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Theseare comments on behdf of the AlamedaCreek Alliance(* ACA™) onthe Proposed Mitigated
Negetive Declaration (“MND”) for the Draft Sunol and Ohlone Wilderness Regiond Preserves Land Use
Pan (“LUP’). These comment address mainly livestock grazing impacts on the biologica resources and
wildlife of the Preserves, asthisisthe Sngle greatest impact under the proposed LUP. The ACA hasbeen
involved in fisheries restoration, land management, wildlife protection, and livestock grazing issuesin the
Alameda Creek watershed since 1997. Based on the factors discussed below and previous comments
submitted to the East Bay Regiona Park Digtrict (“EBRPD”),! the LUP dlearly hasthe potentia to cause
sgnificant environmental impactsonbiol ogica resourcesinduding specia status species and wildife habitat,
soils, vegetation, hydrology and water quality, and aesthetics.

A Mitigated Negative Declaration isinadequate

The Cdifornia Environmenta Quality Act (“CEQA”), section 15070, dlowsthe useof aMND for
aproject subject to CEQA when: “(a) Theinitid sudy shows that there is no substantia evidence, in light
of the whole record before the agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the environmernt,
or (b) The initid study identifies potentidly ggnificant effects, but: (1) Revisions in the project plans or
proposals made by, or agreed to by the applicant before a proposed mitigated negeative declaration and
initid study are released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where
clearly no dgnificant effects would occur, and (2) There is no substantia evidence, in light of the whole
record before the agency, that the project as revised may have a sgnificant effect on the environment.”

The Initid Study and LUP ignoresvoluminous, compelling, and substantial evidence submitted as
part of the record to EBRPD of negative environmenta impacts of cattle grazing within Sunol and Ohlone

L These include comments, studies, and information provided to the EBRPD during the Grazing Task Force

Review by the ACA and the Center for Biological Diversity, Sunol/Ohlone LUP Alternative W, ACA comment letters of 8-15-
03 and 3-20-02; and information provided to the EBRPD by Friends of Sycamore Valley.



Preserves on biologica resources induding specia satus species and wildlife habitat, soils, vegetation,
hydrology and water quality, aesthetics, and culturd resources. Thelnitid Study and LUP dso makesno
mention of Alternative W, acommunity developed Land Use Plan dternative developed by a sgnificant
coditionof loca environmenta and fishingintereststhat would reduce sgnificant effects on the environmert.
The Initid Study and LUP cursorily mention a few impacts from cattle grazing, but gloss over or ignore
many of the Sgnificant environmenta impacts and offer insufficient mitigations to ensure that no significant
effectswould occur. Much of the EBRPD’ s assessment of impacts and conclusions regarding the effects
of cattle grazing directly contradict substantial scientific research, the conclusions of other public land
management agenciesinthe S. F. Bay Area, and regulatory agenciesrespongble for protectionof specia
datus species. Thereissubgtantia evidence, inlight of thewhole record beforethe agency, that the project
as revised, whichincludes continued leasesfor commercid livestock grazing, may have asgnificant effect
on the environment.

The EBRPD has ds0 received aletter from Steven Shackley, Ph.D. Professor of Anthropology
dated 9-16-03 concluding that the LUP hasthe potentia to cause sgnificant impactsto cultura resources -
this letter is incorporated by reference. | am forwarding comments by Harry Batlin, former State Park
Didrict Superintendent, that a negative declaration is ingppropriate based on his familiarity with land
management and catle grazingissues at nearby Henry Coe State Park - these commentsareincorporated
by reference.

An Environmental Impact Report isrequired

A MND can be used by public agencies when there is no impact or no sgnificant impact to be
expected from the proposed plan, and isalowed becauseit is assumed that the public agency will provide
the highest leve of protection for public interest and will not violate the public trust. Thisis not the case
with grazing leases approved by the EBRPD for Sunol and Ohlone Preserves. The use of a MND is
improper and an Environmenta Impact Report (“EIR”) should be prepared for the LUP. The EIR should
consder Alternative W as well as other dternatives that restore wilderness values to Sunol and Ohlone
Preserves. The EIR should fully discuss the environmenta impacts of livestock grazing and associated
infrastructure and explore dternative vegetationmanagement and firecontrol options. The EIR should dso
andyze and mitigatefor the potentia environmental impacts of the EBRPD’ sinvolvement inthe Apperson
Ridge Quarry, adjacent to Sunol Regiond Preserve. Blagting and quarrying activity at Apperson Ridge has
the potentia to have severe impacts to wildlife, noise, and aesthetics within the adjacent Sunol Regiond
Preserve.

TheLUP and MND contain no substantial discussionof the negative environmentd effectsof cattle
grazing and ingtead refer to the Didrict’s 1997 Mager Plan and its Wildland Management Policies and
Guidelines, whicha so contain no honest assessment of the environmental impacts of livestock grazing and
asociated activities. The LUP and MND contain absolutely no measures which mitigate for ongoing
impactsto biologica resourcesfromlivestock grazing and only focus only on potentia postiveimpactsfrom
cattle grazing, ignoring voluminous informeation about negeative impacts.



The MND (p. 3) describes domestic livestock grazing as a“ natura condition” of the Preserves,
when in fact domedtic livestock are an introduced, non-native species with a variety of known and
documented negative impacts on the Bay Area environment and native wildlife species. Commercia
livestock grazing operations such as the grazing leases EBRPD adminigters in the Preservescaninno way
be congtrued to be a*“natura condition” as they manage and dter the natura environment in anumber of
ways for livestock production. Itispatently absurd for the EBRPD to make the claim that area has been
grazed for 150 years and therefore grazing is somehow the natura condition and to continue grazing will
have no impact. Thisisequivaent to daiming that Snce an agency has been palluting a stream for 150
years, continued or increased dischargeswill have no adverse effects on the stream’s “ naturd condition.”
The MND aso dams that continuation of livestock grazing in the Preserves “would neither result in a
subgtantia physca change inthe environment nor cause aggnificant environmenta impact.” Theevidence
before the EBRPD shows otherwise - livestock grazing can cause continuous, ongoing degradation of the
environment, induding ongoing effects such as soil eroson, dtering of stream channel morphology and
hydrology, fouling of water quality, degradation of habitat quality for sengtive species, inhibition of oak
recruitment, and export of nutrients from the ecosystem.

Mitigation measuresfor impactsto biological resour ces areinadequate

The mitigation measures proposed in the MND (p. 13-15) contain no mention whatsoever of
grazing impacts, despite voluminous information presented to the EBRPD regarding potentidly significant
impacts to special satus species and wildife habitat, soils, vegetation, hydrology and water quality,
aesthetics, and cultural resources. The MND ignores information in the record before the EBRPD and
does not honestly assess the impacts of livestock grazing, let done reduce them to an inggnificant leve, as
required under CEQA for aMND.

The MND (p. 27) cdlams to include management actions to reduce potentia impacts of livestock
grazing on locdly rare or unusud plant species, as defined by the Cdifornia Native Plant Society
(“CNPS’), but offers no specifics on what these actions are. The EBRPD and the MND ignore the fact
that at least 6 of 15 species, or 40% of the known locally rare or unusud plant species that are found in
Sunol and Ohlone Preserves are known or suspected to be threatened by cattle grazing according to the
CNPS and USFWS. These species indude the Santa Clara thorn-mint (Acanthomintha lanceolata),
Oakland gar-tulip (Cal ochortus pul chellus), Sulfur-flower, or bay buckwheat (Eriogonum umbellatum
var. bahiiforme), Mt. Diablo hdianthdla (Helianthella castanea), Legenere (Legenere limosa), and
Mot beautiful jewdflower (Streptanthus albidus ssp. peramoenus).

The MND (p. 30-31, and 33-34) discusses impacts to wildlife and asserts the potentia postive

2 The Santa Clara thorn-mint (Acanthomintha lanceolata) is “ possibly threatened by grazing” according to

CNPS (2002); Oakland star-tulip (Calochortus pulchellus) is arare perennid lily threatened by cattle grazing according to CNPS
(1994); Sulfur-flower, or bay buckwheat (Eriogonum umbellatum var. bahiiforme) is possibly threatened by cattle grazing, and
overgrazing is known to have negatively impacted at least one other listed Eriogonum species in the East Bay, the Mt. Diablo
buckwheat, according to USFWS (2002); Mt. Diablo helianthella (Helianthella castanea) is threatened by grazing according to
CNPS (2002); Legenere (Legenere limosa) is threatened by grazing according to CNPS (2002); and Most beautiful jewelflower
(Streptanthus albidus ssp. peramoenus) is threatened by grazing according to USFWS (1998).



benefits from grazing to specid status species such as the Cdifornia horned lizard, Alameda whipsnake,
goldeneagle, red-legged frog, burrowing owl, and Cdiforniatiger sdamander. However, the EBRPD and
MND ignore information in the record that cattle grazing has severe negative impacts on habitat for dl of
the mentioned amphibian and reptile species, according to the California Department of Fish and Game
(“CDFG") and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (*USFWS’).: The EBRPD and the MND ignorethe
fact that cattle grazing destroys and degrades stream habitat for two other riparian species mentioned in
the MND, the foathill yellow-legged frog and western pond turtle, according to CDFG.* Thereis no
discussion of the overwhemingly negative impacts of livestock grazing on state and federdly listed species
throughout the state. For example, livestock grazing adversely impacts at least 76% (16 of 21 species) of
Cdifornia s 21 ligted terrestrid mammals, 57% (17 of 30 species) of California slisted birds, 64% (9 of
14 species) of Cdifornia slisted amphibians; 56% (5 of 9 species) of Cdifornid slisted terrestrid reptiles;
81% (26 of 32 species) of Californid s listed fresh water fish; and 50% (16 of 32 species) of Cdifornia's
listed terrestrid invertebrates (CDFG 2000; USFWS 2003).

The MND (p. 43) acknowledges the potential negative impacts of livestock grazing on hydrology
and water quaity, such as soil eroson, increased runoff, stripping of vegetation, washing of sediment into
creeks, and changes in stream channel morphology. The MND clamsthat the EBRPD “closely regulates
its livestock grazing program to prevent these impacts.” Thisis Smply not true, and there is informeation
before the agency to the contrary in Appendix A of Alternative W, whichthe EBRPD choseto ignore. The
proposed fencing of 7.5 milesof Alameda Creek will dleviate some of theseimpactsinthe Alameda Creek
corridor but does not address these impactsin tributary streams such as Welch Creek, Indian Joe Creek,
and W-Tree Creek, dl of which have potentia habitat for rainbow trout.

The LUP and cattle grazing

The following comments specificaly respond to fase or incorrect assertions made by the EBRPD
in the LUP or omissions regarding the impacts of cattle grazing:

The LUP (p. 8) purportsto designate 99% of the Preserves asa“Natural Unit” and contends “the
primary planning and management objective of aNaturd Unit isto preserve and enhance natura habitat”
(p. 52). However, the LUP dlowsmaintenance of an invasive, environmentaly destructive species (cattle)
as the primary use and mgjor impact on 76% of the Preserves.

s Cattle grazing degrades habitat for the California horned lizard (CDFG 1994). Intensive livestock grazing can

destroy the structure and impact the hydrology of the natural vernal pool habitat of the Californiatiger salamander (USFWS
1994), Cdliforniatiger salamanders have been found to be either absent or found in low numbers in portions of pools that were
heavily trampled by cattle (USFWS 2000a), and cattle can trample rodent burrows required for estivation (USFWS 2000). Cattle
grazing damages riparian and wetland habitat needed by the California red-legged frog, causes water pollution and damage to
breeding sites, and can trampling estivation habitat (Jennings et a. 1992; CDFG 1994; USFWS 1996, 2000b). Overgrazing by

cattle can reduce shrubs and grass cover needed by the Alameda whipsnake and reduce its prey base (USFWS 1992, 1997a).

4 Cattle grazing degrades stream habitat for the foothill yellow-legged frog (CDFG 1994) and the western pond

turtle (CDFG 1994).



The LUP discussion of community input (p. 20) makes no mention of Alternative W or repeated
requests over 5 years for scientific information or sudies vaidating EBRPD’ s dubious repeated public
clams about the ecologica benefits of grazing.

The LUP (p. 20) discusses a decade of gaff monitoring and plant and animd surveys, implying that
the status quo grazing program is beneficid to these species or that there are no negative impacts. The
LUP and MND provide no data or reports to back this claim and the EBRPD has not provided this
informationto the ACA, despiterepeated requestsover severd years. The LUP(p. 21) discussesfisheries
surveys (giving no specifics), but ignores CDFG and SFPUC surveys documenting damage to Alameda
Creek fisherieshabitat by cattle. The EBRPD isaware of these surveys, but choseto leavethisinformation
out. The LUP discusses the CNPS database and information about native plant species, but makes no
mention of the fact that according to the CNPS, livestock grazing impacts more acres of wild native plant
communities in Cdiforniathan any other activity. The LUP mentions trapping sudies for kangaroo rats,
but does not acknowledge that livestock grazing is implicated in the endangerment of two-thirds (4 of 6
species) of listed kangaroo rats and 62% (8 of 13 species) of dl sate and federdly listed rodent species
in Cdlifornia, according to CDFG and USFWS.?

As noted above, the discussions inthe LUP of grazing impacts on listed species in the watershed
(such asthe Alameda whipsnake, Cdifornia red-legged from, Caiforniatiger sdamander, and steelhead
trout) sdectively omit known information on the negetive impacts to habitet for these species. The LUP
(p. 64) discusses the tilling of soil and destruction of riparian vegetation by herds of ferd pigs, and the
negative impacts on ground nesting birds, amphibians, reptiles, and smal mammals. Curioudy, thereisno
mention of the greater soil and riparian damage by cattle.

The LUP (p. 59, 61) promises monitoring of grazing in grasdands to make sure grazing is
compatible with wildlife. Thisisan empty promise, as the EBRPD hasa history of inadequate monitoring
(see FSV 2002 for examples). The LUP referencesan ongoing Grasdand Monitoring Project. The ACA
hasserious concerns about the bias of the researchers conducting the proj ect and the proj ect’ sassumptions
about the priority of maintenance of grasdands for forage for cattle grazing operations. These concerns
are amplified by the lack of community input or peer review of study plots or methodology of this project.

The grasdands section of the LUP (p. 25) discusses the benefits to eaglesfromincreased prey in
the formof ground squirrels, whichare labeled a“ keystone species.” Thereisaacknowledged correlation
between growing squirrel populations and cattle grazing. Grasdands in this area have beenmodified due
to grazing, resulting in little or no cover for amdl prey and hence provide an advantage to golden eagles.
However in the discussion of pest management (p. 64), ground squirrels are no longer portrayed as a
desirable species, and active * pest control” management, induding poisons, will be used to control ground
squirrels.

5 Livestock grazing was a causal factor inthelisting or is athreat to remaining populations of the Fresno, giant,

Steven's, and Tipton's kangaroo rats, San Joaquin antelope squirrel, Mojave ground squirrel, Amargosa vole, and riparian
woodrat (CDFG 1983, 2000; USFWS 1997b, 2000c, 2003a, 2003b).



The LUP (p. 25) attempts to equate the impacts of livestock grazing with that of native browsers
like deer. This theory has been largdly regjected by the scientific community and specificaly refuted by
noted grasdand ecologist Elizabeth Painter in a series of letters and articles in 1991 responding to such
clams by EBRPD employee Steve Edwards (Painter 1992). These |etters and articles are attached.

The LUP (p. 25) dso dams cessation of grazing will lead to a buildup of thetch, inhibiting netive
plant growth, that grazing inhibits the dominating influence of non-native plants (p. 59), and that grazed
grasdands support greater biodiversity than ungrazed grasdands. The LUP and MND provide no data
or reports to back these dams and these assertions contradict most known scientific research, including
research done by the Cdifornia Department of Parks and Recreation at Mt. Diablo (CDPR 1989) and
extengve research showing that livestock grazing isthe primary factor inthe spread of invagve plantsin the
westernU. S. (Belsky and Gelbard 2000). Citizen monitoring of an EBRPD park in the East Bay showed
that invaave star thistle dengties are sgnificantly greater in grazed EBRPD grasdands than in adjacent
ungrazed public lands (FSV 2002).

The LUP discussion (p. 26) of woodland vegetation and wildife makes no mention of cattle
grazing sdetrimental impactson songbird habitat and raptor nesting habitat (see CDFG 2000 for discussion
of impacts). The LUP discussonof oak regeneration (p. 60) contradicts and ignores areport by CDPR
onMt. Diablo (CDPR 1989), testimony by a former EBRPD Sunol Naturdist (Freemire 2000) at apublic
hearing for the LUP, and a letter from the Cdifornia Oak Foundation during the EBRPD Grazing Task
Force Review (COF 2001).

Smilaly the LUP discussion of shrubland (p. 26-27) ignores the negetive impacts of livestock
grazing on the Alameda whipsnake. This discussion failsto mention that cattle grazing was causal factor
in the ligting of the whipsneake and that the federd ligting specificdly mentions the Sunol-Cedar Mountain
popul ation of whipsnakes (which includes grazing areas leased by EBRPD and SFPUC) asthreatened by
overgrazing (USFWS 1997a).

Agan, the riparianand wetland sectionof the LUP (p. 27-31) iscompletdy void of mentioning any
impacts due to grazing, dthough negative impactsfromlivestock grazingaregreatest inriparianand wetland
habitats (see Armour et d. 1994; Behnke and Raleigh 1978; Belsky et d. 1999; Bryant 1985; Buckhouse
et d. 1981, etc., etc.) The LUP dso fails to disclose ste-specific documentation of cattle damage to
Alameda Creek (see Alternative W, Appendix A). The LUP section on aguatic wildlife management (p.
61-62) mentions dam impacts and trail use as detrimentd to rainbow trout, but no mention of grazing
impacts to stream habitat for trout and netive frogs. The LUP discussion of cattle ponds (p. 74-76) ligts
the benefits to listed amphibian species from maintenance of open water habitats through catle grazing.
However, the LUP has no discussion of other options for maintaining open water habitat in these ponds
without cattle, suchasgrazing by naive herbivores, by periodic manud remova, or limited seasonal access
by other grazing animas such as horses or goats.

The LUP section ontopography, geology, and sails (p. 33-36) is completely void of any mention
of the dgnificant erosionimpacts caused by cattle grazing, and unsurprisngly, the hydrology section (p. 33-
36) iscompletdy void of any mentions of the sgnificant hydrologic impacts caused by cattle grazing (see



for example Kauffmanet d. 1983; Trimble and Mendel 1995). The water quaity management discussion
(p. 63) acknowledges no negative impacts to water quality from grazing.

The trall maintenance section of the LUP (p. 39-40) makes no mention to the destruction and
unssfe trall conditions caused by caitle and the added expense to maintaining these trails (see for example
FSV 2002).

The LUP discussion of speciad protection and management features (p. 56-58) does not discuss
known thrests to rare plant species by cattle grazing, trampling, elevated nitrogen deposition, and spread
of weedy invasives, does not discuss damage to verna pool habitat, and does not discussdamageto stream
habitat for Cdiforniared-legged frogs. The LUP discussion of serpentine soils and plants (p. 59) makes
no mention of the documented negative impacts to these soils and serpentine plants from livestock (see
USFWS 19983).

The LUP(p. 60) does not discuss the potential negative impacts of cattle grazing on the San
Antonio tule ek herd. Elk are negatively affected by cattle grazing due to competition with cattle for
preferred forage and browse, the possibility of disease spread by livestock, and the effects of fences on
their mobility. Numerous studies have documented that ek will leave an area where cattle are introduced
and prefer those areas ungrazed by cattle (Wagner 1978). A study by Jon Skovlin (1968) found that ek
use was dgnificantly lower on ranges co-habited by cattle than in those where cattle use was restricted.
Caitle serve asvector to spread disease and parasites, both native and exotic, towild animds Cattle have
been documented to pass numerous diseasesto wildlife, suchas brucelloss, circling disease, encephadlitis,
tuberculogis, pneumonia, and bluetongue. Wyoming Game and Fish Department officids bdieve that
widespread ranching that forces elk to concentrate inlocalized areasis the main reason the number of ek
caves born in that state has declined in recent years (Jacobs 1991).

The LUP aso makes no mention of the EBRPD’ s invalvement in the approval of the Apperson
Ridge Quarry and acceptance of money for wildlife mitigation measures. This project hasthe potentid to
disturb the San Antonio dk herd initscaving and rutting areas and evict dk fromtheir home range (Harvey
and Stanley 1987).

The LUP clams cattle grazing is needed to reduce wildfire risk (p. 58-59). The LUP and MND
provide no data or reports to back these clams and these assertions contradict most known scientific
research. Research done by the Cdifornia Department of Parks and Recreation (“CDPR”) a Mt. Diablo
(CDPR 1989) and by the U. S, Army at Fort Hunter Liggett in Monterey County (Strechman 1995)
reached exactly opposite conclusons with regard to grazing and wildfire, information beforethe EBRPD.
The LUP and MND aso do not adequately explain why intensve fire control is needed inan unpopulated
wilderness area with no urban interface.

The LUP (p. 3) clamsthat wilderness vaues of solitude and spiritud renewa will be preserved.
However, the LUP will continue the impact of invasive, noisy, odiferous, destructive cattle on 76% of the
Presarves. The LUP will dso maintain ungghtly and intrusive livestock infrastructure such as many miles
of barbed wire fencing, ranch roads, vehide traffic of grazing leaseholders, corrds, culverts, and stock



tanks. People do not vigit a“Wilderness Preserve’ to see cowpies and barbed wire. The LUP (p. 59)
professes that grazing practices in Ohlone Preserve shdl be “tailored to enhanceitswilderness character.”
Thisisanonsendcd statement, as commercid grazing and associated infrastructureis not competible with
wildernesscharacter. The LUP discussion on acquiring and opening new lands (p. 76) has no mention of
the option that these lands be kept free from cattle with a goal of maintaining or creating wilderness
qualities.

The LUP discussion of cultura resources (p. 62-63) does not mention the potentia impacts of
cattle trampling and disturbing culturd stes. The public safety discussion(p. 10 and p. 50) hasno mention
or reference to hazards to the public from cattle despite extensive and ongoing documentation (see FSV
2002).

The GUMP and cattle grazing

The following comments specificdly respond to fase or incorrect assertions made by the EBRPD
or omissons regarding the impacts of catle grazing in the Grazing Unit Management Plan, Appendix D of
the LUP.

p. D-1“grazing animas have been a part of the ecosystem of thisregion at least Snce the late Pleistocene
epoch.” Seethe attached articles and letters by Painter (1992) for arefutation of the claim that cattle fill
an ecologicd niche left by Pleistocene grazers.

p. D-1“Theamount of grazing that occurs is competible with established forage utilization standards for
Cdiforniaannua grassands.” The CDPR (1989) study on Mt. Diablo concluded that thelevel of livestock
grazinginEast Bay grasd ands that providesa meaningful reductioninfire hazard causesserious overgrazing
problems. TheFSV (2002) documented severe overgrazing on other EBRPD parkswherethissameclaim
is made.

p. D-1 “Upon acquisition of the properties that comprise the preserves, the EBRPD dlowed grazing to
continue...livestock grazing activities are regulated and sendtive natura resources are conserved in
accordance with the associated Land Use Plan.” There was no LUP for the Sunol or Ohlone Preserves
whenthey were acquired by the EBRPD. Asnoted in the FSV (2002) report, most EBRPD parks with
grazing leases have no LUP or assessment of grazing impacts.

p. D-2 “Monitoring is carried out to verify compliance to established standards for livestock grazing, and
to insure conformity to grazing license provisons.” The FSV (2002) report shows that this purported
monitoring does not occur in Sycamore Valey and other EBRPD parks.

p. D-3 “V egetation management activitiesonthe preserves areintended to optimize habitat conditions for
resdent native plant and anima species...Management strategieswill invalve modernresource management
practices, based on scientific principles, and supported by avalladle research. New scientific information
will be incorporated into the management program asit becomes avalable” Thisissmply not true - this
isrevea ed by the selective omissonof any negative impacts of grazing inthe LUP and MND. The EBRPD



hasignored every sngle scientific paper and study presented by environmentd groups during Grazing Task
Force Review that did not support the status quo of grazing (see FSV 2002 for documentation) and
ignored scientific information presented in Alternative W. The EBRPD contentionsinthe LUP and MND
ongrazing run counter to mogt scientific informeationavailable onbiologica resources, vegetationresponses,
wildfire sudies and wildlife habitat.

p. D-3 and D-4 The contentions regarding the use of grazing to control wildfiresand non-native vegetation
are questionable (see CDPR 1989; Stechman1995) and the EBRPD offersno evidenceor studiesto back
up these clams.

p. D-4 and D-5 The benefits of livestock grazing to wildlife through eevated ground squirrel populations
are acknowledged. However, thisdiscuss onignoresthe negativeimpactsof livestock grazing on Cdifornia
red-legged frog, Cdiforniatiger sdlamander, and Alamedawhipsnake, as discussed above. It dsoignores
the fact that there are negetive impactsto San Joaquin kit fox fromlivestock grazing - grazing that destroys
shrub cover and reduces prey abundance may be detrimentd, and grazing can reduce denning habitat
(USFW'S 1998Db).

p. D-6 The EBRPD attempts to blame any lack of oak recruitment on everything but livestock grazing,
induding native species, feral pigs, and sudden oak desth, with no dataor studiesto back up thesedams.
Joanne Freemire, an EBRPD naturdist who worked at Sunol and Ohlone Preserves for decades, publicly
disagreedwiththe EBRPD assessment of oak recruitment withinthe Preservesat the April 22, 2003 public
hearing and scoping meeting on the LUP.

p. D-6 EBRPD clams cattle grazing will be used to maintain rare plant populations, whenin actudity cattle
grazing may be asignificant threat to these species. According to CDFG (2000) and USFWS (2003c),
livestock grazing adversaly impacts at least 138 of Cdifornia's 276 listed plants (50%).

p. D-7 EBRPD dams cattle grazing will be used to control invasve plants, when in actudity cettle grazing
isthe main cause of weed invasion in the much of the western U. S. (Belsky and Gelbard 2000).

p. D-7 EBRPD contends caitle grazing appears competible with the preservation of cultura resources.
Thisis contradicted by the comment |etter from U. C. Berkeley Ph.D. Professor of Anthropology Steven
Shackley.

p. D-7 and D-8 EBRPD makes a number of dams about conducting range analys's, monitoring levels of
forage utilization and resdud dry métter, and maintaining fencing.  These claims are contradicted by the
actudity of what happens inthe parks (see FSV 2002 for examples). Thereis no discuss on of documented
destruction of seeps and prings in Sunol Preserve by cattle (see FSV 2002 for documentation). There
isno discussionin the LUP of how water development for cattle can impact spring and seep ecosystems.

p. D-14 The discussion of rangdand monitoring contains the cavesat that “Monitoring will note changein
the Satus of resources over time through repeated measurementsor visua examinations.” The park district
has never made available to the public any of their monitoring activity on biologica resources of concern.



The reference to “visud examindions’ appears to be an escape vave for never having to document
anything.

EBRPD responseto Alternative W

The Flanning and Stewardship Department of EBRPD prepared a response to Alternative W
(EBRPD 2003). This document offers some extremely biased, one-sded judtifications of cattle grazing.
The assartions in the document are just that, assertions - not one contentionin the document is backed up
by any sdenttific literature or vdid sudy. Most of the erroneous claims in EBRPD (2003) have been
discussed above, but afew new clams are worth examination.

The EBRPD cites an unpublished second-hand assertion with no data (p. 3) as evidence that
cessation of grazing in agrasdand in Sunol Preserve led to a “biologicad desert.” It is surpriang that the
EBRPD dill references EBRPD’s staff member Steve Edward's uninformed opinions about grazing.
Edward' sideas and the theories of Holistic Resource Management (which are not specifically mentioned
but are generdly promoted by the EBRPD and Edwards) have been largely discredited by the scientific
community (see Painter 2002 for agpedific responseto Edwards' opinionsongrazing). The assertion that
the area “reverted back to a naturd grasdand following the return of livestock grazing” (p. 3) isequaly
ridiculous, asaste vist to the Hayfield areawill reved that the area is dominated by invasve, unnatura
annud grasses. The continued clam by EBRPD that cattle merely replace native grazers in grasdand
habitats adapted to grazing (p. 2-3) isrefuted by noted grasd and ecol ogist ElizabethPainter (Painter 1992).

EBRPD clams (no data or studies are cited) that thereis no sgnificant difference in populations
of Cdiforniatiger sdamandersand Cdiforniared-legged frogs infenced (ungrazed) and unfenced (grazed)
ponds (p. 8). If thereisno difference, thismay be agood argument for removing cattle from these habitats.
EBRPD (2003) ignores the fact that these are not the only breeding habitats for these species - the tiger
sdamander also uses vernd pools and the frog also uses stream habitats, and both species utilize upland
habitats for aestivation (hibernation). All of these habitats are negatively impacted by livestock grazing.

EBRPD damsthat unnamed “ experts’ agreethat no conclusons canbedrawn regarding livestock
influence on oak regeneration and plant survivd (Executive Summary). Plenty of experts, induding the
Cdifornia Native Plant Soci ety disagree; CNPS contendsthat livestock grazing impacts more acres of wild
naive plant communitiesin Cdifornia thanany other activity. The CaliforniaOak Foundation (COF 2001)
sent aletter to EBRPD during the Grazing Task Force Review expressing concern about livestock grazing
impacts on oak regeneration.

EBRPD actudly ingnuates that biologica or genetic deficiencies, not livestock grazing, can
somehow be blamed for netive plant declines! Thisisabsurd. 1t isunknown how many, if any, of the 276
state and federd listed plant speciesin Cdiforniawere listed as aresult of genetic or biologica deficiencies,
but the numbers, if any, would not nearly approachthe 138 of these plant species (50%) listed in part due
to the negative impacts of livestock grazing (CDFG 2000; USFWS 2003).



EBRPD dams astentific consensus that grazing is not detrimentd to the environment (Executive
Summary). Thisis counter to the mgority of published information on endangered species published by
the U. S Fish and Wildlife Service, Cdifornia Department of Fish and Game, Cdifornia Department of
Paks and Recrestion, €tc.

EBRPD dams stentific papers presented to the Grazing Review Task Force somehow do not
goply to Cdiforniaor Bay Areaecosystems (p. 1). Thisisridiculous, astheinformation on listed Bay Area
species, suchas Cdiforniatiger sdlamander, Cdifornia red-legged frog, Alamedawhipsnake, and rainbow
trout specificaly agppliesto Bay Area species and habitats, and some of the references specificaly mention
EBRPD grazing as an impact. To clam that the information about physica impacts to soils, stream
morphology, hydrology, and riparianvegetationdo not apply isnot correct. Site specific information about
degradation of Alameda Creek was presented - how does this not gpply to the Bay Area? How does
information generated by the state Department of Parks and Recreation from studies on Mt. Digblo not
aoply to the Bay Area? As mentioned before, 64% (89 of 138 species) of listed California terrestria
anima species are imperiled in part due to livestock grazing, as are 50% (138 of 276 species) of listed
Cdiforniaplant species. The EBRPD isdead wrong onthisissue - the submitted studies are relevant and
should beincluded in an EIR.

We take exception to the EBRPD comments on ek (p. 6). EBRPD camsedk may have amore
detrimental environmental impact thancattle on oak treesand other vegetation - this is unsubstantiated by
any science and is counter to published papers on ek and cattle impacts (seediscussonabove). EBRPD
then dismissesthe “reintroduction” of dk to the area. There would be no need to reintroduce ek, asthere
isdready a herd in the Sunol area, a herd that would likdy expand and utilize habitats and forage now
dominated by cattle, were the cattle to be removed. The attempt to draw some conclusion from elk
overpopulation at Point Reyes is equdly ridiculous: the ek a Point Reyes were atificidly confined on a
gamdl portion of Tomaes Point by a large dk fence, to accommodate cattle ranching on the rest of the
Point. Therewasalargeimpact to vegetation becausetheartificia barrier kept ek from dispersng. There
are no such barriersin Sunol and Ohlone Preserves, and there are plenty of suitable habitatsthe ek could
expand into with minima impact. A large number of the dk have aready beenrel ocated to other areasin
Point Reyes where they arenot pinnedin by livestock ranching activities, and have dispersed widely with
no gpparent negative impact on the environment. Elk are browsers, not grazerslike cattle, and equivaent
stocking rates of dk have muchless impact on native vegetation than cows. Ranchers (and apparently the
EBRPD) like to blame wildife for spreading ungulate diseases to livestock, but the redity isusudly the
opposite (see Jacobs 1991). Overpopulation and disease are not sgnificant issues for tule ek in other
aress of Californiawhere they are not confined, such as at Cache Creek in Lake County.

The EBRPD (p. 6) daims that they have “consulted with the Cdifornia Department of Fish and
Game, who have expressed no interest inreintroducing ek to the area.”” We would like to see someform
of documentationof this consultation. A member of the S. F. Bay Chapter Sierra Club who consulted with
the Deputy Director for Cdifornia State Parks and the CDFG State Elk Coordinator reportsthereis much
interest in reintroducing surplus tule ek from the Bay Ddta and Grizzly Idand elk populations to the
Sunol/Ohlone Preservesif there was an gppropriate management plan (which would include reduction or
management of cattle).



The EBRPD discussionof dternative fire management options (p. 7) implies that controlled burns
would be prohibitively expensive due to the cost per acre and the acreage of the Preserves. However, very
few acres of the Preserves would have to be burned in any given year to maintain grasdand habitats, so
this discusson is somewhat mideading. It isinteresting that the EBRPD admits they have refused to talk
to Mt. Diablo State Park, the agency respongble for management of the Mt. Diablo, about fire control
issues (p. 8), but rather talked to the Contra Costa Resource Conservation Didrict, alobby organization
for area cattle ranchers, to get an estimate of accumulated fuel load on the mountain.

The EBRPD disparages studies of Alameda Creek documenting cattle damage to stream and
riparian habitat, claming they were conducted without any scientific basis. The mgority of these studies
were conducted by Bookman-Edmonston Engineering | ncorporated, a highly regarded consulting firmthat
was hired by the S. F. Public Utilities Commission to conduct the studies. The other studieswere stream
surveys conducted by fisheries biologists with the Caifornia Department of Fish and Game and by Peter
Moyle, acknowledged throughout the fidd of fisheriesbiol ogy astheforemost authority on Cdifornia native
fishes. Itis hypocritica for the EBRPD to condemn these studies and surveys when EBRPD has never
published a single survey or study of their own on the subject, nor bothered to acknowledge the damage
to Alameda Creek in any way.

The EBRPD discussion of stedhead trout (p. 9) misstates our concern that potentia steelhead
habitat is being damaged by cattle grazing - exigting resident rainbow trout populations are being impacted
by grazing. We dready understand that dams and water diversons are the main reasonfor the demise of
the anadromous fisheries in Alameda Creek - that does not let EBRPD off the hook for ongoing habitat
damage by cattle to the very stream sections we are working so hard to return anadromous fish to.

EBRPD dams we cite oursaves (p. 10) asthe information source for livestock impacts to red-
legged frogs. Thisisincorrect - inpast communicaions we have cited the CDFG and USFWS, asin this
comment letter. The only citations relying on “oursalves’ were Ste-gpecific comment |etters on damage
to red-legged frog habitat in Sycamore Vdley, damage the EBRPD acknowledged by fencing caitle out
of the affected aress.

The benefits of livestock grazing to the “keystone’ species the Cdifornia ground squirrel are
acknowledged, as are the benefitsto its predators (gol den eagles, burrowing owls, kit fox) and speciesthat
use squirrel burrows (red-legged frog, tiger sdamander). However, the severe negative impacts to many
of these same species by livestock grazing must aso be acknowledged by EBRPD, asis never discussed
inthe LUP or MND. It is acknowledged that there are some benefits to some native species in some
gtuations, under some livestock grazing regimes. Alternative W and the critics of public lands grazing have
not focused on these impacts because the EBRPD has acted as cheerleadersfor thosefew benefits to be
found from grazing, while ignoring the bulk of the negative impacts.

We acknowledge the EBRPD’ s professiond staff of biologists, many of whom do tireless work
monitoring, protecting, and restoring native speci es, and some of whomwe have worked with cooperatively
on fisheriesand other restoration projects. However, we have to wonder why not one of them has ever
publicly raised their voice in protest of habitat damage due to livestock grazing. Not one word from the



Stewardship Department while cows absolutely destroyed the riparian habitat at Sycamore Valey Open
Space, not one word about the ongoing damage to Alameda Creek trout habitat. Thisislargey dueto an
extreme bias from upper management and Grazing Program saff at EBRPD to maintain the status quo of
grazing at dl costs. The concluson of the EBRPD response to Alternative W (p. 12) is tdling and
extremdy disurbing: “public agency managers and elected officials will need to make a long-term
commitment to livestock grazing and demonstrate resolve when it is challenged.” Thisis an
ideologicd battle cry that the most rabid pro-agriculture industry, anti-environmenta public relations firm
would be proud of, not a suitable stance for a public land management agency that claims that “an
environmentd ethic guidesusin dl tha we do.”

Sincerdly,

Jeff Miller, Director

Attachments;
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