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Appendix A
Mount Diablo State Park General Plan

QUESTIONNAIRE

BACKGROUND
To be added ta our maillng list, please give' us your name and addrass;

1. Name
Street Addrass City
Zip Phone (optional)
2. Your primary Interasts are in ..,
_natural resourca preservation and interpretation personal invoivemant {as
a volunteer)
cultural resource preservation and interpretation concarned adiacent
. proparty owner
racrastion activities . governmant
represantative
. aconamic benefits to the community agency:
establishment of wiklarmess areas otharg
3. What is your profassion, occupation, or field of interest ?
4. Do you have any knowladge, expertise, or zontacts which you would like to offer to the
team ?
_yas ___no_ If yes, please dascriba briefly and let us know how you can be
teached:
ACTIVITIES
1. Please chack activities which you feel are appropriate for this park:
_walking ' glider flying ——_ bike camping fishing
. hiking _.family picnicking nature study hrsebkriging
—_._ bicycling day camping group plcnicking jogging
mountain biking Jr. Ranger program___  living history programs backpacking
kite flying tant camping RV camping - hanggiiding
radio controlied group campirg anroute camping frisbea
airplanes hika in camping historical study others
2. Qf the items you have checked abave, pleesa list, in ordar, the activities you fsel should be
emphasized within Mount Diablo State park :
A
B.
C.
D.
FACILITIES
1. Please check facilities which you fesl ara appropriate for this park
— walking trail . tent campground . natural histery ___ AV campgmd
hiking trail group camping museum - @nrouta camp
bicycle trail ___ bike camp — _haorsatrail . hike in camp
all terrain bike campfire centar ____ jogging trail ____ sanital. sta.
trails : camp store ___ self-guided —__ bike rentals
_kite flying area horse rentils inlerp.  trail ____ food concession
___ interpretive trail ___ nostel ) _ .. shutile service ___ fam picnic sites
____ visitor center —___ grp picnic area e 8nvir aduc cntar
. =ques staging area _____ intarp. center ___ vista points __ othar
2. Of the itarns you have checked above, please list, in order, the five facilities you feel

ara most important to include In the park .

mEom
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3. Do you faver a consolidation of the comm unication towers and faciliies from the north and south

paaks? . Yoas —__no
Comments: -

4. Do you see the need for improved or new park entrance reads ? ___yes ___no
Commants;

INTERPRETIVE THEMES

1. Please chack interpretive theme subjects which you feel are appropriate for this park ...

NATURAL FEATURES
Plant communitias Califernia walnut Birds Gooilogy
Qak woodland/forast Native grasses Reptiles Paleontology
Grassland Native wildfiowers Amphibians Climate
Coastal sage scrub Junipar woodland Insocts Goography
e _Fliparian woodland —. Rare plants ___ Fish ___ Fire scology
Chaparral Mammals Rare animals_ Others
CULTURAL HISTORY
American Indlan resources Euroamarican history Amer Indian history
_American indian activities _Mazxican-Calil. activities M1 Diable St.Pk.
Civilian Conservation Corps Euroamerican resources Cattle ranching

State Park story

2. Of the items you have checked above, please list, in order, three interprative theme subjects
you feel are most important to include in the park,

>

B,

C.

SUMMARY

1. What kind of place do you think Mount Diablc State Park should be?

2. What should ba the major concorn In this long-range planning effort?

YOUR RETURN OF THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS APPRECIATED! PLEASE MAIL TO :

STATE OF CALIFORNIA-RESOURCES AGENCY
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
MOUNT DIABLO STATE PARK PLANNING TEAM
P.O. BOX 2390

SACRAMENTO, CA. 35811

ATTENTION: STUART HONG
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California State Department of Parks & Recreation Mount
Diablo State Park

BICYCLING SURVEY

BY FILLING OUT THIS SURVEY, YOU WILL BE HELPING THE STATE DEPARTMENT
OF PARKS AND RECREATION STAFF BETTER UNDERSTAND HOW YOU USE THE
PARK DURING YOUR BICYCLE RIDES.

THIS INFORMATION WILL ASSIST US IN IMPROVING SERVICES AND FACILITIES
AT THE PARK.

1L.WHY DO YOU RIDE AT MOUNT DIABLO STATE PARK?

2.WHAT ROUTE DO YOU USUALLY TAKE TO ENTER THE PARK? ( check one )

NORTH GATEROAD
SOUTH GATEROAD
ALTERNATE USE BETWEEN BOTH ROADS

3.WHAT ROUTE DO YOU USUALLY TAKE TO LEAVE THE PARK? ( check one )

NORTH GATEROAD
SOUTH GATE ROAD
ALTERNATE USE BETWEEN BOTH ROADS

4. WHAT SEASON DO YOU USUALLY RIDE IN THE PARK?

SPRING
SUMMER
FALL

YEAR ARQUND

[

5. WHAT PART OF THE WEEK AND TIME DO YOU USUALLY RIDE IN THE PARK?

WEEKDAYS

WEEKENDS

BOTH WEEKDAYS AND WEEKENDS
AM

PM

RN

6. HOW MANY TIMES A YEAR DO YOU RIDE IN THE PARK?
1- 19

20- 49
OVER 50

173



7. WHAT IMPROVEMENTS ARE NEEDED?

REPAVEROADS ——  MARKED DRINKING FOUNTAIN
WIDEN ROADS —— RESTROOMS @ PARK ENTRANCES
PAVED TURNOUTS ___  OTHER

]

8. HOW DO YOU ARRIVE AT THE PARK?

IPARK MY CAR NEAR THE NO. GATE ENTRY STATION AND BIKE IN
I PARK MY CAR NEAR BLACKHAWK ROAD AND MT. DIABLO SCENIC
BLVD. AND BIKE IN

I PARK MY CAR ELSEWHERE AND BIKE IN

I BIKE FROM HOME

9. OTHER COMMENTS:

FOLD THIS SURVEY ALONG THE DASHED LINES AND MATL,
YOUR EFFORTS ARE APPRECIATED! THANK YOU!

STUART HONG, PROJECT MANAGER
MT. DIABLO STATE PARK GENERAL PLANNING TEAM

«--o--------av-----n----------------b----------qd------------n---------4----'—---a’----—

STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY

DEPT. OF PARKS AND RECREATION-DEVELOPMENT DIV.
P.O. BOX 942896

SACRAMENTO, CA. 94296-0001

ATTENTION: STUART HONG
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California State Department of Parks and Recreation

VISITOR SURVEY

By filling out this questionnaire, you will be
aiding us in improving the services and
facilities of MOUNT DIABLO STATE PARK.
We appreciate your help!

Date:

Time:

1. Check the category that best describes
your visit:

——.. Day-Use
. Camping

2. Check the category that best describes
your group:

myself
family/friends
club/organization
other

3. How many persons including yourself,
are in your group?

4. What city are you from?

5. Your sex? Male ___
Female ___
Age

6. About how many miles did you travel to
the park from home?

7. How did you get to the park?

PLEASE FILL OUT BACK SIDE
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8. Where are you going in the park?

9. Is vyour visit to the park (check one) :
An unplanned part of a more
extended trip

A planned part of a more extended
trip

——_ The destination of your trip

10. How many days will you spend at the
park during this trip?

11. If you are camping, did you make
a campsite reservation?

12. If you are camping, what type of
sleeping shelter are you using?

Tent

Automobile

Motorhome, camper or van
Tent trailer

Other

None

13. How many times have you visited this
park before this visit?
___ This is the first visit
—_ One to three times
Four or more times

14, Circle the number indicating how important the activities listed below
are to you on this visit to Mount Diablo State Park.

3 Important
2 Somewhat
1 Not as important

2. Rest and relaxation........ccccceeieeiceinimeicnsiannrninenns 3 2 1
b. HiKING....iiiiieiieiiieicnissnscsienneansenniersssisessssssassenses 3 2 1
C. PicniCKINg....ciccvnreirerersersissinersrisnnesssesimisesssssssosses 3 2 1
d. CamPing.........ceiiemircrecrrncerencsasestmmmssrmsstsnsisssesissnss 3 2 1
e. Enjoying the views from the Summit........... 3 2 1
B 25 1oy " 5 T SRR 3 2 1
g. Historical Study......cccoveeivermnivosisssonsrssenseaceeacnnene 3 2 1
h. Observing nature (birding, plant i. d.)........ 3 2 1
i, Horseback riding.......cciiiiciininmiiciiniensnnassnan 3 2 1
j. Socializing with friends/family.......ccccosvrviueee 3 2 1
k. Visiting nearby cities or attractions............ 3 2 1
1. Other 3 2 1

PLEASE FILL OUT NEXT PAGE
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15. Please give any comments, positve or negative, that might sum up the
way you feel about your visit. Is there anything else you would like to see
in Mount Diablo State Park?
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Newsieiter Numbar Ons

MOUNT DIABLO STATE PARK TCODAY

- Mount Diablo Stats Park is focated in Contra Costa County, in the Contral Coast Ranges. The
state park is southeast of the Walnut Creek-Concord metropolitan area.

Mount Diablo is within the San Franclsco Bay Area metropolitan complex. About 5.4 million
people live within a 40 mile raditis. Nearly two million peopts live in direct visual contact of
Mount Diablo, and about twica that many peopla in tha nearby areas have a daily opportunity
1o sae the hills from a distance.

Qriginally, the state park contalned about 900
mountaintop acres. To date, nearly 15,600
acras have bean acquirad, and additional lands
have been idenlified as having potentiai for
Inclusion in Mount Diablo State Park, bringing
the potential size of the state park 1o over
16,000 acres.

CLASSIFICATION

Mount Diable State Park was designated as a
unit of tha state park systam on April 26, 1931,
and was officially classified as a state park by the
Slate Park and Recreation Commission in 1962.

The state park classification provides the depart-

mant with guidelines for development, managetmient,

?'T% operation of this unit. Public Resources Cocle Saction 5019.53 defings a state park as
ollows:

*State parks consist of relatively spacious areas of cutstanding scenic or natural character,
often times also containing significant historical, archaeologieal, ecological, geclogical, or
other such values. The purpoase of state parks shall ba to praserve autstanding natural,
scanke, and cultural values, indigenous aquatic and terrastrial fauna and fiora, and the most
significant examplas of the ecological regions of California...”

“Each state park shall bs managed as a composite whola in order to rastore, protect, and
maintain its native environmental complaxes to the extent compatible with the primary
purpose for which the park was established.”

“improvements undartaken within state parks shall be for the purpose of making the areas
available for public anjoyment and education in a mannar consistant with the preservation of
natural, scaniec, cultural, and ecological valuas for prasent and future ganerations.
improvements may be undartaken to provide for racreational activities including, but not
limited to,camping, picnicking, sightseeing, natura study, hiking, and horseback riding, so
long as such improvemants involve no major medilication of lands, forests, or waters.
Improvements which do not diractly enhance the public’'s enjoyment of the rasources, which
ara attractions in themsalves, or which are otherwise available 1o the public within a reasonable
distance outslde the park, shall not be undertakan within state parks.”

GENERAL PLAN STUDY

The Siate Department of Parks and Recreation is preparing a long range Genaral Plan for
Maunt Diablo State Park. This plan will guide fut.ire programs, management, and
devalopment at the park over the next twenty years.

« The Resource Element is a summary of the natural and cullural resources of the area, and
sets the management policies for protection ami use of thase rasaurces,

+ The Land Use Elemant describes current and proposed land uses and relevant planning
issues.

« ‘The Facilities Element describes facilities an! programs.

« The Intarpretive Element describes proposals and programs for interpretation of natural
and cultural features of the park.

« The Cperations Element describes specilic operational requirements unique 1o the park.

« The Concessions Element describas appropriate sarvice facifities necessary to meet public
demand.

= The Environmental impact Elemant analyzes proposed developmant In relationship to the
California Envirgnmaental Quality Act (CEQA).

The General Plan is scheduled to be submitted in late 1988 to the State Park and Recreation
Commission : 1
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PLANNING PROCESS

WHERE WE ARE..

STEP 1
STEF 2
STEP %
STEP 4
STEP 5
STEP &

[o e S+ S+ BN » B+ 5

QRGANIZING THE PLANNING JOB

GATHERING INFORMATION- Public meeting October 2
DEVELOPING ALTERNATIVES

COMPOSING A SINGLE PLAN

CEQA REVIEW PROCESS

STATE PARK AND RECREATION COMMISSION FUBLIC
HEARING OF PLAN

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

In planning for Mourt Diablo State Park, we would like to leam a whole ranga of things from
you. We are requasting your participation in upisoming meestings, where together wa'll discuss

the future of the park.

We need your ideas and concerns on what recteation opportunitias are needed, what facilities

you wauld like developed

, what lands should remain in their natural condition, and which

natural, historical, and cultural values should be enhanced or interpreted.

The enclesed questlonnaire [s intended to provide you with your first epportunity to share
your concerns with the planning team. You can mail R direct to us, or bring it 1o our first public

masting...

OCTOBER 2, 1985- 7:00 P.M.-10:00 P.M.

NORTHGATE HIGH SCHOOL

THE LITTLE THEATER (Accessible to wheelchairs)
425 CASTLE ROCK ROAD

WALNUT CREEK, CA. 94598

Any comments or quastions about the racreation planning effort can be sert to the attention of
Stuart Hong, Project Manager, or call us at (916} 445-3130.

We look forward to working with youl

<ERRY GATES

' MOUNT DIABLO STATE PARK PLANNING
TEAM
CALIFORNIA DEPT. OF PARKS AND
RECREATION
3.0. BOX 2380
SACRAMENTO, CA. 95811

MOUNT DIABLO STATE PARK PLANNING TEAM
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

P.O. BOX 2390
SACRAMENTO, CA.

95811

Newsistter
1
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PREPARING A GENERAL PLAKN FOR MT. DIABLO STATE PARK

For those of you who are receiving our newsletter for the first time, the California Department of Parks and
Recreation is now in the procass of preparing a comprehnesive general plan to guide the use and management of
Mount Diablo State Park for vears to come. On October 2, we held a public workshop to discuss the concerns and
desires which people have for Mt Diablo. The purpose of this newsletter is to share with you many of those con-
cerns and to keep you informed about the progress of plenning for the park.

THE OCTOBER 2 PUBLIC WORKSHOP

Cver 80 peopie attended the October 2 warkshop and we would like to thank each of you for your participation and
your ideas about Mt, Diablo, Workshop participants formed ten separate working groups; these groups spent over
two hours discussing park issues relating to picnicking and camping use, historic preservation, consolidation of
communication squipment, the need for acquisition of additional park land, the southern entrance road to the park,

grazing, wilderness, and many other concerns.
Here's 2 summary of the planning issues discussed by workshop participants:

CAMPING AND PICNICKING ISSUES

Park staff should assess use and provide insight about demand.

Keep 2nd 2dd more isolated, smailer campsites i.e.: Bridal Nook and Maple Nook; don't consolidate.
' Day use facilities are most important,

Facilities are overcrowded during peak days.

Faciiities are sufficient

Facilities including trails are poorly maintained and need rehabilization, especially Rock Ciry.
Object to recreational vehicles in the park.

Need security in family use areas.

Camping and picnicking are not as important as other park issues.

Traffle is a2 probiem.

Camping facilities are sufficient.

Provida a shuttle service as 2n alternative to driving au tomobiles up/down mountain,

Relocars camping to lower elevations possibly south lde of park {Curry Canyon} since access wauld be easter. -
Water facilities are Jacking in isolated areas.

Expand camping facilities near major access roads.

Isoizted camping is desirable.

cO0000DDOODOODOO OO

HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND INTERPRETATION ISSUES

Don't expand rustic architecture,

Preserve exampies of CCC work,

Educate pubiic on CCC efforts in the park.

Architecturs used now is sultzble.

Interpret native American, Spanish and early American history.
Interpret fossils, geology, plant and animal Jife,

Provide research & study areas.

Continue using stone and wood materials for facilities.

Restore and protect the summit museum,

Diablo Ranch is of more interest than preserving rust.c architecture,
Preserve Rock City.

COoOQOOODO0OLO

SOUTHERN ENTRANCE ROAD

Existing road is unsatisfactory; unsafe.

Recommend road realignment or variation berween Athenian School and Blackhawk property.
“'he existing entrance road is privately owned. This is creating the Issue of liability.
Existing road could be improved to meet county star dards for county zkegver,
Owners wansfer fee simple title of road to state.

Straightsning roads will increase speed; surves provids safery.

Use Blackhawk Ranch fire road for new access.

Possibie to design a new road that doesn’t require massive cuts and fills.
Government must take responsibility for road.

Don't use acquisition maney.

Consider 2 shuttle bus system.

Altermatives need more study.

Estabiish a committes for alternate route.

Kiosk, staging area nceded at park boundary.

Kiosk at state park boundary would cause traffic backup problems an weekends,
Oppase road realignment between Athenian School znd Biackhawk.

OB O0OO0OO0OCO0ODOBLO0OOO
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GRAZING

Grazing not desirable on state park.

Graring should be restricted.

Grazing should be phased out over 2 pericd of years,

Where grazing is allowed, state should recsive fair markot vaiue,
Incempatible with recreation uses,

Incompatible with sensitive natural areas Le., creeks, stzeams, canyons, stc.
No grazing on north side, Alamo and Sycamare Canyon.

Reduces fire hazard through the reduction of fire fuel.

Necessitates fencing which [imirs hiking.

The demonstration rnch is desirabie.

Leases should be written between user and Distrlct Supsrintendent.
Fences need to be maintained.

Survey to find property boundaries is nesded.

Set aside areas for restoration of pre-European ecology.

Grazing necessary to preserve habitat conditions.

Range management assessment should be made by profassional range management personne! rather than general
park saff.

CONSOLIDATION OF COMMUNICATION FACILITIES

Tower removal ~ high priority, tower improvement — | ow priority.
it technically feasible, towers should be consolidated.
Mountain should not be commercialized.

No more should be aliowed.

Consotldation could praduce unpleasing resulrs,

Road reapirs hiave a higher pricrity than sonsolidation.
No city would want consolidated area facing them if view becomes unsightly.

Consolidation proposal is worth further study; what are costs, tradeoi®s, and what would be sacrificed?
Consolidation concept is desirable.

Revenue from proposal is desirzble.

Concermn expressed over asthetics of current situation.

Concern for cost of consolidation.

Consolidation is medium pricrity issue.

Proceed with consolidation (if owners can be persuaded that everyone was in favor of proposal.)

Keep towers near presant roads to reduce impacts,

Fewer towers may be necessary due Io technological improvements,

Move towers lower.

Put buiidings under parking lot.

Limit facilities to present lower parking lot.

North Peak to Main Peak, proceed with consolidation e*fort,

Remove towers off North Peak.

Return North Peak to Wilderness,

Cansolidation extremely importans for park asthetics and use of North Peak by public and to accommodate
demand for communications.

ACQUISITION

New 2cquisition for horse staging area.

Yes, other lands should be acquired.

There should be adequate increase in personnel,

New acquisitions are best place for R.V.s.

Some will want to graze new acquisition lands.

Acquistion issues should be discussed at November 7 public hearing.

New acquisitions will increase safety problems (especial y with fire),

Existing ranci takes care of grazing.

Yailow acquisition area {on map) is not a wilderness.

Camping facilities shouid be developed on new acquisitions,

Provide minimal access, Use new acquisition areas for hiking, riding and back country camping,
Preserve in a natural state,

Desire to see adjacent [ands remain in natural state/open space. Limit to agricuitural state.
Camping shouid not be moved, but added to.

New lands should have camping, hiking, horseback riding.

Additional lands to be acquirsd: west end around Tenderfoot Flat and Arroye Del Ceno {going south}.
Opposed 1o zcguisition of portions of sections 9, § and 5 (the're under Wiiliamsan Act) in Ginochio family for 3
generations, now under sound ecological management,

Consideration should be given to local priority inputs. {onsult [ocals.

Acguine most developable lznds first,

PMan development after acquisition.

Keep Curry Canyon undeveloped.

No need to move existing facilities.

Acquire “inholdings”", Athenizn property, and necessary land to improve access,

Should obain land now. It will oniy get more expensive.

Proceed with Curry Creek, Clayton, and Wainut Creek properties.

Locate camping, picnicking, hiking and equestrian trails close to lower elevations and access points,
Buy everything possibie.

No swimming pools.

Connect to trail systems,

Buy fand by Athenian School entrance station.
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Develop traitheads.

Don't move camping facilities to Curry Canvyon.

1f needed, a recreational facility could be located near entrance, but ared should revert to passive recreation.
Also desirable o round out parks and eliminate enclaves.

Mo particular need for more deveiopment at this time.

po0oocoO0

OTHER [SSUES

o Wilderness areas should be designated.
o More perimeter staging arsas needed.
o Poor park maintenance.
o Should be 3 safety slement in general pian.
o Park should not be made a wilderness area = there’s a wilderness feeling there now.
o What is the resource inventory and why don’t you allow review znd comments?
o Seems there is 2 hidden agenda and a preconceived list of topics.
o Should address ail-terrain bicycling.
o $C3 should be consuited on general pian because of passible impacts downstream.
o Vandalism control.
o Fire roads are widened excessively,
o Natwral eroding areas need assessment for maintenance decisions.
o Revise fire protection plan.
o Need comprehensive trails plan. . .
o Rangers are understaffed.
o All needs of Mount Diablo are important and should no: be neglacted.

» .

WHAT HAP?ENS NEXT?

We are now in the pracess of mbulating and analyzing the information you gave us. We will take your ideas along
with natural and cuitural resource data about the park and begin to define the problems the general pian should
solve. As the problems become clear, we will prepare several alternative plans for solving them, Early next year,
when alternative plans have heen formulated, we will notify you and invite you ta nother workshop o evaluace

therm. Your svaiuation will help us work towards 2 singis -Jrapased genteral plan for Mt Diable State Park,

Thank you for your ideas and your involvement. Any cnmments or questions <an be sent to Stuart Hang, Projec:

Manager, or cail us at (916} 322-7194. We look forward to seeing vou 2gain.

MOUNT DIABLO STATE PARK PLANNING TEAM i

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

P.Q. BOX 2390 .
SACRAMENTO, CA 95811
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PLANNING PROCESS

Where we are,..

g o o o=m

STEP1

STEP2

STEP3

STEP £

STEP 5

STEP S

ORGANIZING THE PLANNING OB
GATHERING INFOR MATION
DEVELOPING ALTERNATIVES
COMPOSING A SINGLE PLAN
CEQA REVIEW PROCESS

STATE PARK AND RECREATION COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING OF PLAN

MOUNT DIABLO STATE PARK PLANNING TEAM
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

£.0. BOX 2390
{ SACRAMENTQ, CA 95811

" NEWSLETTER 2
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ount Diablo State Park
KENERAL PLAN UPDATE

During the last public meeting, we heard the concerns and desires people have for
Mount Diablo State Park. Since then, we have had a number of discussions with local
government representatives, environmental groups, cattlemen associations, homeowner
groups, bicycle clubs, and school board members. Over 500 questionnaires, which
asked your opinions about park needs, have been completed and returned to us. Hun-
dreds of letters and telephone calls have been received from individuals who made
suggestions on the future of the State Park.

All of the your comments and suggestions are being closely examined and will provide
the foundation for the alternative planning phase. We will be working on

afternative plans during the next two months. We will announce the public meeting

to review these plans and to hear your suggestions and comments at a later date.

PRELIMINARY RESOURCE ELEMENT

Park staff has been busy completing the Preliminary Resource Element. The Resource
Element is one of six elements that make up the General Plan and is intended to define
policies to guide the management and use of natural and cuttural resources in the park.
The General Plan will guide future programs, management, and development at the
State Park over the next twenty years.

We have scheduled a public meeting to review the Preliminary Resource Element on
January 29. Your comments are important in order for us to prepare a final Draft Re-
source Element which will provide park staff with a guide to prepare subsequent
elements of the General Plan. The Draft General Plan will be available for public review
several months prior to our scheduled presentation to the Park and Recreation Commis-
sion in February 1988 for final approval,

Included in this newsletter, are some of the important recommended resource policies of
the Preliminary Resource Element.
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PRELIMINARY RESOURCE ELEMENT

Background
This Resource Element was prepared to meet the requirements of the Public Re-

sources Code and California Administrative Code. The Resource Element sets

long range management objectives for the scenigc, natural, and cultural resources of
the unit, and specific actions or limitations required to meet these objectives. Specific
resource management plans will be prepared at a later date.

The Rescurce Element also identifies specific resources, their sensitivities and physical
constraints, and establishes Department guidelines for acceptable levels of
use and development.

Mount Diablo was classified a State Park by the State Park and Recreation Commission
in 1963. Classification establishes management and public use direction and protection
under the California Public Resources Code.

The Classification Act establishes several subcategories of units that may be included
within the boundaries of a unit of the State Park System. These categories include State
Wilderness, Natural Preserve, and Cultural Preserve, Each of these categories may be
appropriate to Mount Diablo State Park.

T " H -l LY ¥, L b +
' he foliowing ars rscommended policies for some of the most imporiant resource

issues;

Livestock Grazing

Livestock grazing will be used in Mount Diablo State Park only for explicit park
management or interpretive purposes. Livestock grazing may be used to achieve
specific resource management purposes on an experimental basis or for interpretive
purposes over a limited area, when the projected benefits outweigh the negative
impacts to the affected resources. Livestock grazing in conjunction with park interpretive
programs shall be limited to those areas that the Department determines

are necessary for interpretation.

Ecological Restoration of Fire

Fire as an ecological process shall be restored to the plant communities at Mount
Diablo State Park through the techniques of prescription burning. A unit wide prescribed
fire management plan shall be developed following the Department's

policies and guidelines. This plan shall be consistent with and made a part of the
vagetation restoration and management plan.

Eire Prevention and Suppression

The Department shall work with the California Department of Forestry, Contra Costa
County Fire Department, and other appropriate agencies toc implement a Wildfire
Management Plan at Mount Diablo State Park. This plan shall address all aspects of
wildfire burning, including prevention, prasuppression, and suppressicn. The plan
shall identify modified fire suppression methods designed to preserve sensitive park
resources while protecting human lives and facilities.
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iparian Z .
Riparian ecosystems within Mount Diablo State Park shall be protected. Concentrated
visitor use and livestock grazing shall be excluded from riparian zones. Recreational
facilities and activities within, or in close proximity to, riparian zones shall be closely
monitored and controlled. Riparian areas shall be addressed in the vegetation
restoration and management plan and appropriate restoration and protection measures
shall be identified and measured.
Native Grass Management
Restoration and enhancement of native grasslands and woodland understories shall
be addressed in the vegetation restoration and management pian. The plan shall
include identification of populations of native grasses in the State Park, and approepriate
restoration and management actions including techniques such as
prescribed burning and the control of non-native species.
Qak Management
Natural diversity of age classes shall be restored and maintained in oak populations
in Mount Diablo State Park. Regeneration among the oak tree species shali be
addressed in the vegetation restoration and management plan, and appropriate
restoration and protection measures shall be identified and implemented. A program
to monitor oak regeneration from seeds and mortality shall be the basis for identifying
management .needs and assessing the effectiveness of the program.
Bare or Endangered Plant Species
Rare or endangerad plants within Mount Diablo State Park shall be protected and
managed for their perpetuation in accordance with state law.
Systematic surveys for rare and endangered species shall be made throughout the unit.
For each species, populations shall be mapped and a management plan for its
protection and perpetuation shall be prepared and implemented as a part of the
vegetation restoration and management plan. Prior to any potentially harmful activity,
including site specific development, trail or facilities construction or relocation, or pre-
scribed burns, additional surveys for rare or endangered plants shall be made during the
appropriate flowearing season in the areas that will be impacted.
California Conservation Corps Architecture
The Department shall strive to maintain the architectural and historic integrity of CCC
structures. The Department should not modify the exterior appearance of CCC struc-
tures and facilities, nor the interior of those structures where the historic fabric
remains unaltered. Compatible matarials, consistent with the style and character of the
structures, should be used in maintenance and repair,

mmunication li

The goal shall be to reduce the negative visual impacts of fransmission facilities and
easements required to maintain them. To this end, lessees shall be encouraged to
modify their facilities so that the negative visual impacts are minimized. The Dept. shall
work toward the consolidation of communication facilities on Mount Diablo, and the
eventual removal of all communications structures from North Peak.
Allowable Use Intensity
The California Public Resources Code requires that a land carrying capacity survey
be made prior to the preparation of any development plan for any park or recreation
area. The Code further requires that attendence be held within limits so established.
Allowable Use Intensity is a refinement of the land carrying capacity concept. Three
use intensity categories have been established. For further details see the RE.
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COMPLETE PRELIMINARY RESOURCE ELEMENTS AVAILABLE

Copies of the Preliminary Resource Element are available for your review at the
following locations:

Central Library Concord Branch Library Walnut Creek Br. Lib.
1750 Oak Park Blvd. 2900 Salvio St. 1644 North Broadway
Pleasant Hill Concord Walnut Creek
944-3434 671-4455 934-5373

San Ramon Valley Branch Library State Dept. of Parks and Rec.

555 South Hartz Ave. Diablo District Office

Danville 4180 Treat Blvd., Concord

Mount Diablo State Park Planning Team
California Department of Parks and Recreation
P.O. Box 942896
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During the January 29 public meeting, we heard the concerns and comments
people have regarding the Preliminary Resource Element and the Preliminary
Interpretive Element of the General Plan for Mount Diablo State Park. The
purpose of this newsletter is to share with you those concerns and to keep
you informed of what happens next in the planning process.

RECAP OF THE JANUARY 29 PUBLIC MEETING

Over 200 people attended the meeting and we would like to thank each of
you who were able to participate. Fifty-four speakers made comments and
recommendations in reaction to the draft elements. Most people were
concerned with the policies regarding grazing and related issues such as fire
prevention and suppression, native plants, and the interpretive cattle ranch.
We also heard commnients about hiking and equestrian trails,
telecommunication tower consolidation, and cultural history.

HERE'S A SUMMARY OF WHAT WE HEARD...

GRAZING
PRO-GRAZING:

*Grazing is a proven, economical, in-place, method to reduce fire hazard.

*No state funding is available to pay for altermnative fire reduction techniques.

*Faculty from nursery schools to state universities support the demonstra-
tion ranch as a unique interpretive opportunity in an authentic working
ranch setting.

*Grazing has occurred on Mt. Diablo for over 200 years without a significant
adverse impact on the resources.

*Resource damage alleged in the Resource Element is not acknowledged by
some resource professionals with substantial experience on Mt. Diablo.

+Grazing animals have always been an integral part of grassland ecology.

*Proper livestock grazing can help preserve open grasslands by preventing
succession to brush.

Proper livestock grazing can encourage wildflower production.

+Grazing is appropriate for a multi-use park like Mt. Diablo.
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*The "Declaration of Purpose” should specifically acknowledge the
preservation of the demonstration ranch as cultural heritage
preservation.

»After 200 years, livestock grazing is now a part of the "natural
scene” of Mt. Diablo State Park.

*Ranchers fear a precedent for removing grazing from public park
land will be set if grazing is removed from Mt. Diablo.

+The positive aspects of grazing are not presented.

*The Department of Parks and Recreation has already decided on
how to deal with grazing without involving affected local people
and government agencies in the planning decision. Qutside experts
and knowledgeable locals should be included in "consensus
planning".

ANTI-GRAZING:

*Grazing is only an effective means of reducing fire hazard when an
area is overgrazed.

A demonstration ranch is fine, but not if it requires one-half of the
park to be grazed (over 7000 acres) to support it.

«Eliminating grazing will allow oaks to regenerate,

Eliminating grazing will allow native grasses and wildflowers the
chance to be reestablished.

+Cattle compete with deer for food.

*Water sources are polluted by cattle,

*Riparian areas are destroyed by cattle; erosion is exacerbated.

*Mt. Diablo is classified as a State Park and should be managed as a
preserve, not as rangeland.

*Recreational use is not compatible with cattle grazing, Hiking is
spoiled by fencing, odor, flies, and "hazardous” footing.

*The public benefits of grazing over 7000 acres of park land do not
justify the cost to resources and visitor experiences.

+Cattle are not native and do not belong in a park. People can goto a
ranch if they want to see cattle.

+Cattle grazing is in conflict with potential wilderness designation.

+Native animals and other forms of nature should be preserved at
the park.

HIKING AND EQUESTRIAN TRAILS
*There are too many trails in the park!
+Some of the trails should be removed.
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MUNICATION CONSOLIDA 11O DY

We hope the consolidation of the North Peak towers on to the South
Peak can occut.

+The cooperation of the two "opposing forces™ (environmentalists and
the telecommunication providers) should help answer the needs of
both sides. '

CULTURAL HISTORY

«Native American interpretation should be increased.

«The CCC constructed facilities should continue to be preserved.
+The Euroamerican standing structures are never mentioned.

GENERAL COMMENTS

+The scientific references must be included in the Resource Element.
This will help separate fact from opinion.

<The Resource Element is extremely basic. All of your suppositions
must be proved to be correct.

+What is the definition of "natural"? There is disagreement.

<There is a need to have a professional range manager at the park.

«What is the "Declaration of Purpose” for the park?

WHAT HAPPENS NEXT?

Staff is analyzing the information presented and revisions will be
considered to both the Preliminary Resource Element and the
Preliminary Interpretive Element. During the next several months,
we will be busy working on alternative land use plans. These plans
will reflect any revisions to the Resource and Interpretive Elements.
You will be notified by mail in Newsletter Number 5 where the
Resource and Interpretive Elements can be reviewed. Also,
Newsletter Number 5 will announce the third public meeting to
review and comment on the proposed alternative plans. Your
evaluation will belp us formulate a single plan. Qur staff will refine
the single plan for your review at 2 fourth public meeting. The
printed general plan will be submitted to the State Park and
Recreation Commission in late 1988. “There, 00, you will have an
opportunity to comment on the plan.

or addition:
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The Planning Process...

Where we are:

STEP1  ORGANIZING THE PLANNING JOB

STEP2  GATHERING INFORMATION

STEP3  DEVELOPING ALTERNATIVES

STEP4  COMPOSING A SINGLE PLAN

STEPS5 CEQA REVIEW PROCESS

STEP6  STATE PARK AND RECREATION COMMISSION HEARING

OO NN

Mount Diablo State Park Planning Team
California Department of Parks and Recreation
P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, Ca. 94296-0001

192



Hecap since
the last public
meeting

At the January 28 public meeting, park
staff heard the concarns and com-
ments people had ragarding the pre-
iminary Rasourca Element (RE) and
Interprative Element (IE) of the
General Plan for Mount Diablo State
Park. As you are aware, the RE will
set resource management goals while
the IE will set goals for interpretation
of park resourcas.

Maost comments from the meeting
concermed cattle grazing.Since we met
last, staff has analyzed all of the
comments presented at the mesting
and from the hundreds of letters we
have received. We have had maetings
with UC Agricuitural Extension repre-
sentatives, local ranchers, local fire
districts, special interest groups, and
we've had additional meetings with
local government officials to help us
revisa the preliminary RE and IE.

Because most people from our fast
meeting had concerps about caitle

Resource
Element:
Summary of
Findings

» Mount Diablo was established as a
State Park because its scenic and
natural features were so outstanding
that they deserved to be preserved in
accord with Pubfic Rasourcas Code
(PRC) 5019.53 which states, "... The
purpose of state parks shall be to pre-
sarve outstanding natural, scenic, and
cultural values, indigenous aquatic
and tarrestrial fauna and flora, and the

* most significant exarnples of such

ecological regions of California as ...
foothills and low coastal mountains...
Each park shail be managed as a
composite whole in order to restore,
protect, and maintain its native envi-
ronmental complexes.”

« The Department of Parks and Recre-
ation (DPR} actively manages natural
rasources in order to restore and
maintain native environmental com-
plexes using natural ecelogical
processes (Dept. of Parks and Rec.
Operation Manual #1830).

» DPR dgefines the terms "native and
naturai* as used in the PRC and the
RE to mean the plants and animals,
conditions, and processes that
evolved in California prior to the intes-
vention of Euroamericans.

+ State Parks are special purpose
reservations. as opposed to muiti-
purpose lands managed by other
public agencies and the private sector

Public and private lands managed for
commodity production and other uses
are general purpose or multi-purpost
in principle.

Parks are established to protect and
perpetuata intrinsic values, hoth
natural and cuitural; parks were not
established for their utilitarian worth,

»State Park and Recreation Commis-
sion policy states "Generally, grazing
or agricultural leasing is considered
incompatible in units of the State Park
System. However, the director may
permit grazing in the State Park
System when it is for the benefit of the
plan and purpose of the State Park
System and the Commission is
advised of this action. The director
shall carefully weigh the environ-
mental consaquences of grazing and
agricultural laasing on the natural or
cultural resouces of any unit™.

(Park and Rec. Com. policy no. 31.)
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« The Department doas not recognize
fira hazard abatement as an adequate
Justification for livastock grazing;
effective fire hazard reduction is only
achieved by overuse through livestock
grazing.

» Livastock grazing will be used in
Mount Diablo State Park onty for
explicit park management or interpre-
tive purposes. Livestock grazing may
be used to achieve specific resource
management purposes on an experi-
mentai basis or for interpretive pur-
poses over a limited arsa.

Interpretive
Element:
Summary of
Findings

* Historic ranching merits intarpretation
in the park because of ranching's
importance to the Diablo area's early
development.

* Given the excellent interpretation of
turn-of-the-century ranching at the
adjacent Borges Ranch, ranching
interpretation at Mount Diablo State
Park should emphasize the eariier
Mexican Rancho Period:

* Extensive interpretation of modern
ranching is more properly done by the
cattle industry.

* Usefui media for ranching interpreta-
tion includa: tours, demonstrations,
talks, exhibits, publications, and audic-
visual productions. Only tours

and demonstrations require an inter-
pretive ranch and herd, but because
they are active they are particularly
effective media. ‘

= Grazing park land to support an
interprative herd has some negative
impacts on recreationai and natural

rasources. To keep these costs in
scale with the interpretive benefits of
the herd, the number of cattle shoukd
be limited to what is needed for
interpretation. The grazing site and
period shiould be carefully selected to
minimize conflicts.

« The herd size needed for interpreta-
tion is estimated at 100 head pius their
calves. The intarpretive herd would be
owned and managed by a full time
rancher whose major operation occurs
elsawhera.

= About 600-1000 acres of park land
wouid be needed to support the
interpretive herd. Areas of conflicting
recreational use and ecological sensi-
tivity will not be grazed. Grazing will
be limited to the peak grass produc-
tion months (approximately December
through May). The interprative range
should be located adjacent o the
imerprativa ranch sits.

» The interpretive ranch site should be
on park land to provide maximum
pubiic access and control of the
program and facilities. It should be

located at a historic ranch site with
good parking and adequate space for
large scale events.

* interpretive development could
include an exhibit and activity shelter
adapted from a historic barn; a Ran-
cho period stick corral and brush
shelter; as well as needed modern
corrals, chutes, and equipment.

= The interpretive programs will
emphasize the Mexican Rancho
period while comparing historic and
modem ranching techiques, clothing,
and equipment. The interpretive
concessionaira will interpret routine
cattle handling as a normai part of
work. Trained interpretive ranch do-
cents or rangers wouid: offer ranch
tours to organized groups; make and
use histericaily accurate clothing and
tack; help the concassionaire interpret
modem techniques; and work with
interesied groups and iocai park
staff to sponsor an annual community-
wide celebration of the area’s ranchin;
history and tradition.

n

Can
2900:Salvio:Street
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Other General
Plan Elements

Staff will now begin work on the other
alements of the General Plan.

Here's a briet description of the
remaining elements:

« Land Use Element will consist of
graphic and written descriptions of
areas within the park that are environ-
mentally suitable for various intensities
of use consistent with the park's
Declaration of Purpose.

your review and comment,

- Facilitles Element wiil consist of
graphic and written descriptions of the
physical facilities, inciuding interpretive
facilities, that will be developed o
accomplish the park's purpose. Design
parameters for each type of facility will
be proposed.

- Concasslons Element consists of
an evaluation of existing concession
activities, potential for additional visitor
sarvices and revenues, and appropri-
ate concassion policies.

» Qperations Element defines how
the Operations Division wili carry out
its responsibilities to operate the park
and maintain its facilities, protect the
resources, serve the park visitors and
provide interpretation, enforce the iaw
and ensure proper park use; and
implement statewide standards for
maintenance, safety, equipment
management, sighing, communica-
tions, and law enforcement.

- Environmental Impact Element-
CA. Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Compllance discusses: (a)
the environmental impact of develop-
ment of the park; (b) any adverse
environmental effects which cannot be
avoided if the park is developed; (C}
mitigation measures

proposed to minimize the impact; (d)
alternatives to development of the
park;(e) development of the park as it
relates to the relationship between
local short-term uses of the environ-
ment and the maintenance and en-
hancement of its long-term produc-
tivity; (f) any irraversible environmental
changes which would resuit from
developing the park, and ; (g) the
growth- inducing impact of developing
the park.

The General Plan is now
scheduled to be submitted In
late 1988 to the State Park
and Recreation Com-
mission for their review

and approval.

e T TR T R
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The General Planning Process...
where we are:

Step 1 Organizing the job

Step 2 Gathering information

Step 3 Developing alternatives

Step 4 Composing a Single Plan

Step 5§ CEQA Review Process

Step 6 State Park and Recreation Commission Hearing

HiElny § g |

State of California

Department of Parks and Recreation
Mount Diablo State Park

General Planning Team

P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

196



General Plan Update

What We've Done to Date
wildfire Management Plan...
Since the Septernber meeting, the
department has met extensively
with all the local fire protection
districts and we have completed a
comprehensive wildfire manage-

menf plan.

On April 26, 1988, the Contra

Costa County Board of Supervi-

sors unanimously passed resolu-

tion no. 88/220 which approved
the wildfire management plan and
authorized the fire chiefs of Conira

Costa, Eastern Diablo, and Tas-

sajara Fire Protection Districts to

sign the plan. (San Ramon Fire

Protecton District, which is an

independent district, has also

signed the plan.)

Major components of the Wild-

fire Management Plan include:

¢ Defining responsibilities to
prevent and suppress fires.

e Organizing a procedure to attack
wildfires.

» Alerting fire control agencies to
the park's resource sensitivities.

e Perimeter fuel break of 51 miles.

¢ Weed abatement around struc-
tures and facilities,

» Year-round brushing of 100
miles of perimeter and internal
fire breaks and trails.

» Brushing, controlled burns, and

grading along 41 miles of burn
compartinent boundaries.

e Mowing or spraying of 25 miles
of public access roads.

e Annual meetings with local fire
districts and Department of For-
estry personnel.

Although grazing is not an element
of the wildfire management plan,
grazing will not be removed until
the plan is funded and in place.

A copy of the wildfire management
plan is available for your review at
the State Dept. of Parks and Re-
creation, Diablo District Office,
4180 Treat Blvd., Suite D, Con-
cord.

in
The June 30 public meeting will be
divided into two parts:
First, we will use a workshop
format to allow us to discuss,
hear, and write recommendations
regarding land use planning for
the park.
Secondly, we will present a sum-
mary of the county approved
wildfire management plan.

The "Alternative Land Use Work-
book", which will be passed out at

Issue Number 6
June 1988

the meeting, will help us focus on
deciding what kind of place we
want Mount Diablo State Park to
be.

The workbook will includea |
surnmary of existing factors and
concerns and a list of alternatives
for potential changes and new
development for various categories
such as recreation, interpretation,
land management, transportation,
and operations.

The alternatives were developed
from public input from the three
previous public meetings, user
surveys, letters, meetings with
county and city representatives ,
and numerous meetings with other
groups.

To get everyone thinking about
land use planning, please consider-
the following:

General Plan Principals

¢ The purpose of Mount Diablo
State Park is to preserve its
intrinsic scenic, natural, cul-
tural, and recreational resources
while making them available for
public enjoyment.

» Mount Diablo State Park is sig-
nificant both for its intrinsic
natural and recreational values
and for iis accessibility to over 5
million people within one hour’s
drive.

e Mount Diablo State Parkis a
spacious, diverse and rich area
being used for many kinds of
recreation activities.

+ If maximum use levels are not
set, the ever-increasing recrea-
tional demands of an expanding
population would eventually
harm the park's natural and cul-
tural resources as well as the |
quality of the recreational experi-
ence.
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Recreation
Provide opportunities for park
visitors to appreciate Mount
Diablo's unique natural, cul-
tural, and scenic resources,
Meet appropriate and diverse
recreational needs.
a. Avoid conflicts between rec-
reational uses,
b. Promote safety.
¢. Promote day use and over-
night activities.
d. Provide handicapped access
and facilities where feasible,
SEpread the recreational develop-
ment and activities throughout
the park to avoid adversely im-
Pactng any one area and to
increase the park's visitor capac-
ify. ’
Plan facilities and programs to
tie into nearby local recreation
areas and trails,
Interpretation
Help visitors more fully enjoy,
understand, and protect the
mountain's natural, cultural,
and recreational resources
making them available for public
enjoyment.
Develop topics, facilities, pro-
grams, and appropriate media
consistent with the park's pur-
pose, people's interests and the
relative importance of the re-
sources,
Make programs and facilities
accessible to the handicapped
where practical.
Actively involve the public in
interpretation through volunteer
and docent programs.
Cooperate with other local
agencies in interpreting the
area’s natural and cultural re-
sources.

Land Management
Ensure the perpetuation of the
park's natural resources through
natural processes.

Preserve significant cultural
resources.

Preserve recreational, scenic,
and natural resources.

Provide and implement a wildfire
management plan consistent

with public safety and sound
park management.

* Acquire needed properties, in-
cluding inholdings that become
available, to protect state park
values and to tie into nearby
local and regional recreation
areas and trails.

* Minimize the visual impacts of
telecommunication towers,
power lines, roads, firebreaks,
and other unnatural develop-
menis.

Transportation

* Balance the transportation re-
quirements with the need to
preserve the resources visitors
have come to see.

* Provide a balance between park
access and park security.

* Limit road facilities to those
which serve the park,

Operations

* Provide needed public and op-
erational utilities and facilities
while minimizing their impacts
on the resources.

* Provide adequate staffing for a
safe, well managed, well pro-

tected, and well interpreted park.

¢ Encourage the appropriate use
of voluniteers and docents.

What Kind of Place Shoyld
Mount Diablo State Park
>
Concept #1- Leave the Park as

is but rehabilitate worn facili-

ties
Mount Diablo SP, as an area of
outstanding natural and scenie
character surrounded by rapid
development, should remain as it
is, although the existing facilities,
e.g. roads, day use and camping
facilities, etc., should be rehabili-
tated. Low Intensity recreation or
reduced facilities should be em-
phasized,
Objcctives:
* Do not expand any uses and/or
facilities .
* Rehabilitate existing facilities if
needed.
* Revert unnecessary or little used
existing developed areas back to

their natural state or to a less
developed area by reducing the
number of facilities.

Concept #2- Moderate new

recreation development

This concept includes the rehabili-

tation features of #1 and recom-

mends that any additional im-

pravements should be generally re-

stricted to areas near existing

Toads.

Objectives;

* Develop interpretive facilities,
e.g. Summit Museum, panels,
signs, displays, etc., to Interpret
the park's unique cultural and
natural resources.

* Establish more trail heads and
develop several small parking
areas just off the main roads to
establish short rides or hikes to
increase trail access to areas
now committed to grazing,

¢ Improve and expand, if needed,
existing facilities, to better meet
Increased use.

Concept #3- Restricted major

recreational additions

This concept includes all of the

features of #1 and #2 plus major

recreation improvements to be
confined to limited areas of the
park to minimize their impact on
the park as a whole and maximize
preservation of natural values and
open space.

Objectives:

¢ Establish major recreational
facilities, e.g. interpretive/
nature/information centers,
campgrounds, day use areas, an
astronomical observatory, etc.,
in selected locations throughout
the park to help meet the grow-
Ing recreational demands.

* Develop low-intensity facilities
near the park's creeks and
ponds, scenic vistas, and other
natural attractions.

* Develop perimeter campgrounds
and hiking/staging areas to
lessen the demand and traffic on
park roads and provide more
accessible facilities and access
points.
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This general information should
help you to begin to think about
alternative land uses for the park.
The alternative land use work-
book, to be passed out at the
meeting, has detailed alternatives
covering the full range of issues
and concerns we have heard. We
plan to put everyone to work on
June 30 to help provide the
needed input so we can develop a
single long-range plan for the
park,

IfYou Can't Attend Our  We will send you a workbook
Next Meeting, . regarding land use alternatives for
and you would like to be involved 1€ Park or you can pick up a copy

with anning at the Diablo District Office, 4180
park.ﬂ;?ealflednﬁts&yl;)l rtie  Treat Boulevard, Suite D, Concord.

Your responses combined with
what we hear at the public meet-
ing will help us formulate a pre-
liminary plan which will be dis-
cussed in a future newsletter and
at the fifth public meeting.

State of California

Mount Diablo State Park
General Planning Team
P.O. Box 942896
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Department of Parks and Recreation
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jrewsletter

ount Diablo State Park

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

To those of you who weren't gble to aftend
the last meeting in June, over 80 people took
part in reviewing dltemdctive land use plans
and giving us their specific long-range rec-
ommendations for the park.

‘Alfermnative Land Use Workbooks' were used
to receive public input. The land use alterna-
tives were based on our concems forpreserv-
ing and protecting the park's resources and
oninformation cellected during the previous
public meetings, meetings with special inter-
est groups, user surveys, lefters, and from
statewide recregtion needs.

Working in small groups, the participants as-
sessed various land use and facilities options
and made sorne of their own recommenda-
fions to create a plan which the group feif to
be the best plan for development of facilities
and use of the park.

Since we saw you last, staff attempted 1o re-
solve the sometimes conflicting recommen-
dations made by group and individual plans
by putiing together a draft Land Use and
Facilifies Element, containing what the plan-
ning team believes to be the most feasible
and appropriate plan for the management
and use of the park.

After hearing public comments on the land

General Plan Update
Issue Number 7

- January 1989

use and facilities plan at the Jonuary 25
meeting, the planning feam will put all ele-
ments (Resource Element, Interpretive Ele-
ment, Land Use Element, Facilities Element,
Concessions Element, and the Operations
Element) of the plan together info a draft
general plan. The draft will be available for
public review and c¢omment in May 1989

- during the Cglifornic Envirenmental Quality

Act review process. The draft general plan
will be presented 1o the Park and Recrea-
tion Commission for approval in August
1989,

THE SINGLE PLAN

To compose the single plan, the planning
team studied the resuits of all the public
meetings. meetings with local government
planners and special interest groups, user
surveys, letters, and the input from the mul-
fidisciplinary general planning team. Cur pri-
mary coenceminlocating uses and facilities at
the park is how to best satisfy the identified
needs while protecting the park's resources.

ifled n

e Preservation and protection of significant
natural and cultural resources

» Facilities and programs for natural, cultural,
and recreational interpretation

» Improvement and rehabilitation of existing
day use areas, camping facilities, and
roads

» Additonal day use areas and camping fa-
cilities

« Additional trail access points around and
in the park

» Acquisition of properties o protect state
park values and fo tie into localrecreation
areqas
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PLAN CONCEPTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

FOR LAND USE AND FACILITIES
General Land Use
Incregse recregtion cpportunities and_en-
n ist xperience:

« Recredation activities are to continue to be
low 1o medium intensity in use areas.

= Existing faciiities and areas are to be reha-
bilifated and made more efficient and
upgraded to befiter accommodate and
encourage recreation use.

* Day-use and cvermnight faciiities will be in-
creased.

recreqri round ihe moun-
iqdin:

e Alfract visitors to appropriate  low-use
areas by improving the areas and provid-
ing needed facilities.

*Provide more park access points by devel-
oping strategically located staging areas
and parking areas.

e Develop new recrection use areas:

-an interpretive area at Macedo Ranch

-a handicapped campground (aiso avail-
able for generdi public use) fo be located
in Riggs Canyon in the southeast section
of the park

-a lower elevation campground in the
north east section of the park

-new access points in and around the pe-
rimeter of the park

-revitalize Pine Pond to create a more
ahractive water feaiure

Pr t haracter
f the Mount Dighl n

» Maximize open space:
-Designate ‘open space zones' where no
development canoccurandthe arec can
maintain or reverf back to a natural
stafe, Reguiar operations and mainte-
nance can still take place.
-Restrict new development to appropri-
ate areas nedr existing roads.
-Concentrate recregtional development
whenever possible.

nd nartural

-Locate new development adjacent to
existing development or along margins of
scenic or open areas where existing
vegetation, land forms, or screening will
rminimize visual impacts.

-Substantially reduce livestock grazing to
what is minimally needed to provide
cattle-handling demonstrations (but not
more than 1000 acres).

Note: Grazing will not be removed until the
Wildfire Management Pian is funded and
in place.

nving th fic;
* Develop controlled park access points.
» Provide adequate mcaintenance facifities
to meet present and future dermands.

Transportation and Circulation
I non-automobile i
1o and within th rk:
e Improve, maintain, and sign the hiking and
riding trail system.

rtation

.

« Encourage local transit systems (no large -

buses) to provide scheduling to the park
when economically feasible.

» Encourage local government agencies to
plan and implement hiking and bicycle trail
systems connecting to the park.

« Develop new park trails where possible to
cennect park use areas, and make irails ac-
cessible to the handicaopped where fea-
sible.

« Continue to allow bicyclists on paved park
roads.

* Allow mountain bicyclists on fire roads west
of Southgate Road and south of Northgate
Road. Otherfire roads will be considered for
mountfain bicycle use after further study.

e Provide « shuttle service from North Gate
and South Gate entrances up to the Sum-
mit—at such time as service of this nature is
determined to be eccnomicaily feasible.
mphgsize low-im t/estheti ign ¢rit

ric for new roads and ufilities:

 Design and site roads for minimum environ-
mental impact and visibility.
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*Use sensitive road grading including
rounded and revegetated cut and fil
slopes.

« Consolidate telecommunication towers
and equipmant where fegsible and cost
effective.

» Locate utility lines out of view (underground
where feqsible).

lan 1] |
il ities:

* Do not develop major new facilities along
Nerth Gate, South Gate, and Summit
Roads.

« Solve potential traffic and access problems
along Finley Road by acquiring appropriate
properties and developing needed facili-
ties such as a controlled entrance station at
the park boundary.

* Acquire parcels or easements along Curry
Canyon Road to provide public access to
the east side of the mountain for future day
use and camping facllities.

with r n

Pr f f

road ysers:

» Rehabiiltate dll paved roads.

s Pave selected turmouts (for use by motorists
and bicyclists) to allow faster traffic to pass
and for parking and vista points.

» Provide generdl signage at both park en-
tfrances o notify motorists of speed limits,
bicyclists, and road condifions.

» Provide safety tips via radic messages dur-
ing the automobile tour.

tomobil nd other

Mitiggte the problems gssociated with the
fi ment along Mount Diabl ni
Boulevard

« Rehabilitate the road to acceptable
county standards through a jeint funding
effort with the homeowners, Athenian
School, the State, and Conira Costa
County. Seek an agreement withthe Diablo
hormmeowners and Athenian School to tumn
Mt. Diablo Scenic Blvd. over to the county.
A yearly county maintenance program’
could then be established for the road.

s Concentrate large-scale acquisition to the
east and southeast of the park as funded
under the Cdlifornia Wildlife, Coastal and
Park Land Conservation Act of 1988 (Propo-
sition 70), however, also acquire inholdings
and other needed perimeter parcels as
they become available.

e Work with Contra Costa County to com-
plete open space dedications, e.g. Black
Hills, Athenian School, Blackhawk, and to
plan for dedications from future develop-
ments in Danville, San Ramon Valley, and
other areas adjacent to the park.

(Plecse noie that these recommendaiions
were prepared for long-range planning pur-
poses and does not imply ¢ land acquisition
commitment.)

WHAT HAPPENS NEXT...

This newsletter highlights portions of the draft
Land Use Element and Faciiities Element of
the General Plan. .

At the January 25 meeting, the planning
team will present the single plan to be in-
cluded in the Land Use Element and Facilities
Element of the draff General Plan. The pur-
pose of the meeting is to hear public com-
ment on this plan before completing the
written draft General Plan (which will be
printfed for public distribution, review and
comment in mid-May).

if you would like to review the preliminary
draft Land Use Element and Facilities Ele-
ment, it will be available January 18 af the
Diablo District Office, 4180 Treat Boulevard,
Suite D, Concord. The telephone nurnber is
687-1800.

If you have questions or comments, plegse
send them to:

Mount Diablo State Park
General Planning Team

Dept. of Parks and Recreation
P.O. Box 942894

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001
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The Preliminary General Plan Has Been Completed !

The Cadlifornia Department of Parks and Recreation has completed a preliminary general
Plan and environmental impact report for Mount Diablo State Park. Copies of the documents
are available for your review at the following locations:

Contra Costa County Local Government Agencies City of Danville
- e ]
Public Libraries _Contra Costa County Planning Department
Central Library Community Development 510 La Gonda Way
1750 Ock Park Boulevard 651 Pine Street, 4th Floor, Northwing Danwille
Plagsant Hil Martinez 820-1080
944-3434 646-2035
tat f Park

Concord Branch Library City of Walnut Creek S : deRzifecr:::ent or Fd
2900 Saivio Street Community Services and Recreation Qffices
Concord 1666 North Main Street Diablo District Office
67 1-4455 Walnut Creek 4180 Tregt Bivd.,, Sulte D

Q43-5867 Concord
a%?ci?rgmon Valisy Branch Clty of Concord Mount Diablo SP Office
555 South Hartz Avenue Planning Department Junction of North Gate and
Danville 1950 Parkside Drive South Gate Roads
837-4889 Concord Mount Diablo State Park

671-3044

Development Division

&V;Z’r'f Creek Branch City of Clayton 1416 9th Street, Room 902
1644 Broadway Planning Department Sacromento

1007 k Street
:;A’sitgfyg reek C?gy’rgr? > Central Coast Region

) 672-3622 2211 Garden Highway

Monterey
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—RESOURCES AGENCY GEQRGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governior

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

STATE PARK AND RECREATION COMMISSION

P.0. Box 942896, SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOVEMBER 9, 1989
CALIFORNIA STATE PARK AND RECREATION COMMISSION

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the State Park and Recreation
Commission, pursuant to authority contained in Sections 5002.3
and 5019.50 of the Public Resources Code and Sections 11370 et
seq. of the Government Code and pursuant to Law, will meet on
Thursday, November 9, 1989 at 9:00 a.m. at the Sheraton Hotel,
45 John Glenn Drive, Concord, CA, to take action on the
proposed Mt. Diablo State Park General Plan; and proposed
cultural preserve within Mt. Diablo State Park. The meeting
facility is wheelchair accessible.

Copies of the General Plan will be available for review at the
Department of Parks and Recreation’s regional offices at 396
Tesconi Court, Santa Rosa; 2211 Garden Road, Monterey; 730
South Beckman Road, Suite A, Lodi; 1333 Camino Del Rio South,
Suite 200, San Diego; the Diablo District, 4180 Treat
Boulevard, Suite D, Concord; the Concord Library, 2900 Salvio
Street, Concord:; and the Department’s Headquarters, 1416 Ninth
Street, Sacramento. '

NOTICE IS GIVEN that any person may file a written statement
on the above proposed actions by writing to the undersigned,
or by presenting oral or written statements or arguments at
the hearing at 10:00 a.m., or as scon thereafter as the matter
may be heard. Inquiries may be directed to Lorraine Anderson,
(916) 324-6976, or the Department of Parks and Recreation,

P. O. Box 942896, Sacramento, CA 94296-0001.

NOTICE IS ALSO GIVEN that the Commission will tour Mt. Diablo
State Park and vicinity on November 7 and 8, 198%. No action
will be taken by the Commission on these tours.

SO ORDERED;

Henry R. Agonia, Secretary
State Park and Recreation Commission
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Update
Issue Number 9

January 1990

Commission Action

On November 9, 1989, the
California State Park and
Recreation Commission ap-
proved the General Plan for
Mount Diablo State Park. The
Commission also directed the
department to hold a public
informational meeting to ex-
plain the highlights of the
Wildfire Management Plan
which is part of the General
Plan.

Summary of the Wildfire
Management Plan

The Wildfire Management
Plan (WMP) provides for better
control of wildfires in the area.
The department worked coop-
eratively with the California
Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection and with local
fire districts to develop this
plan. The Contra Costa
County Board of Supervisors
also supported the WMP.

State and local fire experts
believe that this plan provides
for improved and more com-
prehensive fire protection
than that which currently
exists for the park and adja-
cent properties. This plan will
protect the park from fires
originating outside the unit as
well as protecting adjacent
residences by providing con-
tainment of fires originating in
the park.

The plan uses a combination
of discing, grading, and brush
removal to create fire breaks
around the parks perimeter.
Throughout the interior of the
park, additional fuelbreaks
will be created around struc-
tures and facilities, and in
grassland, shrubland, wood-
land, and forest. Controlied
burns will continue to be used
periodically to help reduce
fuel loads.

The WMP also clarifies the
roles of the various fire-fight-
ing agencies, which will pro-
vide for better coordination
between agencies resulting in
more efficient management of
fire-fighting resources during
fire emergencies.

Meeting Agenda
Park staff will present a slide

show to help explain the WMP
program, discuss technical
aspects of the plan, and an-
swer questions. Questions
regarding the Mount Diablo
State Park General Plan will
be referred to the General
Planning Team in Sacra-
mento.
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APPENDIX B

3 Appendix B: Glossary of Terms

State park system facillties

tion display, telephone, electricity, staff
TeStroom, storage ares.

Ranger station
Structure for office, staff meeting ares,
park information display, dispatch radio,
public telephone, restroom, staff shower.
m’ﬁ maintenance shop,
material (optional,
Wbm aepantul;.;mp Strucm:e(opms) or
trailer pad(s) for employee housing
w may be located separately),
ilities.

a Service area
Structure(s) for maintenance shop,

equipment and material storage (when
located separately from ranger station),
utilities,

@ Employee housing area
Structure(s) or trailer pac(s) for employee

housing (when located separately from
ranger station), utilities.

Visitor center

@ Structure for collections, interpretive
displays, meeting area, theater, library,
shop, docent headquarters, restroom,
utilities.

209

and safety, and comtrol of perk
access.

Graphic
symbol Facllity - descrlptlotvcomponents Activity/purpose
Entry road .
. Vehicle point, Public vehicular access.
|
D'sab‘“ m w o Pﬂhlt!m
Tum around, Hmited parking, for disabled visitor access.
Rest araa
' Parking, restroom. Roadside rest area for traveiers.
ﬁ Contact station
Smﬂmmmenu-ygam,pukinfoma- Fee collection, public information

Partmﬁtazm,storageof

Emplayee living area.

Public information and education,
uhfaﬂnadspeamtprm-
ton and Sbﬂlg& docent "m"u“g
and activities, sale of environ-
mental information and docu-

ments,



Graphie
symbol Facllity - Description/components Actlvity/purpose

AN Restroom
i Portable toilet or pit toilet or comfort Sanitation
station or combination building. Utilities as

E Parking . .
Paved or unpaved vehicle parking area. Vebicie parking.
The number of spaces is as indicated on
plan.

Family pichic area o
The number of units is as indicated on the Family picnicking, day-use
plan. Each unit contains a parking space, a activities,
picnic table, and a BBQ, Each group of
units contains 2 water supply point, a
refuse collection point, a restroom.

Scanic overiock » )
a Bench, locator map, interpretive exhibit Rest stop, public information.
(optional).

Cultural haritags point of interest . .
Human activity site, interpretive exhibit Preservation, interpretation.
(optional). -

W  Trallhesd _ o
Parking, restroom, picnic tables, refuse meg starting
collection point, water supply point ” formation.
(optional), interpretive display (optional),
locator map.

, Hiking trail Walkine. hiking. iogot
Unpaved with varying lengths and degrees ng. g, JOZERg.

of difficuity, loop opportunities, rest stops
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
: oo State Clearinghouse #

. I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A. Name of Project: Mount_Diablo State Park General Plan

4

B. Checklist Date: . 3} 6 / 86
. C. Contact Person: James M. Dovle, Supervisor, Environmental Review Section
Telephone: { 916 ) 324-6421 ] ) ‘
D. Purpose: The general plan quides development and operation of State Park System units.

E. Llocation: Central Contra Costa County

F. Description: _The general plan will describe and propose policies for natural and

cultural resources, interpretation, concesgions, operations, land use and
facilities,

t

G. Fersons and Orgzsnizations Contacted:
Bill Beat, District Superintendent, Mt. Diablo District
Ceneral Plan Team, Cal. Dept. Parks and Recreation, Sacramento
Bob Doyle, E. Bay Regional Parks District

li. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS. {Explain all “yes™ and “maybe’’ answers)

A. Earth. Will the propusal result in’ - Yos Maybe Mo
1. Unstable earth conditions or changes in geologic substructures? . . . .. ... .. ooty D D E
2. Disruptions, displacemeants, compaction, or overcoveringofthesoil?. . .. ... . ... i B El E
"3, Change in tcpography or ground surfece relief features? .. ... ... o i [:l D E .
4. The destruction, covering, or modification of any unique geologic or physical features? . . ............ D D E
B, Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off thesite?. . . ... ... . cneiinnu e D E’ E

B. Changas in deposition or erosion of beach sands, or changes in siltation, deposition or grosion which may
madify the channel of a river or stream or the bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet, or lake? ... ... 00 D D II'

7. Exposure of all people or property to geclogic hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground
failure, orsimilar Razards?. . . . . . . i ittt i it e e e et D @ E




8. i, Will the proposal result in:

3.

Substantial air emnussions or deterioration of ambient airquality?. . ... ... ..... - e ‘e
The creation of objectionable odors?. . . . ... ............... e e e e e e
Alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any change in climate, either locally or regionally?.

C. Wuter. Will the proposal result in:

1.

[

oos W

o

8.

Changes in the currents, or the course or direction of water movemertts, in either marine or fresh waters? . .

. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amount of surface water runoff?. . . . . .. ..

temperature, dissalved ¢ xygen or turbidity? . .. . . ... .. e e t e e e e et ke e e e e

. Change in the guantity of ground waters, either through direct additions or withdrawals, or through inter-

ception of an agquifer Dy CUTS OF @XCAVATIONS? . . . .. . . .. . .\ttt s e e e

D. Planr Life. Will the propasal resuit in:

1.

4.

Change in the diversity of species, or number of any species of plants (including trees, shrubs, arass, crops,
and aguatic plants}?, . . .. ........ T e N e e e e e et e e e

. Reduction of the aumbers of any unique, rare or endangered species af plants?. . . . . . . . .o e on..

. Introduction ot new species of plants into an area. or in a barrier to the normal renlenishment of axisting

SDBOIEED L L L L i Lk e e an e ke e s e ke 4 el e n e n e b e e b e e e B e

Reduction in acreage of any agricultural Crap? .. . ... .. i e e e e

E. Linimal Life. Will the proposal result in:

1.

2.
3.

Change in the diversity Aof species, or numbers of any species of animals (birds, land animals including
reptiles, fish and sheilfish, benthic organisms, or insects)? . .. ... ... e e e e e e e
Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered species of animals?. . . . .. ....... e
Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result in a barrier to the migration or movement of
animals? .. ....... e e e e et e e e e s e e e e e e
Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife habitat?. . . . . .. .. ... .. .. .

G. Lighrand Glare, Will the proposal result in:

1.

The production of new light Or glare? . . . . ... . i e e e

H. Land Use. Will the proposal result in:

Yes Maybe No

U
0
O

U
U
L]
L

2. Substantial depletion of any nonrenewable resources? . . . . . .. ...t e D

212

O

Mo00n 00 OO0 00
RGN Y ORON &

v
[
:—q—";.;-
—
— @
L
C
v
i
S

.

L]
T

LI
N



Risk of Upser, Does the proposal result in:

¥as Mavbe No
1. A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances {including, but not limited to, oil, pesticides,
chemicals, or radiation) in the event of an accident or upset conditions? . .. . . C e ve . [] D IE’
2. Possible interference with emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation plan? .. ... et e D E] ]E
Population, Will the proposal result in:
‘1. The alteration, distribution, density, or growth rate of the human popuiation of the area? ., ... ...... . D

‘Housing. Will the proposal result in:
1. Affecting existing housing, or create a demand for additional housing? . . ........ e e |:|

Transportation{Circulation. Wil the proposal result in:

UEIRKSEY & &

1. Generation of substantial additional vehicular movement?. .. . ... ... Ce e S e . Ij
é, Affecting existing parking facilities, or create a demand for new parking?. .. ........ e e e D
3. Substantial impact upon existing transportation systems? . . .., ...... e b e s e e oaaanseeseneens I:l
4. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people and/or goods? . .... e e r_—l
5. Alterations to waterborne, rail, or airtraffic? . ... ... ........ e e et e s D
6. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians? . . . . . e i “o D

Public Services, Will the proposal have an effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered governmental
services in any of the following areas:

ONOO00R 8O0000 O O

1. Fire protection? . ... ... e e i e e H e e e e e s s et e e D D
2. Police protection? . . .. ... ... e ..................................... e D B
3. Schools? . ....... b, e fear e iaaaaas e D [_}
4. Parks and other recreational facilities?. , . ... .............. f e e e e D B
5, Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?. . .. ... .............. e cees B D
B. Other governmental SETVICES? . . . v\ vttt ittt it e e e e e .. D ,_'E’

2. Substantial increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or require the development of new sources? . L__]

Unlities. Will the praposal result in a nesd for new systems, or substantial alterations to the following utilities:

1, Powerornaturalgas?. ............ F et e et e ety
2. COmmMUNICatiON SYSTOIMSY . . . vt ittt i e e et e .o
3. Water?. ... e e et e e e e e e ae s m e
4. Sewerorseptictanks? .. .......... ... 0. F e e m et et e E e e e et ae e
5, Storm water drainage? . ... .. et e e et e e e e e e et e e e
6. Solid waste and disposal? .. .. .. e S a e e e e ae st tee e e e e

Human Health, Will the propasal result in:

1. Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard (excluding mental health)? . ...... [

{ REUDDR KK

2. Exposure of people to potential health hazards? . ... .............. Pt s et e e e, .
Aesthetics. Will the proposal result in:

1. The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the public, or will the proposal result in the creation of
an aesthetically offensive site open to public view? ... .. e et e, et e e de e -

Y]

Recreation, Will.the proposal result in:

0O 0O DO 00000
0 0 00 DORRRO OO0

R

1. An impact upon the quality or quantity of existing recreational opportunities?. .. . . .. .. v v ee s v nn. .
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T. Cualturel Resources. Yes Maybe No
1. Will the propaosal result in the alteration of or the destruetion of a prehistoric or historic archeological site? . [:|

2. Will the proposal result in adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric or historic buitding,
s SIUCTUTE, OF OBl ?. . . . o L et e e e e e e e e e e e . D

3. Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change which would affect unique athnic cultural

values? .. .... e e et Ce e N st e D

4. Will the proposal restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact area? . . ... e e E]

00 0O O
N &

U. Mandactory Findings of Significance.

1, Does the project have the potenuai to degrade the quality of the environmaent, reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildiife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of Califarnia history orprehistory?. . ... ... D

[]

2: Does the project have the potential 1o achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, environmental

_goais? . .. .. e e e B f e D

3. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? . .. ....... D

10
R OY ©

4. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantiai adverse effects on human beings,
" either directly orindirectly? . ... .. .. .. ... ... D L T T D

()

DISCUSSIaﬁJ OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (See Comments Attached)

DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

3 | find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepared.

.:f- | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect
in this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been added to the project, A NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

' E | find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

is requied,
214
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CISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENT AL EVALUATION
A Earth

2. Construction of new campgrounds, parking Iots, ete., will require
some grading and fill.

. 3. New psved areas will channel runoff and could cause quily
formation.

7. Roads, trails, picnic areas, and campgrounds in steep areas might
- be hit with rock falls or land slides because of earthquakes and
storms. '
C. ‘Water
2. See A(S) above.
3. Pine Pgnd on Pine Creek may be drained.
~ D.Plant Life
1. Some natural vegetation will be removed for new development. |f
springs and wells are tapped to supply major new facilities, less
water will be available for phreatic plants.
€. Animal Life
4. If Pine Pond is drained, resident aguatic life will diminish. if
springs and wells are tapped to supply major new facilities, less
water will be availabie for animal life.

5. Light and Glarg

I. New parking arees and campgrounds will couse new sources of
giare (cars) and light (area lighting).

M. Transportation/Circulation

6. increased traffic on park roads may result in increased hazard to
motorists, bicyclists, equestrians, and pedestrians.

o

PEpe
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M. Public Services

i. The Department of Parks and Recreation will acquire equipment,
personnel and begin a new fire protection program.

2. The Department proposes that the County take over maintenance of
Mount Diablo Scenic Blvd from the homeowners association,

P. Utilities

2. The general plan propases a consolidation of telecommunications
equipment in one location on Mt. Diablo.

3. New facilities will require either hookups to water districts or
development of local water supplies.

4. New facilities will require hockups to wastewater districts.
Otherwise holding tanks, chemical toilets, compesting toilets,
leach fields, or a combination of the above will be needed.

26



'Appendix D .

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

FIRE CHIEF
William F. Maxfield

2010 Geary Road
Pleasant Hill, Californta 94523-4694

TELEPHONE (415) 930-5500

A Pl g P
T

q >, CONSOLIDATED FIRE DISTRICT

BOARD OF FIRE COMMISSIONERS
Albert J. Gray
Edward B. Haynes
Donald J. Macintosh
B. Palmer Riede!

May 5, 1986 Harold E. Wildes

Department of Parks and Recreation
P.O. Box 2390
Sacramento, CA 95811

Attn: James M. Doyle Supervisor
RE: Preliminary General Plan -- Mt. Diablo State Park
Dear Mr. Dovyle:

Per your request of March 19, 1986, CCCFPD, SRVFPD, East
Diablo FPD and the California Department of Forestry are
responsible for fire protection and primary emergency
medical care in Central Contra Costa County, including areas
contiguous to the Park and within the Park.

Given the fire history in the area of the Park, a fire
protection plan encompassing vegetation management,
including grazing, fire road maintenance, water supply and
fire suppression resources must be addressed. As Park use
continues to grow along with encroachment of residential
type developments, fire threat must be mitigated.

In addition, emergency medical care requests from citizens
and employees continues to increase as Park use expands.

The local fire agencies must be involved in early planning
processes and discussions relative to our interests and
responsibilities.

The Environmental Impact Report should include at least the
following elements:

1. Vegetation Management Plan

grazing

prescribed burning
fuel breaks

fuel load assessment

* L] L] L]

RECEIVED
MAY 1 3 198b

RPD

Serving the communities of Clayton, Concord, Lafayette, Martinez, Pleasgn il
Wainut Creelk, and some unincarporated County are —i {



2. Fire Suppression and Prevention Plan

pre-attack planning

identification of suppression resources

access to park

fire road planning and maintenance

staffing, training and equipment of Mt. Diablo State
Park

a ‘e & & @

3. Risk Assessment and Analysis
4, Rescue and Emergency Medical Care
5. Evacuation énd Refuge Areas

6. Fire Impact on Adjoining Development

9

Contra Costa boung; Fire Protection District
7 - '

C;% 4? Jeto
ablo Fire

/5afs't Di otection District

San Rathon Valley Fire Protédotion District

California Department of %orestry

May 8, 1986
Date
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Appendix E:

State Park
Noise
Regulations

4320. Peace and Quiet

To insure peace and adequate rest for visitors, no person shall so

conduct himself that he distrubs other in sleeping quarters or
in campgrounds between the hours of 10PM and 6AM daily. No
person shall at any time, use outside electronic equipment
including electrical speakers, radios, phoncgraphs, televisions,
or other machinery, at a volume which emits sound beyond the
immediate individual camp or picnic site without specific
permission of the department. Engine drive electric generators
which emit sound beyond the limits of a camp or picnic site may
be operated only between the hours of 10AM and 8PM.
(Authority cited: Public Resources Code Section 5003.)
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APPENDIX F
THE GENERAL PLAN TEAM
This report was prepared by:

Stuart Hong, Associate Landscape Architect; Gary Fregien, Senior Resource
Ecologist; Robert Hare, State Park Interpreter II; Deborah Hillyard, Sentor
Resource Ecologist; Carol Roland, State Park Historian I; Roger Wilimarth,
Park and Recreation Specialist; Mary Ann Burford, Staff Services Analyst;
Felix Arteaga, District Superintendent, Diablo District; Robert Todd, Chief
Ranger; Tom Bernardo, State Park Ranger II; William Beat, District
Superintendent, Klamath District.

Under the supervision of:

James Quayle, Senior Landscape Architect, Development Division

Kerry Gates, Supervising Landscape Architect, Development Division

David B. Schaub, Supervising Resource Ecologist, Resource Protection Division
Wayne Woodroof, Manager, General Plans and Policy Development

Robert D. Cates, Chief, Development Division

Richard G. Rayburn, Chief, Resource Protection Division

Keith L. Demetrak, Chief, Office of Interpretive Services

With thanks to:

The many citizens who have helped shape this plan through participation in the
planning at workshops and meetings, especially Jim Cutler, Chuck Gabrisiak,
Robert Doyle, Elizabeth Patterson, and members of the Mount Diablo
Interpretive Association and Save Mount Diablo.
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Appendix G

Copies of the Mount Diablo State Park Wildfire Management Plan are available for

your review at the following locations:

Contra Costa County Public Libraries: Local Fire Protection Districts:

¢ Contra Costa County
Central Library
1750 Oak Park Boulevard
Pleasant Hill

* Concord Branch Library
2900 Salvio Street
Concord

¢ San Ramon Valley Branch Library
555 South Hartz Avenue
Danville

¢ Walnut Creek Branch Library
1644 Broadway
Walnut Creek

State of Californi
Department of Parks and Recreation:

e Diablo District Office
4180 Treat Boulevard, Suite D
Concord

* Contra Costa County

223

Consolidated Fire District
2010 Geary Road
Pleasant Hill

Eastern Diablo Fire Protection District
745 First Street
Brentwood

San Ramon Valley Fire Protection
District

800 San Ramon Valley Road
Danville

California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection

11851 Marsh Creek Road

Clayton
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NATURAL RESOURCES
Hydrologic Resources.

California Department of Health Services. 1977. California domestic water
quality and monitoring regulations. Sanitary Engineering Section,
Berkeley, CA.

Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and Contra
Costa Soil Conservation District. 1969. HMWork Plan, Lower Pine Creek
watershed. Martinez, CA.

Suk, Thomas J., John L. Riggs, and Bernard C. Nelson. 1985. HMater
contamination with Giardia in back-country areas. Proceedings - National
Wilderness Research Conference, pp. 237-240.

Geologic Resources

Brabb, E. E., Sonneman, H. S., and Switzer, J. R. 1971. Preliminary Geologic
Map of the Mount Diablo - Byron area, Contra Costa, Alameda, and San
Joaquin Counties, California: U.S. Geological Survey Basic Data
Contribution 28, 1 plate (1:62,500).

Brown, Robert D., Jr., and Kockeiman, William J. 1983. Geologic Principles
for Prudent Land Use: U.S. Geological Survey Prof. Paper 946. 97 p.

Committee on Natural Disasters. 1984. Debris Flows, Landslides, and Floods
in the San Francisco Bay Region, January 1982: National Academy Press,
Washington, D.C. 83 p.

Contra Costa County Planning Department. 1975. Seismic Safety Element:
Contra Costa County Planning Department. 88 p., w/appendices.

Daeschler, Edward B. 1985. Taphonomic Analysis of the Black Hawk Ranch
Quarry, Contra Costa County, California: U.C. Berkeley Ms. thesis. 84 p.

Dibbler, T. W. 1980. Preliminary geologic map of the Diablo 7.5' quadrangle,
Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, Caltfornia: U.S. Geological
Survey OFR 80-546, 1 plate (1:24,000).

Hart, E. W. 1981. <Calaveras, Pleasanton, and Sherburne Hills faults, Diablo
7.5' quadrangle, Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, California:
CDMG FER 110, with supplement.

Nilsen, T. H. 1975. Preliminary photo interpretation map of landslides and

other surficial depostts of the Diablo 7.5' quadrangle, Contra Costa
County, Catifornia: USGS OF Map 75-277-14 (1:24,000).
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Nilsen, Tor H. and Turner, Barbara L. 1975; Influence of Rainfall and Ancient
Landsiide Deposits on Recent Landslides (1950-71) in Urban Areas of
Contra Costa County, California: U.S. Geological Survey Bulil. 1388.

18 p.

Nilsen, Tor H., Taylor, Fred A., and Dean, Robert M. 1976. Natural Conditions
That Control Landsliding in the San Francisco Bay Region -- An Analysis
Based on Data from the 1968-69 and 1972-73 Rainy Seasons: U.S. Geological
Survey Bull. 1424, 35 p.

Pampeyan, Earl H. 1963. Geology and Mineral Deposits of Mount Diablo, Contra
Costa County, California: Calif. Div. Mines and Geology Spec. Report 80.
31 p.

Williams, Kathleen Marie. 1983. The Mount Dtablo Ophioclite, Contra Costa
County, California: Ms. Thesis, San Jose State University. 156 p.

Wilson, R. C., Wierczorek, G. F., Keefer, D. F., Harp, E. L., and Tannaci,
N. E. 1985. Map Showing Ground Failures from the Greenvillie/Mount
Diabio Earthquake Sequence of January 1980, Northern California: U.S.
Geological Survey Misc. Field Studies Map MF-1711 (1:62,500).

Sotl Resources

Blackburn, W. H. 1983. Livestock grazing impacts on watersheds.
Rangelands 5:123-135.

Bushy, F. E. and Gifford, G. F. 1981. Effects of 1ivestock grazing on
infiltration and erosion rates measured on chained and unchained
pinyon-juniper sites in southeastern Utah. J. Range Manage. 34:400-405.

Fisser, H. G. 1978. Soil surface movement and relation to vegetation
structure. From: International Congress for Energy and Ecosystem.
Ecology and coal resource development conference.

King, K. L. and Hutchinson, K. J. 1983. The effects of sheep grazing on
invertebrate numbers and biomass in unfertilized natural pastures of the
New England Tablelands: Australian J. Ecol. 8:245-255.

Lull, H. W. 1959. Soil compaction on forest and rangelands. USDA Misc.
Publ. 768.

McCalla, G. R., Blackburn, W. H., and Merrill, L. B. 1984, Effects of
livestock grazing on infiltration rates, Edwards Plateau of Texas. J.
Range Manage. 37-265-269.

McGinty, W. A., Smeins, F. E., and Merrill, L. B. 1979. Influence of soii,
vegetation, and grazing management on infiltration rate and sediment
production of Edwards Plateau rangeland. J. Range Manage. 32:33-37.

Owens, L. B., Van Keuren, R. W., and Edwards, W. M. 1983. Hydrology and soil

loss from a high fertiiity, rotational pasture program. J. Environ.
Qual. 12:347-346.
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Pluhar, J. J., Knight, R. W., and Heitschmidt, R. K. 1984. Hydrologic impacts
of selected grazing systems on the Texas rolling plains. In: Soclety
for Range Management 37th Annual Meeting Proceedings.

Reid, I. and Parkinson, R. J. 1984. The wetting and drying of grazed and
ungrazed clay soil. J. Soil Sci. 35:607-514.

Smolik, J. D. and Dodd, J. L. 1983. Effect of water and nitrogen, and grazing
on nematodes in a shortgrass prairie. J. Range Manage. 36:744-748.

Tollner, E. W., Fales, S. L., Hoveland, C. S., and Calvert, G. V. 1983.
Determining the effects of natural and traffic-induced soil compaction.
Amer. Soc. Agric. Eng., Publ. 83-1542.

Warren, S. D., Blackburn, W. H., and Taylor, C. A. 1984. Infiltration and
sediment production from pastures under short-duration grazing. In:
Society for Range Management 37th Annual Meeting Proceedings.

Webb, R. H. 1980. An annotated bibliography of the effects of livestock
grazing on soils, vegetation, and wildlife. BLM in-house document.

Willatt, S. 7. and Pullar, D. M. 1984. Changes in soil physical properties
under grazed pastures. Aust. J. Soil Res. 22:343-348.

Wood, M. K. and Blackburn, W. H. 1984. Vegetation and soil responses to
cattle grazing systems in the Texas rolling plains. J. Range
Manage. 37:303-308.

Plant Life Resources

Aschmann, H. 1977. Aboriginal use of fire, pp. 132-141. In: Proceedings of
the symposium on environmental consequences of fire and fuel management
in Mediterranean ecosystems. USDA For. Serv. Gen. Tech. Report HWO-3.

Axelrod, D. I. 1978. the origin of coastal sage vegetation, Alta and Baja
Catifornia. Amer. J. Bot. 65:1117-1131.

Biswell, H. H. 1974. Effects of fire on chaparral, pp. 321-365. In:
T. T. Kozlowski and C. E. Ahlgren, eds. Fire and ecosystems. HNew York:
Academic Press.

Bowerman, M. L. 1944. The flowering plants and ferns of Mount Diablo,
California. Berkeley, CA: Gilitck Press.

Griffin, J. R. 1977. Oak HWoodland, pp. 383-416. In: M. G. Barbour and
J. Major, eds. Terrestrial vegetation of California. New York: John
Hiley and Sons.

Griffin, J. R. and W. B. Critchfield. 1976. The distribution of forest trees
tn Californta. USDA Forest Research Paper PSW-82/1972, with Suppl.,
1976. (See pp. 20, 69.)
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Hanes, T. L. 1971. Succession after fire in the chaparral of southern
California. Ecol. Monogr. 41:27-52.

. 1977. Chaparral, pp. 417-470. In: M. G. Barbour and J. Major,
eds. Terrestrial vegetation of California. New York: John Wiley and
Sons.

Heady, H. F. 1977. Valley grassland, pp. 491-514. In: M. G. Barbour and
J. Major, eds. Terrestrial vegetation of California. MNew York: John
Wiley and Sons.

Hervey, D. F. 1949, Reaction of a California annual-plant community to fire.
J. Range Manage. 2:116-121.

Hillyard, D. S. and J. W. Bartolome. 1982. Range resources of Mount Diablo
State Park. Untversity of California, Berkeley: Depariment of Forestry
and Resource Management, College of Natural Resources.

Smith, J. R. and R. York. 1984. Inventory of rare and endangered vascular
plants of California. Special Pubi. No. 1 (3rd edition), California
Native Plant Society, Berkeley.

Snow, G. E. 1979. The fire resistance of Engelmann and coast live ocak
seedlings, pp. 62-66. Proceedings of the symposium on the ecology,
management, and utiiization of Californta oaks. WUSDA For. Serv. Pac.
Southw. For. and Range Exp. Sta. Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-44.

Vale, T. R. 1979. Pinus couiteri and wildfire on Mount Diablo, California.
Madrono 26:135-139.
n 1 Li
Terrestrial Animal Life
California Department of Fish and Game (DFG). 1980 (amended July 1983). At
the crossroads, a report on the status of California's endangered and
rare fish and wildiife.

California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB). 1984. Element occurrences,
San Jose, 1° x 20. Computer printouts.

Cavallaro, Janet. 1976. The future of ground squirrel populations at Mount
Diablo State Park. Mount Diablo State Park unit files.

Contra Costa County Planning Department (CCCPD). 1978. Contra Costa County
keynctes, Number 6, areas of natural significance and unique wildlife.

Ferguson, Kathleen. 1981. Rare, endangered, and depleted plant and animal
spectes, Contra Costa County, California. Report, Department of
Geography, California State University, Hayward.

Klitz, WiTliam. 1982. Habitat management to control ground sguirrel
populations. Cal-Neva Transactions, The Wildlife Society, pp. 69-74.
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Remsen, J. V., Jr. 1978. Bird species of special concern in California, an
annotated 1ist of declining or vulnerable bird species. California
Department of Fish and Game, Report No. 78-1 (June 1978).

Standish, Miles K. 1973. Evaluation of a control program for r
beecheyi. Class report, Forestry 170, University of California, Berkeley.

Aquatic Animal Life

Ayers, W. 0. 1855. Descriptions of Salme rivularis and Petromyzon ciliatus,
Proc. Calif. Acad. Nat. Sci. 1(1):43-45.

California Department of Fish and Game Misceilaneous File Reports and
Correspondence, Region 3, Yountville. Includes letters, memos, and
stream survey reports on Marsh Creek, Mitchell Creek, Pine Creek, and
Green Valley Creek, Contra Costa County.

California Department of Fish and Game. 1983. Los Vaqueros Project Fish and
Wildlife Impacts. A Status Report, June 1983. 264 p.

Leidy, R. A. 1984. Distribution and Ecology of Stream Fishes in the San
Francisco Bay Drainage. Hilgardia, Vol. 52, No. 8, Oct. 1984. 176 p.

Moyle, P. B. 1976. Inland Fishes of California, University of California
Press. 405 p.

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region, 1984. Inspection
Report, Mount Diablo Mercury Mine, inspection date: October 25, 1984.

Ecological Values

Conrad, C. Eugene and Walter C. Oechel. 1982. Dynamics and Management of
Mediterranean-Type Ecosystems. U.S. Forest Service, General Technical
Report PSW-58. 637 p.

Heede, Burchard H. 1980. Stream Dynamics: An Overview for Land Managers.
U.S. Forest Service, General Technical Report RM-72. 26 p.

Kie, John G. and William F. Laudenslayer, Jr. 1986. Transaction of the
Western Section of the Wildlife Society, Volume 22. The Wildlife Society.
138 p.

Plumb, Timothy R. 1980. Ecology, Management, and Utilization of California
Oaks. U.S. Forest Service, General Technical Report PSW-44. 368 p.

Teskey, Robert O. and Thomas M. Hinckley. 1977. Impact of HWater Level Changes

on Riparian and Wetland Communities, Volume 1, Plant and Sotl Responses.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, FWS/0BS-77/58. 30 p.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Archeological Sites

Barrett, Samuel A. 1919. Myths of the Southern Sierra Miwok. University of
California Publications in American Archeology and Ethnology 16:1-28.

Baumhoff, Martin A. 1963. Eco]ogica1 determinants of aboriginal California
popu1ations for in Ameri

Archeology and Ethnol ng 49:155-236.
Kroeber, Alfred L. 1925. Handbook of the Indtans of California. Bureau of

American Ethnology Bulletin 78. MWashington.
Euroamerican Resources
Cutler, Phoebe. 1985. The Public Landscape of the MNew Deal. Yale University

Press. New Haven.

Hobart, Donald. 1982. CCC companies and assignments in the California State
Parks. Unpubtished worksheets on file with Resource Protection Division,
Department of Parks and Recreation.

Missouri Department of Natural Resources. 1984. Emergency Conservation HWork
Architecture in Missouri State Parks 1933-1942; Thematic Resources.
National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form.

National Park Service. 1935. Par i . 3 vols.
Government Printing Office. MWashington, D.C.

Tweed, William, Laura Soullier, and Henry Law. 1977. National Park Servige

Rustic Archifecture 1916-1942. National Park Service Western Regional
Office. San Francisco.

ESTHETIC RESOURCES

Contra Costa County. 1974. Scenic routes element. Contra Costa County
Planning Depariment.

Department of Parks and Recreation. 1979 and 1985. Draft resource inventory,
Mount Diabio State Park.
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RECREATION RESOURCES

Department of Parks and Recreation. 1985. Draft resource inventory, Mount
‘ Diablo State Park.

East Bay Regional Park District. 1980. Stone Valiey. Las Trampas to Mount
Dtablo Regional Trail. Trail corridor study. Environmental Impact
Report. Prepared by East Bay Regional Park District.

Resources Agency. 1978. The Status of the Californta Wilderness Preservation
System and the Secretary for Resources' Recommendattons for Additions to
the System: A report to the Governor and Legislature, State of
California. 166 p.

Tyler, T. 1975. An historical survey of Mount Diablo and its realm, pp. 6-33.
In: B. Decker, ed. Blackhawk: Environmental impact of a large suburban

development in Contra Costa County, California. Environmental Studies
Group Major, University of California, Berkeley.
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INTRODUCTION

The 45-day public review pericd for the Mount Diablo State Park General Plan
began July 26 and ended September 17, 1989.

The department received over 1,000 Tetters during the public review period.
The cattle grazing issue dominated the comments and was the primary subject of
a majority of these Tetters. Each person that commented was sent a letter
acknowledging receipt of their comments and given notice of the time and place
of the State Park and Recreation Commission pubiic hearing on the general plan.

COMMENT LETTERS

Copies of comment Tetters from public agencies, organizations, and some
individuals are reproduced in this section. Because of the great volume of
matl, and since there are many duplicate comments made in these letters,
individual responses o each letter was not made. Al] letters from agencies
and organizations are reproduced in the FEIR, as are copies of form letters
that were received. Letters from individuals, however, are not reproduced
unless they address general plan/EIR issues not previously discussed in other
letters. The department's responses to the comments made on the general plan
are in the section following.

Sample form letters are enclosed. These form letters represent the majority
of comments received.
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The following list is of letiers reproduced in this section:
Lett M Non-Gr ~Re] I

Caltrans - Distirict 4

Town of Danvilie

Professional Foresters Reglstration

Save Mount Diablo

Bicycte Trails Council of the East Bay
California Native Plant Society, San Francisco Bay Chapter
Sierra Club, San Francisco Bay Chapter
California Parks and Conservation Association
Mary L. Bowerman

Mark J. Palmer

William and Genevieve Sattler

Jack Wessman

Sadie Emmerman

rs A i ing-Re

Form Letters "A" fo "G"

California Department of Forestry

Alameda County Resource Conservation District
USDA Soil Conservation Service (Richard King)

USDA Soil Conservation Service (Joel Brown)

U.C. Cooperative Extension (Theodore Adams, Jr.)
U.C. Cooperative Extension, Alameda County {Larry Forero’
Contra Costa Resource Conservation District
Diablo Ranch (Tom Brumleve)

California State Horsemen's Association

San Ramon Valley Horsemen's Association

Diablo Property Owner's Association

Contra Costa County Citizens Land Alliance
Alameda County Farm Bureau

Heritage Trails -

California Farm Bureau Federation (Bob Vice)
Californta Farm Bureau Federation (Grover Roberts)
Contra Costa County Farm Buresau

California Cattleman's Association

Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors (Robert Schroder)
Fall River - Big Valley Cattleman's Association
Alameda County Cattle Women

Clyde Robin Seed Company, Inc.

Planning and Conservation League

Sierra Club, California

Defenders of Wildlife

California State Park Rangers Association

Mt. Diablo Audubon Society

Sierra Club, Santa Lucia Chapter

People for Preservation of the Natural & Wild in Bay Area Open Space
Livermore Amador Valley Garden Club

W. G. Morgan

Winsiow Briggs
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OVERNOR

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
1400 TENTH STREET : :
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

September 11, 1982

STATE OF CALFORMIAOFFICE OF THE GOVERNCR G-EORGEiDEUKMF_HAN, Gclvemar

J.M. Doyle

Department of Parks and Recreation
P.0O. Box 942896 .
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001.

Subiject: Mount Diablo State Park General Plan
SCH# 86032517

Dear: Mr. Dovle:

The State Clearinghouse has submitted the above named draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) to selected state agencies for review. The review period is now closed
and the comments from the responding agency(ies) is(are) enclosed. On the enclosed
Notice of Completion form you will note that the Clearinghouse has checked the
agencies that have commented. Please review the Notice of Completion to ensure that
your comment package is complete. If the comment package is not in order, please
notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Remember to refer to the project's
eight-digit State Clearinghouse number so that we may respond premptly.

~ Please note that Section 21104 of the California Public Resources Code requires
that:

"a responsible agency or other public agency shall only make substantive
comments regarding those activities involved in a project which are
within an area of expertise of the agency or which are required to be
carried out or approved by the agency.”

Commenting agencies are also required by this section to support their comments with
specific documentation.

These comments are forwarded for your use in preparing your £inal EIR. Should you
need more information or clarification, we recommend that you contact the commenting
agency{ies).

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act. Please contact Loreen Mctahon or Marilyn Nishikawa at
916/445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental raview process.

Sincerely,

? / /éf\—’
David C. Nunenkamp

Chief RECEIVED
Office of Permit Assistance
SEP 1 5198y

265
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| Mount Diablo State Park

Comments Regarding Non-Grazing Issues
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"State of California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency

) "‘5,{;)
Memorandum
To :  Loreen McMahon Date : August 7, 1589
State Clearinghouse
1400 10th Street, Rm. 121 File No.: CC-680~PM-14.85
Sacramento, CA 95814 ”SCH# 86032517
. CC680157
d .;’t‘:"\ :.-'\- "-\\\
. . — ) S
From : DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - District 4 o Y N
R
"\a" C‘/d"\

Subject: RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: MOUNT DIABLO STATE ‘PARK
(18,000 ACRES) ' e

The State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

has reviewed the above-mentioned document and has the following
comments:

The California Environmental Quality Act requires that all
project generated impacts and identified mitigation measures be
presented in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Although
traffic generated by this project is not expected to have a
significant impact on regular week day traffic; week-end and
holiday traffic may be adversely affected. The Preliminary
General Plan states that visitor attendance at Mount Diablc State
Park has increased from 250,000 in 1978 to more than 500,000 in

1988, yet potential traffic impacts are not addressed in the
environmental document.

A Traffic Analysis should be incorporated into the Final General

Plan assessing traffic impacts in terms of the following condi-
tions:

a) Week-end and holiday volumes for Interstate 680, State
Route 24, and for all adversely affected streets,
highways, freeway ramps, crossroads and controlling
intersections for existing and future traffic.

b) Trip generation, distribution and assignment; including

the methodology employed to calculate bercentages a:d
assignments.

C) Future conditions with project traffic, and with
cumulative traffic generated by projects approved for
recreational use in the area. Coverage should include
all traffic that would affect the facilities evaluated.

d) Mitigations that consider highway and non-highway
improvements and services. Special attention should be
given to the development of alternative solutions to
circulation problems which do not rely on increased
highway construction.
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CC680157
Page 2
August 7, 1989

e) All mitigation measures being proposed should be fully
discussed in the environmental document. Those discus-
sions should include but not be limited to the follow-
ing areas:

Financing

Scheduling considerations
Implementation responsibilities .
Monitoring '

£) Description of existing and proposed public transporta-
tion system in the project area. The information
provided should include but not be limited to the types
of systems, their routes, frequency and capacity.

We appreciate the opportunity to work with you on this project
and wish to continue close correspondence on it. We look forward
to reviewing the additional information requested in this re-
sponse letter, prior to finalization of the environmental docu-
ment. We expect to receive a copy of the Final General Plan from
the State Clearinghouse. However, to expedite the review
process, you may send two advance copies to the undersigned
contact person, at the following address:

Gary F. Adams
District CEQA Coordinator
Caltrans District 4
P. 0. Box 7310
San Francisce, CA 94120

Should you have any quéstions.regarding these comments, please
contact Rhoda Simmons of my staff at (415) 557-2495.

NS

G F. ADAMS
District CEQA Coordinator

cc:  Susan Pultgz - MTC
Sally Germain - ABAG
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4050 Poplar Avenue
Concord, CA 94521
August 5, 1989

James M. Doyle, Supervisor

Environmental Review Section

California Departmeht of Parks and Recreation
P.0. Box 942896 :

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Dear Mr. Doyle:

First, we would like to compliment the Mount Diablo State Park
General Planning Team for a very comprehensive Preliminary General
Plan. It has taken four years of work, study and public hearings
to-prepare this document. Mount Diablo is complex and diverse.

We realize that this plan is to guide the use and protection
of our park over a twenty year period. The implementation of the
proposals will occur over this perioed.

It is interesting {page 34) that Mount Diablo State Park was
ranked first as the most sultable site to preserve as an example of
the Sierra Foothill and Low Coastal Mountain Landscape Province
(State Parks and Recreation Statewide Landscape Preservation Study,
1973)}. This gives credence to the strong protection of the natural
resources. The historical informestion (pages 37-41) provide a good
background ahout our "island mountain." We hope that we can preserve
the Mount Diablo landscape both for ourselves and future generations.

Specific comments and questions follow:

Page 6 - Minor Project Recommendations
Is a short-range radio transmitter to broadcast park

information and interpretation necessary? VWouldn't "canned"
information detract from the individual's desire to study and
enjoy Mount Diablo on his/her own? Vouldn't proposed inter-
pretive and information panels invite more vandalism? We hope
this interpretive effort will not be overdone. We support the
geology auto ftour when adequate pull-outs are available.

Page 6 -~ PFacilities
The Upper Summit Lot — A few benches (no picnic tables)
would be nice, but we question planting shade trees and a "more
.defined landscape entry to the historic Summit Building." The
present trees and vegetation are naturally occurring plants.
Would any planting be of the Mount Diablo gene pool?

Page 8 - New Additions: Mitchell Canyon
We have been assured that the new distriect maintenance
yard will be in .the same area as the present ranger housing
and facilities. The meadow area {flat land) on the east of
Mitchell Canyon Road must be kept unencumbered. This area was
acquired to provide an unobstructed view or "window" of the
Mount Diablo peaks.

RECEIVED

AYG 8 1989
RPD C?-_- ‘%q
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Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page 2

9 - Operations :
We whole-heartedly zgree with these statements. The State

must provide stalf andequipment to meet the growing needs of
Mount Diablo State Park.

42 - Hecreation Resources

Certain areas of Mount Diablo State Park should be
classified as a "wilderness area." We have urged that the
communication facilities study of North Peak be completed and
the facilities consolidated and moved to the South Peak. Then
the north side of the mountain (from Mitchell Canyon eastward)
could be classified as a wilderness area. Also the Inner Black
Hills, Sycamore Canyon, Alame Canyon, Cyster Polnt and eastward
could comprise a second wilderness area or g natural preserve.

47 - Declaration of Purvose
We urge that this declaration be approved.

47 = Zone of Primary Interest

We agree with these statements. We maintain that adjoining
developments have a responsibility to provide and mzintain a
buffer zone for protection against wildfire. It should not be
the sole responsibility of the State Park to protect the
developments.

48 - General Hydrologic Resources
We support the policy statement to protect these rescurces.

51 - Plant Rescurces and Page 52 ~ Riparian ¥Woodlsnd Zone

Menagement

We agree with the policy to restore and manage the plant
resources. Qur concerns include the removal of poison hemlock
(Conium meculatum L.) and periwinkle (Vinca major) in Mitchell
Canyon {page 52). The poison hemlock has taken over the o0ld
reservoir site in lower Mitchell Canyon and is spreading up the
canyon. Ve are also concerned about the areas of yellow star
thistle {Centaurea solstitialis 1.). Management should encourage
the spread of perennial native grasses in place of introduced
speciles.

53 - Grassland Management
We agree with the restoration policy which is partielly
addressed in the above statement.:

53 ~ Qak Woodland and Foresti Management
We are concerned about the low rate of natural regeneration
of the oaks.

55 — Rock Society Plants
We support the preservation of the Rock Society plants.
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4050 Poplar Avenue
Concord, C4 94521
August 5, 1989

James M. Doyle, Supervisor

Environmental Review Section

California Department of Parks and Recreation
P.0. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Dear Mr. Doyle:

First, we would like to conmpliment the Mount Diablo State Park
General Planning Team for a very comprehensive Preliminary General
Plan. It has taken four years of work, study and rublic hearings
to prepare this document. Mount Diablo is complex and diverse.

We realize that this plan is to guide the use and protection
of our park over a itwenty year period. The implementation of the
proposals will occur over this period.

Tt is interesting (page 34) that Mount Diablo State Park was
ranked first as the most suitable site %o preserve as an example of
the Sierrzs Fooirill and ILow Coastal Mountain Landscape Province
(State Parks and Recreation Statewide Landscape Preservation Study,
1973). This gives credence to the strong protection of the natural
resources. The historical information (pages 37-41) provide a good
background zbout our "island mountain." We hope that we can preserve
the M¥ount Diablo landscape both for curselves and future generaticns.

Specific comments and questions follow:

Page 6 - Minor Project Recommendations
Is 2 short-range radio transmitter to broadcast park

information and interpretation necessary? VWouldn't "canned"
information detract from the individual's desire to study and
enjoy Mount Diablo on his/her own? Wouldn't proposed inter-
pretive and information panels invite more vandalism? We hope
this interpretive effort will not be overdone. We support the
geology auto tour when adequate pull-outs are available.

Page 6 - Facilities
The Upper Summit Lot - A few benches (no picnic tables)
would be nice, but we guestinn planting shade trees and a "more
.defined landscape eniry to the historic Summit Building." The
present trees and vegetation are naturally occurring plants.
Would any planting be of the Mount Diablo gene pool?

Page 8 - New Additions: Mitchell Canyon
We have been assured that the new district maintenance
yard will be in .the same area as the present ranger housing
and facilities. . The meadow area (flat land) on the east of
Mitchell Canyon Road must be kept unencumbered. This area was
acquired to provide an unobstructed view or "window" of the
Mount Diablo pe&ks.

RECEIVED

AUG 8 1989
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9 - Cperations '

We whole-heartedly agree with these statements. The State
must provide staff andequipment to meet the growing needs of
Mount Diablo State Park.

42 - Recreation Resgurces

Certain areas of Mount Diazblo State Perk should be
classified as a "wilderness area." We have urged that the
communication facilities study of North Peak be completed and
the facilities consolidated and moved to the South Peak. Then
the north side of the mountain {(from Mitchell Canyon eastward)
could be classified as a wilderness area. Also the Inner Black
Hills, Sycamore Canyon, Alamec Canyon, Oyster Point and eastward
could comprise a second wilderness area or a natural preserve.

47 - Declaration of Purpose
We urge that this declaration be approved.

AT - Zone of Primary Interest
Ve agree with these statements. We maintain that adjoining

developments have a responsibility to provide and maintain a
buffer zone for protection against wildfire. It should not be
the sole responsibility of the State Park to protect the
developments.

48 - General Hydrologic Resources

We support_the policy statement to protect these rescurces.

51 - Plant Resources and Page 52 - Riparian Woodland Zone

Manacement

We agree with the policy to restore and manage the plant
resources. OQur_concerns include the removal of poison hemlock
(Conium maculatum L.) and periwinkle (Vinca major) in Mitchell
Canyon (page 52). The poison hemlock has taken over the nld
reservoir site in lower Mitchell Canyon and is spreading up the
canyon. We are also concerned about the areas of yellow star
thistle (Centaurea solstitialis IL.). Management should encourage
the spread of perennial native grasses in place of introduced
species.

53 - Grassland Management
We agree with the restoration policy which is partially
addressed in the above statement. -

53 - Qak Woodland znd Forest Managsement
We are concerned about the low rate of natural regeneration
of the oaks.

55 - Rock Society Plants
We support the preservation of the Rock Society plants.
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55 - Fire Prevention and Suppression

We support the Wildfire Management Plan which divides the
park into compartments so that fire suppression activities can
be concentraied along existing natural and artificial fire-
breaks, thus minimizing resource damage.

60 = Livestock Grazing

The statement on livestock grazing in Mount Diablo State
Park clearly shows how detrimental the grazing can be to the
natural resources. We have observed these changes and would
like to have all grazing terminated. The proposed interpretive
cattle ranch on the Macedo Ranch would be a compromise.

63 — CCC Architecture

We urge that the work on the restoration and rencvation
of the Summit Building proceed promptly and that the exhibits
for the museum be prepared and installed as soon as the building
is restored.

80 - Geology Auto Tour
We favor an early insitallation and interpretation for the

Geology Auto Tour, using identified safe pullouts.

96 - Hezlth and Safety
We urge that the proposed new water sysitem and the rehabili-
tation of the road system be funded and given a high priority.

101-102 - Employvee Hcousing and Staffing

As the park is enlarged and additional staff is required,
all the present employee housing will be needed. This housing
use should not be curtailed or the housing used for other
purposes. On page 115, Operations and Concessions, the state-
ments include the growing demand on the park, the difficulty
for the existing staff to adeguately maintain the park, the
difficulty for staff to provide adequate time for both ranger
enforcement and interpretive/resource management, and that the
park residences, offlices and mainienance facllities may conflict
with publiec use. Staff residences on the mountain are greatly
needed. Adeouate housing outside the rark would be costly to
the staff and would add additional mileage and expense. We
have never considered that these facilities conflict with public
use. It may be difficult to maintain high guality staff for
Mount Diablo State Park if adequate housing and living conditions
are not available.
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Page 110 - Recreationel Use
We feel that all-terrain bicycle access to the park's

fire roads and trails is not consistent with preservation of the
natural resources. We question the advisability of opening
the whole park to bicycles. No trails should be open to
bicycles. In fact some frails should be designated for
tnedestrian use only." Walkers and hikers need trails they
can use to enjoy peace and quiet and where they do not have to
step aside for bicycles or horses. A wilderness designaticn
wotuld be desirable. Bicycle use should be limited to specific
fire roads designeted for this use.

Page 113 - Sigzpificant Public Issues - Trails and Access
There ig a need for cecntinuous %rail maintenance and a
comprehensive trail plan. A study needs to be made so that
duplicating trails are discontinued. As acquisition of land
continues, new trails will be necessary. Ve have a dream for a
new trail that circumnavigates North Peak. Hikers would
appreciate this beautiful natural areza.

Page 120 - Plan Concepts and Policies
The "open space zones" concept where no development will
occur and the area revert back to a natural state should be
instituted.

Page 131 - Facilities Element - Juniper Camp

New restrooms with chemical flush toilets would be fine,
but we strongly oppose providing showers and a sanitary dump
station. Self-contained motor homes should use sanitary dump
stations outside the park. Water 1s in shori supply and needs
+0 be conserved. To provide these facilities will require more
maintenance and staff. We object to any showers being provided
in our park (Pioneer, Junction, Live Qak and the proposed
campground on the Schwartz property. Keep lount Diablo State
Park as a wilderness park, not a city or urban park.

Page 1%6 - Cperation Areas
We approve of a parking or staging area in the wvicinity of
famel Rock on North Gate Road, but delete that the trall to the
northeast leads to Donner Canyon. Substitute: The Burma Road
trail leads to Mpses Rock Sn»ring and up to Juniper Campground.

Page 137 - Perimeter Recreation Areas
With the improvement of the access point for Perkins
Canyon, a trail to North Peak should be developed.

Page 141 - Architectural Desion Concevts
We hope new outdecor furniture will be kept simple and easy
to maintain.
There would be no need for solar space heating or solar
water heating if showers are eliminated.
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Page 165.4 Alternastives

We support Alternative #2, Restoration and Minor New
Development. Since the Preliminary General Plan is to cover

use and development over & 20 year period, we feel that the new
family campground and the campground for the disabled may not
be developed for many years. We oppose over development with
flush toilets or showers as uming too much water.

The following is our list of priorities for Mount Diadle
State Park:

1.

2.
3.

Fund and build the proposed new water system and
rehabiiitate the road system.

Implement the Wildfire Management Plan.:

Continue the study for the consclidation of the
communication facilities and complete a long-range
telecommunication plan which removes these facilities
from North Pezk.

Waterproof the Summit Building and install the exhibits
so that the museum can be opened.

Improve and maintain the trails. Designate certain
trails for pedestrian use only. Builld a2 new trail
around North Peak and a2 trail from Perkins Canyon (or
the east side of the mountain) to North Peak.

. In conclusion we are anxious for the General Plan to be
implemented and our park managed to protect and restore the natural
resources and to provide recreation for the people, consistent with
protecting these resources.

Sincerely yours, ,
h . L
'71'«&.-6&2$L ,éﬁﬁm'z__

Angesu e re Sag]

ce:  Stuart Hong, Project Manager
Felix Arteaga, Superintendent Diablo District
California Stete Park and Recrestion Commission:
Manuel Mollinedo, Chairman
Marie L. Escola, Vice Chzirman
John Allard, Commissioner
Frank DeVore, Commissioner
Dee Hedborg, Commissioner
Marcis Hobbs, Commissioner
Charles Hostler, Commissioner
Raymond Nesbit, Commissioner
John Whitehead, Commissioner
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Concorp, Ca
SEPT, 6, 1989

Mr. James Doyre, Sup.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW SECTION
DEPT. _0F PARKS AND RECREATION

P.0, Box 942396 ,

SACRAMENTO, CA,  94296-0001

Dear Mr, DovLE,

IN My REVIEW OF THE MT. DIABLO GENERAL PLAN, I FIND NO
CONSIDERATION MADE FOR TRAFFIC PROBLEMS CREATED BY THE ACQUISTION 2= = - #i
OF THE LANDS ON MORGAN TERRITORY. THIS IS A GRAVE AND POSSIBLY FATAL
OVERSIGHT. THE CONDITION OF THE MORGAN TERRITORY POAD 1S CLEARLY
JUST ADEQUATE FOR THE RESIDENTAL USE IN THE AREA. YOUR PROPOSED
CREATION OFADDITIONAL STAGING SITES OFF OF MORGAN TERRITORY WILL
GREATLY INCREASE THE CURRENT PROBLEMS CREATED BY THE STATE Park, I
AM SURE YOU ARE AWARE OF THE PROBLEMS CAUSED BY THE CURRENT INTERFACING
oF MoRGAN TERRITORY AND THE PARK, THE INCREASE IN ILLEGAL PARKING,
TRESPASSING, AND LITTER.™ANY INCREASE IN THAT INTERFACE MUST BE PLANNED,
AND A TRAFFIC STUDY SHOULD BE AN ESSENTIAL PART OF THAT PLAN.

I po NoT LIVE IN THE MoRGAN TERRITORY AREA, BUT I aM
APPALLED BY THE LACK OF CONSIDERATION YOU SHOW TO THE PEOPLE WHO LIVE
IN THAT AREA. ANY EXTENSION OF PARK LANDS SHOULD REQUIRE A COMPREHENSIVE
TRAFFIC PLAN, AS | HAVE MENTIONED, AND YOUR GENERAL PLAN LACKS ANY
PROVISION FOR THIS, THANKWOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO RESPOND TO YOUR
PLAN, AND PLEASE CONSIDER MY RESPONSE.

RESPECTFULLY,

ROCERVID Y

DIE EMMERMAN

SEP 111989

276 D480 A RounDTREE DR,
RPD .

Concorp, Ca, 94521
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA . GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

BOARD OF FORESTRY
PROFESSIONAL FORESTERS REGISTRATION
P.O. BOX 944246

SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2480
TELEPHONE: (916} 445-5843
445-3014

-
August 25, 1989 1620 1985

Mr. Henry R. Agonia *FKS & RECREATIC
Department of Parks and Recreation

1416 Ninth S*%.

Sacramento, CA 95814 Re: DEIR 88032517

Dear Mr. Agoni=a:

Professional Foresters Registration has concerns with the
Preliminary General Plan for Mount Diablo State Park, DEIR
#8603-2517. Our comments are in addition to those submitted
under separate cover by the Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CDF) who shares fire protection responsibilities for
this project area. The Board of Forestry has authorities which

are not carried out by CDF, such as the licensing of professional
foresters.

Portions of an EIR fall within the authority of the

Professional Foresters Law in the situation noted below. Code
makes it clear the EIR itself does not have to be prepared by
registered professional because it is a "disclosure document?®
(Section 15151, Title 14, California Code of Regulation). This
Section goes on, however, to state that "only registered
Professionals can prepare technical studies which will be used in
or which will control the detailed design, construction, or
operation of the proposed project and which will be prepared in
support of an EIR." Thus, any original field analyslis of, or
"design and operation" proposals for, "forest resources” require
a registered professional forester (RPF).

The Law states a RPF is required when dealing with "lands bearing
associations of trees and other woody plants in particular;
investigation of wildland scils, plants and animals, and the
ecology thereof” (Section 753, Public Resources Code [PRCI).

This same section of the law says "Forestry... refers to the
science which treats wildland rescurces in general, and of the
application of scientific knowledge in the fields of wildland
protection,... watershed management,... [and] water poliution
control on wildlands...®

Wildland may invclve valley, foothill, or coniferous forests, including
riparian forests. Such forests invoive primarily indigenous, but can
include introduced species. Wildland essentially retains the natural
character, but may involve interspersed houses and/or outbuildings and
related improvements. Such lands may be converted to non-forest uses
through the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process.

RECEIVED
AUG 2 81989
RPD < Ay T4
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Department of Parks and Recreation
Page 2 8603-2517
August 25, 1989

Cften, the professional foresters law iIs misinterpreted to apply
only tc commercial timber operations and Timber Harvesting Plans
which invelve the RPF in the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act
of 1973. This other law logically included this Registered
individual for the purpose of plan preparation. It was enacted
one vear after the Professional Foresters Law which addresses
forest resources iIn general. The Professional Foresters Law is
not limited to commercial timber operations.

Please insure compliance with the law in any management plan or
technical report which will be used in, or which will control the
detailed design, construction, or operation of, the proposed
project as reguired. Vegetative management techniques to trees
and woody plants outside CDF's fire control authority is also
applicable. Feel free to contact me if you have any guestions.

I would appreciate a reply in writing stating how you will
incorporate professional forester standards.

Sincerely,

2 NN

Robert G. Willhite, RPF 1711
Executive Q0fficer

Encl.: PRC, 14 CCR

cc: Dave Wachtel
CDF, Santa Clara Ranger Unit

Ken Delfino and Bruce Bavyliss, CDF Headguarters
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Mr. James M. Doyle, Supervisor
Environmental Review Section

State of California

Department of Parks and Recreation
PO Box 942896
Sacramento, CA

Sept. 5, 1989

94296-0001

RF: Comments on Mount Diablo State Park Preliminary

General Plan
Dear Mr. Doyle:
I have read through the Preliminary General Plan for

Mount Diablo State Park and would like to make the following
comments:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

{5}

Overall, the Plan seems to make a number of very good
suggestions for Mount Diablo State Park. In general,
I support the Preliminary General Plan.

Several key planning efforts seem to be deffered in this
General Plan for future planning efforts. Thus, the
Department proposes to develop plans to manage Endangered
Species and develop a Vegetation Management Plan. T
don't disagree with the wisdom of preparing such plans,
but T question that the General Plan can be considered
complete without these additional plans being prepared.
Also, what steps will the Park take to ensure pubklic
participation in preparation and review of these plans?

The grazing policy is strongly supported by myself and
many others. Commercial cattle grazing has no place
in a State Park. I strongly urge you retain this policy
despite the special interest pressure from the grazing
industry and the current grazing leasee..

The policy on transmission towers and other communications
facilities is too weak. The goal of the Department should
be to eliminate such facilities on the North Peak and
consolidate facilities on Mount Diablo peak itself.
Considerable testimony to this effect has been received
by the Department.

Overall, the interpretive element is quite useful and inter-
esting. I am pleased by the range of subjects and ideas
+o be covered. Mount Diablo is an important urban resort
fort the general public -- a wide variety of ideas can and
should be explored, as outlined in this secticn. I am
also pleased that the Department has taken several ideas
from outside groups (such as the proposal for the astro-
nomical observatory) showing the responsiveness of staff
to the public. Well done! i

q-7513
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(6) One suggestion for interpretation: VYou propose to repair
and maintain campfire areas for campfire talks as part
of the interpretation program. At the risk of being
a stick in the mud, may I suggest that campfire programs
be discontinued, with the interpretive angle being an
explanation on why campfires are no longer appropriate
(e.g. air and visual pollution, fire hazard, and using
up downed wood that would otherwise decompose as part
of the nutrient cycle}? Just a thought.

(7) I am disappointed that the plan does not include any
Wilderness designations. Mount Diablo State Park is
an ideal location for an urban Wilderness designation.:
Please reconsider. '

(8} A General Plan should include expansion proposals for new
land purchases. While the Plan does include some
planning for use of some acquisitions, I do not feel
these plans go far enough, nor are there specific goals
set for acquisitions (perhaps there is another document
that identifies acquisitions? It should be reflected in
the General Plan).

As I have said before, I think the Planning Staff of the California
Department of Parks and Recreation have done an excellent job in
preparing this plan and dealing with the public under extremely
trying circumstances generated by the cattle industry and the
current grazing leasee, They should be commended for holding up
under extreme pressure.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for providing me
with the opportunities for .involvement with the rest cof the public.

Sincerelyv vours,

P L

Mark J. Palmer

6014 Ceollege Ave.
Cakland, Ca 94618
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September 8, 1989

James M. Doyle

Supervisocr, Environmental Review Section
California Department of Parks and Recreation
P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

RE: Mount Diablo State Park Preliminary
General Plan and Draft Environmental
Impact Report

The Town of Danville appreciates this opportunity to review the
Plan and is in support of the effort to plan for the future of
Mount Diablo State Park. We offer the following comments for your
consideration:

TRATIS AND ACCESS

The Town of Danville is in agreement that a comprehensive trail
plan is needed and we urge the State to undertake this task as soon
as possible. Enclosed for your use, 1is a copy of our recently
completed trails plan. The specific concern is the connection of
the trail system at Mount Diablc Scenic Boulevard.

As stated on page 113 there is a definite need "for more access
points, staging facilities and parking areas on the periphery of
the park." However there was no clear identification of possible
locations adjacent to the Town.

MOUNT DIABYT.O SCENIC BOQULEVARD

Mount Diablo Scenic Boulevard is in obvious need of repair. Much
of the disrepair is due to the inability 'of all the responsible
parties to come to a mutual maintenance agreement. The Preliminary
General Plan for Mount Diablo State Park suggests that the road be
rehabilitated to County standards through a joint funding effort
of the homeowners, Athenian Scheool, the State and Contra Costa

County.
REe%IVED
SEP 12 1989
RPD
281 ’
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Mt. Diablo
page 2

Mount Diablo Scenic Boulevard is one of the two major entrances to
the park and visitors of the park traverse over Danville streets
to reach the park entrance. The Town c¢f Danville offers the
following concerns regarding implementation of the Preliminary
General Plan and EIR recommendations to improve the road facility
to County standards:

1)

2)

3)

A recommendation to improve the road to County standards is
not complete unless it can be demonstrated that sufficient
right-of-way exists.

Upgrading the road facility will require straightening and/or
widening the road in several areas which most likely will
cause a significant amount of environmental impact due to the
development. The EIR does not sufficiently address these
issues.

The General Plan nor the EIR addresses the feasibhility of
implementing County road standards on Mount Diablo Scenic
Boulevard. A higher comfort level with this recommendation
could be achieved if the County's involvement and concurrence
could be confirmed.

The State should take a proactive role in acknowledging that
this entrance road needs upgrading before any of the proposed
expansions are implemented.

Paul W. Niemuth, ASLA
Project Coordinator

cc

Parks Commission

282




Sevntember o 1989

James M. Doyle,

Environmental Feview Section,
Department of Parkes ard Recreation,
Sacramerto, Callfornls

Dear Mr. Doyle:
o Ber! ¥pumt Diable State Park Génerzl Flan
Fatural Resource Element: Vegetatlon Types
and Plant Communities

T'wish to comment cn the lisgted plamt communities for Yount
Diadlo, eepec_ially one (#1 relow) which should be corrected.
Other differences are perkavns to gome degree a matter of opinion.
It would have been helinful if the suthor kad stated whoge gystenm
of clagification che ig following and what modifications, if any,
had heen made, _

1. Broadleaf Eveéercreen Forest: Ilve Dak Forest. Fage 29

Ore of the mogt interesting featureeg cf the Mount Diabklo flora

i1g the rresence of beth the Coast Live Oak (Juercus asrifolis)
and the Interisor Live 0a% (QJuercus wisgslizenii). 4cs indicated
by thelr names, the coast live oak groweg In the Coagt Ranges;
the interior live oak. 12 a tree of the interior, primarily
growing around the CGreat Valley on ite foothills.  Ecologieally
and geosraphically, ineluding toth in the same plant community

can not be Jjustified. The live cak forest 1s the correct designa-

fogn Tor the comst 1live oak. +he interlcr live o3k 1g ususlly
songidered to be a member of “he Pocthill Woodland., (Munz &Keck
flera p. @03, CGriffin in Terrestrial Veg., 1988, ». 388).
Griffin pointe out that live oaks are more imvartant in the uplande,
He recognlzes an” Intericr Live Oak Phase. (p.400C). He states:
"sin low-elevation foothill wsodlands, GQuercus wislizenii arpears
28 widely sraced trees or grvrout clumpe,. ... with lIncreasing
elevation, varticularly on north asrscte, Ruercus wiglizenil
becomee 4 more gignificant rart of the canopy. PFinally ... Juercus
wiglizerii 2lmost excludss Quercus douglasli from the woodland.
The interiar live cakez are t2o dense to suppoert 2 typleal
grasggland ground csver and are considered here ag a2 gcrubby evergreen
rhage of the foothill woodland." This essentially describes the
gituation on ¥ount Dlablo,

It 12 clear froam the dlsiribution of the two speclieg on lount
Diarlo that Quercus wislﬁ%nii. the interior 1live o02k3 will stard
more cold and drier conditi-ne than the coast llve oak. On Mount
Diablo, cosst live 2ak does not grow: above 2800 fest elevation.
It cha gee from north-facling sloves at the lower elevations to
gouth-facing sloree as it aoproaches its upper limit. The
Aigtribution cof theee two srecleg 1g discussed more fully by
Bowerman (1944).

2. Central Coszstal 3Scrub
Perharpe the wentral gquestion i= how 1g & community defined?
é E uéd not eive underestorv gpecies on Mount Diablo the dlgnity
R @ %% Be 1abellesd a.cseparate commurnity,

SEP 12 1989
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2- Bowerman, $/9/89

3. Coastal Sage Scrub
Df the eleven epecles listed in the Munz and Keck Flora as tvypical,
onlv three grow on Mount Diahlo: BSalvia mellifera, Artemicia
californica, and Eriophyllum confertlflorum. Mimulus (Diplacus)
aurantiacus and Baccaris pilularie are 1lsted 4s an element in the
northern coastal scrub. On Mount Dighlo,, these specles oceupy
somewhat different niches and altitudes although all may be found
on the marein of chapvarral. They 4o net form a distinguisharle
plant community. Seeds of black sage germinate abundantily following
fire, and,.may perelet aeg an element of the chavarral. I rerarad
thege gpecles as predomirantly & seral stage,

4, Pinyon-Juniper Weodland: California Juniver Wosdland

The gsearch for roselble validation c¢f thie designation lead to
terrestrial Vegetation {1988 rrinting), which ‘ncludes a crapter
gi entltled Transmontane Conlferous Vezetation of the Great Bgsin
lerictle Provinee, written by Vasek and Thorne. After discussing
the Northern Juniper Woodlands, with Jurirerus cceldentalis the
dominant sweclies, Vasek and Thorne discuee Pinyon and Juniper
Woodlands., Pinvon~junlper weodlande in California are interpreted
ag vegetation types having ‘one or more of the followlng speciees
ag a coneplcuous emergent abgve a shrubby or herkaceous underetory.
The three pinyon pines, Utah juniper (Juniperus aoStesampdrna’) .End
California Jjuniper (&&niperusg californica; are listed. As
anticipated, the geogravhle range is glven as mainly trangmentane.
However , the dlstributlon of Cneleaf pinyon vine avpears solid
and extensgsive from Antelore Valley to eastern Santa Barbara County
and to Pine Mountaln in western Ventura County. The Great Basin
character cof pinyon wecdland eseentially stope at Fine Mountain
gummit. D ense stands of large Plnue monorhylla trees are agsgoclated
with Cercocarpus betulcides, Fremonto_dendron califernicum, Garrya
flavesceng, and Arctestapiylos glauca. (vage &17). Quercus dumcsa,
Adenostoma fasgclculatum, Ceancthue and other chaparrzl shrubs

gceur in the more cpen phaseeg of the shrubby woodland,

California Juniper, but net the pinyon pine, continue northwarad.
Hoover (1970) revorted a2 juniper-sak woodland , including Quercus
Bouglagil and Haplopapwus linkarifollus, on Callente Mountalin and
the higher parts of the Tembler Range. Vasek and Thorne (p.818)
stat e "Northward, Junivers gradually lose identity as a major
vegetation type and tend to occur in small patches at the lower
glevaticonal marein of vak woodlands or on loczlly Ary edavhic features,
ag on roel outcrops on Mount Diablo (Bowerman 1944) and the arid
eact side of the Mount Hamilton Range (Sharemith 1045)." This
progreggion makes 1t clear to me that Califormnia juniper in our
area hae become a member cof the local assemblage and can no longer

gre-=ean—no—Forwrer be coneldered and treated as Califcrnia jJunirper
wogdland, 2 part of the pinvon-juniver vegetation type. “he
characteristlic assoelated specles are quite dlifferent 1ln the two
communities, with the excertion of Haplepavous linearifoliug and
rerhaps Quéroue:duxcss .

L

Griffin (Terreetrial Veg.,p.392) recognizes Juniperug californica
as a "minor assbeiase" in the blue vak phase of the footnill woodiand.
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“Za Bowerman, 9/9/83

He, too0, recognlzes that the blue o2k vhase 9f the foothlll woodland
merges with the western frinee of the scuthern stands of the
vinyon-Joniper wocdland.

On Mount Diablo, the junipere are widely scattered, often
golitary ehrubs cr small trees, from the bacse to the summit. “hey
are most numerous on rockv hillsides, particularly on or near
rock outerope on the summits. Their distribution arpears to be
controlled by edachlc facters. Shruve found rarely in woodland
are small. Aggecclated plants include Pinus sablniana, 2Quercus
wizllzenll, Quercus chrysclepls, Umbellularia ealifornica,
Cercocarpus hetuloildes, and Stenctopsls linearifolius (Haplopapous).

I agree with Griffin and others that, on Mount Diablo, the
California jJuniper (Juniperus californieca) is best designatesd
an element of the Fosthill Woodiand. It is associated more closely
with Quercus wizligenii, the interior i1ive osak, trhan with QJuercus
douglagll, the blue cak, on the nerth seide and about the summlts.

(Note: The composition of the vegstation on the nocky north
glde of North Peak sghkcould be re-evaluated. Juniper there is
aggoclated with a remarkable ascemblage of plmats including oaks
{Quercus chrysolevis, 3. dumoea, 2. wlzllzenii var. fruteeceng), plnes,
and bay together with chaparral elements, such as Cercocarpus
betulecldes, Holpdiegcus discelor, Photinla arbutifolla, Ptelea
crenulata, Rhug diversiloba, Ceanothus cuneatus, Stenoctopsis or Faplopap:
linearifoliue. )

5. Rock Soclety
The auther defines this community as "the aseociation of species
restricted to, or occurring on, exctoged fock," following
Bowerman (1644), Exvosged rock imoplies rock outerops. The term
rock = ciety, 45 used by both of ue,vbncludes plants predominantly
af rocky ground and talug slopes about the summliis ag well as
those gpecles which are restricted tec roeck cutecrorms,

€. Mlxed chavarral {p.28)}
The wind voppy, Stylomecon heterochylla, 1g an inhabitant of
woedland and 1 frecuent followlng burne in woodlani. It is nct
concidered a "flre plant." The fire popry is Pavaver callfornicum.
On M¥ount Diablo, the fire vpoppy colornlsed a hillelde in Back
Canyon in 1978, the year following the big fire. That slope had
not suffered a fire for over fifty vears, toc my krowledge , nor
had the fire vpoppy been geen con Mount Diahle durinege that time.

The name on page 28 should be changed to Papaver californicum.

Please gsend coples of theee comments to the ProjJect Manager,
Stuart Hong, and to the Resource Divieisn,
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CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY
san francisco bay area chapter m s

September 6, 1989

Mr. James Doyle, Supervisor

Envirocnmental Review Section

State of California--The Resources Agency

Department of Parks and Recreation

P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Re: Mount Diablo State Park Preliminary General Plan
Summary of comments:

1. Wilderness and Natural Preserve Designations for areas containing sensitive plant

resources: We urge staff to reconsider these designations in the plan.

2. Prescribed burning and the wildfire management plan as the primary vegetation

management tools: We endorse staff recommendations on these points.

3. Elimination of commercial grazing in the park and the reduced grazing area
proposed as part of the ranching interpretation program: We support staff

recommendations on these points.

o

sep 111989

-
Rew
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Dear Mr. Doyle:

As you may know, the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a statewide organization
dedicated to the enjoyment and preservation of California’s native flora. The 1,400
member San Francisco Bay Chapter (Alameda and Contra Costa Counties) has a long term
commitmment helping to protect Mount Diabio’s plant resources. With 16 CNPS listed plant
species, several species of special interest, many State of California Significant Namral
Areas, as well as over 500 native species in 14 plant communities, Mount Diablo State
Park represents the single most important opportunity we have to protect our local native

flora.

The Draft General Plan has been reviewed by our full conservation committee, its
appointed Mount Diablo Plan Subcommittee and our Rangeland Management Subcommittee.
Our full Chapter Board of Directors has approved this review; the comments in this paper
represent our chapter’s consensus viewpoint.

State Park policy basis for comments:

"The purpose of state parks shall be to preserve outstanding natural, scenic,
and cultural values, indigenous aquatic and terrestrial fauna and flora, and the
most significant examples of the ecological regions of California...”

"Each state park shall be managed as a composite whole in order to restore,
protect, and maintain its native environmental complexes to the extent
compatible with the primary purpose for which the park was established.”
PRC SEC 5019.53 -

Preliminary General Plan Statement of Primary Purpose:

As now stated in this Preliminary Plan:
"The purpose of Mount Diablo State Park is to make available to the people
for their inspiration, enlightenment, and enjoyment, in essentially natural
condition, the outstanding scenic features including the summit peaks and
surrounding landscape; the outstanding natural values including geology and
plant and apimal life; the significant historical and archeological resources;
and the scientific values therein.
The department shall define and execute a program of management to
perpetuate the unit’s declared values, and provide recreational facilites and
interpretation that make these values available in 2 manner consistent with
their perpetuation.”
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The San Francisco Bay Chapter of CNPS (S.F. Bay Chapter) believes the declaration

of purpose for Mount Diablo State Park is an excellent basis on which to make

management decisions.

1. WILDERNESS & NATURAL PRESERVE DESIGNATIONS.

Two land management area designations in the State Classification Act used to: "Define

and execute a program of management...consistent with their (i.e. plant resource)

perpetuation” are:

and:

A state wilderness is further defined to mean an eu:ca of relatively primeval
character and influence or has been substantially restored to a near-natural
appearance, which is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural
conditions, and which:

(¢) ... is of sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation and use in
an unimpaired condition,

(d) May also contain ecological, geological, or other features of scientific,
educatonal, scenic, or historical value. State wildernesses may be
established within the boundaries of other state park system units." PRC
SEC 5019.68 .

"Natural preserves consist of distinct areas of outstanding natural or
scientific significance established within the boundaries of their state park
systemn units. The purpose of natural preserves shall be to preserve such
features as rare or endangered plant and animal species and their supporting
ecosystems, representative examples of plant or animal communities...
Areas set aside as natural preserves shall be of sufficient size to allow,
where possible, the natural dynamics of ecological interaction to continue
without interference, and to provide, in all cases, a practicable management

unit. Habitat manipulation shall be permitted only in those areas found by
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scientific analysis to require manipulation to preserve the species or
associations which constitute the basis for the establishment of the natural
preserve.” PRC SEC 5019.71

In the following guotes from the Preliminary General Plan staff develops a rationale
asserting the recently approved Wildfire Management Plan precludes recommending
wilderness designations in this plan and proposes yearly reviews of the concept:

"A designation of wilderness would: 1) provide unique recreational
opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined types of experience;
2) direct DPR to manage these areas to provide for public use and
enjoyment, and 1o restore and preserve their wilderness character; 3) limit
public use to non-mgchanical and non-motorized forms of recreation and; 4)

limit management to non-motorized methods except in emergencies involving
public health and safety.” p.110

"Establishment of one or more state wilderness areas has been considered.
However, such a designation would conflict with the approved Wildfire
Management Plan, and its requirement to use mechanized equipment 1o
implement the plan.” p. 116

"Establishment of a designated state wilderness should be evaluated annually,
and when wilderness opportunities and other management objectives become
compatible, the department shall propose establishment of one or more state
wildernesses in Mount Diablo State Park.” p. 121

Should not the possible wilderness area boundaries be established in this plan, the

management conflicts identified, and a possible time schedule for resolving these

conflicts be established?

This would allow Park Operations staff, those responsible for important Wildfire
Management Plan implementation decisions, and the interested public to work towards
designation in a coordinated fashion. We at the S.F. Bay Chapter see Wilderness
Designation as necessary rnitigation for proposed and future tmpacts resulting from
generally increasing park usage and staff’s peripheral planned development o accommodate

this increased usage.
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In the following quotes from the Preliminary General Plan staffs develops a rationale that
does not support its recommendation.

"A designation of natural preserve would: 1) offer additional protections for
significant unique natural resources; 2) provide for public recognition and
appreciation of unique resource values; 3) direct DPR to manage these
ecosystems for their scientific and educational values; and 4) prohibit roads
and all facilities except trails.” p. 110

"Designation of natural preserves may be merited. However, many areas of
the mountain have distinct natral significance, and it may be impractical to
encompass all of these scattered, unique natural areas as manageable units.”
p. 116

"Under present conditions, establishment of a natural preserve in the state
park is not recommended at this time. Sensitive plant resources shall be
managed for their perpetuation in accordance with the applicable laws, the
policies, and the allowable use intensity designations.” p. 121
We appreciate the challenge "To encompass all of these natural areas as manageable units"

operations staff faces. However:

Do not significant degradations of Mount Diablo’s listed plant species and their
supporting habitats exist today as a result of uses and their impacts the

openspace/undeveloped land use zoning would allow to continue?

The proposed zoning allows "No developed facilities except trails” and "low intensity
recreation” (page 124 Preliminary General Plan.) Natural Diversity Data Base Field Survey
Forms for Mount Diablo, some filed as part of this plan’s field work, docurment increasing
impacts to these resources from specifically these proposed allowed uses. The Rock
Society associations, the serpentine grasslands and chaparrals, the Coulter pine forests, and
the Mount Diablo manzanita association have suffered from these kinds of usages and/or
management that does not take into account the specialized needs of these unique plant
associations. Our chapter’s 1989 season field work has confirmed these existing adverse
impacts. We at the S.F. Bay Chapter believe that the neglect of the past, if continued into

the future will result in additional significant impacts; certainly degradation and possible
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loss of these plant associations.

Do not existing documented negative impacts resulting from higher park usage imply
the need for more the careful management explicit in Natural Preserve Designation for

these resources?

Careful management does not imply exclusion from the resource. We at CNPS believe it
implies identification of and public education about the value of these areas. The goal of
Plant resource protection and the interpretative use of the resource is CNPS’ primary goal.
We, as a volunteer organizaton, would work closely with park staff to provide survey and
docenting actvities for these habitats.

Could not the General Plan include Natural Preserve Areas that have as part of their
identification, management planning, and interpretive use the involvement of CNPS?

The "Valuable cooperative relationships" identified on page 9 of the Summary leads us to
hope this work could be a positive conwibution CNPS could make to native plant

protection and enjoyment on Mount Diablo.

2. PRESCRIBED BURNING.

Recalling our opening summary of general state park goals and Mound Diablo’s primary
purpose, but putting aside sensitive plant associatons with their potentially specialized
management requirements, Mount Diablo contains some of the best remaining representative
plant associations of so called "common" types and species in the East Bay. Rapid
urbanization in our CNPS cHapter area has Jead us 1o place a much higher value on these
today cominon, soon uncomrnon plant groupings.

"It is a policy of the department to preserve and perpetuate representative
examples of natural plant communities common to a vnit and the region
(Policy No. 7; Resource Management Directives, 1831.1)
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This is a policy CNPS can heartily endorse as setting a high management standard.
CNPS has long recognized and endorsed the concept of active vegetation management
as critical "to preserve and perpetuate (p.51)" plant species and habitats.
"The primary objective of vegetation management of Mount Diablo State
Park shall be to manage toward a nanwral conditon, with a minimum of
disruption to natural processes. A secondary objective shall be to restore and
perpetuate the native plant communities that prevailed in the area prior to

Euroamerican influences.”

In the quote staff asserts that some specific natural processes have been disturbed and
degradations have occured.

Staff assumes two major historical impacts needing mitigation:
Suppression of Natural Fires.
Land use practices, especially commercial grazing operations.
The plant resources element of the plan summarizes these impacts effectively in the limited
space allotted. Staff recommends prescribed burns in combination with the Wildfire
Management Plan as the primary vegetation management approach to realize management
and mitigation goals.
We at the S.F. Bay Chapter view vegetation management approaches in two groups:
Those relying on intervention in natural processes, i.e.: prescribed bumns, biological controls,
habitat and wildlife restoration and those relying on so called artificial means, i.e.
controlled grazing plans (not commercial grazing), herbicides and pesticides, mechanical
clearance or logging. These are not exclusive approaches, each can have their value in
management.
"Implementation of the wildfire management plan calls for improvements and
additions to the firebreak system, as well as prescribed burning. Firebreaks

are disc-plowed along sections of the park boundary, causing complete
removal of vegetation, primarily annual grasses. In fuel modification zones,
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plants will be thinned, mowed or burned.” p.156

The 8. F. Bay Chapter of the CNPS strongly endorses the Wildfire Management Plan
and prescribed burn concept as outlined in the general plan.

We realize that the management plan will require further careful planning, implementation
and monitoring of effects. We hope to participate in identifying potential plant impacts
and monitoring real impacts.

3. ELIMINATION OF COMMERCIAL GRAZING.

As staff accurately described, commercial grazing has long been involved in altering
California’s native plant associations on Mount Diablo. Species composition within plant
communities and balances between communities have been radically changed. Since
"restore, protect, and maintain its native environment” (PRC Sec 5019.53) is the basic

purpose of most state parks and especially Mount Diablo State Park:

The S.F. Bay Chapter of CNPS strongly endorses the discontinuance of current
commercial grazing operations as rapidly as is consistent with protection of public

safety and resources.

We believe that the physical structures (range improvements), human presence (necessary
frequent pasturage shifting), incompatible terrain (steep geography), and impacté to plant
communities (i.e. riparian, cak woodlands, and serpentine grasslands) preclude the primary
use of cattle as a vegetation management tool at Mount Diablo except in a few as yet

undefined low elevation areas.

Will "livestock grazing management plan for areas to ge grazed" (p 156) be subject to

public review?
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Finally, in the interest of brevity, and with the reservations expressed above concerning

lack of nawmral preserve and wilderness designations,

Vegetadon Restoration Plan.

The Resource Element of the General Plan proposes several actions to lessen
the existing disruption to natural processes, and, secondarily, to restore and
perpetuate the native plant communities. These proposals are to be made
part of 2 vegetation restoration and management plan. The Resource
Element also calls for a prescribed fire management plan and a wildfire
management plan (the last has been completed). Specific proposals from the
Resource Element include: (1) exclusion of concentrated visitor use and
livestock grazing from riparian zones; (2) identfication and mapping of
native grasses, and development of methods for restoring native grasses; (3)
restoration of oak regeneration; (4) mapping and subsequent control of exctic
species; (5) further development of site-specific information for rare and
endangered plant species to prevent their inadvertent destruction; (6)
protection of special interest plants such as rock society plants; (7)
landscaping consistng of indigenous plants; and (8) livestock grazing
management plan for areas to be grazed.” p. 156

We will have representatives at public hearings connected with the plan approval process

and will be contacting those involved in this plan’s formaton and approval. Thank you

for reviewing our concems.

Signed _
David John Bigham Joseph Willing

Rare Plant Watch
Field Coordinator

President

S.F. Bay Chapter
California Native
Plant Society
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SaV

JamesDeye MOUNT DIABLO

Department of Parks and Recreation
P.O. Box 94289
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Dear Mr. Doyle September 8,1989

Enclosed please find Save Mount Diablo's comments on the preliminary General Plan for Mount
Diablo State Park. Save Mount Diablo has worked in association with the Department of Parks and
Recreation for the past 18 years to expand Mount Diablo State Park and to protect the slopes of the
mountain. We have enjoyed a successful cooperation with the Department over the years, and we
have looked forward to the compietion of the General Pian.

We have been pleased to receive and review the preliminary General Plan. While we are very
supportive of most aspects of the General Plan, and are especially supportive of most of the
Resource, Interpretive, Concessions, Operations, and Land Use Elements of the plan, we have grave
concerns about the sheer scope of the Fadilities element. We also do not believe the Environmental
Impact Report details the impacts of expansion of facilities in a credible fashion. While the
document indicates that in the event of large projects during the General Plan period more
environmental impact analysis will be undertaken, this document proposes to study impacts related
to the changes in policy proposed. In the absence of rationale for the changes and minus a more
complete discussion of the environmental impacts of the changes, we are left wondering how policy
changes were synthesized.

Considering the numbers of questions we have despite participation in the preparation of this report
and given the short time staff will have to respond to these questions, we doubt whether ful
response can be prepared for the Commission hearing in November. We might suggest that the
Commission hear only the elements for which response can be prepared and consider the Facilities
element in another hearing,

As the informational elements of the preliminary General Plan are incorporated by reference mto
the draft EIR, please consider all the comments and questions below as comments on the
Environmental Impact Report.

INTRODUCTION

P16 Please detail how visitation is calculated. Are attendance figures kept, or do numbers reflect
revenue? If the latter, what effect have increased fees had on visitation? Are expected
increases the result of straight-line interpolation? What factors govern increased visitation
vs increased population?

RESOURCE ELEMENT

Save Mount Diablo believes the ecological resources of the State Park must hold precedence over
most activities in order to protect the long term heaith of the mountain. Where possible, native
R E%g?ﬁt%ms should be enhanced and resources restored. We support department staff in their
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attempts at enhancing the state park through the limitation of grazing within State Park boundaries,
and note that more than half of the Diablo geologic complex remains in private hands and is grazed
by private ranchers.

p31
p32

p33

It should be noted that peregrine falcons have been reintroduced to the state park
Have any counts been undertaken to ascertain the population of the threatened Alameda
Whipsnake? Since whipsnake experts (Sam McGinnis and Gary Beeman) consider Mt. Diablo
to constitute the densest part of the snake's range, special care must be taken to preserve the
whipsnake on Mt. Diablo. Of particular concern might be activities which could harm the
snake, such as controlled burns. Historically fires took place in the driest part of the season,
when the snake is in estivation below ground; controlled burns usually take place before or
after, during what might be the snake's most active period. When the snake's range and
population were much larger, losses to fire would have been far less significant than at
present. How has timing of burns considered the snake? In addition, what impacts to the
snake's population is there in changing the size of the chaparral community in the first place,
given the snake's presence within this community?
What activities have been considered to increase and protect the trout population of Mitcheil
Creek?
We encourage the liberation of springs as suggested in the Hydrologic Resources policy.
Impoundment of springs has undoubtedly had a major impact on wildlife and characteristic
vegetation. Please provide more information about the current configuration of the State
Park water supply system, and the amount of water diverted for human use. Please quantify
the apparently huge increase suggested by the proposed facilities, and alluded to in the
creation of a new 500,000 gailon tank where less than half that had sufficed previcusly, and
expiain the reason for the increase. What are the impacts of such an increase in use? Has any
information been collected to suggest whether such an increase is even possible, and as to
what its impacts will be?
The California Native Plant Society works with the Bast Bay Regional Park District to remove
exotic plant species. They should be contacted for help in removing the poison hemlock and
periwinkle in Mitchell Canyon. Attention should be paid to other exotics such as star thistle
throughout the park, and eucalyptus in Curry Canyon.
1) What conditions would suggest regulation of native animal species within the State Park?
Ground squirrels thrive in disturbed ground areas; presumably if grazing is reduced or
eliminated within the State Park, revegetated areas will be less susceptible. Save Mount
Diablo opposes the use of poisoning at any time of animal species. Considering the danger to
rare and endangered species such as Golden Eagles and peregrine falcons, we dont believe it
ecologically sound to use poisoning within the state park What would be the impacts of
isoni und squirrels?
2) Feral pigs are already a problem on Mt. Diablo and have uprooted areas in Morgan
Territory and in Diablo foothills, A plan should be developed as soon as possible to control
the pigs.
Whiig;ave Mount Diablo supports out-of-park grazing as a toal to protect open space on
Mount Diablo, we also support staff in their recommendation of decreases in grazing within
the park to protect park resources. Please include a more detafled map in the final EIR
showing grazing within the park on slopes of varying steepness, of riparian areas, or
significant species habitat, etc. The Department should cooperate with adjacent private
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SaV

JamesDoyle MOuNT DIABLO

Department of Parks and Recreation
P.O. Box 942896
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Deat Mr. Doyle September 8, 1989

Enclosed piease find Save Mount Diablo’'s comments on the preliminary General Plan for Mount
Diablo State Park Save Mount Diablo has worked in association with the Department of Parks and
Recreation for the past 18 years to expand Mount Diablo State Park and to protect the slopes of the
mountain. We have enjoyed a successful cooperation with the Department over the years, and we
have looked forward to the compiletion of the General Plan.

We have been pleased to receive and review the preliminary General Plan. While we are very

ive of most aspects of the General Plan, and are especially supportive of most of the
Resource, Interpretive, Concessions, Operations, and Land Use Elements of the plan, we have grave
concerns about the sheer scope of the Facilities element. We aiso do not believe the Environmental
Impact Report details the impacts of expansion of facilities in a credible fashion. While the
document indicates that in the event of large projects during the General Plan period more
environmental impact analysis will be undertaken, this document proposes to study impacts related
to the changes in policy proposed. In the absence of rationale for the changes and minus a more
complete discussion of the environmental impacts of the changes, we are left wondering how policy
changes were synthesized.

Considering the numbers of questions we have despite participation in the preparation of this report
and given the short time staff will have to respond to these questions, we doubt whether full
response can be prepared for the Commission hearing in November. We might suggest that the
Commission hear only the elements for which response can be prepared and consider the Facilities
element in ancther hearing,

As the informational elements of the preliminary General Plan are incorporated by reference into
the draft EIR, please consider ail the comments and questions below as comments on the
Environmental Impact Report.

INTRODUCTION

P16 Please detail how visitation is calculated. Are attendance figures kept, or do numbers reflect
revenue? If the latter, what effect have increased fees had on visitation? Are expected
increases the result of straight-line interpolation? What factors govern increased visitation
vs increased population?

RESOURCE ELEMENT

Save Mount Diablo believes the ecological resources of the State Park must hold precedence over
most activities in order to protect the long term health of the mountain. Where possible, native
R Eegg%sét%ms should be enhanced and resources restored. We support department staff in their
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attempts at enhancing the state park through the limitation of grazing within State Park boundaries,
and note that more than half of the Diablo geologic complex remains in private hands and is grazed
by private ranchers.

p3t
p32

p52

p9

It should be noted that peregrine falcons have been reintroduced to the state park
Have any counts been undertaken to ascertain the population of the threatened Alameda
Whipsnake? Since whipsnake experts (Sam McGinnis and Gary Beeman) consicer Mt. Diablo
to constitute the densest part of the snake's range, special care must be taken to preserve the
whipsnake on Mt. Diablo. Of particular concern might be activities which could harm the
snake, such as controlled burns. Historicaily fires took place in the driest part of the season,
when the snake is in estivation below ground; controlled burns usually take place before or
after, during what might be the snake's most active period. When the snake's range and
population were much larger, losses to fire would have been far less significant than at

t. How has timing of bumns considered the snake? In addition, what impacts to the
snake's population is there in changing the size of the chaparral community in the first place,
given the snake's presence within this community?
What activities have been considered to increase and protect the trout population of Mitchell
Creek?
We encourage the liberation of springs as suggested in the Hydrologic Resources policy.
Impoundment of springs has undoubtedly had a major impact on wildlife and characteristic
vegetation. Please provide more information about the current configuration of the State
Park water supply system, and the amount of water diverted for human use. Please quantify
the apparently huge increase suggested by the proposed fadlities, and alluded to in the
creation of a new 500,000 gallon tank where less than half that had sufficed previously, and
explain the reason for the increase. What are the impacts of such an increase in use? Has any
information been collected to suggest whether such an increase is even possible, and as to
what its impacts will be?
The California Native Plant Society works with the East Bay Regional Park District to remove
exotic plant species. They should be contacted for help in removing the poison hemlock and
periwinkle in Mitchell Canyon. Attention should be paid to other exotics such as star thistle
throughout the park, and eucalyptus in Curry Canyon.
1) What conditions would suggest regulation of native animal species within the State Park?
Ground squirrels thrive in disturbed ground areas; presumably if grazing is reduced or
eliminated within the State Park, revegetated areas will be less susceptible. Save Mount
Diablo opposes the use of poisoning at any time of animal species. Considering the danger to
rare and endangered species such as Golden Eagles and peregrine falcons, we don't believe it
ecologically sound to use poisoning within the state park. What would be the impacts of
poisoning ground squirrels?
2) Feral pigs are already a problem on Mt. Diablo and have uprooted areas in Morgan
Territory and in Diabio foothills. A plan should be developed as soon as possibie to control
the pigs.
While Save Mount Diablo supports out-of-park grazing as a tool to protect open space on
Mount Diablo, we also support staff in their recormmendation of decreases in grazing within
the park to protect park resources. Please include a more detailed map in the final EIR
showing grazing within the park on slopes of varying steepness, of riparian areas, or
significant species habitat, etc. The Depariment should cooperate with adjacent private
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ranchers to preserve ranching outside of the State Park, and should use whatever means
possible to decrease the impact of the public on adjacent ranchers.

INTERPRETIVE ELEMENT

Save Mount Diablo supports a strong interpretation by State Park staff to educate visitors to the
values of the Park While we enjoy the wildness of the park, we nonetheless support interpretive
displays at major trail heads and along the main access roads to the Park. Interpretation should also
address the expansion of the Park, from Clmstead's original vision of 5-6000 acres to the present
intention of 2 large park, including acquisition and public-private cooperatian, such as the
Blackhawk dedications. And while we do not support major increases in facilities, we support the
renovation of the Summit bidg and the creation of the Astronomical Observatory. Great attention
should be used in the design of displays that will resist vandalism and require minimai
maintenance.

P77  How does the department intend to interpret the Blackhawk paleontological finds?

P80 We oppose a short range radio transmitter, since it will duplicate information provided at
entrance gates, and because we do not believe new communication facitities should be added
to any of the towers.

p82  What rationale suggests 600-1000 acres to support an interpretive herd of cattle? Where
would these acres be? Can interpretive activities of cattle ranching be directed at and timited
to Borges Ranch, in as much as Walnut Creek Open Space's mission is very different from
the State Park's?

CONCESSIONS ELEMENT

Save Mount Diablo believes the State Park must not be used for private economic gain except for
interpretative purposes. Public use should not be in any way limited by private activities, and staff
time should not be diverted to reguiating concessions. Where this is necessary, staff monitoring
should be subsidized by the concessionaire.

P90 What fees are currently assessed for grazing within the State Park? How was this figure
arrived at and how does it compare to park grazing fees nearby and on the open market?
Where are these fees used? Are they invested back in the State Park, or do they go to the
State's General Fund? How many cattle graze within the State Park at present? How are
these numbers reguiated and monitored? How many people in total, attend interpretive
events at Diablo Ranch? How does this compare with other interpretive activities. What
staff involvement is necessary for these events? In what other State Parks is cattle grazing
permitted, and in which ones has it been prohibited. Please include some history as to why
grazing has been allowed at all, and the changes in other parks. Who are the grazers, how
many of them are there, where specifically does each one graze, under what regulation, etc.
What measures are being taken to regulate these grazers given the park's extremely (in our
opinion} over grazed condition? What methods are used to judge whether grazing intensity

is appropriate? |
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What fees are charged of communication tower sites? What is done to protect sensitive
species in this area? Can funds be made available from tower fees for maintenance and
protection of rare and senstive species?

OPERATIONS ELEMENT

Given proposed increases in park size and activities, Save Mount Diablo supports increases in
staffing levels. Considering the many staff changes in recent months, we question what activities are
being undertaken to maintain staff expertise and experience directly related to Mt. Diablo?

p96  Facilities newer than 30 years include the Mitchell Canyon bathrooms.

p97 Why do Communication Facilities require security patrols of State Park staff? The entities
that profit from the towers should provide their own security.

p100 What are the impacts of disking and brushing undertaken as part of the Fire Management
Plan? Have affected areas been surveyed for sensitive species? How many acres will be
affected by disking, by brushing, etc.

What factors affect closure of the park, and how can they be minimized? For example, when
fire danger or snow conditions close all or part of the park, is it necessary to close Mitchell
Canyon? Given proximity of perimeter areas to fire danger already, can an incremental
increase in danger be regulated to maintain park use?

p102 Given proposed increases in facilities and interpretation, new accesses to the Park and
continuing expansion of the Park's size, what additional staff will be needed? Why would
there be any thought of decreasing housing considering probable additions to staff? Has the
department considered leasing housing near the mountain?

What are average salaries for various staff categories. What considerations and allowances, if
any, have been made for the high cost of living in the Bay area?

LAND USE ELEMENT

Save Mount Diablo very strongly believes that Mount Diablo State Park should be aggressively
expanded, both to protect the mountain's resources, and fo allow for the recreational needs of a
growing population. A great deal of attention should be paid to trail use, maintenance and
conditions, since this is the way many people use the State Park, be they hikers, runners, cyclists or
equestrians. We especially agree that new accesses to the State Park should be developed, including
at Riggs Canyon. And while expanded landholdings will allow expanded facilities, these should be
considered very carefully. Riggs Canyon's rugged terrain, for example, is more suited for
environmental camps along a Mount Diablo to Morgan Territory trail than for group camping, The
entire Riggs Canyon-Oyster Point-Blackhills area should be similarly preserved as the North Peak-
Eagle Peak area, in a ‘wild' state. A campground for the disabled would be far more appropriate in
additions in the Northeast part of the park or elsewhere. Lower elevation camping is more

appropriate in other parks.
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p109 The document suggests that most visitors come from within Contra Costa County, that the
county will grow in population 15% in the next 15 years, then suggests an increase in park
visitation of 15% annually. How were these figures calculated?

p110 Given increases in nearby recreational lands, such as the proposed Los Vaqueros Reservoir
and the potential for camping facilities there, are additional car and group camping facilities

on Mount Diablo?

p113 Public issues identified include excessive widening and brushing of fire roads. Save Mount
Diablo agrees the roads have been excessively widened, at great expense to vegetation. Roads
should be widened only as necessary to allow the passage of fire prevention equipment.
Brushing should only take place where vegetation overhangs the road, and then only to the
line of the road cut.

What maintenance is being done on trails throughout the park? How are gullying and
erosion being counteracted? Is there an overall trail plan for the mountain, otherwise what
comprehensive planning is being done to provide frails on new lands other than existing fire
roads?

Because there is so little level ground on the mountain, all of it extremely valuable to
wildlife, special attention should be paid to these areas in placement of facilities. Because
roads are closed during snowfall anyway, and traffic slows considerably, parking lots should
not be expanded for these unusual events, but parking should be liberalized along the
shoulder of the road.

pl16 Designation of a cultural preserve in Rock City should be considered very carefuily; the CCC
stonework and buildings are indeed attractive and shouid be preserved where possible. The
major focus on Mount Diablo should be the preservation of the mountain’s natural resources
and the interpretation of its natural history. We don't believe policy should be approved
which would make it difficult to alter or remove the CCC structures where such removal
would enhance the park’s natural resources.

p119 Consolidation of communication facilities should be designed to accommodate adequate
facilities but not unlimited expansion.

p122 Appropriate future additions also include the Murchio grasslands and canyon adjacent to the

posed maintenance yard in Mitchell Canyon.

pi24 Save Mount Diablo has taken an aggressive role in local planning that will affect the
mountain. The State Parks and Recreation Department should take an expanded role in
these same matters where lands are appropriate future additions.

FACILITIES ELEMENT

Save Mount Diablo's biggest concern with the Preliminary General Plan is the huge expansion of
facilities proposed, without sufficient rationale for the expansion or discussion of its impacts. While
we fully support additional facilities necessary for interpretation such as the summit museum and
the proposed observatory, we object to any expansion of the water systern until more information is
given regarding the impacts of the present system on wildlife and spring flows. At every turn new
campgrounds are suggested with showers, toilets, etc. Where these can be hooked into urban supply,
this might be feasible (though financially questionable), but otherwise should only be considered
given a thorough understanding of the mountain's hydrology. And while camping facilities are
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proposed all over the mountain, others are designated for future removal. We support sensitive
campground development, especially ‘primitive’ camping with some drinking water but very little
water development otherwise. We are concerned about the construction of a new maintenance yard
in Mitchell Canyon,

p12%
pi31

p133

p133

p-134

pi34

p-138

Where restrooms need replacement or repair, anly low flow chemical toilets should be used.
Since most of the areas where these toilets exist are along North- or Southgate road, and since
many visitors travel past several developed areas during their trip, what need is there for
additional toilet facilities?

The recommendations listed for enhancing facilities are far too sketchy; what are the impacts
of these enhancements financially, to the water system, in upkeep, in additional runoff from
paved surfaces, etc. Most importantly, please diagram the existing water system; what
expansions would be necessary to put drinking fountains at new sites, etc.

How will moving the Southgate entrance station deter speeding along the three mile section
of road in question? What impacts would moving the station have? The proposed site is
very steep; what engneering work has been done on the feasibility of the move, what grading
and cutting would be necessary, how visible would construction and grading be? If a new
kiosk is built in this area, consideration should be given for parking to allow access to Dan
Cook Canyon.

What are current and future maintenance needs? How much space is needed? What are the
impacts of a new maintenance yard? Would the existing yard be removed and restored? If
Hre prevention equipment would be stored in this yard, and would likely be moved into the
park through its other entrances over city streets, might leased space outside the park be more
appropriate? Space might be leased closer to other entrances, at Lonestar quarries for
example.

The document suggest that 85% of the campers in the state Park come from the Bay area, 50%
from within the county (p.112), yet conclusions are made throughout the document that
increased camping is supported. Further, rationale is suggested that the reasons for additional
camping include Mt. Diablo’s proximity to San Francisco and urban tourist attractions.
Finally, despite continuing suggestions of more camping, in numerous instances the
document suggests the elimination of existing campgrounds. It is our understanding that
when fees were raised year before last, camping actually decreased. How does camping
attendance increase as total attendance climbs, and how are projected camping needs
calculated? What are they? Shower facilities and dump stations are available outside the
State Park These should not be duplicated within the Park

On this page Live Oak campground is proposed for conversion to day-use, on the next page
group day-use is removed and campsites are added. Why the contradiction, and what would
be its cost and impact? Since people come to the mountain to get away from urban life and
for the view, existing campgrounds at higher elevations should probably be maintainec.
Why should campgrounds lower down be considered?

What are the impacts pro and con of a parking area in a residentfal area such as Regency
Meadows. Difused parking in areas adjacent to Walnut Creek's Shell Ridge Open Space seem
to work very well, and do not result in parking lots becoming a problem for neighbors.

What is the reason for paving the Mitchell Canyon or Macedo Ranch parking lots? What
would be the impacts of additional runoff and decreased surface recharge on Mitchell Creek
and its trout? What are the advantages over gravel lots?
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p139

p.140
pl42

pi42

MAPS

The document should more properly describe the proposed campground, in that it's not
adjacent to the Diablo Mines; a facility adjacent to the Mines would presumably have far
more impacts on the public.

Save Mount Diablo strongly believes that a group campground is inappropriate in Riggs
Canyon.

What are the impacts of tripling the water storage with the addition of a new 500,000 gallon
hoiding tank? Where and how visible wouid the tank be? Wil the original be removed, and
if a tank is to go near the proposed site of consolidation of communication facilities, how will
the two projects be coordinated.

Save Mount Diablo opposes the development of springs except as drinking water sources in
close proximity to the spring. This is most appropriate in primitive campsites. What
measures are taken to protect hikers from giardia and other contaminants.

Map1 All maps should be corrected to show the acquisition of the 631-acre Morgan acquisition and

recent East Bay Regional Park District acquisitions to the east. The State Park now connects
with the Regional Park at a corner. Recent EBRPD purchases include the Perry, Cardoza and
Murphy properties, approximately 3 sections, as well the Marshall property some years ago.

Several inholdings are shown in bold face; all of them should be. Missing inholdings include
the Diablo and Turtle Creek ranches and the Brumlevy property. The Boy Scout property,
which is shown as an inholding, has been acquired.

Map2 This map is unclear and confusing.
Map3 Please show what areas are leased for grazing where the fences are, and who the tenants of

each area are. Also include sensitive areas, such as riparian zones, slopes of excessive
steepness, areas or rare and endangered species, etc. on this same map

Map5 Please add the Murchic grasslands and canyon as appropriate future additions.
Map6 What criteria determine whether an area is appropriate for development, specifically day-use

vs. group-use vs. camping? For example, in Laurel Nook, an unusualily fine development of
bay trees is more suited for less intensive use than the proposed change to camping. For this
reason, map information and descriptions of impacts and resources should accompany each
proposed change in facility for comment by the public. Since this will not be possible in the
short time before the November hearings, the Facilities Element should be deait with

separately.

In the existing use shown in Mitchell Canyon, the area shown is larger than in reality. The
flatlands marked aren't currently used for day-use or camping The view here should be
ed without facilities.

Map 10We support access to the State Park through Curry Canyon, but no automobile traffic should

be allowed in the Canyon.

The proposed campground in the northeast comer of the State Park could have impacts on
nearby vernal pools. Please map the pools; what would be the impacts of a facility of the size
shown? The existing quarry could make an appropriate campground if vegetation is restored.
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Particular care should be used in any expansion of facilities in the Muir day-use area. Native
plum trees are found there and are very rare elsewhere in the area. While day-use is
encouraged to allow visitors to see the trees, more intensive use is not. What effect will
adding facilities have here, especially the proposed new sewer?

Map7 To our knowledge, there is no residence (#7) in Donner Canyon.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ELEMENT

Save Mount Diablo expends a great deal of energy responding to the environmental impact reports
of proposed developments around the mountain. Development in the State Park should be heid to
as high a standard as developers outside the Park are, where impacts to natural resources will be
generated. Especially in regard to the impacts of facilities development the environmental impact
element fails to adequately address impacts of the proposed huge expansion in facilities. How for
example does the total of proposed new facilities compare with existing ones? Existing water use
with proposed, etc? Absent design and layout of facilities, it's very difficult to ascertain whether
they're appropriate. Even Save Mount Diablo's Board, with many years of experience in the State
Park, has difficulty with the vagueness of the proposals. If facilities are proposed in the General Plan,
their impacts should be analyzed, since response to this General Plan will be the public's chance to
comment on those impacts.

Given the vagueness of the report, we support alternative 2, Restoration and Minor New
Development.

p152 Debris flows are most likely on steep siopes and in canyons. Facilities, especialty
grounds, should not be constructed in these areas.
p163 Riggs Canyon is extremely visible from a distance, as we've seen with grading on the Mariani

property.
p164 We disagree that there are no significant impacts to resources; water supply is one example.

Save Mount Diablo has been pleased to review the preliminary General Plan. Thank you for
allowing us to comment, and we look forward to the Department's answers to our concerns.

Sincerely,

Dusan ) WS

Susan Watson, President
Save Mount Diablo

co

California Park and Recreation Commission

Henry Agonia, Director, Department of Parks and Recreation
Stuart Hong, Associate Landscape Architect

Felix Arteaga, Superintendent, Diablo District
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of the East Bay

Mr. James M. Dovle, Supervisor
Environmental Review Section

State of California

Department of Parks and Recreation
Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

September §, 1989
Re: Mt Diablo State Park Master Flan - CEQA Review
Dear Mr. Doyle,

The Bicycle Trails Council of the East Bay, (BTCEB,) is an organization of
concerned bicyclists whaose goals include education other cyclists and the
public in proper trail etiquette, minimizing of cyclists' impact on trails,
cooperative efforts with land managers and other user groups to develop
reasonabie regulations for the use of public fands, and promotion of off-road
bicycling recreational opportunities. How bicycling is treated in the
proposed Mt, Diablo Master Plan is of great concern to us. We have been
active in issues surrounding off-road cycling for nearly three vears, and
have been involved with these matters on Mt. Diablo for a year and one halif,
For discussion about our approach to bicycle use in State Parks and on Mt
Diablo, I have enclosed a package sent to Superintendent Felix Arteaga in
July. It includes two presentations we made to the California Recreational
Trails Committee, (CRTC,} as well as a resolution passed by that group dealing
with bicycle use in State Parks. There is also a BTCEB presentation made 1o
iand managers at the Sacramento Parks and Recreation conference in March
of this year. These should provide background material regarding the
activities of BTCEB.

Our comments about the Preliminary General Plan are based upon ideas that
happen 1o be well expressed in the CRTC resolution passed in March of 1989,
and mentioned above, [t stated bicycling, along with hiking and horseback
riding have been identified as important contributions to the health and
welfare of the state’s population, and ought to be fostered and encouraged
UdY¥ by the state. It is popular, does not poilute air or damage environment. is
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available 10 all, and gives substantial pleasure and exercise. The resolution
recommended that the Director implement a uniform bicycle policy
recognizing that "off pavement bicvcling is a legitimate and desirabie
activity..” State policy as finally adopted indicated also that bicycling is a
legitimate activity for state parks. We believe a document as comprehensive
and far reaching as the General Plan for Mt. Diablo should reflect these ideas
and support bicycling as desirable activity on the mountain. Unfortunately,
there are instances where the Plan falls short in this regard, perhaps because
the plan was undertaken before off-pavement became as popular as it is
today. On the whole however, the Plan addresses well the many issues
facing the Park.

Please consider that since the April date of the new plan. the BTCEB has met
with Mr. Arteaga 1o discuss mountain bicycles on Mt. Diablo. As a result of
that meeting and in accordance with State Policy, a#0of the fire roads on the
mountain will be open soon. The BTCEB will assist by installing signs as it
has been doing, and by increasing the Bike Patrol on the mountain to educate
riders about trail etiquette. Thus the plan should be changed wherever it
states that only a few fire roads are open.

It is clear that the all terrain cyclist has been recognized a legitimate and full
fledged trail user who shoulid be considered as such where the plan discusses
different uses or consiruction of new trails or facilities. In many instances
the General Plan instead treats cyclists as second-rate users. Some examples
follow,

In the Land Use Element, (LUE,) page 114, bicycling, whether on or off-road
is considered to be a "Special Interest Activity.” We believe this is
inappropriate, since neither hiking nor horseback riding are given this
special designation.

The statement of page 114 that there exists substantial opposition from
other users 1o opening fire roads to cyclists does not appear to be well
supported, At the Sth public meeting, held January 25, 1989, only one
person spoke about mountain bikes, indicating he had "some concern” about
permitting such use. In early 1988, BTCEB rode most of the fire roads on the
mountain under special permit, and spoke with every user encountered. The
response 10 bicycles was almost unanimously positive, the only negative
remark coming from a commercial ride leader who said joggers and bikes
occasionally went to fast for his horses. He hastened 1o add that the problem
ceased with a few friendly words. Bicycle use in the Pine Canyon area since
the State policy was adopted has resulted in no significant complaints even
though it is one of the most heavily used areas in the Park. Ranger Tom
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Bernardo was surpr,ised to learn that his fears of problems did not
materialize. In a recent phone conversation, Stuart Hong indicated that the
phrase in question was based upon a questionnaire circulated in 1985, long
before mountain bicycles became popular.

In several instances, bicycling is not included as a potential recreational use.
Several example are listed below.

* p. 123 - Margan Territory Preserve - It is important to
bicyclists to be able to ride between the Park and the Preserve.
Bicycling is not addressed, and needs to be.

* p. 128 - Pine Pond photo caption should indicate pond is an
important destination for cyclists as well.

p. 134 - The interpretive kiosks at Curry Point should indicate
the recreational values of cycling as well.

p. 137 - The public easement at the North Gate entrance should
be for cyclists as well.

*  p. 139 _The Mitchell Canvon kiosks shouild illustrate equestrian
and cycling opportunities along with hiking ones.

p. 139 - Donner Canyon. ¥#3, same as above.

p. 140 - Finley Road terminus, #3, same as above,

p. 8 - Perimeter Recreation Areas, same as above.

p. 66 - Recreation Resources, opening paragraph, add bicycles.
p. 81 - Interpretive Facilities at Mitchell Canyon Day-Use area,
include cvclists.

p. 95 - Existing Operations Summary, last paragraph should
include "bicycle” into the park.

p. 104b - Botiom photo caption must be changed to reflect new
access opportunities in the park.

[ I

The BTCEB also believes it should be recognized as a volunteer group
assisting park staff, as discussed on page 98. In 1988, BTCEB members
gathered trail information for staff to be used in designation appropriate
bike routes. Since the State policy went into effect in January of this year,
BTCEB volunteers have been installing informational signs around the
mountain. As more of the park is opened to off-road bicycles, we will be
organizing additional "trail days" to install signs, and perform needed trail
maintenance, and increase our trail patro! to educate trail users and notify
park staff of problems.

We support the development of additional trail heads around the mountain
as well as more campgrounds. [t would be a good idea 10 reserve some
camping area for non-motorized use only, encouraging hikers, equestrians
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and cyclists to leave their cars at home. This would provide a needed
service to hikers, equestrians and bicycle tourists who like to camp,

In summary, we are impressed with the care that went into developing the
General Plan. BTCEB believes that bicycling has achieved great popularity
since the plan was begun, and that cyclists have become responsible
members of the trail community. The changes in the plan that we have
suggested reflect this belief. Please contact us if you have guestions.
Naturally. we will he pleased to meet with you in person to review the
necessary changes in more detail.

Very ?yours “

M;chael Iselley
President, Bicycle Tralls Council of the East Bay.
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY CHAPTERe«SIERRA CLUB

E LAND, CA 24618
ALAMEDA » CONTRA COSTA » MARIN « SAN FRANCISCO 6014 COLLEGE AVENUE, QAK] .
BOOKSTORE: (415) 858-7470 QFFICE; [415) 653-8127 CONSERVATION: (415) 653-6127

September 1g, 1239

Mr. James M Dovle, Supervisor
Environmental Review Section

State of California

Department of Farks and Resocurces - -
F.0. Box 94289&

Sacramento [A F4296-6601

Dgar Mr. Dovle,

These are the comments on the Mount Diablo State Parlk Preliminary
General Plan by the San Francisco EBay Chapter of the Sierra Cluhb,
which has 43,800 members in the Bay Area, many of whom visit and
enjoy Mount -Diablo.

{1} With regard to grazings the Bay Chapter supports the Flan®s
reduction in grazing. The axisting commercial grarzing of
more than 7888 acres of land or 78% of *the grasslands and
F4L of the riparian woodlands is obviously illegal and
contrary to park purposes. By state law, state parks must
be managed to restcore, preserve, and protect native
environmental complexes and commercial exploitation of
resources is prohibited in state parks. This axtengive
grazing violates this law. The grazing also damagos the
resource by inhibiting ocak regeneration, precluding the
reintroduction of native species, causing erosion and
terracing, and intimidating hikers.

The Bay Chapter takes no position on the propossl for
limited grazing for interpretative purposes and notes the
Flan's alternative of interpreting graring without actual
cattle grazing.

The Bay Chapter supports the firs suppression plan snd - -
its recognition that fire Suppression doss not reguire
grazing and that grazing increases the firs prokzlem in soms
situations. The rest of the state park systesm does not
reguire graring to adequately suppress fires,

{2 The plan is deficient becauss it does not propose any
wilderness for Mount Diaklo. The northeast side of the pari
should be designated as state wilderness. t mests the
statutory requirements; and there are not any similar
wilderness areas in the vicinity.

{3) The plan should have a goal of eliminating all
. communications towers from the park. Such towers ars
entirely incompatible with any park purposes.
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(4)

(5

The Bay Chapter supports the specified acquisition policies
and urges the Department ko pursue all further acguistitions
that are possible. The growth of Contra Costa County means
that acquisitions must be made as soon as possible or they
can never be made.

The plan properly reducss unnecessary =smployee housing in
the park and the continues the prohibition of off road

vehicles. FPFarks must be maintained to preserve natural
values.

With regard to the alternatives for further development, the
Bay Chapter supports Alternative 2, Restoration with Minor
New Development. The park should be protected but other
available funds should be used for acquisition, rather than-

new development. Any lands not acquired soon will no longer
be available for acquisition.

Sincerely yours,

[Zéa,w % ?vé_c‘v;

Alan Carlton
Conservation Chair
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CALIFORNIA PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION
P.0. Box 412
Sacramento, CA 95828

September 8, 1989

Mr. James M. Doyle, Supervisar
Environmental Review Section

State of California

Department of Parks and Recreation
P.0O. Box 942894

Sacramento, CA 94296~-0001

Dear Mr. Dovle:

We have received the Mount Diablo State Park AFreliminary General Plan
and find that for the most part, if adopted, it would substantially
improve the protection of natural and cultural resources while also
generally improving recreational opportunities and support
facilities.

We applaud the Department for its courageous positicon on the cattle
grazing issue. 1In spite of the outcries from the special-interest
cattle industry that apparently sees only the dollar value of vpark
resources, the Department must meet the mandates of the Public
Resources Code and maintain the integrity and long-standing
preservation philosophy of the nation’s best State Park System.

We believe, however, that dedicating even 1,000 acres to cattle
grazing for interpretive purposes is excessive. Livestock grazing is
Just as antithetical to state park grasslands as is logging in
redwocd forests of the state parks, It would be absurd tc propose
that the Department allow active logging to interpret history at
Humboldt Redwoods State Park. The same sound reasoning should apply
at Mount Diablo State Park. Active interpretation of either of these
industries is simply nct warranted. If the cattle industry needs
such interpretation it should either do it itself, or secure the
furnding to purchase an area specifically for this purpose. Mount
Diablo was not acquired by the State for its ranching history, either
originally or with the most recent acquisitions. All of the lands
have been acquired to protect Mount Diablo’s magnificent natural
features and scenic vistas.

On a related issue, we encourage the Department to implement the
Wildfire Management Plan as expeditiously as possible. Over the
years the Department’s fire management policies and technigques have
proven to be effective and responsible both to park resources and to
adjacent private property owners in protecting lives and property.

M
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6 Sep 89

Stuart Hong

Development Section

State of California Parks and Recreaticns Dept
Sacramento, CA

Dear Sir;

I have recently become aware of the proposed Preliminary
General Plan for Mt., Diablo State Park. I am impressed
with the thoroughness and scope of this plan and, in
general, support its goals and recommendations. However
I disagree with the recommendation for interpretive ranching
on state park land (pgs 81i-82d).

I live in the development which abutts the Macedo
ranch and am concerned about the impact an interpretive
center could have on my neighborhood. The general plan
discusses 3 alternatives for interpretive ranching and
recommends alternative #3 which is the most extensive
plan. This calls for grazing of 100 cattle (175 with
calves) on upwards of 1000 acres of park land, construction
of cattle-handling facilities, and establishment of a
"Californio" period exhibit with long-horn cattle and
people in period costume. I believe a facility of this
scope on the Macedo ranch would cause an intolerable
increase in people, traffic, noise, and dust and dirt,
in my neighborhood and urge you to reject alternative #3.

If you believe an interpretive facility like the
one proposed is warranted then please do not locate it
near existing homes. Currently the Macedo ranch is a
major entry point to park trails for equestrians, hikers,
and bicyclists. I believe the ranch's use should be
limited to this purpose.

< }IFL/j

Richgrd Imes

Richard Imes

254 Imrie Pl

Danville, CA
94526
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RESPONSES TC COMMENTS

Because the vast majority of comment letters addressed cnly the grazing
issue, we have divided the responses into two groups: 1) grazing related
issues; and 2) other issues. The large volume of mail and the short time
available to respond prevents us from responding to individual letters.
Instead, comments are summarized from letters and then identified to a source
{e.z., Save Mount Diablo). We identify ome source pPer comment, although that
Same comment may have been made in many different letters.

Comments which are not directly related to the general plan or to
environmental impacts of the plan may not have responses. Examples of such
comments are those dealing with legal and financial aspects of specific land
acquisitions in the park or grazing leases,

The responses tc comments which follow are presented in the order of the
Elements of the General Plan.
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| Mount Diablo State Park

I Response to Comments Regarding
Non-Grazing Issues
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RESQURCE ELEMENT

Resource Element, general - Can the general plan be considered compleie with
so much planning deferred (e.g., the vegetation management plan, endangered
specles management plans)}? How will there be public participation in the
preparation and review of these plans? (Mark Palmer)

Response: General plans present general guidelines and policies for
regulating land use, development and resource management for State Park
System units. These deferred plans will fit within and add detail to the
general policy directives.

In preparing these management plans, the Department will include whatever
form and level of public participation is legally required and appropriate.
Generally, the advice and assistance of knowledgable people is sought out.

pp 27— 30 - Several comments on the naming and composition of plant
communities and plant name corrections. {(Mary Bowerman)

Response: Thank you for your letter. The Department will review this
information and make those changes that are appropriate.

p. 32 Note that peregrine falcons have been reintroduced to the park.
{(Save Mount Diablo)

Response: Comment noted.

p. 32, 57 - The threatened Alameda whipsnake (formerly Alameda striped
racer} is said to be at its greatest abundance at Mt. Diablo. Has there been
a population study of the snake in the park? Are the snakes considered in
planning prescribed burns? How will changing the size of the chaparral
community in Mt. Diablo affect snake populations? (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: There has been no population study of the Alameda whipsnake. Prior
to prescribed burning an environmental assessment is carried out. Such an
assessment includes impacts and mitigation measures for sensitive species
including the whipsnake. A management plan will be prepared for species in
the park according to the policy on pg. 58.

The general plan does not intend to change the size of chaparral communities
in the park, nor will this occur as a side effect of any general plan policy.

p. 32, 59 - How will the Mitchell Creek rainbow trout pepulation be protected
and increased? (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: The Department plans to continue protecting the watershed. In
addition, removing cattle from Mitchell Canyon will improve the creek as
trout habitat by lowering organic contamination of the water, lessening bank
erosion, and improving the structure of riparian vegetation alongside the
creek.
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p. 121 - All fire roads in the park will now be open to mountain bikes.
{BTCER)

Response: See response to first guestiom on p-110.

p. 122 - Mt. Diablo Scenic Blvd. should be improved to county standards as
soon as sufficient right-of-way is secured. Improvement of the road should
precede expansion of park facilities. The general plan/EIR dees not address
the environmental impacts of the road improvement project. (Town of Danville)

Response: The plan recommends rehabilitating Mount Diablo Scenic Bonlevard to
"acceptable” county standards through a joint effort with the Diablo
Homeowners, Athenian School, State, and Contra Costa County.

The department has had on—-going discussions with county planning staff since
the beginning of the general planning process regarding the road issue.
County staff is fully aware of the plan's recommendation and agrees that it
would be appropriate for Mount Djiablo Scemic Boulevard to be under county
Jjurisdiction.

The proposed improvemsents would include strengthened road base, asphaltic
concrete cap, drainage/culvert work, and safety measures. The road would
maintain its same configuration. Minor widening would occur where Feasible.
An environmental assessment would be required prior to any work.

The plan has recommended the rehabilitation and upgrade of the park roads as
a top priority.

p. 122 - The SF Bay Chapter of the Sierra Club urges the Department to pursue
further acquisitions at Mt. Diablo 5P.

Response: The appropriate future addition recommendations of the general plan
were prepared for lopg-range planning purposes only. The objectives for these
additions include public use, protection of patural values, such as viewsheds
and watersheds, protection of cultural values, to tie into local parks, and
to avoid conflicting adjacent development. :

Priorities for acgquisition are established as funding becomes available.
p-i22 - The general plan should include more detailed land acquisition
proposals. (Mark Palmer)

Response: See response to above question on p.122

p. 122 - Include the Murchio Canyon/grassland in Mitchell Canyon as an

appropriate future acquisition. (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: The appropriate future additions section will be revised to include
available and feasible portions of the Murchio property.
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and its resources directly. How well this is accomplished depends on how the
message is written. This medium will be used only if the transmitter({s) can
be unobtrusively mounted.

p. 81 - Campfire programs should be discontinued, to discourage use of
campfires and the problems they cause such as air and visual pellution, fire
hazard, use of down wood. {Mark Palmer)

Response: Outdoor evening programs could certainly be conducted without
campfires. On the other hand, a traditional campfire can add to the
atwosphere of shared stories and songs. Perhaps a thought- provoking soluotion
would be to talk about the pros and cons with the program visitors and let
them decide whether the benefit of a small fire is worth the cost of using
the wood and creating smoke.

p. 81 - For the interpretive ranch proposal: Why 800-1000 acres? Where would
this Jand be? Can ranching be interpretive at the Borges Ranch instead? (Save
Mount Diablo)

Response: The acreage, location, pgrazing season, and herd size have been
determined by considering visitor, interpretive, and resocurce protection
needs. The primary goals of the interpretive herd are to continue to offer to
the public modern cattle handling demonstrations by a local rancher and to
provide a context for interpreting the area's ranching heritage. One hundred
cows plus their calves should meet these needs. The department's range
management specialist has determined that 600-1000 acres will be needed to
support this herd on a sustainable basis for half of each year. The Macedo
Ranch area is the omly park area that meets interpretive, range management,
and resource protection requirements.

The National Park Service interprets “"open range” ranching at the Grant-Kohrs
National Historic Site in Montana using about 25-50 head om 1500 acres. The
MacGregor Ranch Trust in Estes Park, Colorado interprets 1870s ranching using
T70-130 catt]le on 1,200 acres. These programs suggest that long-ters
successful ranching interpretation should be possible at Mount Diablo with
the recoamended 100 cows and 600-1000 acres.

CONCESSIONS ELEMENT

P.90 - How many cattle graze within the park at present? How are numbers
regulated and monitored? How many people attend the interpretive events at
Diable Ranch? In what other State Parks is cattle grazing permitted and
prohibited? What is done to protect sensitive species at the communication
tower site?

Response: In 1988 approximately 600 cattle were grazing in the park, of
which about 420-460 cattle grazed under the Diable Ranch concessions
contract. The grazing numbers are regulated by individual contracts and
monitored by the concessionaire with park staff oversight.
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From 1985-1987, we understand that approximately 1000-1500 visitors
participated in the interpretive ranching program. Of this total about 400
saw cattle handling demonstrations. We understand that in 1988 approximately
2500 individuals visited the Diablo Ranch facilities. Total individuals
visiting Mount Diablo State Park is around 500,000 per year.

Within the State Park System, grazing or concession contracts permjtting
grazing at the following State Parks and State Historic Parks: Mount Diablo
State Park and Fort Ross State Historic Park. Units classified as State
Beaches that permit grazing include Sonoma Coast and Pomponio. Approximsate
total acreage where grazing is permitted by contract is about 11,800 acres.

Through Resource Inventory efforts, known sensitive plant and animal species
have been identified. Their presence will be taken into considerationw hen
new projects are proposed in this area, as well as public use impacts.
Future resource management projects may be proposed to restore sensitive
areas.

OPERATTONS ELEMENT

p. 96 - The Mitchell Canyon bathrooms are less than 30 years old. (Save Mount
Diablo)

Response: The third sentence of the first paragraph on p. 96 will be modified
to account for this exception.

p. 97 - Why does Department staff provide security for privately-owned
cosmunications facilities in the park? (Save Mount Diahlo)

Response: The Department does not provide on-going security patro)] of the
telecommunjication facilities. However, operations staff will respond to
emergencies and alarms since the Facilities are within the park.

P. 98 - The Bicycle Trails Council of the East Bay should be listed as a
cooperative organization. (Bicycle Trails Council of the East Bay})

Response: With mountain biking now an allowed use in the park (See response
to first guestion p.110), and in recognition of the work the Bicycle Trails
Council of the East Bay (BTCEB) has performed with the Department to educate
people and promote mountain bike use, the BTCEB will be listed in the general
plan as a volunteer group to the department.

pP. 99 - The erroneous claim is made in the general plan that it (the general
plan) was endorsed by the surrounding fire chiefs. (Wessman)
Response: The chiefs approved and signed the department’'s Wildfire Management

Plan for Mount Diablo State Park, which they helped develop. The chiefs have
taken no position on the general plan as a whole.
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p. 100 - What are the impacts of discing and brushing {Wildfire Management
Plan}. Have affected areas beep surveyed for sensitive species? How many
acres will be affected? (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: Discing and brushing (to mineral soil) will cause some soil erosion
unti] rains start the grass regrowth cycle. Both methods will provide
effective firebreaks that cannot burn.

There has been a survey of sensitive plant species as part of the Resource

Inventory of the Resource Element. This inventory will be referred ta, as

the Wildfire Management Plan is implemented. The 51 mile, 30 foot wide fire
break, and proposed brushed areas will encompass about 200-300 acres.

p. 100 ~ A fire that started in the park last July did extensive property
damage on an adjacent landowner's land because the Department had done
nothing to reduce fuel or do anything else to retard the spread of a fire.
{Wessman)

Response: The fire in question was started by a downed PGEE high-voltage
powerline. Access to the fire was initially blocked by the same downed line.
The terrain is steep and the fire burned upslope onto the landowner's
inholding. Even so, the burn was limited to less than 2 acres, almost all on
State Park property. Several of the landowner's corrals and sheds located on
the property line were burned. State law (Section 4291 of the Public
Resources Code) requires that the owners of structures in wildlands clear a

- firebreak and a fuelbreak around them. The State is not responsible for
protecting private structures where the owners may not have not complied with
the above requirements.

p. 100 - What factors affect closure of the park, apnd how can they be
minimized? (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: Potential fire conditions are constantly monitored year-round in
the park. When a high fire hazard potential is indicated, the entire park is
closed to the public. Letting the public intoc perimeter areas of the park,
such as Mitchell Canyon, during potential fire hazard conditions could cause
problems and jeopardize public safety, because it would be extremely
difficult to prevent park users fraom further dispersing themselves within the
park.

During snow days, if conditions warrant, park roads will be closed to motor
vehicles. However, park visitors can still enter the park by foot.

p. 102 - What additional staff will be needed at the park? How will they be
housed? (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: Implementation of the general plam, with facilities development ,
resource management and protective programs, and interpretive programs and
events, will correspondingly result in greater visitation and staff load. To
meet the needs of the unit, increases in staffing, equipment, and operational
expenses may be required to fulfill operatiopal responsibilities at the park.
Specific increases that may be required are not known at this time. This will
be addressed when specific portions of the plan are implemented.
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p. 102 - It is questiconable that the Department can maintain the guantity and
quality of stafl needed to carry out the policies and manage the new
developments proposed in the general plan. (Sattlers)

Response: See response to above question froa p.102.

p. 102 - What are average salaries for park staff? Are there allowances for
the high cost of living in the Bay Area? (Save Mount Biablo)

Response: This question is not relevant to the general plan. Information on
the various classifications of park staff and corresponding salaries are
available for review from the department's personnel office.

No special considerations are allowed for any state employees that live in
high cost areas, including the San Francisco Bay Area.

LAND USE ELEMENT

p- 108 - How is visitation calculated? How is visitation related to
increases in population or entrance fees? {Save Mount Diablo)

Response: Monthly visitation is calculated by day use and camping fees
collected, counts taken (using pneumatic counters at the two main park
entrance stations when no rangers are on duty), and an estimate of walk-ins
and bicyclists based on surveys by park staff.

Projected increases in visitation are bhased on attendance Figures from each
of the last 5 years. The increased development and pepulation of the
surrounding communities has most noticeably increased the walk in and
bicyclist attendance Visitor increases are also based on Park and Recreation
Information System (PARIS) projections.

The 15% increase in population for Contra Costa County was projected by the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the State of California
Department of Finance.

The 15% projected increase in park visitation was calculated from a 15%
increase in attendance each of the last five years for the park.

Increased day use and camping fees do not appear to have affected the steady
increase in visitation over the last five years.

p. 110 - Access to the park's fire roads and trails by all-terrain bicycles
is not consistent with preservation of the nmatural resources. {Sattlers)

Response: The general plan reflects the recently adopted mountain bike policy
for the State Park System. The department’'s policy regarding the use of
mountain bikes in units of the State Park System is as follows: paved and
unpaved {fire roads, dirt roads, and service roads with a width of over five
feet) park roads, unless otherwise posted, are open and trails closed to
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bicycles. Unpaved roads may be closed and trails opened uper a written order
by the District Superintendent, approved by the Regional Director, that
specifically counsiders criteria which reflects the safety of all users and
potential impacts to park resources and values.

p. 110 — Are additional family and group campgrounds necessary? {Save Mount
Diablo)

Response: The plan recommends only two new camping facilities be developed
over the next 20 years, a 50 unit campground and a handicapped camp. The 50
unit facility will be the only campground located at the parkrs perimeter.
The handicapped campground will provide for a needed special acbivity use.

The proposed Los Vaqueros Reservoir camping: facilities will meet a different
and certainly needed, water oriented camping experience.

p.113 - A comprehensive trails plun for existing park lands and new additions
are needed. New trails are needed (e.g., around North Peak) and duplicate
trails should be eliminated. What maintenance, such as gulley control, is
being done on park trails?

Response: The plan does recommend a comprehensive trail plan be developed for
existing parklands and new acguisitions. Save Mount Diablo, equestrian groups
and the Mount Diablo Interpretive Assocjation will be among the groups the
department works with on the trail plan.

The department is currently oot providing maintenance of existing trails.
However, equestrian groups are doing volunteer maintenance such as brushing,
erosion control, and rock removal.

p. 113 - Roads should be widened only to allow passage of fire equipment.
Brushing should not extend back of the roads. (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: The department agrees that sensitive fire road widening and
brushing should occur. Closer supervision will be made during fire road
grading and maintenance work. However, brushing will extend bevond the road's
edge in order to create a more effective firebreak.

p. 113 - The general plan needs to show possible locations of new access
points, staging facilities and parking areas adjacent to the Town of
Danville. {(Town of Danville}

Response: Location of a trall access point off Mount Diablo Scenic Boulevard,
mayl be dependent upon the avallability of any public open space that may be
dedicated to the state or county as mitigation for the proposed new
residential development near Athenian School.

Currently, the primary trail access point and perimeter staging and parking

area for Danville residents, is Macedo Ranch. The existing facilities will be
enhanced to help meet future demand.
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p. 113 --Parking lots should not be expanded to accommodate unusual events:
instead, parking should be liberalized along road shoulders. {Save Mount
Diablo)

Response: Existing parking lots will not be expanded. The lots will
accommodate additional motor vehicles by improving lot design which counld
include striping or other parking space designation methods. The rlan
recommends that selected turnouts be paved, where feasible, for parking.

p- 114 - Why label off-highway bicycling, but not hiking and horseback
riding, as a "special interest activity"” ? (Bicycle Trails Council of the E.
Bay}

Response: Being a relatively new activity in the state park, mountain
bicycling is a mechanized use and is considered a special interest activity.

Hiking and horseback riding have been very popular activities, even before
1931 when Mount Diablo was established as a unit of the State Park System.
Hiking and horseback riding have long been considered traditional activities
that have helped shape and develop the state park as it is today.

p. 114 - BTCEB's own surveys contradict the statement that a substantial
number of park users oppose opening the park's fire roads to mountain bikes.
(Bicycle Trails Council of the E. Bay)

Response: Over 500 park questionnaires were completed and turned in to the
department. Nearly 40% of the questionnaires indicated that mountain bicycle
use was an inappropriate activity in the park. There was also strong
sentiment against mountain bike use at the first public meeting. Although
mountain bike use was not legally allowed in the state park until January 1,
15988, mountain biking has been a popular activity since the mid 1980's.

p. 114 - The Department's mountain bike policy will jeopardize the potential
for establishing wilderness areas in the park. State Parks should not be
available to every new recreatiomal activity, such as off-highway bicycling.
{CPCA)

Response: See response to first question on p.110.

p. 116 - Boundaries for a potential state wilderness should be established in
the general plan. Conflicts preventing wilderness designation can be worked
out later. (California Native Plant Society)

Response: Nothing in the general plan would preclude future wilderness
designation in Mt. Diablo State Park. At this time, however, conflicts such
as the need to maintain fire roads make consideration of wilderness
premature. Perhaps later, after the park boundaries are consolidated and the
wildfire mapagement plan has been well established, the possiblility of
wilderness can be reconsidered.
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p. 116 - Both the Department's Resource Inventory of Mt. Diablo State Park
and the CNPS' own field work document impacts of higher visitor usage on the
pPark's unique plant associations. These areas need the greater protection
afforded by Natural Preserve designation. (California Native Plant Society)

Response: The general plan states that designation of natural preserves may
be warranted. However, the documentation required to justity such designation
has not been prepared. The Department can prepare this documentation as part
of the vegetation mangement plan.

P- 116 - Designation of a cultural preserve at Rock City should not be done
if it conflicts with the primary focus on preservation of natural resources
and interpretatjon of natural history. (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: We agree. The focus of the Resource Element is on the protection
and restoration of natural communities. At Rock City, parking will be
centralized and restricted, and the vegetaltion management plan will address
restoration of this overused area. We do polt see any conflicts between
establishing a cultural preserve and natural resource preservation.

p.119 - The Department should eliminate transmission towers from the park,
(SC, SFBC) or eliminate them from North Peak apd consolidate them on South
Peak. [Mark Palmer)

Response: A previous study of all telecommunication towers and equipment on
South and North Peaks concluded that a total consolidation of these
facilities was not feasible. The television facilities on North Peak cannot
be technically combined with South Peak's radio commanication equipwent,
because of interference problems. However, a partial consglidation {which may
be furthered studied by the department) could improve the appearance of the
towers and equipment and be more visually compatible with the natural values
of the park.

Other complications arise because a legal agreement with the owners of the
North Peak telecommunication equipment does not allow the state tg elimipate
these facilitjies. Comnsolidation with others is at their discretion. The Navy
facilities on South Peak are sited on their own preperty and cannot be
eliminated by the state.

p. 119 - Consclidation of communications facilities should not allow
unlimited expansion.

Response: A general plan objective and goal is to allow reasonable growth of
telecommunication facilities, not additional towers.

Presently, a partial consolidation (which requires further study by the

department) could improve the appearance of the towers and equipment and be
more visually compatible with the natural values of the park.
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p. 121 - All fire roads in the park will now be open to mountain bikes.
{BTCER)

Response: See response to first guestiom on p-110.

p. 122 - Mt. Diablo Scenic Blvd. should be improved to county standards as
soon as sufficient right-of-way is secured. Improvement of the road should
precede expansion of park facilities. The general plan/EIR dees not address
the environmental impacts of the road improvement project. (Town of Danville)

Response: The plan recommends rehabilitating Mount Diablo Scenic Bonlevard to
"acceptable” county standards through a joint effort with the Diablo
Homeowners, Athenian School, State, and Contra Costa County.

The department has had on—-going discussions with county planning staff since
the beginning of the general planning process regarding the road issue.
County staff is fully aware of the plan's recommendation and agrees that it
would be appropriate for Mount Djiablo Scemic Boulevard to be under county
Jjurisdiction.

The proposed improvemsents would include strengthened road base, asphaltic
concrete cap, drainage/culvert work, and safety measures. The road would
maintain its same configuration. Minor widening would occur where Feasible.
An environmental assessment would be required prior to any work.

The plan has recommended the rehabilitation and upgrade of the park roads as
a top priority.

p. 122 - The SF Bay Chapter of the Sierra Club urges the Department to pursue
further acquisitions at Mt. Diablo 5P.

Response: The appropriate future addition recommendations of the general plan
were prepared for lopg-range planning purposes only. The objectives for these
additions include public use, protection of patural values, such as viewsheds
and watersheds, protection of cultural values, to tie into local parks, and
to avoid conflicting adjacent development. :

Priorities for acgquisition are established as funding becomes available.
p-i22 - The general plan should include more detailed land acquisition
proposals. (Mark Palmer)

Response: See response to above question on p.122

p. 122 - Include the Murchio Canyon/grassland in Mitchell Canyon as an

appropriate future acquisition. (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: The appropriate future additions section will be revised to include
available and feasible portions of the Murchio property.
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p. 123 (also several other pages in the geperal plan) - Amend text to reflect
the new access for mountain bikes. (Bicycle Trails Council of the E. Bay)

Response: The text will be revised accordingly. See response to first
question on p.110.

p. 124 - Would the open space/undeveloped land use zoning allow significant
depradation of Mt. Diablo's listed plant species and their supporting
habitats? (California Native Plant Society)

Response: The vegetation management plan {p. 51) may call for active
management activities to protect or enbance listed plant species and their
habitats. Besides that, the only facilities or activities that would bhe
allowed in the open space/undeveloped zone would be those related to
dispersed recreation (e.g., hiking, horseback riding), fire prevention and
contrel {e.g., fire roads, prescribed burns), and livestock grazing (e.g.,
fences, water troughs). An exception is the Presence of telecommunications
facjlities on North Peak over which the Department has little control.

p. 124 - The Department should take an expanded role in influencing local
planning decisions that affect the park or potential park acquisition lands.
(Save Mount Diablo)

Response: The department will continue to work with local planping agencies
and greoups such as Save Mount Diablo (SMD) to protect and and if possible,

expand the park. Thanks to the efforts of SMD, funding for acquisition has

been made available during the 1970's and 1980's.

FACILITIES ELEMENT

p. 129 -~ Use chemical, low flow toilets where restrooms need replacement or
repair. (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: Chemical toilets will be used where water is not readily available
and there is not adequate space or suitable conditions for leaching fields.

A major goal of the plan is to develop more facilities around the park's
perimeter. Because the park's facilities are a destination, and not simply a
roadside rest for travelers throughout the area, toilets are essentjal.

p. 131 - Why landscape the upper summit lot? Would plantings be of Mt. Diablo
stock? (Sattlers)

Response: The department recommends a more defined landscaped entry to create
a worthy visual framework for the historic Summit Building. Shade trees wounld

help provide public comfort from the wind and exposure.

Any new plantings in the Summit Area would be from the Mount Diablo gene
pool.
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p. 131 - What are the costs of the ephancements of facilities? How will these
impact the water system? {Save Mount Diablo)

Response: The cost to develop all of the proposed development for the park
will be substantial. The general plan will be used as a guide to request
funding and prioritize projects. The new water system is essentially a
rehabilitation of the existing water system with the exception of a new
500,000 gallon water storage tank. An environmental assessment will be
conducted for any new proposed development project such as the water tank,
parking lots, astronomical observatory, etc.

The current water supply system has a storage capacity of about 250,000
gallons. The two major 100,000 gallon capacity tanks are located pear Buckeye
and Oak Knoll Day Use Areas.

The present water system has severely deteriorated. Leaks are prevalent
throughout the system and lose water each day. The water is used primarily
for day use areas, overnight facilities, and operational needs.

Using the same draw rate from the existing water sources, the proposed
500,000 gallon storage tank and the rehabilitated, more efficient water
supply system will save water and help accommodate future growth and
visitation to the park, water needs for wildfire protecticon, water storage
for drought years, and for new developments.

Engineering studies are being conducted for rehabilitating the park's water
system. The technical plans can be reviewed with the department's engineering
section.

p.- 131 - Showers or dump stations do not belong at Juniper Campground or
anywhere else ipn the park. (sattlers)

Response: Shower facilities are conveniences the department provides in
developed campgrounds. The department recosmends low volume showers be
provided in developed campgrounds. However, these facilities will not be
developed until the existing water supply system is rehabilitated and made
more efficient. A dump station is recommended since one is not readily
available outside the park and it would help prevent indiscriminate dumping
in the park.

p. 131 - Care should be taken before expanding facilities at Muir day-use
area because of impacts on the rare natjve plum trees there. (Save Mount
Diablo)

Response: Environmental impacts, including those to native plum trees will be
analyzed during project planning and implementation.

p. 133 - What are the environmental impacts of moving the South Gate
entrance? If this move is donme, parking should be provided for access to Dan
Cook Canyon. How would the move deter speeding on South Gate Road? (Save
Mount Diablo)
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Response: Moving the South Gate entrance station near the park's boundary
will help deter speeding vehicles by providing a enforcement presence.
Visitors will be informed of speed limits as they enter the park.

If the proposed entrance station is funded, an environmental assessment will
be completed to analyze the impacts.

The plan recommends a parking and staging area to tie into the Dan Cook
Canyon Trail, be developed in conjunction with the entrance station.

p. 133 - What are the environmental impacts of a new maintenance yard? How
much maintenance space is needed? Will the existing yard by removed or
restored? Will fire equipment be stored there? Are there better places
outside the park to store fire equipsent? (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: The existing maintenance facility, which would be retained, is at
capacity for meeting current operational needs. As the park expands, new
facilities are developed and the Wildfire Management Plan is implemented,
substantial additional maintenance storage space will be required.

Before the storage facility could be built, an environmental assessment would
be prepared.

The new storage area would house major fire presuppression equipwent, not
actuval fire fighting equipment (that would come from California Department of
Forestry and local fire fighting agencies). This equipment would stay within
the park and would not be driven over city streets on a regular basis. The
proposed location is recommended because of easy park access and adeguate
area that exists within park boundaries.

p.134 - Since most of the park's visitors come from the Bay Area (half from
Contra Costa), why are new campgrounds needed? How is future camping demand
calculated, and what will it be? Showers and dump stations are available
nearby and should not be duplicated in the park. {Save Mount Diablo]}

Response: Based on over 500 visitor surveys, additional campgrounds with
easier access were requested. A goal of the general plan is to develop new
campgrounds near the park's perimeter which would help alleviate some of the
large camping vehicle, trailer, and motorhome traffic from the main park
roads and wmake access to the campground easier for large vehlicles.

Although Junction Campground and Boundary Group Campground are being
converted to group day use, camping sites would be added at Live Oak
Campground and Laurel Dell Day Use Area is being converted to camping. This
would maintain about the same amount of camping within existing developed
areas.

Camping increases for the park are based on user surveys and Park and
Recreation Infarmation System (PARIS) projections. PARIS has projected 1500
additional camping units are presently needed in Contra Costa County.

See response to third question on p.131 regarding showers and dump station.
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p. 135 - What is being proposed for Live Oak Campground? Since people come to
the park for the view, why are lower campgrounds needed? (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: The conversion of Live Oak Campground from day use to family
campsites, eliminates user conflicts which mainly occur when camping and day
use facilities are adjacent to one another.

See response to question on p.134.

p. 136 - The trail from Camel Rock leads to Moses Rock Spring and Juniper
Campground, not Donner Canyon. (Sattlers)

Response: The correction will be made.

p. 137 - After access is improved for Perkins Canyon, a trail to North Peak
should be developed. .(Sattlers)

Response: The possibility of a trail from Perkins Canyon to North Peak will
be addressed as part of the comprehensive trail plan.

p. 138 - What are the impacts of a parking lot at Regency Meadows? Why not
diffused parking instead? (Save Mount Diablo}

Response: There is a public easement through the Regency Meadows development
and property dedicated to the state, that is suitable for a small unpaved
parking area. This area would help meet some of Clayton’'s demand for access
at the park's perimeter.

p. 138 - Why pave the Mitchell Canyon and Macedo Ranch parking lots? How
would this affect Mitchell Creek and its trout? {Save Mount Diablo)

Response: The paved surfaces proposed for Mitchell Canyon and Macedo Ranch
would help to better define the parking area, thereby limiting cars from
parking outside of the designalted parking area, allowing for striping spaces
for more efficient use of an area, less maintenance and costs, maipimizing
dust, and easier vehicle access and control.

Any adverse drainage impacts for the parking lots will be minimized by
sensitively designing the parking areas

p. 138 - The meadow area at Mitchell Canyon should not be built on: use the
residence area for the maintepance yard. (Sattlers)

Response: The proposed maintenance yard will be located near the existiong

housing adjacent te the park boundary. The weadow areas east of Mitchell
Canyon Road are recommended {o remain as open space.
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p. 138 — Describe the exact location of the proposed northeast corner
campground. {Save Mount Diablo)

Response: The plan describes the location of the proposed 50 unit campground
as the portheast corner of the park, above the Diablo Mines. The East
Facilities Plan accurately shows the site location.

p.- 139 - What would be the impacts of the proposed northeast coraer
campground on nearby vernal pools? The existing quarry could make an
appropriate campground if reclaimed. (Save Kount Diablo)

Response: The Department has little information about vernal peols in the
vicinity of the proposed campground. Further investigation of these pools
will be done as part of the vegetation management plan {p. 51). The
vegetation management plan will be taken into account in the design and
siting of the campground, which is a priority 3 (lowest) development.

p. 140 - Save Mt. Diablo opposes the proposed Riggs Canyon campground. (Save
Mount Djiablo)

The proposed location of the handicapped campground disperses recreation use
around the mountain and does not develop new major facilities off the park's
main roads. These are concepts and policies of the general plan.

The site for the handicapped campground is privately owned and would have ta
be acquired by the state and an environmental assessment completed priorc to
any development.

p. 141 - Outdoor furniture should be kept simple. Solar space heating is not
needed if showers are eliminated. (Sattlers)

Response: The design of any new park furniture will reflect the character of
the park. The department recommends showers in developed campgrounds as a
public convenience. Sclar water heating is used when feasible and has been
used effectively in other state park system units since the late 1970's.

p- 141- Describe the park's water system, present and proposed. How much more
water will be used? Is there enough water available? How will the increase
impact the park? {Save Mount Diablo)

Response: See response to second gquestion on p.131.

p. 142 - Save Mt. Diablo opposes spring development except as drinking water
near the springs. How are hikers being protected from giardia and other
contaminants? {Save Mount Diablo)

Response: The department has not planned any development near the park's

springs except for those needed to allow them to be used as drinking water
sources.
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The significant reduction of livestock grazing in the park and control of
feral pigs are the major steps to protect the public from giardia and other
contaminants associated with animals in springs and other riparian areas.
Drinking water has been and will continue to be treated to meet state and
local health standards.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ELEMENT

General - The discussion of environmental impacts is not detailed enough. For
example, what are the impacts of the proposed new water system? {Save Mount
Diablo)

Response: General plans for State Park System units do not present detailed
information on proposed developments. Detailed environmental analysis must be
done later when the specifics of proposed developments, such as design and
layout, are presented (see Preface, p.- 150}.

For a park the size and location of Mt. Diablo S. P., the development
proposed in the general plan is modest. Facilities throughout the park will
be rehabilitated or upgraded, but the major new facilities will be at
widespread locations along the park's periphery. The chart in Table A {p.
144) can be used to compare eXisting with proposed facilities.

Table A shows, for example, that the pumber of family campgrounds will remain
the same {one will be converted to day use, and a new one will be built).
There will be 31 more developed family camping spaces for a total of 90
spaces.

Group camps will increase in number from 8 to 9, with an expansion of
capacity from 230 persons to more than 315 persons — 125 added for the
proposed camp [or handicap persons, and 40 subtracted at Live Oak and Laurel
Nock. A new group camp of unknown capacity is also proposed at the northeast
campground site.

The number of public showers will increase from none to 5. while flush
toilets will increase from about 8 to I7. The showers will incorporate
Jow-flow design, and all new and replacement flush toilets will be
water-efficient, unisex models. The number of picnic areas will remain the
same,

The number of designated parking spaces will increase from 823 to 1078. The
real increase in parking spaces will be less, because Table A does not
account for the fact that some of the new, paved parking areas will take the
place of existing informal parking areas (e.g., wide dirt shoulders).

p. 152 - Facilitjes such as campgrounds should not be constructed on steep
slopes or canyons where debris flows are possible.

Response: All proposed sites will be reviewed by a geologist for geological
hazards prior to development. Debris or sediment discharges are concerns of
the department. Alternative sites will be reviewed and, if necessary,
mitigation measures employed to minimize all adverse impacts.
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p. 153 - The vast majority of water poliution from the Mt. Diablo Mine area
is naturally-occurring and originates from the State Park. {Wessman)

Response: Acidic water contaminated with toxic heavy wetals flows out of the
mine and, eventually, enters the park via Horse Creek to Dunn Creek. The
Department of Parks and Recreation has recently filed a formal complaint to
the Regional Water Quality Comtrol Board about this problem. The owner of the
mine is currently under various orders from the Board to monitor and take
actions to reduce the contamination. The Department of Parks and Recreation
will participate by monitoring water quality on Dunn Creek.

p. 161 - Weekend and holiday traffic may be adversely affected by the general
plan. The EIR should address these potential traffic impacts. (Caltrans}

Response: The general plan (p. 164) acknowledges that traffic generated by
Mt. Diablo State Park will, in conjunction with other development, have a
cumulative impact on traffic flow on local and regional roadways. Potential
traffic impacts on these roadways were not discussed, however, because
park-generated traffic occurs predominately on weekends and holidays, and we
can find very Iittle traffic data for these perjods. Instead, we have done
some additional traffic generation analysis using data gathered in the park.

Trip Apportionment

A 1986 survey of motorists in the park showed that about half of them were
from cities in Contra Costa County, with most of the rest coming from other
parts of the Bay Area. About 74% of the trips would likely involve Interstate
680 or State Route 24.

March is normally the busiest month for Mt. Diable SP, and Sunday is the
busiest day. The average number of sotor vehicles in the park for Sundays in
March 1988, was 1156 vehicles {range = 1020 - 1457). Based on the 1986 survey
results corrected to reflect long-term traffic counts taken in the park,
trips to the park are apportioned as follows (DPR counts vehicles only on
entry to the park, so trip numbers are doubled to account for the return
trip}:

Number of Trips

Trip Route % of Trips (X 2)
Via I1-680 from south {enter at

S. Gate/Macedo Ranch) 27% 646
Via I-680 from north {enter at

N. Gate/Mitchell Can.) 20% 478
Via Route 24 to South Gate/Macedo

Ranch 18% 430
Via Route 24 to North Gate/Mitchell

Canyon 09% 214
Via local streets to North Gate/

Mitchell Canyon 22% 526
Via local streets to South Gate/Macedo

Ranch 4% 096
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Assuming that vehicles leave the park by the same route they arrive, the
'Sundays In March' Mt. Diablo State Park traffic on I-680 and Route 24 is
compared with the 1588 average annual ADTs as follows:

MT. DIABLO STATE PARK TRAFFIC, SUNDAYS IN MARCH, 1988

# Diablo % Diablo
Point on Route Annual ADT Trips Trips
I-680 at Diablo Road 118,000 1172 0.9%
I-880 between Ygnacio
Valley Rd and ¥. Main St. 208, 000 652 0.3%
Rt .24 at Lafayette-
Pleasant Hill interchng 162, 000 644 0.4%

Many assumptions were made in the above analysis, but the general
relationships among trips should be correct.

Fature Traffic Impacts

We assume that the number of trips to the park will increase 137% by the year
2000 (p. 159 of the general plan). The pumber of trips on an average day are
expected Lo increase by about that percent.

However, the number of trips on peak days will be regulated more by park
capacity - i.e., the number of parking spaces - than by annual trip numbers.
The general plan calls for a build-out of 1078 parking spaces, including 201
campground spaces and 877 day-use spaces. Assuming each day-use space is used
2.5 times/day (some, such as at the summit, are used more: others, such as at
Mitchell Canyon are used less), park capacity would be about 2400 vehicles
(4800 trips) per day. This would be about 400 more vehicles, or 800 trips,
than current maximums.

p. 163 - The Department of Parks and Recreation should contribute to
improvesents onm Morgan Territory and Marsh Creek roads. (Wessman)

Response: Morgan Territory and Marsh Creek roads are county roads. The county
often assesses developments that would generate sipnificant new traffic for
the costs of road improvements. To date the county has not requested the
State to contribute to improvements on these roads.

p. 163 - Riggs Canyon is extremely visihle from a distance. (Save Mount
Diablo)

Response: The site of the proposed Finley Road terminus parking area is
alongside the creek and can only be seen at a distance from points due south.
The Riggs Canyorn campground site is also next to the creek and is even more
topographically protected, with high ridges surrounding it on all sides.
Visual concerns will be taken into account when preparing plans for Riggs
Canyon developments.
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p. 164 - There are significant impacts Lo resources, e.g., water supply.
(Save Mount Diablo) .

Response: The upgrade of the existing water system on Mt. Diablo will not tap
any new sources of water. The increase in water demand on this system [rom
new toilets and showers will be offset to a large extent by water savings
expected as a result of replacing leaky and wasteful old equipwent with
efficient new equipment.

The water reguirements of the proposed new facilities are unknown at this
point, as are the sources. The Eavironmental Impact Element {p. 154) proposes
that the impacts of tapping local springs or aguifers be analvzed bhefore
these facilities are developed. With the upgrade of the existing water
system, water conservation will be realized at the park (see second comment
from p. 131).

p. 156 - Will the “"livestock grazing management plan™ be subject to public
review? {California Native Plant Society)

Response: Although no decision has been made on submitting the livestock
grazing management plan for public review through an EIR or Negative
Declaration, the Department will consult with wildland ecologists and range
specialists iIn developing the plan.

Map 1 - All maps should show the latest DPR and East Bay Regional Park
District acquisitions in the Morgan Territory area. All current inheoldings
should be clearly shown. (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: The 631-acre Morgan acquisition and recent East Bay Regional Park
District acquisitions will be included im the revised general plan maps.

The "Appropriate Future Additions Map" includes these specific properties you
have referred to; the Diablo Ranch, Turtle Rock Ranch, and the Brumleve
property. The former Boy Scout property is not shown as an inhalding.

Map 3 - Map should show Jeased areas, tepanls, fence locations, and sensflive
areas {e.g., riparian zones). {Save Mount Diablo)
Response: This information is contained in the Resource Inventory of the

Resource Element, which is available from the Diablo District Office in
Concord and Resource Protectjion Division in Sacrasento.

Map 5 - Add the Murchio grasslands and canyon as appropriate future
additions. (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: These areas are being considered and if found to be appropriate,
they will be added to the text and maps.

Map 6 — The Facilities Element should be considered separately from the rest
of the pgeneral plan because there is not enough detail in it for informed
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public comment. For example, the plan proposes a camping area at Laurel Nook
but does not. describe the fine development of bay trees there. (Save Hount
Diablo)

Response: The department recognizes the conflicts with day use areas adjacent
to overnight facilities. The Laurel Dell Day Use Area is adjacent to the
Juniper Campground. In order to alleviate conflicts between these two areas,
converting Laurel Dell to group camping is recommended.

Any major new park developmenl or major chanmge in an existing park
development will require an environmental assessment.

The Facilities Element is an integral part of the general plan and is
considered a part of the overall plan and cannot be considered separately.
Map 6 - The existing use areas shown in Mitchell Canyon are too large. (Save
Mount Diablo)

Response: The "Existing West Facilities Map™ shows a general location of the
Mitchell Canyon Area. The dashed lines around the arrowhead represent
existing trails.

There is no proposed development that would obstruct views of the mountain
from the existing developed use areas of Mitchell Canyon.

Hép 7 - There is no residence in Donner Canvon. (Save Mount Diablo).
Response: As Table B- "Mount Diablo SP Structures™ indicates, structure £7
burned down in 1984 and was not rebuilt.

Map 10 - Save Mount Diablo supports public access through Curry Canyon, but

not cars. (Save Mount Diablo)

Response: The department agrees that no public motor vehicles be allowed
through the pack's Curry Canyon trails.
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| Mount Diablo State Park

Comments Regarding Grazing Issues
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Mount Diablo Park Association
1981 Norh Broadway
Suite 250
Wainut Creek, California 94596

Mr, James M. Daoyle, Supervisor

Envirgnmentsl Review Section

State of California -
Depantment of Parks and Recreation

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Re: The Preliminary General Plan for Mount Diablo Stats Park
Dear Mr, Doyle:

I am extremely concerned that eliminating canle grazing from the Wildfire Protection Plan wil! increase the
hazard 1o swrounding homes, wildlile, trees, and the natural resources of the mountain. The possibility of
1033 of human life also gready increases wilen excessive fuei builds up, and any wildfire that starts is much
houer and mere difficult o control. By rowdng the herds among 17 fenced areas, cattle occupy only 655 of
e park at any one lime and reduce the {uel wo te proper level before being moved, This kind of land
management preserves the park and it's resources. Resouwrce experts continm that grazing management
-within the park is exceptionally good, Neither the Wildfire Protection Plan nor the Prefiminary General
Ptan offer any substitute measures 10 prevent fuel buildup. I urge you to amend the General Plan o include
caute grazing as an integral part of the wildfire protection for Meunt Diablo,

I also urge vou w0 consider the hisiorical significance of Diabio Ranch and it's unparalleied success in the
Demonsmation Ranch Program. As raditdonal ranching is displaczad from the Bay Area, it is important [0
preserve a real working caule ranch. The raneh has operzed on this site since the eariy 1500's, is seif-
supporting, and provides extraordinary benefits 1o the park and the surrounding communities. I object to
the suggestion that the public would be sansfied with a mini-rancho run by park personnel dressing up as
vaquerros on weskends. I also object w the fact that my 1ax doilars wouid have 10 suppart it. [ would like
to see provisions included in the General Plan that insure the future of the Diablo Ranch Demonszataon
Program.

Additional comments;
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August, 1989

Mr. Yames M. Doyle, Supervisor
Environmental Review Section
State of California Department of
Parks and Recreation

P.Q. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

RE: THE GENERAL PLAN FOR MT. DIABLO STATE PARK

Dear Mr. Doyle:

We are extremely concerned that adopting the Mount Diablo General Plan as written, which
eliminates cattle grazing from the park and provides no substitute to reduce fuel buildup, will
increase the fire hazard to Blackhawk homes. We urge you to amend the plan to include cattle
grazing as an integral part of the wildfire protection pian for Mt. Diablo.

Grazing is very important for reducing the amount of fuel in these highly productive grasslands.
It reduces the intensity of wildfires and makes them easier to control. By rotating the cattle among
several fenced areas, they occupy only a small part of the park at any one time and reduce the fuel to

the proper level before the cattle are moved to another area. This type of land management
preserves the park and it’s resources.

We specifically would feel more comfortable knowing that our Blackbawk home is safer because
cattle grazing is included in the fire prevention program. Diablo Ranch provides a service to the
Country Club at Blackhawk Improvement Association by grazing the common open space, thus
eliminating the expense of mowing hundreds of acres of grasslands near our homes. Without the
ability to graze the Mt. Diablo leased lands, Diablo Ranch will not be in 2 position to graze our open
space.

The San Ramon Fire Protection District looks favorably on grazing our open space as a means of
eliminating the danger of fires. We feel that the State of California Department of Parks and

Recreation should amend the General Plan to add grazing as part of wildfire protection for
Mt. Diablo.

Sincerely, 2 i
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Mr. James M. Doyle, Supervisor
Environmental Review Section

State of California

Department of Parks and Recreation
P.0. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Dear Mr. Dovle,

Regarding the Preliminary gceneral plan for Mt. Diablo State Park, the
checked comments best represent my opinions on the following issues:

Is grazing important for reducing fire hazards?

] Yes. Grazing is very important for reducing the amount of fuel in

' these highly preoductive grasslands, thereby raeducing the intensity of
wildfires. This can make the difference whether most of the caks and
other trees survive with only a minor scorching or are killed. It
alse reduces the damage to other rescurces, makes wildfires much
easier to control, and greatly reduces the hazard to adjacent homes.
The Wildfire Management Plan provides for many needed improvements,
but it does not provide any practical way to limit the accumulation
of excessive fuel in the grasslands if grazing were terminated.
Grazing is thus a necessary complement to the Wildfire Management
Plan.

[1] No. Grazing does not reduce the fire hazard at all unless the land
is completely overgrazed. The Wildfire Management Plan takes care of
all of the wildfire concerns.

should grazing continue?

1l Yes. These grasslands have been grazed for thousands of years.
among the many changes over +he past 200 years, cattle gradually took
over the role of the elk and antelope, and are now naturalized as
part of the ever changing ecology. Removing all grazing animals
would be a drastic change, and could be very detrimental to the
ragsources. Resource experts confirm that grazing management within
the park is exceptionally good, that any resource damage is very
minor, and that damage claims by environmental activists are grossly
exaggerated. Stopping grazing results in a mass of tall annual
grasses and weeds, not native perennials. Only one third of the park
is grazed, and cattle are normally in enly about six percent of the
park. Most people enjoy seeing the cattle and feel the benefits of
grazing far outweigh any disadvantages.

[] No. Cattle are vgynnatural® and do not belong in a state park.
cattle should be removed, and the grasslands allowed to xevert to the
native perennial grasses. cattle cause widespread erosion, destroy
native perennials and xiparian vegetation, prevent oak regeneration,
leave manure on trails, and pollute streams.

RECEIVED
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Should the Diablc Ranch gemonstration Prngram continue?

%} Yes, This unigue partnership of DPR and a ranching family evolve
from the dedication and generousity of Angel Kexley who began hosti
field trips for local scheol children over 17 years ago. It A
preserves the opportunity for present and future generations to vxs;n
3 real werking cattle ranch as traditional ranching is displaced from
the bay area. The Demonstration Ranch ig self-supperting, and
provides extraordinary benefits ®o the park and the surrounding .
communities. There has been virtually no support for the proposed
mini-rancho; it would be expensive, artificial, and a poor substitute
f£or the real thing.

(] No. The small number of people who visit the ranch does not justify
committing one third of the park to grazing. The proposed new
mini-rancho will adeguately interpret ranching history.

ias_the grazing issue been handled fairly in the General Plan process?

[l ¥o. The Planning Team has been extremely biased and obviously had
their mind made up from the beginning to stop the grazing regardless
¢f consequences. They have ignored the advice of resource and
firefighting experts, downplayed and misrepresented the preponderance
of support f£for continued grazing, tried to renege on long term
committments made to Diable Ranch, and made a sham of the publie
hearings. Many of the important environmental issues which have been
raised are not addressed in the Environmental Impact Element or
anywhere else in the Preliminary General Plan as ragquired by CEQA.

[1 Yes. The Planning Teazm has responsikly and cbjectivaly considered
all sides of this controversial issue and has based its
recommendations on the best information available, DPR policies, and
the desires of park users and the surrounding communites.

r*dditional Comments:
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city & zip (AL A T ( AFg&. la, 573
?.5. Please forward a copy of this letter to the State Park Commissis

‘lse, pleasa add my name to the mailing list for any future notices or
‘nformation raeagarding the General Plan for Mt. Diablo State Park.
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Chairman and Members .

The Park and Recreation Commission
Department of Parks and Recreation
P.O. Box QL2866

Sacramento, CA Q4296

Dear Commission Members,

I understand that the draft plans for Mount Diablo
State Park have reduced cattle grazing in the State Park
to 600 to 1000 acres which would support a new
historically focused interpretive program. I am entirely
in favor of limiting cattle grazing.

Mount Diablo State Park is not a commercial cattle
ranch. BRecently, it has become to loock like one with the
washbeoard tracks on the hills and the loss of many spring
wildflowers. Sensitive riparian cerridors have been
seriously impacted by cattle.

Of concern to me 1s the regeneration of ocak trees and
native perennial grasses. Cattle grazing is a large
factor in the loss of ocak seedlings and the disappearance
of the rich perennial grasses. It has been the policy of
the State Parks to phase out grazing in order to protect
and to restore the native biota.

Please help to return Mcunt Diablo 3tate Park back to
the people for recreation and the restoration of our
beautiful native landscape.

Sincerely,
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RE: Mount Diabign General plan

James M, Doyle, Superviser
Environmeata] Review Section
Depariment of Parks and Recreaticn
P.O. Box 942896 :
Sacraments, ca 94296-0001

Dear Mr. Doyle:

The drast plan clearly demonstrated the very significane negazive
impacts of cac=le grazing on the environmental and Tecreaticnal
Tesources of Mr. Diable Stare Pazrk. It ecalls for the eliminarign
of ccmme:éial catile grazing in the park, as is clearly requirseg
by law. ’

I stzongly SUDPOrT the elimination of Catlile grazing from che
pazk. I alse irge The Departmen:t oo consider Wilderness »
Classificatizsn for a significant portion a= Mt. Diablo State Park.

QLL % ﬂ)/ [fauw%'a

Signature

Dec £, waeenycia
{04 StrATFeed Couer
Ressviee CA- Q560 1
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June 17, 1989
Manuel Mollinedo, Chairman and Members

California State Park and Recreation Commission
P.0. Box 9428494

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Dear Commission Members:

We sirongly support the General Plan for Mouni Diablo Siate
Park as prepared by the California Department of Parks and Recreation.

Thig plan would reduce cattle grazing from 7,500 acres to

apprroximately 1,000 acres for a demonstration ranch which would be
part of the park's interpretive program.

Livestock grazing can be very damaging to the native planis
and animals that live on Mount Diablo.

Grazing can lead t¢ increased
erosion, damaging both the topsoil and the watershed.

The presence of cattle and cattle fences is not compatible
with the recreafional uses of the park. People will not hike in

fenced areas where cattle are present. They do not know whether
fenced areas are part of the park or private property.

The value of grazing in suppression of fire hazard is exaggeraTad,
Grassland must be grazed down %o the mineral soil tc prevent fires.

We are oprosed Yo lount Diablo State Park being used as =z
commercial cattle ranch. According to the Publiec Resources code,
"Commercial exploitation of resources is prohibited in State Park
System units.™ vate parks are set aside %o preserve outstanding

natural rescurces and for recreaticnal use and enjoyment of the
public.

We urge that cattle be essentially removed from Mount Diablo
State Park to allow the hzhitat to return to 2 natural condition.

Sineerely yours,

Name
2425 Magl,. Ao .
Address v
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Mr. James M Doyle, Supervisor
Envirecnomental Review Section
State of California

Department of Parks and Resources
P.0. Box 9428%6

Sacramentc CA 942968031

Dear Hr..Dnyle,

I support the Sierra Club position on the Mount Diabloc
Preliminary General Plan. I support reducing grazing to no more than
1263 acres, removing all communications towers from the park, and the
designation of appropriate parts of the park as wilderness.

C {"""'Zf&d f CA.
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DIABLO RANCH
@ 1453 Northgate Road
Walnut Creek, Califormia 94598
HEREFORD CATTLE

Septaember 7, 1989

James Doyle

Environmental Review Section
pept. of Parks & Recraatlon
P.O. Box 942396

Sacramento, CA 942%6-0001

Dear Mr. Doyle,

puring the spring of 1989, 177 individuals signed the enclosed
petitions supperting grazing and the Demonastration Ranch in Mt. Diablo
Sstate Park. Upon learning that the Department of Parks and Recreation
(DPR) was not counting petitionm signatures, it was decided that these
petitions to DPR should be held up until this matter was resolved.

The many people who signed these petitions (most of then local, with
lats of first hand axperience on Mt. Diablo) consideraed it grossly
unfair for DPR to simply ignore their viaws == particularly without
laying out the groundrules in advance. .

It is our understanding that DPR is ragquired under CEQA 0 consider
and respond to all comments raceivad during the 45 day comment period
an the Preliminary General Plan, We are therefore now submitting

these petitions with the expaectation and understanding that the views
of thesa 177 people will not Dbe ignored.

sincarely,

%mm

Joan Kerley Brumleve

Enclosures:

24 petitions containing 170 signatures

351 . -



SHAMELE

. . PeTrTen
Stuart Hong PRGE-
Mt., Diablo State Park

Flanning Team

CA Dept of Parks & Recreation

P.0. Bex 2330

Sacramenteo, CA 95811

Dear Mr., Eong:

The Mt. Diablo State Park 'Working Cattle Ranch interpretive
program at Diablo Ranch is an asset valued by the community. Cattle
ranching is a cultural heritage of this asrea, and the sarene view
of cattle grazing on the hills adds to the senjoyment of Park visitors.
Continuation of grazing is zot only vital to the survival of %he
Dempnstratica Ranch, but is also very important for the reduction
of firs hazarda which would otherwise be much more severe on Mt.
Diable and for surrounding homes,

We urge the continuation of the Demonstration ‘orking Cattle
Ranch and grazing on Mt. Idatlo.

Date Name Majiling \ddress Fhone
LL”‘_W aV'J Coon{.\f /90 @D} 652- C/G};h;.,cuf_ 672"‘795‘—/
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Resource Conservation District

P RS

1560 CATALINA LIVERMCRE, CALIFORNIA 94550 TELEPHONE (415) 447-07489

Mr. Stuart M. Hong September 11, 1988
State of Catifornia

Bepartment of Parks znd Recreation

P.0. Box 942295

Szcramento, 04 9429C-0001

Sub jectr Preliminary General Plan-Mt, Diablo State Park

Dezr Mr. Heng,

Trnank You Tor the cpportunity to provide comment on the
prefiiminary general pltan for Mt. Diablo State Park. Me have
reviewed the plan and have the following comments on views
uhirehy mre nresented relating e livestock grazing, razrgs
maragersnt & improvements, and fire control there. Tne gozls
af the Celifernia Department ¢f Parks and Recreatien For Mt.
Diablo de¢ net appear to include livestock grazing.

To indicate that pest grazing at Mt. Diablo has degrzded the
natural, physical, and esthetiic environment of the aren ie
somewhst inapproporiate and shortsighted. There appesr to be
no documerted case studies showing detrimental effacts of
cattle grazing to the resources of Mt. Diablo State Park.
Pathsr +thgn complaotely eliminating the spition of using
grazing as a management fooi, we recommend that the plan
further explore the many benefits of proper, planned grazing
and apprepriate livestock management practices.

Contrelled livestock grazing kes long been recognired as an
effective tos! in managing grsssiand ecosystems for both
anrusls and persnnials. Numerous perennial grasses curreniiy
exist in the ar=2a. Research indicated that *through a propsr
grazing program it is possible to effectively manage for
perannial grass stands and actually enhance them. The
eritical facter is timing of grazing and the degree of ucse
87 area receives,
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The plan states that the replacement of native perennial
bunchgrasses with introduced annual species as a result of
livestock grazing has resulted in an increased fire hazard
in the Park. It is important to point out that although
perennials do have a longer green period, in the
Mediterranean ¢! imate that exists here, these also go into a
period of semi-dormancy during +the part of summer when fire
danger is high. During this time perennials may very well
not be less flammable than annual grass species.

It is alsoc a matter of opinion, and of Ao scientific basis,
that controlied burning is more effective than controlied
grazing as a method of preventing wildfires. Vegetative
overgrowth and associated fire hazard are concerns that are
better addressed through a combination of both grazing and
controlled burning. Total! elimination of the grazing
component following implementation of the proposed Wildfire
Management Plan would result in an increase in brush and a
less effective fire control program. Fuel breaks and
controlled burning practices alone will not be adequate.

The plan states that the presence of grazing has altered the
esthetic and recreational values of the Park urnit. The
incompatibility of livestock and tourists however is 3
judgement which is not well documented. Through proper
ptanning and use of Park resources, the negative impacts of
this potential conflict couid be minimized without excluding
gither.

Existing range improvements such as ponds, springs, and
other water developments shouid be evaluated as to the
overal| benefits they provide prior to removing them, as
indicated, to restore the "natura! ltandscape' of an area.
Construction techniques for the establishment of
esthetically pleasing water improvements are available.
These could be used to improve the existing visua! c¢haracter
of systems already in place. The secticon on hydrology in the
plan indicates that spring developments reduce or gltiminate
surface water now available to animals. It makes ne mantion
that water developments can actually provide significant
benefit to wildiife habitat conditions as they have on both
public and private lands throughout the western United
States. Water developments are also relatively expensive to
install any that are e!iminated may be difficult to re-
establish if later it is determined that they were desired
or necessary.

Water quality degradation as a resuit of livestock
concentrating riparian areas was cited as an existing
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problem in the Park. This cou!d be minimized by identifying
critical areas and controlling the season and degree of
their use. Again, total elimination of livestock to solve a
potential problem may not be necessary.

Finally, in determining the overall management of the
resources of Mt. Diablo State Park, it is vitally important
that a coordinated resource managemen® process be used to
evaluate the overal! ecosystem and resource needs of the
area. We recommend that an interdisciplinary team made up of
resource specialists be assembied to ocutiine a compatible
fongterm resource management program. This wou!ld maximize
the use of the area while also providing for its ultimate
protection and enjoyment by the public.

Thank You again for the opportunity to provide comment.

Sincerely,

Anthony Santes
Directer of Planning
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United States Soil 2121-C 2nd Street, Suite 102
Department of Conservation Davis, CA 95616-5475
Agriculture Service (916) 449-2854

September 8,1989

Mr. James Doyle

Dept. Parks and Recreation
PO Box 2390

Sacramento, CA 95811

Mr. Dovle,

I have been asked by the Contra Costa Resocurce Conservation
District to review the Preliminary Plan for Mount Diablo
State Park. The plan is well written and a very thorough
document, however, there are some technical aspects that I
feel should be corrected.

These technical inadequacies are embodied best by the last
paragraph on page 56. It is highly unlikely that complete
removal of grazing will improve the cover of native
perennial bunchgrasses. We have found that competition with
annual plants for soil moisture is the primary limiting
factor in expression of perennial grasses that still have
root crowns. If root crowns are not present, it is even
more unlikely that native perennial bunchgrasses can
establish from seed in a matrix of annual grasses. Our
experience in management has shown that the most effective
way to increase the perennial component is with very
specific designed grazing systems. Our field technicians
are well gualified to assist in this. '

Productivity of native perennials and annual grasses (native
or exotic) is approximately equal on an area basis. 1In
fact, productivity of perennials may be slightly greater
than that of annuals in deeper soils because of a more
extensive root system. Additionally, fine fuel of perennial
grasses and fine fuel of annual grasses is about equal in
ternms of flammability. The primary fuel factors that
influence fire behavior (continuity, amount, and moisture
content) differ little.

Standing crop of both annual grasses and perennial grasses
peaks at about the same time, no matter what the species
composition. Peak standing crop is mainly a function of
temperature and precipitation.

I disagree strongly that grazing as a means of fuel load
reduction is ineffective. Fuel load reduction by grazing is
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the central element in many of the public land management
agencies resource plans.

Page 58 (Ground Squirrels) contradicts somewhat the concepts
developed on page 56. The patchy appearance of the
vegetation generated by grazing seems to me to be an
excellent tool for the habitat manipulation desired to
reduce ground squirrel numbers. :

The jury is still very much out on the effects of livestock
on oak regeneration. There are two very valid sides to this
argument and both should be stated whenever one is cited.

Many of the prcblems cited as livestock generated are
indicative of large grazers in general. For instance,
grazers gather at water no matter what their level of
domesticity. Nutrient loading of streams, soil compaction,
and excrement are characteristics of all grazers, not just
cattle.

While I realize that livestock grazing on the State Parks is
a political decision, I feel that the technical aspects of
management plans should be of the highest quality. I hope
my comments will help you to improve the guality of this and
future reports. I am available for assistance if you so
desire,

. 8incerely,

“‘KBM

1 Brown, PhD
State Range Conservatienist

cc: Contra Costa Resource Conservation District.
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USDA Soil Conservation Service
1345 Main St.
Raed Bluff, Caziif. 98080

September 5, 13889

Mr. James M. Doyle, Supervisor
Environmental Review Section

State of California

Daepartment of Parks and Recreation
P.0O. Box 942886

Sacramente, Calif S4286-0001

Dear Mr. Doyle:

The Contra Costs Resource Conservation District has
asked me to provide technical comment on the Mount Diablo
State Park Preliminary General Plan datsd April 1888.

By way of introduction, I provide technical assistance
to 25 Soil Conservation Service offices in nerthern
California, as far south zs Alameda County. My formal
education includes a B.S. in Wildlife Management and M.S. in
Biology. My particular technical strengths are in site
potential, grazing management, restoration of annual
grasslands to perennial grasslands, and managing resources
{matural, human, financial} holistically.

I appreciate the tremendous thought and work behind the

Preliminary General Plan. It reflects quite well on your
department. I'll restrict my comments to livestock related
issues.

Livestock in the environment are neither good nor bad.
Goals must first be established before we can judge whether

their presence will move us toward your goals or away from
them. Like throwing a rock into a pond, livestock will have
ripple effects in the ecosystem. MWill the ripples move us

toward or away from our goals?

Permit me to abstract the goals. Protecting and
preserving historic, cultural, soil, water, and bialogic
resourcaes while moving toward more pre—European settlement
vegetation conditions appear to be the major landscape goals
for the currently grazed portion of the park. Will
livestock grazing move us toward or away from these goals? TOCEIVED

1% oam fe L

I view livestock as a double—sdged sword. We can list orp 1 11989

the ways that |ivestock can damage soils, plants,
communities, and ecosystem functions. In fact these are nony
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wal | described throughout the General Flan, particularly
well enumerated on pgs. B0-6Z2. But we can also prepare a
list of the ways that livestock ¢an benefit and sustain
soils, plants, communities, and ecosystem functions. As a
training exercise, I frequently ask our SCS employeses to
prepare such lists. The |ist of ways that livestock can be
beneficial is often the lomgest. These benefits have not
been given adeguate recognition in this plan.

Before highlighting some of those benefits which would
move the park toward its goals, I have a few comments on the
negative impacts as presented inm the raport.

1. pg 28. "Due to widespread livestock grazing...large
stands of native perennial grassland are not found...".
Having toured the park several times over the past seven
years, 1 would have to disagree. I was very much impressed
with the quantity and quality of perennial grass stands
present. [ have personaliy advised Mr. Tom Brumleve, the
grazing concessionaire, on grazing strategies to improve the
health, vigor, and reproduction of perennia! grasses. In my
opinien, his resultant changes in grazing managagement in
recent years have shown very positive results. It is not
difficult to find purple neediegrass seedlings near parent
plants. When I judge the age structure of these stands, I
am very pleased with perennial recruitment.

2. pg 28. "Perennial species occur primarily in areas
which are not grazed." I was unable to find any signficant
areas in the grazed part of the park which did not have some
level of perennial grasses. Nor did I find a negative
correlation betwean |ivestock presence and perennial grass
presence.

3. pg 53. "Replacement of native perennial bunchgrasses
with introduced annual species, a situation which is
perpetuated by livestock grazing...". Again, I think
evidence in the field points to increasing perennial grasses
where |ivastock grazing is adjusted to meet the needs of

perennials. Where is the evidence for such conclusions?

4. pg 60. "...livestock seasonally browse oak seedlings,
preventing recruitment into the ocak populations.” MWhile
|ivestock may do this, there is a general and widespread oak
regeneration problem throughout California, not just in the
park, including areas not grazed by livestock. On the other
hand, some regeneration examples can be found in grazed
areas on the park. And how is deer browsing damage <{(and
other animal damage) differentiated from {ivestock damage?

I would like to highlight a few of the potentially very
beneficial ripple effects of livestock grazing in the park
to achieve some of the stated goals:
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1. Danger and damage from lack of grazing.

a. In some environments, lack of disturbance may
result in advancing succession, increasing diversity and
stability, and achieving goals for a particular use.
However, in many of our environmments such as those on Mount
Diable, excessive rest may move you away from goals.
Excessive rest tends to allow excessive old standing thatch
to accumulats in perennial bunchgrasses to the point of
reducing vigor and reproduction and may even kill
bunchgrasses. Fire could overcome this but has a number of
disadvantages for such a large area with adjacent
properties, erosion and flooding hazards, wildfire hazards,
and high costs.

b. The main competition between the exotic annuals and
native perennial grass seedlings is for sunlight. Grazing,
if properly controlled, can reduce shading from relatively
more rapidiy growing annuals and ailow much greatar
survivorship of perennial seedlings. Fire cannot directly
benefit perennial grass seedlings competing with the
tremendous seed source and rapid growth of annuals, but
|ivestock can.

2. Livestock present a powerfu! tool to manipulate
successien in deasired pathways. Livestock can be used to
prepare seedbeds, plant and cover seed, and provide a firm
seedbad. Stock can be utilized to contrel brush, ereats
firebreaks, and contro! noxious weeds.

In summary, livestock can be used as a tool to manipulate
the plant communities toward desired landscape goals. Stock
can maintain perennial grass vigor, enable and/or accelerate
succession toward perennials, and provide other special use
manipulation of vegetatiom toward goals. If grazings arse
planned, monitored, controlled and replanned as necessary,
the positive effects of |ivestock can move you toward your
goals and the negative effects can be minimized or
mitigated. To accompl!ish the stated goals on Mt. Diablo
without livestock is likely to be prohibitively expensive on
M+t. Diablo at best or impossible at worst.

Other miscellaneous comments on the Preliminary General
Plan:

1. pg. 51 "A secondary objective shall be to restore and
perpetuate the native plant communities that prevailed in
the area prior to Eurcamerican infiuences." pg. 53 "The
goal shal! be to restore native grasslands in the park.” It
is neither possible nor practical in most instances to
eradicate exotic naturalized species from the park,
especially in the herbaceous component where annuals
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currently predominate. I believe that these exotics can
largely be reduced in prominence by increasing native
perannial grass composition, but relatively few can actually
be eliminated from the park. The goal should read semething
like "to the extent practical”.

2. pg. 568 "The native perennial species that once
dominated California's grasslands produce much less on a
yearly basis than annuals...". I have never seen evidence
tc support this claim. From my studies and experience,
perennial grass production can equal or exceed annual grass

productivity.

3. pg. S8 "...grazing cannot be relied on as a management
toal for reduction of fire hazard.” I sea no reason why
not. There are a number of altermative strategies for fire
hazard reduction using livestock. And many of these would
ba environmentally much less disruptive to natural ecosystem
function and aesthetics. All that is required is sound

planning and execution.

4. pg. 57 "...perennial bunchgrasses, which are less
flammable than exotic annuals...". In hazardous fire
conditions (prolonged dry conditions with or without winds>,
I doubt there is any functional difference between annuals
and perennials. Many of our perennials get just as dry as

the annuals.

5., pg. B0 "State Park System policy and philesephy, and
enabling legisliatien, mandate that state parks be managed by
the department with a primary purpose of restering,
protecting, and maaintaining native environmental complexes
and indigenous fiora and fauna." "...livestock grazing...is
generally incompatible with state park management
objectives." In my professional opinion, livestock present
a powerful, practical tool to achieve the stated management
objectives. If grazing planning eliminates the negative
ripple effaects of livestock and takes advantage of the
positive ripple effects, I suspect that the park would find
| ivestock are not onily a legitimate tool to consider using
in order to accomplish objectives, but when considered from
the park budget perspective and environmental impacts,
|ivestock may also represent the best tool available to
¢create and maintain healthy native perennial grassiands and
related landscape goals.

§. Throughout the Preiiminary General Plan, livestock are
presented as detrimental to park objectives. I find little
evidence of livestock grazing being viewed objectively as a
potential management tocl to achieve goals. This lack of
balance is often the result of inadequate technical input in
the planning process. [ would recommend the park establish
a technical advisory committee consisting of people
representing relevant concerns and expertise to look more
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objectively at grazing as a possible tool to achieve park
goals.

7. The aesthetics issue of whether livestock are enjoyed or
despised by park visitors is a difficuit one. Certainly,
the diversity of people and opinion covers the entire
spectrum and I'm curious to know what the actual numbers of
each are. For example, are those whose visitation

experience is ruined by livestock presence a minority or
majority? To what degree? How does that compare with those
who enjoy the anmimals? If livestock were deemed to be

beneficial and desirable to achieve landscape goals,
couldn’'t any negative visitor impacts be mitigated by
restricting steck to a small portion of the park at any
given time? After visiting Mt. Diablo a number of times, it
seems the park is more than iarge enough to accomodate
livastock {(if dasired to accomplish ebjectives?) and people
who hate livestock.

8. The Praliminary General Pilan outlines pelicies and goals
which identify directions rather clearly, but the specifics

are rather obscure. It would appear that to develop all the
specific inventories and plans, and conduct all the studies
and improvements, and provide all of the necessary

maintenance, etc., I suspect the entire state park budget
would not even begin to provide financial resources to
actually achieve the goals. And some of the goals, as
commented on above, are not even achievable. Are costs to
carry out these policies developed and available?

Again, I want te commend you for the work that has gone
inte this Preliminary General Plan. The staff and
leadership involved clearly demonstrated their desire to
protect and enhance the park. Yet I would urge you to
reconsider the potential role of livestock to achieve park
objectives. This is a tool which has legitimate ecologic
and economic potential for Mt. Diablo and should not be so
underestimated.

Sincerely,

ZAA Py

Richard J. King
Area Range Conservationist

ce: Phil Blake, Concord F.O.
Bob Nuzum, Contra Costa Resource Conservation District
Denis Nickel, Santa Rosa Area Office
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Agronomy and Range Science Extension Department of Agronomy and Range Science
September 7, 1989 Davis, California 95616

FED - BT

Mr. James Doyle, .Supervisor
Environmental Review Section
California Dept. of Parks & Recreation
P.0. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Dear Mr. Doyle:

I disagree with the planned reduction in Tivestock grazing on Mi. Diablo State
Park. The livestock manager has exhibited enlightened and intelligent man-
agement of the grazing resource and contributed to statewide resource manage-
ment objectives.

Flammable vegetation, such as that on Mt. Diablo, is a wildfire hazard, but
this hazard can be reduced through grazing management. The destructive poten-
tial of wildfire on Mt. Diablo was unleashed in 1977. The consequences
included loss of a beautiful stand of mature blue oak that could have been
preserved except for Park management policy; the mostly herbaceous understory,
by policy unmanaged, generated sufficient heat energy to destroy the trees.

The threat of wildfire will increase within the Park if current Tivestock
grazing is curtailed. As a result, the citizens of California will suffer in
three ways. First, there will be additional losses of Park resources. Damage
from intense and uncontrollable wildfire will degrade public values and de-
tract from the experience of a visit to the Park. Because Park management is
subsidized by revenue, a perception that mismanagement contributed to loss of
public resources could generate reaction among legislative constituencies.

Impact of wildfire originating in the Park may extend beyond its boundaries.
Subdivided private l1ands near the Park are at risk from spread of a Park fire.
In the adjacent urban area, the loss could be in the tens of millions of dol-
lars, including costs of fire suppression. Attempts to recover these losses
from the Depariment of Parks and Recreation may result if mismanagement is
suspected to be a contributing factor.

finally, wildlife and the public’s enjoyment of it, will suffer in the event
of wildfire in the Park. The impacts of wildfire on wildlife habitat are well
documented. Fire used as a management tool can enhance habitat and, together
with grazing, reduce the threat of wildfire. However, unmanaged park vege-
tation will, eventuaily, result in an intense conflagration that may irre-
versibly alter habitat and 1imit park management options.

Sincerely, ,
2 /]7 '\ ) -

{?:4i;5017£?;1c?(£; 61249f21/44/t<f aﬁ ‘ el e

Theodore E. Adams, Jr. SFP 111989

Extension Wildlands Specialist
RPD

TEA/nm : 365

¢c: The Honorable George Deukmejian
Univemity of California and the United States Department of Agriculture cooperating. ?—‘ 7 9 %
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION IN ALAMEDA COUNTY

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

224 West Winton Avenue, Room 174
Hayward, Caliifornia 94544

(415) 670-5200

4-H 670-5210

TDD 834-6754
September 11, 1589

Mr. James M. Doyle, Supervisor
Environmental Review Section
State of California

Department of Parks and Recreation
P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Dear Mr. Dovle:

Gerti B. Thomas

County Director I have reviewed the General Plan for Mt. Diablo
Programs: State Park and am concerned with some of the
allegations made and policies that may be
Ag;']gl:_féuﬁ implemented. It is my contention that livestock
Hortiolturs grazing is providing the park with more benefits
Land Managemant than liabilities.
Liv‘estockfFoullry
Soil-Water-Turf First, I wholeheartedly agree with your vision of
Consumer Education returning the mountain to its native state. I can
Farnily & Consumer think of nothing more pleasant than watching elk
Sciences feed 1n a grassland dominated by perennial
Home Economics bunchgrasses. Unfortunately, this does not appear
Nutrition to be a realistic goal. The elk have long since
been replaced by picnic tables, roads and people.
4-H Youth Program Natural wildfire is not an acceptable alternative
Rural/Urban for homeowners 1living on the boundaries of the
Community Resource park. It is apparent that a compromise between
Davelopment what—is desired and what is practical and possible

must be reached.

I would like to address five issues that were not
adequately discussed in the Mount Diablo State Park -
Preliminary General Plan:

1) Perennial bunchgrass establishment

2) Possible invasion of grassland by brush
3) Dietary overlap of cattle and deer

4) Effect of grazing on soil

5) Grazing and fuel management

Continued
RECEIVED
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James M. Doyle
September 11, 1989
Page Two

The Mount Diablo State Park Preliminary General Plan (hereafter
referred to as the MDSPPGP) indicates Park Staff’s desire to
return the park to its native vegetative state. The method
through which Staff proposes to do this is extremely hazy. Staff
states that "Replacement of native perennial bunchgrasses with
introduced annual species, a situation which is perpetuated by
livestock grazing has increased fuel loading and fire hazard in
both grassland and woodland understory" (General Plan, 1989).
This statement implies that removal of grazing livestock will
cause the annual grassland to revert to one of perennial
dominance. Permanent transects at the Hopland Field Station
failed to show an increase of Stipa pulchra over twenty years of
protection from grazing from livestock (Bartolome and Gemmill
1981). Hillyard and Bartolome (1982) noted that on Mt. Diablo
none of the native grasses occur in very large proportions, even
in areas undisturbed by grazing. Work done by White (1967) on the
Hastings Reservation failed to show an increase in S. pulchra in
an ungrazed situation. Work done by Bartolome and Gemmill (1981)
indicates that S. pulchra is an opportunist and thrives under
disturbance (grazing, fire, etc.). Current research findings show
that no increase in S. pulchra populations may be expected when
grazing is excluded from the grassland.

The encroachment of grasslands by brush is a problem that could
become realized by the removal of grazing livestock. Without a
doubt the value of grassland for recreation purposes is greater
than that of dense brush. Work done by McBride and Heady (1968),
on land owned by East Bay Regional Park, showed the average
expansion of baccharis onto grassland to be 1.3 feet/year. Brush
encroachment enveloped an additional 517 acres of Tilden Regicnal
Park from 1927 to 1963 (14 acres/year). McBride and Heady (1968)
found livestock to be effective in limiting the invasion of
grasslands by Bacccharis pilularis. When East Bay Regional Park
District acquired Sunol Regional Park limited grazing permits were
established in an effort to prevent brush invasion (McBride and
Heady 1968).

Several comments made in the MDSPPGP regarding the competition for
similar forage resources by deer and cattle are difficult to

substantiate. While cattle and deer are both ruminants they
utilize different grazing strategies. Van Scest (1982) partitions

Continued

368



James M. Dovle
September 11, 1589
Page Three

ruminants into three groups, concentrate selectors (deer),
intermediate feeders {moose) and bulk and roughage selectors
(cattle). Concentrate selectors cannot tolerate large amounts of
fiber in their diet and are thus limited to selective feeding on
concentrates and low fiber portions of plants. The bulk and
roughage eaters are adapted to utilize cell wall components. Van
Soest (1982) also noted that animal size relative to plant size is
a factor affecting ability to select. Thus a small herbivore
(deer) can more easily sort the parts of a relatively small plant.
The rumen-reticulec and abomassum arrangement is unique to the
concentrate selectors {deexr) and differs from that of the roughage
eaters (cattle). Work done by Woodis (1989) on the Sheldon
National Wildlife Refuge further demonstrates the different
feeding strategies used by desr and cattle. It has been suggested
that browse use by cattle has improved the quality and quantity of
feed for white tail deer. There is little evidence that is able
tc substantiate that a significant amount direct competition
between deer and cattle for feed resources occurs.

The MDSPPGP makes frequent mention of damage done to the soil
resource by livestock. Staff indicates that increases in soil
compaction, and decreases in infiltration are the result of cattle
grazing. Data collected on the Edwards Plateau of Texas (McCalla
et al. 1984) lists bulk density, grass standing crop, bare ground
and rock cover as the most important variables influencing water
infiltration. The greatest infiltration rates were maintained in
the moderately stocked continuously grazed pastures. This data
strongly suggests that watershed condition can be maintained or
improved under a moderate continuous grazing system. Work done by
McGinty et al. (1979) on the Edwards Plateau shows similar
infiltration trends between areas excluded from grazing and a
four pasture rotational grazing system. Blackburn (1983) notes
that available information on the hydrologic impacts of light or
moderate grazing intensity strongly suggest that there are few
hydrologic differences between pastures continuously grazed
lightly or moderately. Knowledge as to the effects of grazing and
grazing systems on the soil resource in California is extremely
limited. Work done by Liacos (1962a and 1963b) in the clayey
hills east of Berkeley show only modest increases in soil bulk
density when ungrazed sites were compared to sites that were
grazed moderately. Work done by Assaeed (1982) on the San Joaguin
Experimental Range showed no difference in bulk density on grazed
and ungrazed slopes (Ahwahnee sandy loam). Howard et al. (1981)

Continued
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James M. Doyle
September 11, 1989
Page Four

list organic matter, soil-water characteristics, sand content and
iron as the most important multiple regression variables when
determining soil compaction factors. Heady (1966) found that the
removal of late-summer dry plant residue reduced herbage
production as well as increased bulk density of fine sand loanm
with clayey subsoils. Bulk density is lower under blue oak
canopies than in natural openings (Kay and Leonard 1979) following
14 years of protection from deer and cattle grazing at the Sierra
Foothill Range Field Station. Soil bulk densities on adjacent
sites where oaks were removed 14 vyears previously became as
compacted as those in natural openings. These ressults indicate
that the oak canopy and oak litter may provide protection from
raindrop impact and provide for increased soil organic matter and
more porous soil structure. :

The data cited indicated that under a moderate grazing regime, the
most important factor influencing soil compaction is organic
matter. This organic matter can provide the soil protection from
the mechanical effects of raindrop impact. Clawson et al, (1982)
recommends incorporating residual dry matter standards as an
effort to assist in the management of the soil surface.

The MDSPPGP indicates that grazing livestock has impact on fuel
loading on annual grasslands. Through use of controlled grazing
Mount Diablo State Park could strategically graze out areas where
the possibility of damage (by fire) to life, limb or property
exists, Livestock grazing provides an economical way to reduce
volatile grass fuels within the Park. I could not hazard a guess
as to the cost of reducing these fuels mechanically ner is
controlled burning going to provide a feasible method of reducing
fuel on all of the park grasslands. The spring developments and
stocktanks, in addition to providing alternative water sources for
wildlife could be used to provide firefighters with quick access
to additional water in a wildfire situation.

In conclusion, I hope for a better solution. The evidence that is
presented by Staff does not accurately represent research
findings. Scientific evidence does not support the supposition
that a perennial grassland community will dominate the grasslands
of Mt. Diablo upon the removal of livestock. The removal of
livestock will not return an abundance of healthy deer to the
park. The relationship between responsible livestock grazing and
the soil resource is not well known in California. Staff
referenced several of the same publications that I did. We both

Continued
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James M. Doyle
September 11, 1989
Page Five

drew different conclusions. This fact, in and of itself should
indicate to you how limited the value of this information really
is. Surely work that was done on the Edwards Plateau of Texas
with its different climate, precipitaticon patterns, seoil and
vegetation cannot be applied to the annual grasslands of
California. The effect that cattle grazing has on fuel loading
should be so obvious that it need not be addressed. I look to you
to read the MDSPPGP and endorse the parts of it that are well done
and would benefit the visitors of the Park. I also expect you to
recognize problems and biases within the MDSPPGP and consider
alternatives within the bounds of economical and biological
reason. An alternative might be to renew the grazing lease for
another 10 years and implement some studies to determine the
effect of grazing on the Park resocurce. Use this cpportunity to
become a leader in resource management!!!

If I may be of any assistance to you or Staff, please do not
hesitate to call me. I lock forward to working with you in the
future.

Sincerely,

Larry C. Forero
Livestock, Range and Land Use Advisor

cc: Fisk Phelps, County Director

Gerti B. Thomas, County Director
W. James Clawson, Range Specialist
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Mr. James M. Doyle

Environmental Review Secticn
Department of Parks and Recreaticn
Post Office Box $42896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Dear Mr. Dovle:
< Y m“‘“‘:i‘u;';
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Mr. James M. Doyle
Saptenber 11, 1589
Page -2~

If any of the attendees feel this is not accurate please let me
know.

« Schroder, Suparvisor
District III .

RIS;sac

cc;: Chief Bill Maxfield, Consolldated Pire
Chief John Eliff, CA Dept. of Foreastry
Richard J. Clanton, Ranger Unit Chief CDF
Chief Melvin Deardorff, San Ramcn Fire Prot. Dist.
John Clary, Assistant Chief for Bastern Diable Fire Dist,
Chief Steven Epplier, Tassajara Fire Dist.
Rick Matthews, Representing Blackhawk Area
Tom Brumleve, C. C. Resources Conservatbion Diat.
Felix Arteaga, Dist. Superintendent-Dept. Park/Rec. Concord
Matt Matison, Councllmember for City of Walnut Creek
Dave BDeatty
Blil Shockley
Gene Anderson
{Letter Alstributed to all of the above)
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CALIFAORNIA CATTLEMEN’'S ASSOCIATION

MYRON OPENSHAW VICE PRESIDENTS
PAESIDENT
CROVILLE . ﬂ-E_EA.Q WARREN WAYLAND
SALINAS
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SILL BRANDENBERG \ MICHAEL J. "MIKE" BYRNE
ELA
FEEDER courélglé gHAJRMAN 1221 H STREET e
A N LLOYD RODUNER
JOHN W. ROSS SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA FEEDER COUNGIL VICE CHAIRMAN
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT CHOWCHILLA
ZiP CODE 95814-1910
GEOAGE SCOVEL
TREASURER (916) 444-0845

September 11, 1989

Mr. James Doyle, Supervisor
Environmental Review Section
State of California

Dept. of Parks and Recreation
P. 0. Box 242896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Dear Mr. Doyle:
On behalf of the California Cattlemen's Association membership, I want

to emphasize our strong support for continued livestock grazing on Mt.
Diablo State Park at the present level,

The Diablo Ranch, operated by the Tom Brumleve family, has functioned
as both an outstanding demonstration for the dgeneral public's enjoyment
and as a viable ranching operation, whereby the State can earn revenie
from sound ranch management of the overall park. If the Mt, Diablo State
Park Preliminary General Plan is adopted in its current form, that revenue
will be lost and all costs for managing the park will fall on the Depart-
ment.

Further, if livestock grazing is severely curtailed, as proposed in
the general plan, Iocal residents will be subject to greatly increased
fire hazards, a fact that fire control experts have expressed time and
again at meetings and in letters on the general plan. The general plan
does not recognize the significant contribution of livestock grazing to
fire control and puts the Department in the position of being potentially
liable for damages to private property for failure to adequately control
wildfires on Mt, Diablo.

We also cannot accept the Department's allegations that livestock
grazing deprives wildlife of forage and habitat and destroys cak and other
plant species on Mt. Diable. The Department has failed to acknowledge
numerous testimony to refute these allegations.

AZCENWED The Brumleve family has indicated their willingness to work with the
Department as new park areas are developed for recreational use. If the
SFp 11 #9@3grtment would only acknowledge the concerns of the Brumleve's relative
to maintaining an economically viable operation, the Park would benefit
nppfrom the revenue from the ranch as well as the public value of the demon-
stration ranch.
377
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Mr. James Doyle
September 22, 1989
page 2

We respectfully reguest that the Mt. Diablo Preliminary General Plan
be revised to strike a reasonable balance of resource use on Mt. Diable -
one that recognizes the Brumleve ranch as a significant asset to the
recreational and educational experience of park users and reduced fire
hazards to adjacent property owners, and at the same time allows the
Brumleve's to maintain an economically viable operation. We hope you will
consider our views and thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincersly, 2f§§zl2ré%%214’r-"”’

Myron Openshaw
President
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CONTRA COSTA COUNTY
FARM BUREAU

5554 Clayton Road
Concord, California 94521
Phone {415} 672-5115

September 11, 198¢%

Mr. James M. Devyle, Supervisor
Environmental Review Section
Dept. of Parks & Recreation
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Dear Mr. Doyle:

The Contra Costa County Farm Bureau is extremely concerned that
eliminating cattle grazing from Mt. Diablo will greatly increase
the fire hazard to adjacent homes. Grazing is very important for
reducing the amount of fuel in these highly productive
grasslands, thereby reducing the intensity of wildfires and
making them much easier to control. Resource experts confirm that
grazing management within the park is excepticnally good. By
rotating the herds among 17 fenced areas, cattle occupy only 8%
of the park at any one time and reduce the fuel to the proper
level before being moved. This kind of management protects the
cak trees and other natural resources. Most of all, we feel more
comfortable knowing that homes are safer because of this natural
fire protection. Neither the Wildfire Protection Plan nor the
Preliminary General Plan offers any other practical way to reduce
fuel build~up. I urge you to amend the General Plan to include
cattle grazing as an integral part of the wildfire protection for
Mt. Diablo.

We also urge you to consider the historical significance of
Diablo Ranch and it’s Demonstration Ranch Program that is so
highly valued by the local communities. As traditional ranching
is displaced from the Bay Area, it is important to preserve a
real working cattle ranch. The ranch dates back to the first
settlers. It is self-supporting, and provided extraordinary
benefits to the park and the surrounding communities. We object
to the suggestion that the public would be satisfied with an
artificial mini-rancho run .,by park personnel dressing up as
vaqueros on weekends. We also object to the fact that our tax
dollars would have to support it. We would like to see provisions
included in the General Plan that insure the future of the Diablo o
Ranch Demonstration Program.

Sincerely, . RECEIVED

w '
Gerald Dinelli; Presiaent SEPI 5 989 .
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY FARM BUREAU 379 RED ,{"
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DIABLO RANCH
. ‘}% 1453 Northgate Road
19 » Walnut Creek, California 94598

- HEREFORD CATTLE
September 7, 1989 B

James Doyle . -
Environmental Review Section
Dept. of Parks & Recreation
P.0. Box 942898

Sacramento, CA 94296~0001

Dear Mr. Doyle,

Please accept the following as my comments on the Preliminary General
Plan for Mt. Diablo State Park. My overall impression is that the
Plan is essentially unchanged from the elements initially presented by
the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) staff at the £five public
meetings. It has become obvious that the planning team was set on
eliminating grazing and the Demonstration Ranch from the ocutset, and
that the five public meetings were only a sham. The Plan simply
reiterates the “"positions™ held by the DPR planning team and it is
still glaringly deficient in justifying those positions. It shows an
arrogant disregard for the preponderance of public support for
continued grazing and the Demonstration Ranch expressed in
corraespondence to DPR and at all five of the public meetings. It also
fails to address the envirconmental impacts of the drastic changes
proposed by DPR, and it does not identify or evaluate alternatives as
reguired by the California Environmental Quality Act.

In previous correspondence I have raised numerous issues to which DPR
has still not provided a substantive response and that are not
adeguately addressed in the Preliminary General Plan. Rather than
reiterate those comments and concerns, I am hereby resubmitting and
incorporating these previous comments (as attachments) with the
understanding that DPR will now be reguired under CEQA to respond in
depth to each comment.

I am also resubmitting the Joint Letter from Forty Organizations
(which included piablo Ranch) dated Februvary 21, 1989 (Attachment 4}.
Although this letter expressed the common views of an extremely large
local and statewide constituency, DPR has never provided anything more
than a very cursory response, and the recommendations have been
ignored. BAll of the comments and recommendations remain applicable to
the Preliminary General Plan. I therefore reguest that DPR now
sericusly consider and respond in depth to the comments and
recommendations set forth in this letter, and ammend the Preliminary
General Plan accordingly. 1In particular, note the recommendation to
ammend the Declaration of Purpose.

In a meeting May 9, 1989, with Director Agonia, one of the topics
discussed was a Cost Analysis which estimated the nature and magnitude
of the major adverse impacts likely to occur if grazing 1is terminated
(see Attachment 2). This study indicated that there would be a
tremendous loss of trees, other damage to park resources, and the
potential loss of homes and other impacts on the surrounding

RECRpoppunities resulting from unusually intense wildfires caused by
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excessive fuel accumulations. It was estimated that a wildfire
involving only 10 percent of the grasslands presently grazed would
kill about 3800 trees valued at $30,000,000 {using DPR values).
Director Agonia assured us that this did not apply since DPR did not
intend to just let the fuel accumulate in the thousands of acres aof
grasslancé in Mt. Diablo State Park., It was pointed cut and discussed
at length that, although controlled burns are proposed in the
chaparral, and discing, mowing, plowing or chemical spraying are
planned along the firebreaks, the Resource and Land Use Elements and
all the discussions at the five public meetings have indicated that in
the thousands of acres of grasslands DPR intended to simply stop the
grazing and let the grass accumulate. Director Agonia repeated his
assurance that DPR would not let the fuel accumulate in the
grasslands, and that he would see that the methods by which this would
be done would be clarified in the Preliminary General Plan.

Well, this has not been clarified in the Preliminary General Plan. On
the contrary, the Plan still indicates that grazing will simply be
terminated on all but the 600 to 1000 acres slated for the
Mini-Rancheo, and no alternative method is jidentified for preventing
the build-up of excessive fuel in the 7,000 to 9,000 acres of
grassland in the park. In a meeting September 7, 1989 with Contra
Costa County Supervisor Robert Schroder, CDF and the local fire
chiefs, homeowners, and other representatives of the surrounding
communities, District Superintendent Felix Arteaga stated that DPR
definitely does not intend to disc, plow, mow, or chemically spray the
thousands of acres of grassland in the park. Ke said the grasslands
would be "managed" like other resources, but could not or would not
explain what this meant. This leaves only grazing, which the Plan
rules out, or contreolled burning which would be rediculous to consider
on 9,000 acres every year on Mt. Diablo. Thus, in spite of the
assurances given by Director Agonia, May 9, 1989, it is evident that
DPR intends to just let the fuel accumulate in the grasslands.

The fact that this would spell the doom of most of the caks and other
thin~barked trees scattered throughout the grasslands is not even
mentioned in the Environmental Impact Element, the Wiléfire Management
Plan, or anywhere else in the General Plan. This major impact has
been called to the attention of the Director and the Planning Team
repeatedly by many different individuals and organizations over the
past three and one half years. This 1iIs not something that can be
passed off as part of "the natural role of wildfires." 0On the
contrary, DPR is proposing a very drastic change that will cause
unprecedented, long-term impacts on the ecology of the mountain.
Because these hills have always been grazed, the historical "natural"
fires have been much less intense than those which result when grass
is allowed to accumulate for years. Under a grazing regime, nearly
all of the trees survive with only a minor scorching; in ungrazed
areas, most ¢f the thin-barked caks and other trees are killed. This
is not just speculaticon. Previous fires on Mt. Diable have proven
that this 1s what happens, &And it's not up to the Fire Departments to
worry about this kind of impact. Even though the eventual loss of
most of the trees in the grasslands of Mt. Diabloc State Park would
also adversely impact the surrounding communities, this is a clearly a
park resource issue for which DPR is responsible and must remain
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accountable. How can it be that it is not even mentioned in the
General Plan?

This major issue must be thoroughly addressed by DPR. The
consequences of simply terminating grazing and doing nothing are
clearly intolerable. DPR must identify the various alternatives and
their respective impacts, devise a realistic, attainable plan that
best meets the needs of the park and the surrounding communities, and
ammend the General Plan aceordingly.

As a constructive step toward this end, and in response to interest
expressed by Director Agonia in a meeting March 15, 1989, I drafted a
Management Plan which summarized the main issues relating to grazing
and the Demonstration Ranch and suggested ways these issues could be
resolved without drastic changes that weould jeopardize park resources
or the surrounding communities. This Management Plan was submitted
along with the Cost Analysis to Director Agonia in May, 1989
(Attachment 2). I have had absolutely no feedback so far on this from
DPR. I now request under CEQA that DPR objectively consider these
approaches as alternatives to the course presently outlined in the
Preliminary General Plan, and provide a rationale why this would or
would not provide a better overall balance of the needs of park
resources, park visitors and the surrounding communities.

Next, I would like to make a few specific comments on the Plan that
are not addressed in the attached previous correspondence. On pages
81 through 824, three Demonstration Ranch alternatives are discussed.
I would like to make it clear that we were never consulted on these
alternatives, We have, of course, described the background and the
nature of the Demonstration Ranch Program as it as evolved over the
last 17 years to most of the members of the planning team. On one
occasion, Robert Hare asked me what would be the minimum number of
acres that would allow us to maintain a self-supporting, economic
unit. I told him that this depended on cattle prices, other economic
conditions, and several other factors, but that under normal
conditions the break~even threshold was close to the area in our
Present concession agreement., No member of the team has ever talked
to us about modifying the present interpretive program, cooperating in
other special events, or any possible arrangements for continued
cperation on a less than self-supporting basis. It should also be
noted that there are already broad provisions in our concession
agreement for displays and interpretive activities by park personnel
and volunteers that DPR has never taken advantage of.

0f the eleven individuals who prepared the Plan {pPage 217) eight have
visited the ranch, and we have discussed with them the background and
nature of the Demonstration Ranch. However, besides Tom Bernardo (who
like the other local park rangers has worked in conjunction with us on
brandings andé other special public events), only two others have ever
attended any public event at the ranch (Stuart Hong and Robert Hare
attended one event - Dan QO'Hara's "Cowboy Day" May 2, 1988). None of
the eleven have ever attended any of the hundreds of field trips we
have hosted for local school children and other groups over the years.

The reason T mention this is to indicate that members of the planning
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team have not only evidenced a conspicuous lack of interest in the
ongoing Demonstration Ranch Program, but they also decided toc scuttle
the present operation and to subsidize a new, artificial mini-~rancho
without ever bothering to talk to us about possible modifications that
might better meet overall objectives. Why is it that the present real
Demonstration Ranch seems to be preferred by nearly everyone except
the planning team?

Additional comments about the Demcnstration Ranch and the
representations made to us as part of the negotiations for the
purchase of our rangeland in 1980 and the gift of the 281 acre Castle
Rocks area are addressed in separate letter from my wife to Mr. Doyle,
so I will not cover them here.

One specific point that I would like to call to your attention is that
the 600 to 1000 acres that has been so often repeated as the area to
be relegated to the Mini-Rancho, appears to be greatly overstated.

The Ge