & Wildlife Office. January. 
11 California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 2009. Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and 
Natural communities. Wildlife and Habitat Data Analysis Branch 
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distribution, only occurring within the acquisition property and with the proposed use of this area, it 
should be considered endangered. Based on the Constraints Map, the area where this entity occurs 
shows as least sensitive. Why would this area be considered in the "least sensitive" category if it 
supports a species that may be currently unknown to science? The Ecosystem West report states: 

 
Fritillary (Fritillaria sp. nov.?).  At two locations within the study area, we observed a fritillary (Fritillaria sp.) that could not be 
satisfactorily identified using keys and descriptions in standard references (Abrams 1923; Munz and Keck 1973; Ness 1993).  
This species is a lily-like plant with solitary erect flowering stems about 1-2 feet tall.  Non-flowering plants produce no stem and 
only a single large, broadly lanceolate leaf directly from the underground bulb.  Flowering stems have a number of narrowly 
lanceolate leaves that are alternate but sometimes crowded. Each plant has several nodding flowers, each with six perianth 
segments about 1-2 inches long that are greenish-yellow with purple mottling inside and greenish-yellow, purplish, or purple-
mottled outside.  The flowers have only a faint unpleasant odor.  The fruits range from rounded to angled (as in Fritillaria 
pluriflora, a species not otherwise resembling this plant). 
  
“The combination of characters described above does not correspond to any Fritillaria species occurring in California, according 
to the above references.  This species may have been previously misidentified by Jones & Stokes (2000) as stinkbells (Fritillaria 
agrestis), a species whose perianth segments are greenish-white outside and purplish-brown inside, but not mottled, and whose 
flowers have a strong unpleasant odor.  We conclude, pending further study, that this fritillary could be an undescribed species.” 
  
“Until the taxonomic status of this plant can be clarified, and its overall distribution and abundance determined, we recommend 
that this plant be treated as falling under the regulatory authority of CEQA under Section 15380 of the CEQA Guidelines.” 
  
“We observed this fritillary at two locations in the study area (Figure).  The larger occurrence is located on the Tesla property 
above the historic Tesla mine and Tesla town site, in T3S R3E near the boundary of the SW ¼ of NW ¼ and the NW ¼ of SW ¼ 
Sec. 25.  This occurrence covers approximately 0.1 acre and contains about 500 plants, only about 40 percent of which were 
flowering in 2003.  The smaller occurrence is in the southwest corner of the riding area, in T3S R4E SW ¼ of SW ¼ Sec. 32.  

downslope (northeast).” 
  
“The occurrence on the Tesla property is on a small, nearly level saddle on a small spur ridge and extends down a steep 
northwest-facing side slope.  The soil is clay-rich and is mapped by Welch (1966) as rock lands, although the soil is not rocky.  
The habitat is low California annual grassland with approximately 70 to 90 percent cover.  Associated species at this location 
include purple needlegrass, Malpais bluegrass, wild oat, other non-native annual grasses, , purple sanicle 
(Sanicula bipinnatifida), California plantain, California matchweed, yarrow, Henderson’s shooting star, California filago 
(Filago californica), Great Valley gumplant, smooth cat’s-ear, valley popcorn-flower, red-stemmed filaree, and long-beaked 
filaree.” 
  
“The riding area occurrence is near the top of a northeast-facing slope in a gently sloping open area in open blue oak savanna.   
The soil has high clay content and is mapped as Contra Costa variant shaly clay loam by Welch (1966) and as Vallecitos rocky 
loam by Whitaker (1980).  The herbaceous cover at this location is unusually sparse, only about 40 percent.  Associated species 
at this location include wild oat, blow-wives, red-stemmed filaree, common fiddleneck, soft chess, long-spurred plectritis, blue 
dicks, caraway-leaved lomatium, a Clarkia species, and few-flowered clover (Trifolium oliganthum).  An OHV trail passes through 
this area, and plants in this area could be subject to impacts from OHV use.” 

 
 
EBCNPS appreciates the consideration of these comments and will look forward to following this project in the 
future. Please do not hesitate to contact us with questions at conservation@ebcnps.org or by phone at (510) 
734-0335. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Mack Casterman 
Conservation Analyst 
California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter 
 

mailto:conservation@ebcnps.org


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment D 
EBCNPS Comment Letter in Response to November 12, 2013 Preferred Concept Public 

Workshop 
Submitted December 13, 2013 



12/13/13 
Submitted via email to: 
 
Dan Canfield, Manager Planning Office, OHMVR Division 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95816-7100 
dcanfield@parks.ca.gov; CarnegieGP@parks.ca.gov 
  
AECOM 
Attn: Carnegie SVRA General Plan 
2020 L Street, Ste. 400, Sacramento, CA 95811 
petra.unger@aecom.com; Elizabeth.boyd@aecom.com 
 
Randy Caldera, Acting Superintendent 
Carnegie SVRA 
Twin Cities District, Carnegie Sector Office 
15751 Tesla Road, Livermore, CA 94550 
rcaldera@parks.ca.gov 
 
 
Dear Mr. Caldera, Mr. Canfield, Ms. Unger, and Ms. Boyd: 
 
The California Native Plant Society’s East Bay Chapter (EBCNPS) is writing to comment on the Preferred 
Concept Public Workshop held on November 12, 2013 which presented the draft preferred concept for the 
Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area (SVRA) General Plan. 
 
EBCNPS submitted comments in response to the NOP and in response to the June 10th public workshop for this 
project. This letter is meant to support and supplement the comments already submitted by our organization. 
EBCNPS continues to request that our comments be considered as part of the development process before the 
DEIR is completed. Our past comment letters have been sent along with this letter in order to provide easy 
review. Pursuant to the mission of protecting California’s native plant species and habitats, EBCNPS submits the 
following comments and recommendations based on the materials that were released at the November 12th 
Preferred Concept Public Workshop: 
 
The preferred concept presented at the November 12th meeting is inappropriate for the Alameda-Tesla Property 
due to the property’s high quality and relatively undisturbed native plant communities and animal habitat. This 
area is so biologically valuable that in 2010, EBCNPS listed it as one of only 14 Botanical Priority Protection 
Areas (BPPAs) in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. The “Corral Hollow” BPPA completely encompasses the 
Alameda-Tesla Property that is being considered for OHMVR use. This area was selected due to its unique 
location as a critical migratory corridor connecting the Mt. Diablo range in the north with the Mt. Hamilton range 
in the west and Cedar Mountain to the south. Corral Hollow also provides an east-west corridor between the San 
Joaquin and Livermore Valleys. As the effects of global climate change and expanding urban development 
continue to make themselves known, corridors like the State’s Alameda-Tesla property in Corral Hollow will 
become even more important to preserve in order to provide movement pathways for plants and animals. 
 

mailto:dcanfield@parks.ca.gov
mailto:CarnegieGP@parks.ca.gov
mailto:petra.unger@aecom.com
mailto:Elizabeth.boyd@aecom.com
mailto:rcaldera@parks.ca.gov


EBCNPS argues that until complete and up-to-date botanical surveys are carried out and considered, the State’s 
OHMVR Division should refrain from developing and selecting “preferred concepts.” Such plans are premature 
and could result in unforeseen impacts to sensitive resources that could have otherwise been avoided had the 
proposed expansion area been appropriately botanically characterized. Such characterization would include 
appropriately timed surveys over multiple years to determine the location and extent of the different plant 
communities at the site as well as the location of any rare and unusual plant species that should be considered 
as part of a CEQA review. As stated in our previous letters and comments, the vegetation communities at the 
site should be characterized according to The Second Edition of A Manual of California Vegetation (MCV2, 
Sawyer et al. 2009). Until such a characterization of the site is completed, any further planning for future 
recreational use of the site will be premature.  
 
EBCNPS notes that on page 10 of the packet handed out at the Preferred Concept Public Workshop, the 
authors wrote that “the plan concepts did not consider a no-OHV alternative, as this would not be consistent with 
the OHMVR Division’s Mission.” EBNPS disagrees with this account of the OHMVR Division’s Mission, noting 
that the mission statement for the OHMVR Division states that the Division must “preserve and protect cultural 
and natural resources.” We argue that if the Division were to expand OHV recreation to the Alameda-Tesla 
property, the cultural and natural resources present on that site would suffer irreparable harm which would not 
be consistent with the OHMVR Division’s Mission. A non-OHV use alternative that provides for Tesla Park to be 
designated as a non-motorized park and sensitive area preserve is consistent with the Division’s mission and 
must therefore be considered in the EIR. 
 
The Draft EIR must also include detailed analysis of all direct and cumulative environmental impacts for build-out 
of the proposed OHV park on the Alameda-Tesla property and the required mitigation. This detailed 
environmental review cannot be deferred or fragmented. 
 
Until the State has demonstrated that is has the resources and understanding to properly manage Carnegie 
SVRA for motorized recreation, while at the same time preventing further accumulation of the devastating 
environmental impacts caused by motorized recreation on the property, it should not consider opening the 
Alameda-Tesla property to motorized recreation. 
 
EBCNPS appreciates the consideration of these comments and will look forward to following this project in the 
future. Please do not hesitate to contact us with questions at conservation@ebcnps.org or by phone at (510) 
734-0335. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Mack Casterman 
Conservation Analyst 
California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter 
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·· East Bay Chapter – California Native Plant Society – P.O. Box 5597, Elmwood Station, Berkeley, California 94705 

California Native Plant Society  

East Bay Chapter 
Rare Plant Committee  

 

June 29, 2015 

Submitted Via Email To: 
Dan Canfield, Manager Planning Office 
OHMVR Division 
1725 23rdStreet, Suite 200 
Sacramento, CA 95816-7100 
dcanfield@parks.ca.gov 
 
Randy Caldera, Acting Superintendent 
Carnegie SVRA 
Twin Cities District, Carnegie Sector Office 
15751 Tesla Road 
Livermore, CA 94550 
rcaldera@parks.ca.gov  
 
California Department of Parks and Recreation 
Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division 
CarnegieDEIRcomments@gmail.com 
 

Re:  Comments on the General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Carnegie 
State Vehicular Recreation Area 

Dear Mr. Canfield and Mr. Caldera: 

This letter contains my comments on the Preliminary General Plan (PGP) and Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area as it relates to the regional 
botanical significance of Corral Hollow. I am the current Rare Plant Chairman for the East Bay Chapter 
of the East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society and in 2009 also became a member of the 
10-person Rare Plant Program Committee at the state level of the organization. My role on these 
committees is to ensure these programs continue to develop current, accurate information on the 
distribution, ecology, and conservation status of California's rare and endangered plants. I am also a 
professional botanist with 16 years of experience in California floristics, rare plants, and natural resource 
management. A true and correct copy of my resume is attached (Attachment A).  

The California Native Plant Society is a statewide non-profit organization that works to protect 
California’s native plant heritage and preserve it for future generations. The Society’s mission is to 
increase the understanding and appreciation of California's native plants and to preserve them in their 
natural habitat. We promote native plant appreciation, research, education, and conservation through our 
5 statewide programs and 34 regional chapters in California. The East Bay Chapter (EBCNPS) covers 
Alameda and Contra Costa Counties and represents some 1000 members. 

The Planning Area of the PGP and Draft Environmental Impact Report DEIR for the Carnegie State 
Vehicular Recreation Area is located within the Corral Hollow Botanical Priority Protection Area (BPPA) 
(Attachment B).1 BPPAs are areas with a rich diversity of locally and statewide rare plants, sensitive 
                                                 
1 Bartosh, H., L. Naumovich, and L. Baker. 2010. Guidebook to Botanical Priority Protection Areas of the East Bay. Special 
Publications #4 of the California Native Plant Society, East Bay Chapter. Available through the East Bay Chapter of CNPS. 
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natural communities, unique substrates, climate, and geographic location. The intention for identifying 
BPPAs was to inform local governments and land managers about the significant botanical resources of 
each area to aid in making land-use decisions that conserve rare, threatened, and endangered plant 
resources of the East Bay. The Corral Hollow BPPA is located in eastern Alameda County at the foothills 
of the inner south coast range at the edge of the San Joaquin Valley which provides a unique combination 
of habitat, geographic position, and climatic regime. For these reasons Corral Hollow is a regionally 
significant location that supports a flora that is unusual due to these and several other factors. The current 
flora of Corral Hollow is based in part on species migrations from desert climates; these migrations have 
resulted in many locally rare plants occupying Corral Hollow. Many plants have their northern 
distributional limit here; and these distributional limits, often referred to as peripheral populations, are 
important to speciation and climate change refugia and migration. Allowing Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) 
use into the “expansion area” of Carnegie would significantly alter this BPPA by potentially extirpating 
rare plants through direct impact from trail building and vehicle use and indirect impacts from the 
invasion of noxious weed species. Corral Hollow needs to remain refugia for rare plants and peripheral 
populations in light of climate change concerns and conservation of biodiversity. Although the PGP refers 
to the Corral Hollow BPPA as overlapping with most of the planning area neither the PGP nor the DEIR 
discuss the regional significance of the flora of this BPPA, address any potential impacts to locally rare 
plants, or outline resource management goals or guidelines that would conserve the flora of this BPPA.  

SPECIES MIGRATIONS 

Based on previous studies2,3,4,5 the onset of a drier climate in the Holocene, sometimes referred to as the 
Hypsithermal, influenced the California flora between 8,000 to 5,400 years ago. This rise in temperature 
enabled plant species to migrate, in this case northward from the arid regions, into Corral Hollow and the 
subsequent cooling since then has left these migrants stranded in these relict sites or refuia.6 Axelrod7 
notes species that reach their northern limits, but are largely found in semidesert to desert regions, are 
species that are also found in Corral Hollow, e.g. crinkled onion (Allium crispum), forked fiddleneck 
(Amsinckia vernicosa), yellow mock aster (Eastwoodia elegans), etc. This process creates strong natural 
selection pressure for these species under climatic stress which may result in new gene combinations 
giving rise to narrow endemics such as the undescribed Fritillary species identified in the PGP and 
Ecosystems West report.8  
LOCALLY RARE PLANTS 

The East Bay Chapter of CNPS has a program9, started in 1991, that tracks rare, unusual, and significant 
plants that occur within Contra Costa and Alameda counties. East Bay CNPS has three ranked 
designations for these species: A (which includes A1, A1x, and A2); B; and C. The criteria of each 

                                                 
2 Heusser, L.E. 1978 Pollen in Santa Barbara Basin, California: a 12,000 year record. Geol. Soc. Am. Bull 89:673-678 
3 Axelrod, D. I. 1966. The Pleistocene Soboda flora of southern California. Univ. Calif. Publ. Geol. Sci. 
60:1-79. 
4 Pisias, N. G. 1978. Paleoceanography of the Santa Barbara basin during the last 8,000 years. Quat. 
Res. 10:366-384. 
5 Pisias, N. G. 1979. Model for paleoceanographic reconstructions of the California current during the last 
8,000 years. Quat. Res. 11:373-386. 
6 Axelrod, D.I. 1981/ Climatic Changes in Relation to Vegetation Disjunction and Speciation. The American Naturalist. Vol. 
117. No. 6: 847-870.  
7 Ibid. p. 853  
8 Ecosystems West. 2004 (May 3). Botanical Survey of the Carnegie State Vehicular Recreation Area, Alameda and 
San Joaquin Counties, California. Santa Cruz, CA. 
9 Lake, Dianne. 2010. Rare, Unusual and Significant Plants of Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. East Bay Chapter of the 
Caliornia Native Plant Society.  
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ranking are presented in Table 1 below. These ranks are based on the number of botanical regions the 
subject taxon occurs in. CEQA requires that impacts to “resources that are rare or unique to that region” 
be evaluated [CEQA Guidelines 15125(c)]. This includes botanical resources that are, but not limited to, 
peripheral populations and disjunct subpopulations. These are informal terms that refer to those species 
that might be declining or be in need of concentrated conservation actions to prevent decline. Also, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 states “a species not included in any listing…shall nevertheless be 
considered to be rare or Endangered if the species is likely to become Endangered within the foreseeable 
future throughout all or a significant portion of its range and may be considered Threatened as that term is 
used in the Endangered Species Act.” Locally rare species tracked by the East Bay Chapter of CNPS meet 
these criteria. Their status is based on their rarity and endangerment throughout all or portions of their 
range. For the purposes of this PGP/DEIR locally rare plant species with an “A” designation should be 
considered special-status species. 
 

Table 1. Ranking Criteria for Rare, Unusual, and Significant Plants of the East Bay 

RANKING DEFINITION 

*A 
This category includes *A1, *A1x, and *A2. The asterisk indicates that these species in Alameda and 
Contra Costa counties are listed as rare, threatened, or endangered by federal or state agencies or by the 
state level of CNPS.  

A1 Species from 2 or less botanical regions in Alameda and Contra Costa counties, either currently or 
historically.  

A1x Species is previously known from Alameda or Contra Costa counties, but now believed to have been 
extirpated and no longer occurring here.  

A2 
Species is currently known from 3 to 5 regions in the two counties, or if more, meeting other important 
criteria such as small populations, stressed or declining populations, small geographical range, limited or 
threatened habitat, etc.  

B A high-priority watch list: Species currently known from 6 to 9 regions in the two counties, or if more, 
meeting other important criteria as described for A2. 

C 
A second-priority watch list: Species is currently known from 10 or more regions in the two counties, but 
potentially threatened if certain conditions persist such as over-development, water diversions, excessive 
grazing, weed or insect invasions, etc.   

 
 
The EBCNPS locally rare plant database identifies 76 locally rare plant species that occur within Corral 
Hollow with a rank of either A1, A1x, or A2 (Attachment C). As discussed above these locally rare plants 
largely represent the result of species migrations to Corral Hollow where many of these taxa reach their 
northern distributional limit. In fact, 32 (42 percent) of these 76 species include the Mojave Desert as part 
of their range, 35 (46 percent) are at or very near their northern distributional limit, and 3 reach their 
southern distributional limit at Corral Hollow.10  
 
Based on the results of the Ecosystems West11 surveys a total of 28 locally rare plant species (with an A 
rank) were identified within the planning area. This is 37 percent of the locally rare plants known from 
the Corral Hollow BPPA. However, it is possible there are more in the expansion area since Ecosystems 
West admits that their survey coverage was more intensive in the existing riding area and recently 

                                                 
10 Jepson Flora Project (eds.) [2015] Jepson eFlora, http://ucjeps.berkeley.edu/IJM.html [accessed on 06/24/15] 
11 Ibid. 
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acquired lands than on the Alameda and Tesla properties (expansion area).Of the 28 locally rare plant 
species observed within the planning area 1 is ranked as A1x, 14 are A1, and 13 are A2.  
 
PERIPHERAL POPULATIONS 

Locally rare also merit increased conservation recognition.12 In the 2000’s Gordon Leppig and Jeffrey 
White13 point out that research in evolutionary biology has shown that isolated populations or those on 
the periphery of their range often exhibit higher rates of speciation. They referred to these isolated 
colonies as “peripheral populations”. Although these populations “tend to be smaller, more isolated, and 
more genetically and ecologically divergent than core populations these characteristics give them novel 
evolutionary potential.”14 Locally rare species are also important for the preservation of biodiversity and 
ecological processes that are critical amid rapid climate change. Leppig and White (2006) describe these 
plants as influenced by certain selective pressures such as climate and soils, plant community 
composition, and disturbance regimes. These influences exemplify climate change and research suggests 
peripheral populations/locally rare plants can become genetically distinct when pushing the boundaries of 
their ranges, which can lead to enhanced evolutionary potential. Therefore, locally rare plants are very 
important from biodiversity, evolutionary, and climate change perspectives.  
 
CONCLUSION 

These data reinforce the importance and significance of Corral Hollow as: refugia for migrating plant 
species, especially in the face of climate change; core habitat for locally rare plant species at the northern 
limits of their range; and an environment to foster evolutionary processes based on the concepts of 
peripheral populations and natural selection in adverse ecological conditions. Corral Hollow is recognized 
as a significant botanical hotspot not only as one of the East Bay Chapter’s Botanical Priority Protection 
Areas but also as a “Core Botanical Protection Area” in the Eastern Alameda County Conservation 
Strategy (Attachment D).  
 
Based on the issues described in this letter, it is my professional opinion that the PGP and DEIR should 
be revised and recirculated to include a discussion of the regional significance of the flora of this BPPA; 
address any potential impacts to locally rare plants; and outline resource management goals and 
guidelines that would conserve the flora of this BPPA. As it stands currently, the impact analyses of the 
PGP and DEIR are inadequate to protect the rare and sensitive botanical resources in the planning area. It 
is for these reasons that I find that the PGP will have significant adverse impacts that are not addressed in 
the DEIR. Furthermore, non-OHV alternatives should be considered to protect this BPPA and the 
sensitive botanical resources it supports.  
 

                                                 
12 Bartosh, H and André, J.A. 2015. Fremontia. Journal of the California Native Plant Society. Vol. 43, No.1: 20-27. 
13 Leppig, G and White, J.W. 2006. Conservation Of Peripheral Plant Populations in California. Madroño, Vol. 53, No. 3: 264-
274 
14 Ibid. 
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Sincerely, 

 
Heath A. Bartosh 
Rare Plant Botanist  
East Bay Chapter CNPS 

Attachments: 
A – Heath Bartosh Resume 
B – Corral Hollow BPPA 
C – Locally Rare Plants of Corral Hollow 
D – Figure 3-14 from the Eastern Alameda County Conservation Strategy 
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ATTACHMENT A – HEATH BARTOSH RESUME 



hhbbvv==mmÉÉêêëëççååååÉÉää      

 

EDUCATION 
B.S., Natural Resources Planning, Humboldt 

State University, Arcata, CA, 2001 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

Senior Botanist & Rare Plant Specialist,  
Nomad Ecology, LLC 2004 – Present 

Research Associate 
 University and Jepson Herbaria  

(UC Berkeley) 2012 – Present 
Rare Plant Survey Protocol Instructor, 
 California Native Plant Society 

2012 – Present 
State Rare Plant Program Committee Member, 

California Native Plant Society  
2009 – Present 

Rare Plant Committee Chairperson, California 
Native Plant Society East Bay Chapter     
2006 – Present 

Botanist, Wetland & GIS Specialist, Sycamore 
Associates LLC 2002 – 2004 

PUBLICATIONS & GRAPHICS 

Future Directions for the CNPS Rare Plant 
Program. Fremontia Vol.43, No.1. January 
2015. 

Recognizing a new species of Silene 
(Caryophyllaceae) from California:a 
splitter’s game? California Fish and Game 
Journal. Winter 2014. 

Northern California black Walnut Recovery Pilot 
Project, Napa County, California. October 
2014. 

Botanical Resource Survey Report Vaca Dixon-
Lakeville 230 kV Reconductoring Project, 
Napa, Solano, and Sonoma Counties, 
California. PG&E. December 2013.  

Floristic Survey Report, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers’ Coyote Valley Dam/Lake 
Mendocino, Mendocino County, California 
USACE. March 2011.  

A Guidebook to Botanical Priority Protection 
Areas of the East Bay. California Native 
Plant Society, East Bay Chapter. October 
2010.  

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 

California Botanical Society 
California Native Plant Society 
Northern California Botanists  
Friend of the Jepson Herbarium 
Southern California Botanists 
Center for Plant Conservation 
 

eeÉÉ~~ííÜÜ==__~~êêííççëëÜÜ==
mmêêááååÅÅááéé~~ää==
ppÉÉååááççêê==__ççíí~~ååááëëíí==CC==oo~~êêÉÉ==mmää~~ååíí==ppééÉÉÅÅáá~~ääááëëíí 
 Heath Bartosh is senior botanist and rare plant specialist responsible for maintaining 

Nomad Ecology's high standards and quality of work related to rare plant surveys, 
floristic inventories, taxonomic identification, and species specific studies. He is also 
an authority on the laws and regulations that govern human and rare plant 
interactions from both project and land management perspectives. Mr. Bartosh is 
considered an expert in the flora of the San Francisco Bay area and is a well 
respected botanist throughout California.  
Since 1998 Mr. Bartosh has been applying his skills as a California field botanist in 
the assessment, analysis, and study of rare plant resources for a high percentage of 
California's rare plant species. He has conducted these studies in ecosystems 
throughout Northern, Central, and Southern California including the deserts, Sierra, 
Coast Ranges, and central valley. In addition to his extensive background in rare 
plant studies Mr. Bartosh has focused on aspects of California's native plant diversity 
such as regional and local rarity; soil and geologic relationships; endemism; habitat 
conversion, and mitigation. With an academic background as a natural resources 
planner, his knowledge of field botany is supplemented with a firm understanding of 
laws and regulations pertaining to rare plants in California such as the California and 
Federal Endangered Species acts, California Environmental Quality Act, National 
Environmental Policy Act, Native Plant Protection Act, Fish and Game Code, 
California Costal Act, and the ranking system of the California Native Plant Society 
(CNPS).  
He also provides expertise in the preparation of various CEQA and NEPA related 
documents, habitat assessments, natural environment studies, resource management
plans, wetland delineations, restoration and mitigation plans, as well as project 
management. In addition he has evaluated the efficacy and adequacy of CEQA and 
NEPA documents writing comment letters throughout his career, which has provided 
him a unique understanding of what is required for producing highly defensible 
public review documents and meaningful mitigation of rare plant resources.  
Mr. Bartosh has utilized his skills on a variety of projects and land stewardship 
endeavors both large and small. In the private sector he is especially adept at 
managing teams of field botanists and conducting surveys for rare plants and other 
sensitive botanical resources on linear infrastructure projects, such as those related to 
waterlines, power, and natural gas ranging from small gas line repairs to transmission 
lines up to 44-miles long. He has also conducted many floristic and rare plant 
baseline inventories for land managers, park agencies, and other non-governmental 
organizations on small easements to large conservation acquisitions of up to 35,000 
acres. Regardless of the size, his approach to all projects is detail oriented with an 
understanding of where rare plants and other sensitive botanical resources may occur 
based on geology, soils, elevation, topographic aspects, and seasonal weather 
patterns.  
Over the past several years he has shared his well tested knowledge as a co-instructor 
of the CNPS & California Department of Fish and Wildlife workshop: Rare Plant 
Survey Protocols – A Scientific Approach. All of these topics are covered while 
highlighting current rare plant survey protocols and guidelines of various agencies 
and non-profit organizations.  
He is currently Rare Plant Botanist for the East Bay Chapter of the CNPS and in 
2009 also became a member of the 10-person Rare Plant Program Committee at the 
state level. His role on these committees is to ensure these programs continue to 
develop current, accurate information on the distribution, ecology, and conservation 
status of California's rare and endangered plants. He is also a Research Associate of 
the University and Jepson Herbaria at the University of California at Berkeley where 
he works on projects including: documenting the flora of the north and south Coast 
Ranges and East Bay though the collection of herbarium specimens, systematics of 
the Silene verecunda Complex, and the Solano County Flora project. 
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ATTACHMENT B – CORRAL HOLLOW BPPA15 

                                                 
15 The number of locally rare plants in this BPPA represented on the attached map has changed since the time of publication. 





Guest Author 

Erin McDermott 

Sense of Place 

 

Botanical Priority Protection Areas 

Approaching from the west, one leaves south Livermore passing 
by vineyards that boarder Tesla Road. Once east of Greenville 

Road the cultivated route fades away as you are drawn toward 
the hills that embody days of old California. This is the Corral 

Hollow BPPA and it is wild. Corral Hollow is near the northern 
end of the South Coast Range. Regionally this area is part of the 

Diablo Range Corridor that connects Mount 
Diablo, in the north, to the Mount Hamilton 

Range, in the west, and Cedar Mountain, to 
the south. Corral Hollow also provides an 

east-west corridor between the San Joaquin and Livermore val-
leys. 

This “Hollow” is a dry, rocky, and steep place covered with brush, 

oaks, and scattered pines and rock outcrops. The rolling 
grassy hills offer sweeps of wildflowers in the spring while 

accents of lush riparian valleys filled with sycamores and 
cottonwoods provide shaded respites in the hot summer 

months. Looking upward you might encounter a soaring 
hawk or golden eagle. 

Late spring brings dry parched hills 

with wilting temperatures but does 
provide opportunity to find secret 

gems like scrub sentinel Hospital Canyon larkspur 
(Delphinium californicum ssp. interius) poking its towering 

inflorescences out of the top of the sagebrush; the armored 
yet delicate Santa Clara thorn-mint (Acanthomintha lanceo-

lata) in flower on hot dry, steep, loose, talus 
slopes; and stands of flowering purple needle-

grass (Nassella pulchra) with their twisted awns 
waving in the wind. 

In the not-so-distant past Native Americans in-

habited the valley, and bedrock mortars are a 
gentle reminder of their presence here. Corral 

Hollow contained the hamlet of Tesla and its 
associated coal mine, which supplied most of 

the coal used in the Bay Area from 1902 to 
1915, according to Steve Edwards, author of 

the Bay Nature article “Vale of Tesla”. At one 
point the town had as many as 1,500 residents. 

Botanical Hot Spots 

Looking at a stand of Desert Olive Scrub, one 
could imagine oneself in some Mojave canyon 
while standing firmly in an East Bay county, so 
closely does the feeling of being in Corral Hol-
low resemble a desert experience. Indeed 
there is an abundance of other plant species 
such as desert shredding primrose 
(Camissonia boothii ssp. decorticans) that have 
crept up the west side of the San Joaquin Val-
ley from the Mojave Desert. There are also sig-
nificant South Coast Range stalwarts, including 
big tarplant (Blepharizonia plumosa). Corral 
Hollow is a stronghold of this tall annual which 
secretes fragrant terpenoids that can act as an 
olfactory alarm to let you know it is close by. 
Robert F. Hoover came through Corral Hollow 
with his plant press in 1938 when he collected 
green fiddleneck (Amsinckia vernicosa var. ver-
nicosa) in 1937. He was the last one to do so. 

Sensitive Natural Community 

Desert Olive Scrub (1)  

Rare and Unusual Plant Species 

Big tarplant - Blepharizonia plumosa (2) 

Desert shredding primrose - Camissonia boothii 

ssp. decorticans (3) 

Lemmon’s jewelflower - Caulanthus coulteri var. 

lemmonii (4) 

Rayless ragwort - Senecio aphanactis 

Historic Occurrence 

Green fiddleneck - Amsinckia vernicosa var. ver-

nicosa 

Alameda Co. 

Corral Hollow 

Threats, Opportunities and Constraints 

The arid canyon known as Corral Hollow runs from the Mediterranean Bay Area onto the edge of the San Joaquin Valley.  This area 

has a long cultural history of use by Native Americans, miners and gold rushers alike.  Home to many desert species of plants and 

animals, this area is at an ecological crossroads.  The Corral Hollow area is most frequently observed through a windshield or the oc-

casional turn-out on Tesla Road.  Otherwise, this alluring area is largely restricted from public access other than what Carnegie State 

Park provides. The remainder of the land within this BPPA is held by private hands or the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. 

Extremely limited access can be both a benefit and a bane.  Few botanical surveys have been completed in this area and its doubtful 

many area residents are familiar with the place-name “Corral Hollow”.  The most notable and germane threat to this area is the expan-

sion of the existing California State Parks Off Highway Vehicle area known as “Carnegie State Park”.  Since this is one of the few pub-

licly owned lands in this area, the thirst for this type of recreation needs to be balanced with real conservation.  Carnegie’s hills are 

steep, often glowing green in the spring but scarred from the hill climbing events of the summer.  Although some land that expanded 

the Carnegie holdings was purchased by OHV funds, we believe that there may be other areas which could be sacrificed for off road 

vehicles that are less botanically significant.  Discussions with State Parks have been ongoing for over 5 years with hope for other 

expansion alternatives.  

“lush riparian valleys ” 

1 2 3 4 

E A S T  B A Y   

C N P S   

CNPS - Dedicated to the preservation of California native flora 
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ATTACHMENT C – LOCALLY RARE PLANTS OF CORRAL HOLLOW 
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FAMILY SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME EAST BAY 
"A" RANK 

MOHAVE 
DISTRIBUTIO

N 
DISTRIBUTION NOTES 

Alliaceae Allium crispum crinkled onion A1 No Northern Limit 

Alliaceae Allium peninsulare var. 
peninsulare 

peninsular onion A1x No Widespread 

Apiaceae Perideridia californica California yampah A2 No Near Northern Limit 
Asteraceae Blepharizonia laxa big tarplant A2 No Near Northern Limit 
Asteraceae Calycadenia truncata rosin weed A2 No Near Southern Limit 
Asteraceae Eastwoodia elegans yellow mock aster A1 No Northern Limit 

Asteraceae Ericameria nauseosa var. 
mohavensis 

Mojave rabbitbrush A2 Yes Northern Limit 

Asteraceae Eriophyllum wallacei Wallace's woolly daisy A1? Yes Northern Limit 
Asteraceae Lasthenia minor woolly goldfields A2 No Central California 
Asteraceae Leptosyne calliopsidea leafy-stemmed coreopsis A1 Yes Northern Limit 
Asteraceae Malacothrix coulteri snake's-head A1 Yes Near northern limit 
Asteraceae Microseris campestris San Joaquin microseris A2 No San Joaquin Valley 

Asteraceae Senecio flaccidus var. douglasii 
Douglas' threadleaf 
ragwort A2 No Widespread 

Asteraceae Stylocline gnaphaloides everlasting neststraw A2 Yes Mostly Southern 
California Coast 

Boraginaceae Amsinckia eastwoodiae Eastwood's fiddleneck A2 No Widespread 

Boraginaceae Amsinckia tessellata var. 
gloriosa 

carrizo fiddleneck A1x Yes Near Northern Limit 

Boraginaceae Amsinckia tessellata var. 
tessellata 

desert fiddleneck A2 Yes Near Northern Coastal 
Limit 

Boraginaceae Amsinckia vernicosa forked fiddleneck A1 Yes Mostly western San 
Joaquin Valley 

Boraginaceae Cryptantha intermedia var. 
intermedia 

common cryptantha A1 No Widespread 

Boraginaceae Cryptantha microstachys Tejon cryptantha A1 No Coast Ranges 

Boraginaceae Cryptantha nevadensis var. 
rigida 

Nevada cryptantha A1 Yes Northern Limit 

Boraginaceae Emmenanthe penduliflora var. 
penduliflora 

whispering bells A2 Yes Widespread 

Boraginaceae Pectocarya penicillata winged combseed A1 Yes Widespread 
Boraginaceae Phacelia douglasii Douglas' phacelia A1 Yes Near Northern Limit 
Boraginaceae Phacelia egena phacelia A1x No Widespread 
Boraginaceae Plagiobothrys tenellus slender popcornflower A2 Yes Widespread 
Brassicaceae Athysanus unilateralis heterodraba A1 No Northern Limit 

Brassicaceae Caulanthus flavescens 
yellow-flowered 
thelypodium A2 No Coast Ranges 

Campanulaceae Downingia insignis harlequin calicoflower A2 No Near Southern Limit 
Caryophyllacea
e Minuartia californica California sandwort A2 No Mostly Northern 

California 
Caryophyllacea
e Silene antirrhina sleepy catchfly A1 Yes Widespread 

Chenopodiaceae Atriplex serenana var. serenana bractscale A1 Yes Mostly southern 
California Coast 

Chenopodiaceae Monolepis nuttalliana Nuttall's povertyweed A1 Yes Widespread 
Ephedraceae Ephedra californica desert tea A1? Yes Northern Limit 
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Fabaceae Acmispon strigosus strigose trefoil A2 Yes Widespread 

Fabaceae Astragalus didymocarpus var. 
didymocarpus 

two-seeded milkvetch A1 Yes Northern Limit 

Fabaceae Cercis occidentalis redbud A1 No Disjunct from the Sierra 

Fabaceae Trifolium olivaceum olive clover A2 No Mostly Northern 
California 

Fabaceae Vicia hassei slender vetch A2 No Widespread 
Grossulariaceae Ribes quercetorum oak gooseberry A2 Yes Near Northern Limit 
Juncaceae Juncus oxymeris pointed rush A1 No Widespread 

Lamiaceae Monardella breweri subsp. 
breweri 

Brewer's monardella A1x No Northern Limit 

Lamiaceae Salvia carduacea thistle sage A1x Yes Near Northern Limit 

Liliaceae Calochortus clavatus var. 
pallidus 

pale yellow mariposa A1 No Northern Limit 

Linaceae Hesperolinon californicum California dwarf flax A2 No Near Southern Limit 
Loasaceae Mentzelia affinis hydra stick-leaf A2 Yes Near Northern Limit 
Loasaceae Mentzelia lindleyi Lindley's blazing star A2 No Near Northern Limit 
Loasaceae Mentzelia pectinata San Joaquin blazing star A1x No Northern Limit 
Malvaceae Eremalche parryi subsp. parryi Parry's mallow A1x Yes Northern Limit 
Oleaceae Forestiera pubescens Desert olive A2 Yes Near Northern Limit 

Onagraceae Camissoniopsis hirtella small primrose A1 No Mostly southern 
California Coast 

Onagraceae Clarkia purpurea subsp. 
purpurea 

purple clarkia A2 No Widespread 

Onagraceae Clarkia tembloriensis subsp. 
tembloriensis 

temblor clarkia A1 No Northern Limit 

Onagraceae Eremothera boothii subsp. 
decorticans 

shredding evening-
primrose A1 Yes Northern Limit 

Onagraceae Oenothera deltoides subsp. 
cognata 

desert evening-primrose A2 Yes Near Northern Limit 

Onagraceae Tetrapteron graciliflorum hill sun cup A2 No Widespread 

Orobanchaceae Orobanche californica subsp. 
jepsonii 

Jepson's broomrape A1 No Few Bay Area 
populations 

Papaveraceae Hesperomecon linearis narrow-leaved meconella A1x No Near northern limit 

Phrymaceae Mimulus latidens 
broad-toothed 
monkeyflower A1 No Widespread 

Phrymaceae Mimulus rattanii Rattan monkeyflower A1 No Coast Ranges 

Plantaginaceae Collinsia bartsiifolia var. 
bartsiifolia 

white Chinese houses A1 Yes Mostly San Joaquin 
Valley 

Plantaginaceae Keckiella breviflora var. 
breviflora 

gaping penstemon A2 No Near Northern Coastal 
Limit 

Poaceae Elymus elymoides var. elymoides squirreltail A2 Yes Widespread 
Polemoniaceae Allophyllum divaricatum straggling gilia A2 No Widespread 

Polemoniaceae Eriastrum pluriflorum subsp. 
pluriflorum 

many-flowered eriastrum A1 No Northern Limit 

Polemoniaceae Linanthus dichotomus var. 
unknown 

evening snow A2 Yes Widespread 

Polygonaceae Eriogonum angulosum 
angle-stem wild 
buckwheat A2 Yes Near northern Limit 

Polygonaceae Eriogonum fasciculatum var. 
foliolosum 

leafy California 
buckwheat A2 Yes Widespread 

Polygonaceae Eriogonum fasciculatum var. 
polifolium 

Mojave desert California 
buckwheat A1 Yes Northern Limit 
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Polygonaceae Eriogonum nudum var. 
pauciflorum 

little-flower wild 
buckwheat A1 No Northern Limit 

Polygonaceae Eriogonum nudum var. 
pubiflorum 

Fremont's wild buckwheat A1 No Widespread 

Polygonaceae Eriogonum wrightii var. 
trachygonum 

Wright's eriogonum A2 No Widespread 

Ranunculaceae Delphinium parryi subsp. parryi Parry's larkspur A1 No Near Northern Limit 
Rubiaceae Galium porrigens var. tenue climbing bedstraw A1 No Only Bay Area Population 

Urticaceae Parietaria hespera var. 
californica 

California pellitory A1 No Northern Limit 

Violaceae Viola purpurea subsp. 
quercetorum 

mountain violet A2 No Widespread 
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ATTACHMENT D – FIGURE 3-14 FROM THE EASTERN ALAMEDA COUNTY CONSERVATION STRATEGY 
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