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adopted by the
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October 25, 2000

WHEREAS, the California State Park and Recreation Commission directed the
Department of Parks and Recreation to re-evaluate the issue of camping at Castle Rock
State Park and, if appropriate, to prepare an amendment to the General Plan
addressing this subject at a Commission meeting; and

WHEREAS, the Director of Parks and Recreation has presented to this
Commission for approval the proposed amendment to the General Plan for Castle Rock
State Park; and

WHEREAS, this document reflects long-range development plans to provide for
optimum use and enjoyment of the unit as well as the protection of its quality,
resources, and diversity;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California State Park and
Recreation Commission hereby approves the Department of Parks and Recreation’s
Castle Rock State Park General Plan Amendment dated June 20, 2000, subject to such
environmental changes as the Director of Parks and Recreation shall determine
advisable and necessary to implement the provisions of said plan.
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Castle Rock State Park
General Plan Amendment
PROPOSED WALK-IN CAMPSITES

INTRODUCTION

On March 8, 2000, the State Park and Recreation Commission approved the
preliminary general plan for Castle Rock State Park and classified a large portion of the
park as a natural preserve. In approving this plan, the commissioners also expressed
their support for walk-in campsites to improve access opportunities for visitors in the
Partridge Farm area. The purpose of this amendment is to include a development
proposal of approximately 20 walk-in campsites in the Castle Rock State Park General
Plan. The original camping component of the plan was withdrawn from Commission
consideration at the general plan hearing due to concerns raised with regard to the
analysis of the impacts of the camping proposal in the draft plan that had been
circulated for public comment (see Appendix A for Commission Resolution).

BACKGROUND

Castle Rock State Park offers visitors an opportunity to visit a ridge-top
environment, which is a portion of the Foothills and Low Coastal Mountains Landscape
Province. It provides trailhead opportunities for use of trails at Castle Rock and in the
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space Preserves and Bay Area Ridge Trail, and hikes
from the ridge to the ocean via the Skyline-to-the-Sea Trail (approximately 30 mile,
three-day trail hike). Most of the Santa Cruz Mountain’s region is very accessible to the
local communities of the lower peninsula for a bicycle day-trip or visit by automobile any
time of the day. Castle Rock State Park also provides primitive trail camps for park
visitors and backpackers along this regional trail system.

Camping opportunities in the Santa Cruz Mountains and vicinity of Castle Rock
State Park exist at Portola Redwoods State Park (12 miles or 35 minutes to the
northwest), Big Basin Redwoods State Park (15 miles or 40 minutes to the southwest),
and Sanborn-Skyline County Park (6 miles or 25 minutes to the east). These state and
county parks provide an overnight experience for conventional car campers in the
redwood forest and canyons, and focus the users on recreational activities within those
park units. Camping facilities at these other parks include walk-in and family tent
campsites, group facilities, tent cabins, as well as recreation vehicle hook-ups provided
at the county park. Overnight visitors from major metropolitan areas outside the Santa
Cruz Mountains region must make reservations for campsites due to the popular
demand for these facilities. Campsites in county parks are available on a first-come,
first-served basis.
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The park was evaluated during the general plan process for its potential to create
opportunities for high-quality outdoor recreation, consistent with its resource values and
classification. It was recognized at that time, some park visitors enjoyed a primitive type
of recreational experience and would like extended hours of use; still, others wanted
campsites that were more accessible from the main parking lot. However, potential
sites for locating new campground facilities is limited. Partridge Farm is considered the
only site within current state park ownership that is favorable for this type of facility. It is
also recognized that sensitive natural and cultural resources exist in adjacent areas.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The management intent is to establish approximately 20 walk-in campsites in the
Partridge Farm Area. These campsites will be designed for a visitor experience similar
to trail camps, but with greater accessibility to parking and restroom facilities. Visitors
will be required to walk a reasonable distance from a common parking area to walk-in
campsites situated in a natural setting. Unlike automobile campgrounds, campers will
not have vehicle parking next to each campsite. Campsites and support facilities will be
designed to create an accessible environment for visitors and minimize visitor impacts
on natural and cultural resources.

As directed by the general plan, an overall site plan will be prepared for Partridge
Farm, with the guidance of resource inventories, studies, and review. This site plan will
include such components as: vehicle access, visitor contact, park office, parking and
circulation, day use and overnight use areas, interpretive and operations facilities,
cultural protection, buffer zones, and native plant restoration. The proposed campsites
would be developed in a third phase of park development, only after the first two
phases, which includes day use parking and visitor contact facilities. Resource
assessment and monitoring will occur in the vicinity of Partridge Farm prior to
development, which is subject to further environmental review.

GOAL: Expand access and overnight opportunities for visitors.

Guidelines:

e Approximately 20 walk-in campsites may be developed for a tent camping
experience in the Partridge Farm Area. Campsites will be set into a natural setting
and accessible by trail to and from developed parking and restroom facilities located

out of view from the campground.

e Overnight visitor parking (approximately 30 spaces) will be screened with native
plants and centralized or clustered away from the walk-in campsites.

e Restroom facilities will be small in scale and blended into the existing terrain and
landscaped with native vegetation. Restroom locations shall be based on the overall
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site plan prepared for the Partridge Farm Area, including provisions for day use and
overnight use facilities.

e The design and layout of campground facilities shall consider compatibility with other
uses and programs (i.e., day use, special activities, operations, natural and cultural
resource management, and interpretive programs) identified in the general plan for
the Partridge Farm Area.

e Pathways connecting campsites to park trails shall guide users through the least
sensitive resource areas.

e Campsite provisions should be made for people with disabilities.

e Prior to any facility development, a resource assessment and monitoring program
will be implemented in order to evaluate impacts and guide future management
decisions regarding public access and visitor use in the Partridge Farm Area and its
surroundings. Development projects shall include provisions for the restoration and
protection of native vegetation and protection of cultural features.

e A campfire center may be considered in the overall site plan for the Partridge Farm
Area.

PROPOSED WALK-IN CAMPSITES - MAP NO. 2

The map shown on the following page describes the area of potential development
for walk-in campsites at Partridge Farm. This area also includes the site for day-use
parking facilities proposed in the approved general plan for this unit. This area shown is
considered to be conceptual for general plan purposes only, and does not reflect the
actual boundaries of proposed facilities development. A future area development plan
and detailed site investigations will determine actual facilities location and design.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

SUMMARY/INTRODUCTION

This document is a supplement to the EIR prepared for the Castle Rock State Park
General Plan that covers the proposal for an addition of approximately twenty walk-in
sites at Partridge Farm.

This supplement examines the potential environmental impacts of camping in
greater detail than the EIR for the General Plan recognizing the concerns the public
expressed for campground development during the CEQA review of the preliminary
general plan. However, this supplement is a first tier review whereby subsequent area
development plans for the Partridge Farm area will be subject to further environmental
review requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act.

This supplement considers the impact of the addition of camping and the
cumulative impact of camping along with the development previously approved in the
General Plan.

DESCRIPTION OF THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

The Partridge Farm area is described in the General Plan, Natural Resources
Inventory of Castle Rock State Park and the Upper San Lorenzo River Basin
Boisseranc Inventory and An Inventory of the Cultural Features of the Boisseranc Unit,
Castle Rock State Park, Santa Cruz County. These documents, incorporated by
reference, are available for public review at the Santa Cruz District Office at 600 Ocean
Street, Santa Cruz and the Northern Service Center at 1725 23" Street, Room 200,
Sacramento, California.

In summary, the Partridge Farm area has been substantially modified by
agricultural activities and other uses over the last 100 years. It is recovering to a more
natural-appearing landscape as native vegetation reestablishes itself. It is surrounded
by the Black Oak woodland and the unique and sensitive Lion Caves and Castle Rock
Ridge areas.
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SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Area of Potential Effect

The area of potential impact includes the Partridge Farm area, and adjacent Lion
Caves and Castle Rock Ridge Areas.

Threshold
Loss, destruction, or human-induced deterioration of a known cultural resource,
recognized by the Department to have integrity and significance, will be

considered a significant impact.

Impact of Camping

There is a significant cluster of six prehistoric sites in the Partridge Farm area.
These sites represent a seasonal camp of undetermined age. Some possible
rock art was recently identified in the large rock formations within the vicinity of
Partridge Farm; other rock art sites may exist within the park. In general,
prehistoric resources are scarce in the park and, therefore, all are potentially
significant.

The Partridge House/Bungalow is the remaining significant historic resource in
the Partridge Farm area. The existing apple and pear orchards are potentially
historically significant.

The General Plan calls for the protection of all historic and prehistoric sites and
features from adverse effects resulting from park use, development, and
management activities. The Partridge House will be maintained with
consideration of appropriate adaptive uses. No camping facilities would directly
impact these sites. The continuation of the house as an employee residence or
other use (i.e. unit administrative) would discourage public vandalism of the sites.

The camping facility would not be located near the Partridge House or existing
orchards. There would be no significant impact.

There is a potential significant impact to unrecorded or unknown resources in the
Castle Rock Ridge Area.
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Impact — Cumulative

The cumulative impact of camping and day use on cultural resources will be the
same as the impact for camping.

Mitigation

1. Site-specific cultural resource surveys will be conducted in areas proposed for
development and where other surface disturbing activities occur in the Lion
Caves and the adjacent Castle Rock Ridge Areas. No public use facilities will
be constructed on or near known prehistoric or historic sites, in accordance
with the Department’s resource management directives and professional
standards for the treatment of historic properties.

2. A buffer zone will be designated around the facility development area at
Partridge Farm to protect the cultural resources and other sensitive habitats
and resources.

3 Any modification, maintenance, or improvements to the Partridge House will
be done in conformance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties.

4. All development and resource management plans will be subject to meeting
PRC 5024.5 review requirements. These cultural effect review requirements
will be met at the time the plans are prepared.

TRAFFIC

Area of Potential Effect

The area of potential effect includes the two state highways (35 and 9) along the
borders of Castle Rock State Park, the intersection of the two highways
(Saratoga Gap), and the proposed entrance to the Partridge Farm area.
Threshold

A reduction in the level of service below “Level C” or development of an access
with inadequate sight distance will be considered a significant impact.

Impact — Camping

Caltrans rates level of service on roadways with a scale from “A” to “F”. The
rating is not wholly dependent on the number of vehicles but also on the nature
of the flow, speeds, and delays. Level of service “A” represents unrestricted
operation; Level F represents overcapacity flows with heavy congestion and
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considerable reductions in speed. Level “C” is still stable flow; although it
approaches the range where instability may occur because of small changes in
flow. Caltrans design standard level of service for freeways and highways is
Level “C”. Maximum volume (passenger cars per hour in one direction) for rural
two-lane highway for “B” level of service is 900 under ideal conditions
(Fundamentals of Traffic Engineering, 8" edition, Institute of Transportation and
Traffic Engineering, University of California, Berkeley, 1973).

The camping proposal will add about 60 trips per day maximum (30 parking
spaces X 2 trips/space/day). The increase in traffic volume would be less of an
impact than the potential safety hazard of vehicles accessing and egressing at
the present Partridge Farm entrance. Regular visitor use of the Partridge farm
area would require an improved developed access and entrance road for public
safety reasons. Visitors tend to avoid peak (commute) traffic periods and,
therefore, should not contribute to peak traffic volumes.

The current peak hour traffic on Highway 35 between Partridge Farm and
Saratoga Gap is 440 trips per hour. The practical capacity of this roadway is
about 900 vehicles per hour. If the daily traffic volume from camping (60 vehicle
trips) were generated in one hour, in addition to the peak hour traffic of 440
trips/hour, it would not exceed the practical capacity of this roadway.

Impact — Cumulative

The cumulative increase of the day use and camping proposals at Partridge
Farm could add 460 trips per day maximum (100 spaces X 2 trips/day/space X 2
(turnovers) + trips generated by camping). The cumulative impact on traffic
volume of all development at Partridge farm approaches the practical capacity (if
all trips generated by Partridge Farm visitor development occur during the peak
hour, an unlikely occurrence). Visitor traffic or trips generally occur during off-
peak hours and spaced throughout the day. A more probable scenario would be
one trip generated for every parking space (approximately 100 day use and 30
camping) at the peak hour. These 130 trips, in addition to the peak hour traffic,
are still below the practical capacity. There is still the potential traffic hazard at
the intersection of the highway and the Partridge Farm entrance road. The day
use parking at Partridge Farm will replace the parking removed at the current
main parking area and the highway; therefore, the impact at the Saratoga Gap
intersection will be negligible. The only increase in trips generated is from the
proposed camping.

Mitigation
Mitigation for the potential safety hazard will not be prescribed now. The
Department will consult with the California Department of Transportation to

design a safe access into Partridge Farm area at the time site-specific
development plans are prepared. Road and access improvements will conform
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to Caltrans standards and specifications when implemented. Possible mitigation
is the relocation of the entrance road, construction of deceleration lanes, and
construction of turn lanes.

HYDROLOGY AND SOILS

Area of Potential Effect

The area of potential effect includes the areas of Partridge Farm, Castle Rock
Ridge, and Lion Caves.

Threshold

A reduction in water quality and/or increased soil erosion will be considered a
significant impact.

Impact — Camping

Even though project developments will occur within a limited portion of the park
(Partridge Farm Resource Management Zone), development, maintenance and
use of facilities such as roads, trails, parking lots, campsites, picnic areas,
utilities, septic systems, and buildings, have the potential for significant short and
long-term impacts to the environment. These impacts could include soil
disturbance, dust, increased erosion, altered drainage patterns, and lowered
water quality.

Quantification and determination of the impacts is speculative without more
defined plans.

Impact — Cumulative

The cumulative impacts are considered the same as those described for camping
above.

Mitigation

Design, construction and maintenance of facilities will follow the best
management practices for the elimination or reduction of adverse effects to soil
stability, water quality, and drainage patterns. Activities or development that
could adversely affect the park’s aquatic systems will be mitigated to a level of
non-significance, where feasible.
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GEOLOGY

Area of Potential Effect

The area of potential effect includes the areas of Partridge Farm, Castle Rock
Ridge, and Lion Caves.

Threshold

Damage to unique or significant geological features will be considered a
significant impact.

Impact — Camping

There is a potential impact to tafoni as a result of climbing activities, vandalism,
and unintentional damage from intensive use. Improved access at Partridge
Farm may encourage greater public use of the surrounding areas possessing
tafoni features. Consultations with geologists confirmed that the tafoni are
sensitive and endangered. The durability of the tafoni features has not been
studied and is most likely variable, with some rock features more durable than
others.

Impact — Cumulative

The cumulative impacts are considered the same as those above. On the basis
of the number of visitors involved, the day use development (460 visitors) has a
responsibility for the greater portion of the impact than camping (70 visitors). It
should be recognized that the day use visitation at Partridge Farm is a result of
the relocation of existing day use parking and may not create any substantial
difference in effect.

Mitigation

No climbing will be permitted in the area classified as a natural preserve. The
Department will prepare a climbing management plan that will include measures
to prevent damage to tafoni from climbing activities outside the San Lorenzo
Headwaters Natural Preserve. Proposals to protect tafoni in the plan may
include designation of climbing areas, equipment restrictions, and closures.
Interpretation and education of visitors can reduce the unintentional degradation
and vandalism of these features.

Castle Rock SP General Plan Amendment Page 12



WILDLIFE

Area of Potential Effect

The area of potential effect includes the entire state park, depending on the
sensitivity and area requirements of the species. The area of greatest effect
includes the Partridge Farm resource management zone and adjacent areas.

Threshold
Direct take or removal or individuals of a sensitive species, reduction in area, or
alternation or disturbance of required habitat will be considered a significant

impact.

Impact — Camping

The additional availability of garbage and the direct feeding of wildlife by
campers, in conjunction with that of day wuse visitors, may attract
disproportionately large populations of nest predators, including raccoons, striped
skunks, opossums, and corvids (jays, ravens and crows), in and adjacent to the
project area. Increased large predator populations may adversely impact
Neotropical migrant songbirds, non-migrant native birds, amphibians and reptiles
using hardwood, montane-hardwood and grassland habitats occurring in the
Partridge Farm and adjacent Resource Management Zones. Evidence of the
impact is inconclusive; a determination of significance would be speculative.

The siting of camping facilities may degrade sensitive plant or animal populations
or their habitat. Brewer’'s calandrina, a sensitive plant species, occurs in the
park; however, inventory searches failed to find any in the campground area.
Mountain lions have been documented to occur in the park; however, population
statistics, regional wildlife movement, and tolerances of humans have not been
established. Mountain lions have been documented in the Partridge Farm vicinity
by Harvey and Stanley (1979), yet little is known of the species’ use intensity
there. No sign of mountain lions was observed in the Partridge Farm Resource
Management Zone during 1995/96 inventories; during this time one mountain lion
sighting was reported elsewhere in the park.

The project could result in disturbance to amphibian and reptile microhabitat from
the illegal gathering of large woody litter for firewood; however, the Department
enforces regulations against the illegal collection of firewood.

Impact — Cumulative

The cumulative impacts are considered the same as those described for camping
above.
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Mitigation

Site-specific searches for sensitive species of plants and animals will be
conducted in areas proposed for development or for other activities. The
Department will assess movement patterns by large, wide-ranging sensitive
animal species using the Partridge Farm area and vicinity. The proposed project
will be modified if necessary to avoid significant adverse impacts to any detected
sensitive populations or areas that have established movement corridors of
sensitive animal species.

ESTHETICS

Area of Potential Effect

The area of potential effect includes the areas of Partridge Farm, Castle Rock
Ridge, and Lion Caves. Due to topography and vegetation, the viewshed from
Partridge Farm is limited.

Threshold

New development in a natural-appearing landscape visible to neighbors or
adjacent traffic would be considered significant.

Impacts — Camping

The area of potential development is not readily visible from the highway or by
neighboring landowners. The proposed walk-in campsites will be generally
screened by existing vegetation and topography, and thus will not result in
significant visual impacts. Campsites will be designed and situated within the
Partridge Farm area, with minimal disturbance to the existing landscape. A
parking area with reflective parked automobiles and restroom building could be
very obvious human imposed intrusions into the landscape. The activity and
equipment associated with the walk-in campsites could also be an intrusion to
the visual landscape for park users seeking a wilderness experience.

Human activities occurring outside the Partridge Farm area, in the vicinity of Goat
Rock and Lion Caves, could impact the visual quality of the natural landscape
through indiscriminate use (volunteer trails and deliberate acts of resource
damage).

Impacts - Cumulative

The cumulative impacts are considered the same as those described for camping
above.
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Mitigation

Visual impacts can be mitigated by careful siting, design, and selection of
materials. The restroom building design will be low profile and use muted, non-
reflective exterior colors that blend, rather than contrast, with the surrounding
environment. Designated trails throughout the Castle Rock Ridge and into the
Lion Caves area will be designed and situated to minimize the visual impact to
the existing landscape, which includes restoration of previously impacted sites.

Parking will be developed and screened by landscaping to help break up
surfaces of potential glare and views from the walk-in campsites, highway, and
adjacent private properties.

Landscaping with native plant species will be provided at the campground
perimeter and throughout the walk-in campsites to screen views from parking
areas and nearby trails, if needed. Native plant species compatible with existing
vegetation would be required.

Low-profile lighting at the restroom building will be at a minimum level necessary
for security and safety. Light fixtures that minimize glare will be required and
directed downward to minimize light pollution of the dark skies.

ALTERNATIVES

There are two alternatives to be considered: (1) Traditional campground development
alternative (2) the “no project” alternative (development approved by the Park and
Recreation Commission).

TRADITIONAL CAMPGROUND DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE

Traditional campground facilities would be developed, including campground
roads and individual campsite parking spurs. Approximately twenty campsites
would be designed for overnight use at Partridge Farm in addition to the day use
and operations facilities already approved in the general plan. This alternative
would result in construction of additional roads for campground vehicle traffic,
with a reduction in consolidated parking for overnight use. Approximately 10
parking spaces will be developed for overnight visitor use of existing trail camps.

The potential significant environmental impacts resulting from this alternative
would be the same as the approved general plan, with the potential increase in
vehicle traffic movements related to the use of traditional camping vehicles.
Additional surfaced campground roads will result in the loss of vegetative cover
and wildlife habitat, increase surface run-off and potential soil erosion, and
impact the esthetics of the natural-appearing landscape.
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The traffic impacts and visual degradation impacts could be mitigated to non-
significance through proper siting of facilities and landscaping. Individual parking
spurs would be designed to blend into the natural surroundings to minimize the
view of vehicle parking from the highway and adjacent private properties.
Identified cultural resources in the Partridge Farm area will be avoided by
locating facilities away from the sensitive areas. Impacts to sensitive plants and
animals will be avoided by performing surveys for such species and locating
facilities away from areas of identified occurrence.

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE — (GENERAL PLAN APPROVED DEVELOPMENT)

The “no project” alternative would be the development approved by the general
plan. No camping facilities would be constructed. The approved development is
reviewed in the General Plan EIR. In summary, the development proposed is 50
day use parking sites relocated from the highway (phase 1) ultimately 100
parking sites (50 sites relocated from the main parking lot), unit administrative
office and initial public contact point, and adaptive use of the Partridge House.
The potential significant environmental impacts resulting from this alternative
would be a reduction in the level of service (congestion and safety hazard) at the
existing entrance at Partridge Farm, visual degradation of the natural scenic
gualities at Partridge Farm, take of Brewer's calandrinia, and vandalism or
unintentional destruction of cultural resources. The traffic impacts and visual
degradation impacts could be mitigated to non-significance through proper siting
of facilities and landscaping. The take or loss Brewer's calandrinia is not
possible to assess because unknown variables (prescribed burning, reduction of
trails, etc.) affect the net result. Identified cultural resources in the Partridge
Farm area will be avoided by locating day use facilities away from the sensitive
areas. Some cultural resources have been discovered in the Castle Rock Ridge
area; there is a potential impact to these and other unknown resources until they
are properly identified and measures are designed to protect them where
feasible. Impacts to sensitive plants and animals will be avoided by performing
surveys for such species and locating facilities away from areas of identified
occurrence.

IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

Any facility development is a long-term commitment of resources; however,
impacts can generally be reversed through the removal of facilities, if necessary.
Partridge Farm has already been extensively modified by agricultural activities and is
recovering naturally. The Department will be monitoring sensitive resources in Castle
Rock on an ongoing basis to direct management and development. If there are
indications that impacts from visitor use may become excessive, the Department can
reduce or remove facilities or take other appropriate actions.
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GROWTH INDUCING IMPACT

Growth in the surrounding metropolitan/urban areas is dependent on housing and
employment availability. The addition of 20 campsites at Partridge Farm will not remove
any constraint to growth, will not require new staff needing new housing, nor will it
induce new growth to this area. Population growth in nearby urban areas will generate
demand for recreational opportunities and facilities with or without the facility
development at Castle Rock State Park.

NON-SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

NOISE
A certain amount of noise will be generated from use and activities associated
with the 20 walk-in campsites proposed for the Partridge Farm area. The
projected daytime noise levels from campground use would be compatible with
surrounding day use activities, highway traffic, and the adjacent gun club, and
therefore, are not considered to be a significant noise impact.

Overnight use could affect associated wildlife species located in the vicinity of
Partridge Farm, but noise levels are not projected to be significant. The type of
camping experience we are offering in walk-in campsites is similar to trail camps,
which limits the use of generators, music players, and frequent use of
automobiles.

Discussion
The walk-in campsites will provide an outdoor experience for visitors who prefer
separation from the automobiles, but for various reasons prefer not to or can not
walk greater distances to established primitive sites.
Park rules and regulations for use of overnight facilities will be strictly enforced.
Landscaping for screening and buffers will also reduce noise level disturbance in
surrounding areas.

WILDFIRE
Use of camping facilities within wildland areas has the potential to place the
public at risk due to wildfires caused by inadvertent ignition from within, as well
as from outside the park. Furthermore, the designation of a large portion of the

park as Natural Preserve, with its limitations on off-trail travel and mechanized
equipment could hamper suppression activities.
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Discussion

No campfires or nighttime activity will be allowed outside the designated camping
areas, including the Partridge Farm Resource Management Zone. Following
State Park standards, these designated areas will be designed to reduce the
chance of accidental escape of fire to surrounding vegetation. The existing
Wildfire Management Plan will be reviewed and modified, as appropriate, to
ensure protection of human lives and property, and will emphasize control of fires
along predetermined suppression lines, which divide the park into control
compartments. The Wildfire Management Plan will also include evacuation
procedures.

BLACK OAK WOODLAND

A Black Oak Woodland, of limited distribution in the Santa Cruz Mountains,
occurs directly adjacent to the Partridge Farm area. Adverse impacts from
increased visitor use of this area may include soil disturbance by volunteer trails.
These disturbed soils may allow for invasive exotic plant establishment.

Discussion

No camping facilities will be located in or near existing Black Oak Woodlands.
The Castle Rock General Plan stipulates the development and implementation of
an environmental monitoring program for the Partridge Farm and adjacent
Resource Management Zones to help manage visitor use and protect resources.
This program is intended to: 1) develop a quantitative methodology to establish
baseline conditions, 2) set target ranges for resource conditions, 3) monitor
environmental indicators, and 4) recommend remediation when impacts exceed
target ranges. The General Plan also provides guidelines for: a) the
development of a unitwide Vegetation Management Plan to perpetuate natural
communities and processes, and control invasive exotic plant species, b) the
development of a Watershed Management Plan to control erosion and
sedimentation, and c) the development of a Unitwide Trails Plan in order to guide
trail location and construction, and provide for appropriate maintenance. The
intent of these resource protection mechanisms is to maintain resource impacts
to levels less than significant.

WATER AND SEWAGE

Water supply required for the proposed camping would be about 1050 gallons
per day (3.5 people/campsite X 20 campsites X 15 gallons/person/day). Day use
water requirements would be about 2300 gallons per day (100 parking spaces X
2.3 people/car X 2 cars/parking space (turnover) X 5 gallons/person/day).
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Cumulative water requirements for camping and day use would be 3350 gallons
per day, or about 2.3 gallons per minute.

Discussion

Existing water supply can meet the requirements for both the proposed day use
and camping. The existing well and pump at Partridge Farm has been tested to
provide 20 gallons per minute for days with no significant draw down on the well
water level. There is a 10,000 gallon water storage tank to meet short-term peak
requirements in excess of well delivery.

Percolation tests will be conducted to determine the actual location and area
requirements for a leach field. Initial restroom facilities may use a vault or tank to

hold waste that would be periodically pumped out and treated elsewhere. There
is sufficient acreage and percolation capacity to meet leach field requirements.

REFERENCES / PERSONS CONSULTED
Natural Resources Inventory of Castle Rock State Park and the Upper San Lorenzo
River Basin, Harvey and Stanley Associates, 1979.
An Inventory of the Cultural Features of the Boisseranc Unit, Castle Rock State Park,
Santa Cruz County, William Roop, Archeological Resource Service for Harvey and
Stanley Associates, September 1982.

Sydney Brown, Senior Geologist, California Department of Parks and Recreation

Gary Waldron, Senior Resource Ecologist, California Department of Parks and
Recreation
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APPENDIX A

Resolution 5-00
adopted by the
CALIFORNIA STATE PARK AND RECREATION COMMISSION
at its regular meeting in San Jose on
March 8, 2000

WHEREAS, the Director of the Department of Parks and
Recreation has presented to this Commission for approval the
proposed General Plan for Castle Rock State Park; and

WHEREAS, this document reflects long-range development plans
to provide for optimum use and enjoyment of the unit as well as the
protection of its quality, resources and diversity; and

WHEREAS, it is the Commission’s view that added walk-in
camping is desirable at Castle Rock State Park, therefore the
Commission directs the staff to re-evaluate the issue of camping in this
Plan and, if appropriate, to prepare an amendment to the Plan
addressing this subject at a Commission meeting no later than six
months from today;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California State
Park and Recreation Commission hereby approves the Department of
Parks and Recreation’s Castle Rock State Park Preliminary General
Plan, dated February 1999, subject to such environmental changes as
the Director of Parks and Recreation shall determine advisable and
necessary to implement the provisions of said plan.
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APPENDIX B

Resolution 6-00
adopted by the
CALIFORNIA STATE PARK AND RECREATION COMMISSION
at its regular meeting in San Jose on
March 8, 2000

WHEREAS, the Director of the Department of Parks and
Recreation has proposed an 1800-acre Natural Preserve be
established in the core ecological area of Castle Rock State Park to
provide for the recognition and protection of significant natural
resources at the headwaters of the San Lorenzo River; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Natural Preserve contains highly
significant natural, geologic and esthetic resources, including rare tafoni
sandstone formations and a diversity of plant communities and wildlife
habitats; and

WHEREAS, encompassed within the proposed boundaries of the
Natural Preserve are plant communities of local or statewide
significance, including the black oak woodland, redwood forest, white
alder forest and knobcone pine forest, which provides habitat for listed
wildlife species, including potential marbled murrelet and peregrine
falcon nesting, and spawning steelhead trout; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED pursuant to Section
5019.50 of the Public Resources Code, and after proceedings in
accordance with the Administrative Procedures Act, that the California
State Park and Recreation Commission hereby classifies approximately
1800 acres in Castle Rock State Park as a Natural Preserve and names
the unit San Lorenzo Headwaters Natural Preserve.
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GENERAL PLAN INQUIRIES

The California Department of Parks and Recreation Northern Service Center prepared
the Castle Rock SP General Plan Amendment. For general information regarding this
document or the approved general plan for Castle Rock State Park, please contact the
Northern Service Center or Santa Cruz District Office:

California Department of Parks and Recreation
Northern Service Center

1725 23" Street, Suite 200

Sacramento, California 95816

Phone: (916) 324-0077

Fax: (916) 324-0888

Santa Cruz District Office
Mountain Sector Headquarters
600 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz, California 95060
Phone: (831) 429-2850

Fax: (831) 429-2876
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CASTLE ROCK STATE PARK
. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The California Department of Parks and Recreation has circulated the Draft Amendment to he
General Plan and Supplemental Environmental impact Report to federal, state, and local
agencies, conservation organizations, and interested members of the public. A Notice of
Availability was published in the Santa Cruz Sentinel. Copies of the document were made
available at the Saratoga Community Library, Santa Clara Central Library, Santa Cruz Public
Library, San Francisco City Library, and the Los Gatos City Library.

- Comments were received from the following:

California Regional Water Quality Control Board — San Francisco Bay region
Martin H.R. Donald

Deborah A. Sivas, Earthjustice

Jeff Spencer, Chair, Friends of Castle Rock State Park

Leda Beth Gray, Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society

Bruce Betterncourt, Friends of Castle Rock State Park

Barry Boulton, Sierra Club — Loma Prieta Chapter

Karen Laudon, James Laudon, Sylvia Sippel

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Report will be used by the State Park and Recreation
Commission in consideration of the Amendment to the General Plan.

The following numbered responses correspond to the numbered sections identified in the |
comments.



1. As was stated in the General Plan, the Department is approaching the planning
and environmental analysis in a tiered process. The first tier is the non-specific conceptual
plan where the general uses, policies, and resource management goals for the unit and the
areas within the unit are proposed. The first tier of environmental analysis concerns broad,
overview general planning issues. The Department has prepared an amendment to the
General Plan for Castle Rock State Park for the approval of the concept of providing limited
walk-in camping opportunities at Partridge Farm. If and when the Department chooses to
proceed with development of the walk-in campground, further environmental analysis will be
done reflecting the greater detail available. The Department would prepare an area
development plan, which would delineate the actual road alignments, parking areas, utilities,
campsites locations, and other facilities. It is at this project development level of planning that
the department will appropriately address the specific recommendations, mitigation, and
requirements outlined in these comments in a second tier analysis, including without
limitations, any required Storm Water Pollution Plans and Best Management Practices.

2, Our Department acknowledges the need for additional camping facilities to meet the
recreation demand in the Santa Cruz Mountains. The type of facility allowed for in the general
plan guidelines does not include conventional vehicle camping and is not expected to satisfy
that type of demonstrated camping deficiency in the region. Castle Rock State Park currently
provides for a primitive camping experience in the existing trail camps. A limited number of.
walk-in campsites are being considered at Partridge Farm to provide similar opportunities for
visitors with improved access to park features, without significantly impacting resources.

3. Proposed walk-in campsites are of limited size and are not considered to be heavy-use
facilities. These sites at Partridge Farm are intended to function as trailhead camp facilities,
with most of the daytime activity occurring on trails, overlooks, and in specific rock climbing

locations. The general plan directs resources management efforts and appropriate visitor use
~ in order to protect resources and maintain the wilderness experience in the park’s natural
areas. Monitoring visitor use and evaluating resource conditions in the vicinity of Partridge .
Farm will be an on-going process in determining effective actions to eliminate or minimize
environmental impacts.

3

4, Heavily wooded areas cannot necessarily sustain heavier use than open areas.
Vegetation sensitivity, soil characteristics, slopes, and design may determine the capability of
an area to sustain use. The Department has constructed campgrounds in redwood groves

- only to learn that the traffic has compacted the soil around the trees, impacted the roots, and
led to their decline.

Park staff will have the ability to control the number of campers at any one time, through
campsite reservations and park regulations during weekends, holidays, seasonally, and at
times of special events. The Department will adjust the number of campsites or its capacity, if
necessary, to manage the appropriate level of use while maintaining desirable resource
conditions. Twenty campsites are considerd the upper limit established by the general plan.

The Castle Rock Ridge, including Goat Rock, is a major attraction. It is apparent that the
current hiking distance from the parking lot is well within the range of most visitors.. Relocating
the parking to Partridge Farm is not going to substantially increase the use. We have
observed that the designated trails are generally in good condition. Volunteer trails and the
areas immediately around the rock outcroppings have exhibited use impacts. It is possible by



reloééting the parking to Partridge Farm and closer to Castle Rock Ridge, the area available
for day use may be extended beyond Ridge and relieve some of the current visitor use
intensity along the ridge.

5. The Department has not segmented or “piecemealed” the project. As the writer
recognizes, the Department did include the camping proposal in the Preliminary General Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Report. The camping proposal was withdrawn at staff
recommendation prior to submittal of the General Plan for approval by the State Park and
Recreation Commission recognizing that the approval of the entire plan could be jeopardized
by the public opposition to the camping proposal without further analysis of the impacts. The
Commission approved the General Plan and directed the Department staff to prepare an
amendment to reconsider the camping proposal. The Department initially considered the
“whole of the action (camping included).” One element (camping) of the project scope was
removed, but the General Plan remains a “whole action” without that element. It is possible for
the General Plan to be implemented without the camping proposal. The amendment for
camping does not necessitate a complete review of the previously approved General Plan.
Only those aspects concerning the camping component need be supplemented as not having
had appropriate disclosure and discussion '

6. The potential for increase in predators in the proposed campground is acknowledged;
however, there is no conclusive evidence that this increase will have a significant impact on
listed or other species of special significance at Castle Rock State Park. It should be noted
that in the Big Basin study referenced, the campground is located directly in the ancient
redwood forest and known marbled murrelet nesting habitat. The proposed walk-in
campground will be sited in what appears to be a recovering mixed evergreen forest. In order
to mitigate the possible cumulative impacts of potential developments that may come from this
project, it is recommended the Department: a) require the use of wildlife-proof garbage
containers in the park unit; and b) prepare public information and interpretive programs that
discourage visitors from feeding or making food available to wildlife.

7. The Department recognizes the regionally important ecological role that the park plays
in protecting the headwaters of the San Lorenzo River and Kings Creek and has developed
and begun to implement Guidelines in the Castle Rock State Park General Plan intended to
protect and maintain park resources. These include developing an environmental monitoring

-program in the Partridge Farm area, as well as the development of an Ecosystem

Management Plan, Watershed Management Plan, and Prescribed Fire Management Plan,
each of which will be a more specific, lower tier plan containing appropriate environmental
analysis. One of the major goals of this monitoring and planning effort is to identify and
address human impacts in the natural environment of the park. An action item in the
watershed management plan will be to routinely inspect the park for illegal trails and to block
them off and perform restoration, as necessary.

First-tier mitigation identifies that site-specific searches for sensitive species of plants and an
animals, as well as wildlife movement, will be conducted in areas proposed for development or
for other activities. The proposed project will be modified if necessary to avoid significant
adverse impacts to any sensitive populations. The lack of sightings of mountain lions by the
unit Ranger that lives at the Partridge Farm suggests that the adjacent ridgeline may not
necessarily be a critical node for mountain lion movement through the Santa Cruz Mountains.



Site-specific searches for mountain lion movements in or through the Partridge Farm area will
reveal whether development modifications are warranted.

While it is acknowledged that there has been considerable habitat alteration in the region,
particularly the San Francisco Bay Area and the Santa Clara Valley, it is also important to note
that there are several large state and county parks and other open space areas in the Santa
Cruz Mountains that provide important habitat and habitat connectivity. It is not generally
accepted that habitat connectivity has been compromised beyond acceptable levels
throughout the region. Under the Castle Rock General Plan, approximately 90 percent or
more of the land base of the park will experience no facilities development (i.e., no new
development-related disturbance to habitat).

While the role of undisturbed habitat at Castle Rock State Park is important, it should be
remembered that the park has a natural history of repeated disturbances (i.e., wildfire,
landslides and earthquakes). The Department is committed to replicating the process of
recurrent fire, where feasible. While prescribed fire may alter the habitat structure and
vegetative composition temporarily, community dynamics are such that, absent a catastrophic
event, communities typically return to climax orfire-climax state. In the absence of recurrent
fire, the native vegetation produces increased loads of dead fuels that, if not reduced, could
lead to a catastrophic wildfire. Some areas of the park may not be suitable for treatment with
prescribed fire, and alternative treatments will be pursued.

8. The General Plan Amendment and Supplement EIR are the first tier EIR; a site-specific
plan is necessary to address site-specific issues (see Response #1).

The Sari'ta Cruz District is preparing an Ecosystem Management Plan thét will address the
environmental concerns expressed by the writers. Included in this plan is the monitoring of key
indicators. -

Black Oak Woodland, although locally rare, is widely distributed throughout the mountainous
regions of the state, except for the deserts. It is typically associated with grasslands and often
includes other oak species, but does not support an understory of coastal scrub.

Since there is already an established trail system adjacent to Partridge Farm, increased
visitation will not create additional areas of soil compaction (see Response #7).

9. The writer suggests that the Supplemental EIR is flawed since the alternative of
constructing a campground in another location in the Santa Cruz Mountains was not
considered. “[Pjroject alternatives typically fall into two categories: on-site alternatives, which
generally consist of different uses of the land under consideration; and off-site alternatives,
which usually involve similar uses at different locations. (Citizen of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors 52Cal3d 553,566 [276 Cal.Rptr. 410]). The “no project™ alternative considered
was the development approved in the General Plan. A larger campground or different form of
campground (typical car spur or RV) were not considered since the impacts would be greater.
Given the topography and limited access at Castle Rock State Park, no other locations in the
unit were considered feasible. Locations outside the unit could not be “feasibly accomplished
in a successful manner considering the economic, environmental, social, and technological
factors involved.” (Id. [276CalRptr. 410].) The Department cannot budget money to develop
capital improvements on lands the state does not own. There is no existing or scheduled



regional recreation plan for the Santa Cruz Mountains. “[A]n EIR need not consider an
alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is
remote and speculative.” (Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage v. City and
County of San Francisco (1 Dist. 1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 893;910 [1 65Cal.Rptr. 401].)
Therefore, no locations outside of the unit were considered as alternatives.

10.  The designation of a state wilderness at Castle Rock State Park was considered in the
General Plan. The staff recommended against the designation and the State Park and
Recreation Commission approved the General Plan with that recommendation. The proposed
amendment is not reconsidering that issue.

11.  The discussion of carrying capacity and allowable use intensity on page 70 of the
general plan is adequate for this goal-oriented general plan and first-tier environmental review.
The general plan defines categories of allowable use intensity that correlate the significance,
sensitivities, and constraints of the unit’s resources with an allowable degree of disturbance
due to human impacts. The evaluations of resource constraints were partly derived from
earlier analysis and mapping of soils, slope, vegetation, hydrology, wildlife habitats, seismic
potential, and erosion potential. The impact on resources, resource management goals, and
visitor perceptions and attitudes are interdependent components that were used to make
determinations on carrying capacity or use intensity.

It is the Department’s intention to regulate visitor activities and determine use limits, as
necessary, based on quantitative information and analysis when detailed management and
development plans are prepared.

The general plan states that the theoretical maximum daily use for the proposed project
(assuming 428 day use parking sites, 2 turnovers per parking site and 2.3 visitors per vehicle,
40 people per bus) is 2009 per day or 9 less than the existing conditions. With the addition of
20 walk-in campsites, this theoretical maximum would be 2078 visitors per day.

12. See Response #7, above. The Department is aware of studies on meso-predator
release and shares concerns in this regard. However, there is presently no site-specific data
to indicate that the Partridge Farm area actually provides preferred or critical habitat
connectivity for mountain lions or other large carnivores. That is why the first tier mitigation
proposes to determine the movements of these animals through the area prior to any camping
facilities development. There are other undeveloped areas along the Castle Rock Ridge that
may be providing this function for wide-ranging predators.

13. See Response #10.

14. See Response #1. As was stated in the General Plan, the Department is approaching
the planning and environmental analysis in a tiered process. The first tier if the conceptual,
broad-overview plan where general uses, policies, and resource management for the unit and
areas within the unit are prescribed. The first tier of environmental analysis concerns broad
view planning. As the Department proceeds with specific project planning proposals or
resource management plans, second or third tier environmental analysis will be performed. If
and when an area development plan is proposed for Partridge Farm, the second tier of



environmental analysis will be conducted, which will include more detailed and specific data,
studies, and analysis appropriate to that level of project development or planning.

15. - See Response #6. It is expected that the maintenance of existing historic fruit trees will
not increase impacts to native fauna beyond levels experienced prior to the initiation of the
general planning project (the existing environment). There is no provision in the General Plan
to expand the number of fruit trees in the park. No facilities or programs related to this Castle
Rock General Plan Amendment will affect fruit trees or their potential impacts.

16.  The significance of impacts from human-induced predators to the species or groups you
refer are inconclusive; however, recommendations presented in Response #6 are expected to
maintain potential impacts from predatory pressures related to the provision of supplemental
food sources by park visitors at levels that are insignificant.

17. As you indicated, gathering of wood is prohibited in this state park, subject to a citation
and fine. Additional signs and interpretive panels will be posted near the parking lots and
campground facilities to inform campers about the sensitivities of the wildlife habitat and about
park rules and regulations. Campfire restrictions and firewood sales are additional methods
used to curtail wood gathering. The unit ranger and/or park staff would be available on-site to
ensure proper enforcement and provide necessary information to the public.

18. See Responses #7 and #12.

19.  The general public prefers flush toilets. Our initial evaluation indicates that there is
sufficient water supply and available land for a leach field to meet the requirements for a
conventional sewage system. However, should there be a reduction in available water supply,
or insufficient percolation capacity, or facility layout dictate against conventional sewage
disposal, composting toilets will be considered.

20.  Walk-in campsites are similar to trail camps, presenting less impact and changes to the
environment than typical campground development. Campsites are connected to the parking
lot via a trail, with native vegetation restored between campsites for vegetative screening and
buffers. Wildlife-proof trash containers have proven effective in other parks and will be used
near parking lots and restroom facilities. Interpretive and informational signing will be provided
to inform visitors about the dangers of feeding animals and leaving food accessible to wildlife.
Park rules and regulations will be strictly enforced.

21.  Monitoring, by itself, has no mitigation value. The Department is a long-term steward of
the land. Throughout its tenure, the Department will be undertaking resource management
programs (mitigation) to protect, enhance, and restore resources. Baseline studies and
regular periodic monitoring will provide a database to evaluate the impacts of use and the
effectiveness of any mitigation efforts. Ongoing, active management of the land, based on
feedback from monitoring and evaluation activities, will, if shown to be necessary, result in
appropriate modification to mitigate any problems.

22.  The “Wildlife” section was incorrectly titled. It should have been identified as "Wildlife
and Vegetation.” Vegetation impacts were discussed in that section.



23.  The cumulative impacts considered in the section are the cumulative impacts resulting
from the combination of different facilities and uses (day use, camping, visitor contact, etc.) at
Partridge Farm. The primary cultural resources at Partridge Farm are the house and nearby
archeological site. There is possibly some rock art near the rock outcroppings on Castle Rock
Ridge. The impact of adding camping at Partridge Farm will not change the use patterns or
substantially change the use levels at the cultural sites. Therefore, our determination was that
there would not be a significant cumulative impact to the cultural resources.

24.  Trip generation rates for a campsite are 4.00 daily, 0.16 AM peak, and 0.32 PM peak
(Trip Generation, Fifth Edition, Institute of Traffic Engineers). This is in accordance with
observations by State Park System staff. These figures indicate that 88% of the campsite
generated traffic occurs outside of peak traffic periods.

No mitigation is proposed recognizing that this amendment is for conceptual approval. A
design or alignment for the entrance road has not been selected and, therefore, the optimal
mitigation, if necessary, cannot be determined. Department of Transportation has requested
that this Department contact them when we are preparing those plans that will require
access/egress to the state highway. It also possible that the Department could acquire
adjacent properties if they were offered for sale which could provide safer highway access.

25. See Response #1. The public will have the opportunity to review future environmental
documents during subsequent tiers of project development and management planning to
determine if best management practices are proposed as mitigation. It should also be
recognized that if best management practices could be prescribed now, they may be outdated
or found inadequate by the time the specific projects are planned, analyzed, and decisions
made to proceed with development.

26. During the preparation of the General Plan, an independent geologist and a Park staff
geologist were requested to field review the geologic features, particularly the tafoni, and
make any recommendations regarding their protection. Their opinion was that other resources
(i.e. soils, vegetation) were showing far greater impact from visitor use than the tafoni.

The writer refers to the vastly increased traffic (visitation). This increase is not supported by
fact. There will be no increase in day use parking; although, it will be relocated closer to
Castle Rock Ridge area. The proximity of the existing parking to the Castle Rock Ridge area
has not precluded access by any substantial number of visitors. The only potential increase
would be from the proposed campground.

27.  This conclusion for camping is not predetermined. The General Plan provides for an
upper limit of 20 campsites; with a lower limit of 0. Future consideration and study of camping
at the Partridge Farm area of the park during the project development process will examine
and analyze the potential impacts, which analyses will be available for public review.

28. The “no project” alternative considered for the Supplement EIR is the development
currently authorized in the General Plan as approved by the State Park and Recreation
Commission; the day use parking, visitor contact station, adaptive use of the Partridge house,
native landscape restoration, etc.



29. " Contrary to the assumption made in the comment, the department does have a history
of reducing or removing facilities when determined to result in inappropriate impacts on the
natural and cultural resources. The Department has or is removing roads and trails from
several units due to erosion impacts (Sinkyone Wilderness State Park, Humboldt Redwoods
State Park, Annadel State Park, Anza-Borrego Desert State Park). The approved General
Plan for Pfeiffer Big Sur State Park 1998) calls for the removal of the one of the most popular
campgrounds due to the impacts to the redwood grove. Beach camping at Prairie Creek State
Park and Humboldt Lagoons State Park is being removed. The approved General Plan for
McArthur-Burney Memorial State Park calls for the removal of camping along the bluff above
Burney Creek. Low water vehicle fords were removed from the Little River in Van Damme
State Park to remove barriers to fish migration. There is an inherent conflict, in some cases,
between the Department's dual mission of providing recreational opportunities and preserving
resources. There is a reluctance to remove visitor facilities because of the capital investment
and popularity with the visiting public, but the Department will remove facilities where there are
- unacceptable environmental impacts.

30.  The Castle Rock State Park General Plan Amendment project allows for the
consideration of campground development in an area that has severe disturbance from past
uses, and is now showing evidence of succeeding towards a mixed evergreen forest.
Rehabilitation of native plants to supplement those present in the area has been
recommended in the Park’s recently approved General Plan. No facilities, beyond existing
trails, are intended to occur in the adjacent black oak woodland. A resource monitoring
program has been initiated in the black oak woodland to detect and reduce increases in human
impacts to below significant levels. Also, please see Response #8.

31. The Department withdrew the camping component from the Preliminary General Plan
presented to the State Park and Recreation Commission in March in response to public

- comments, because it was determined that additional analysis was needed to adequately
address the potential impacts of the proposed project. As directed by the State Park and
Recreation Commission on 3/08/00, the Department reviewed the camping component, found
it to be an appropriate addition to the General Plan, and this amendment and supplemental
EIR was prepared to add a camping component to the Castle Rock State Park General Plan.
The current analysis is adequate for this goal-oriented general plan and first-tier environmental
review.

32. See Response #6.

33.  While Castle Rock State Park includes Critical Habitat for marbled murrelets, there is no
evidence available to confirm whether or not this species actually nests in the park. Wildlife
Management Guidelines in the approved Castle Rock State Park General Plan calls
inventorying, and protecting sensitive species and their habitat in the park. It is recommended
that the Department take actions to control any potential increase in predator populations
related to human use resulting from products generated by this document (see Response # 6,

above).

34. Contrary to the comment, cumulative impacts under CEQA refers to impacts resulting from
two or more individual projects. An individual project may not have a significant impact, but in
combination with other projects in the area, the additive effect may be significant. The writer
has defined cumulative impacts as a synergistic effect, that is two or more effects, rather than



impéct from two or more projects. As noted previously, current data at the level appropriate for
this amendment is general and speculative. At subsequent tiers of project development, more
detailed data and analysis will enable more definitive cumulative impact analysis.

In regards to cumulative impacts on marbled murrelets, see Responses #6, #33, and # 38.
35. See Responses #6 and #33.
36. See Responses #6, #7, #12, and #33.

37.  See Responses #6, #7, #12, and #33. It is not generally accepted that there is high
probability of marbled murrelets nesting in the remaining old growth stands in Castle Rock.
Until direct surveys for this species are performed, it is speculative to suggest that the species
nests there. The observation of marbled murrelets in Castle Rock that you refer to was a fly-
over outside of the nesting season in the late 1970’s; this event does not indicate that this
species nests in the park. There is evidence in the scientific literature that suggests marbled
murrelets in the Central Coast region primarily occupy old-growth coastal conifer habitat at
lower elevations than those at which the residual old-growth stand is found at Castle Rock
State Park. For reference, see Chapter 20 of:

Ralph, C. John; Hunt, George L., Jr.; Raphael, Martin, G.; Piatt, John F., Technical
Editors. 1995. Ecology and Conservation of the Marbled Murrelet. Gen. Tech. Rep.
PSW-GTR-152. Albany, CA: Pacific Southwest Research Station, Forest Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture; 420 p.

38. See Response #9. In the absence of any current planning effort to identify regional
locations to meet recreational demands, the Department did not consider an alternative

location outside of the park unit to be a reasonable alternative.

39. The General Plan is a long-range planning document. It is not the function of the
General Plan to determine future staffing requirements. The District is continually evaluating
staffing requirements for the units under its jurisdiction.
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Date: July 10, 2000
File No. 2188.05 (JRW)

Mr. Robert Ueltzen :
Department of Parks and Recreation
1725 23 Street, Suite 200
Sacramento, CA 95816

Re: Castle Rock State Park General Plan Amendment and Supplement
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Walk-in Campsites at Partridge Farm,
Preliminary -

SCH# 1997121108

Dear Mr. Ueltzen:

We have received the above referenced amendment and supplement to the Environmental
Impact Report' (EIR) and offer the followmg comments with which the Regional Board is
concerned.

The purpose of this project is to establish approximately 20 walk-in campsites to be
developed for a tent camping experience. In addition, approximately 30 parking spaces for
overnight visitors will be created. Restroom facilities will be in small scale and blended in the
existing terrain. Pathways will connect camp51tes to park trails to guide users through the
least sensitive areas of the surroundings. .

As proposed, without appropriate control measures, the project may have significant adverse
impacts to-water quality. These impacts could result from the discharge of polluted runoff to
-waters of the State, as'well as from soil erosion and decreased permeable surface area on the
site. In addition, erosion may result from constructlon without proper control practlces
especially on the site's steeper slopes.

In order to establish that the project will not have significant adverse effects on water quality,
the final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should include:

e A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) should be developed and
implemented. A SWPPP is required by the General Permit. The SWPPP should be
consistent with the terms of the General Permit, the Manual of Standards for Erosion ‘
& Sedimentation Control Measures by the Association of Bay Area Governments I 1
(ABAG), policies and recommendations of the local urban runoff program (city and/or
county), and the Staff Recommendations of the RWQCB. Preparation of a SWPPP
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should be a condition of development. Implementation of the SWPPP should be
enforced during the construction period via appropriate options such as citations, stop
work orders, or withholding occupancy permits. The Regional Board has prepared
“Directions for preparing a SWPPP,” which is available from the Board at (510) 622-
2304,

e Specific measures to reduce and treat runoff from developed areas of the project by
means of vegetative buffers, grassy swales, or other means, to be effective for the life
of the project;

e A plan for the emplc')yment‘ of Best Managemeﬁt Practices (BMPs) to control sediment
and erosion, both during the building process and in the long term;

e In the event that some impact is unavoidable in achieving the goals of the project, the
final EIR should show that the negative impact resulting from the development is the
smallest possible. The application should describe specific restoration that will be
undertaken to offset this impact, preferably on-site.

The Regional Board is unable to offer more specific comment at this time. However, I have

attached a copy of our General Comments, which discuss the Regional Board’s area of

responsibility, and which should help guide in the preparation of further CEQA

documentation. Regional Board staff also encourage the lead agency to obtain a copy of

“Start at the Source,” a design guidance manual for stormwater quality protection from the

Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association. This manual may be obtained at
" most city planning offices, or by calling 1-800-773-7247.

If you have any questions, please call Emily Guglielmo at (510) 622-2344 or e-mail at
stu26@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov.

' Sincerely,

West
nvironmental Specialist
Watershed Division

cc: w/o Attach.: State Clearinghouse
Enclosure

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Cahforma Regional Water Quality Control Board
‘ @ - ' San Francisco Bay Region

Winston H. Hickox - Intemnet Address: hrtp://www.swrch.ca.gov
Secreiary for - " 1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, California 94612
Environmenzal : Phone (510) 622-2300 * FAX (510) 622-2460

Protection

General Comments

‘The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board -(Regional Board or RWQCB) is
charged with the prdteciion,of the Waters of the State of California in the San Francisco Bay Region,
including wetlands and stormwater quality. The Regional Board is responsible for administering the
regulations established by the Federal Clecan Water Act. Additionally, the California Water Code
establishes broad state authority for regulation of water quality. The San Francisco Bay Basin Water
Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) explains the Regional Board’s strategy for regulating water quality.
The Basin Plan also describes the range of responses available to the Regional Board with regard to
actions and proposed actions that dcgradc or potcntxally dcgradc the beneficial uses of the Waters of thc
State of California.

NPDES

Water quality degradation is regulated by the Federal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) Program, established by the Clean Water Act, which controls and reduces poliutants to
water bodies from point and nonpoint discharges. In California, the program is administered by the
California Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The Regional Board issues NPDES permits for
discharges to water bodies in the San Francisco Bay Area, including Municipal (area- or county-wide)
Stormwater Discharge Permits.

Projects disturbing more than five acres of land during construction must be covered under the
State NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity
(General Permit). This can be accomplished by filing a2 Notice of Intent with the State Water Resources
Control Board. An NOI and the General Permit can be obtained from the Board at (510) 622-2300. The
project sponsor must propose and implement control measures that are consistent with the General
Permit and with the recommendations and policies of the local agency and the RWQCB.

Projects that include facilities with discharges of Storm Water Associated with Industrial
Activity must be covered under the State NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water
Associated with Industrial Activity. This may be accomplished by filing a Notice of Intent. The project
sponsor must propose control measures that are consistent with this, and with recommendations and
policies of the local agency and the RWQCB. In a few cases, the project sponsor may apply for (or the
RWQCB may require) issuance of an individual (industry- or facility-specific) permit.

The RWQCB’s Urban Runoff Management Program requires Bay Area municipalities to
develop and implement storm water management plans (SWMPs). The SWMPs must include a program
for implementing new development and construction site storm water quality controls. The objective of
this component is to ensure that appropriate measures to contro] pollutants from new development are:
considered during the planning phase, before construction begins; implemented during the construction
phase; and maintained after construction, throughout the life of the project.

California Environmental Protection Agency
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created as mitigation for the loss of existing jurisdictional wetlands or Waters of the United States cannot
be used as storm water treatment controls. .

In general, if a proposed project impacts wetlands or Waters of the State and the project
applicant is unable to demonstrate that the project was unable to avoid adverse impacts to wetlands or
Waters of the State, water quality certification will be denied.. 401 Certification may also be denied
based on significant adverse impacts to wetlands or other Waters of the State.

Storm Water Quality Control

Storm water is the major source of fresh water to crecks and waterways. Storm water quality is

affected by a variety of land uses and the pollutants generated by these activities. Development and

. construction activities cause both site-specific and cumulative water quality impacts. Water quality
degradation may occur during construction due to discharges of sediment, chemicals, and wastes to .
nearby storm drains or crecks. Water quality degradation may occw after construction is complcte, due
to discharges of petroleum hydrocarbons, oil, grease, and metals from vehicles, pesticides and fertilizers '
from landscaping, and bacteria from pets and people. Runoff may be concentrated and storm water flow
increased by newly developed impervious surfaces, which will mobilize and transport pollutants
deposited on these surfaces to storm drains and creeks. Changes in runoff quantity or velocity may cause
erosion or siltation in streams. Cumulatively, these discharges will increase pollutant loads in creeks and -
wetlands within the local watershed, and ultimately in San Francisco Bay. '

To assist municipalities in the Bay Area with complying with an area-wide NPDES Municipal
Storm Water Permit or to develop a Baseline Urban Runoff Program (if they are not yet a co-permittee
with’a Municipal Storm Water Permit), the Regional Board distributed the Staff’ Recommendations for
New and Redevelopment Control for Storm Water Programs (Recommendations) in April 1994, The
Recommendations describe the Regional Board’s expectations of municipalities in protecting storm
water quality from impacts due to new and redevelopment projects, including establishing policies and
" requirements to apply to development areas and projects; initiating appropriate planning, review,
approval, and mspcctlon procedures; and usmg best management practices (BMPs) during construction
and post-construction.

Project impacts should be minimized by developing and implementing a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). A SWPPP is required by the State Construction Storm Water General Permit
(General Permit). The SW2PP shculd be consistent with the terms of the General Permit, the Manual of ..
Standards for Erosion & Sedimentation Control Measures by the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG), policies and recommendations of the local urban runoff program (city and/or county), and the
Recommendations of the RWQCB. SWPPPs should also be required for projects that may have impacts,
but which are not required to obtain an NPDES permit. Preparation of a SWPPP should be a condition of
development. Implementation of the SWPPP should be enforced during the construction period via
appropriate options such as citations, stop work orders, or withholding occupancy permits.

Impacts identified should be avoided and minimized by developing and implementing the types
of controls listed below. Explanations of the controls are available in the Regional Board’s construction
Field Manual, available from Friends of the San Francisco Estuary at (510) 286-0924, in BASMAA’s
Start at the Source, and in the California Storm Water Best Mariagement Practice Handbooks.

California Environmextal Protection Agency
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- Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Wetlands

Wetlands enhance water quality through such natural functions as flood and erosion control,
stream bank stabilization, and filtration and purification of contaminants. Wetlands also provide critical .
habitats for hundreds of species of fish, birds, and other wildlife, offer open space, and provide many
recreational opportunities. Water quality impacts occur in wetlands from construction of structures in
waterways, dredging, filling, and altering drainage to wetlands.

The Regional Board must certify that any permit issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (covering, dredging, or filling of Waters of the United
States, including wetlands) complies with state water quality standards, or waive such certification.
Section 401 Water Quality Certification is necessary for all 404 Nationwide permits, reporting and non-
rcpemng, as well as mdmdual pcmuts A ,

All projects must be evaluated for the presence of jurisdictional wetlands and other Waters of the
State. Destruction of or impact to these waters should be avoided. If the proposed project impacts
- wetlands or other Waters of the State and the project applicant is unable to demonstrate that the project
was unable to avoid those adverse impacts, water quality certification will most likely be denied. 401
Certification may also be denicd based on significant adverse impacts to wetlands or other Waters of the
State. In considering proposals to fill wetlands, the Regional Board has adopted the California Wetlands
Conservation Policy (Executive Order ‘W-59-93, signed August 23, 1993). The goals of the Policy
include ensuring “no overall net loss and achieving a long-term net gain in the quantity, quality, and
permanence of wetlands acreage and values.” Under this Policy, the Regional Board also considers the
potential post-construction impacts to wetlands and Waters of the State and evaluates the measures
proposed to mitigate those impacts (see Storm Water Quality Control, below).

The Regional Board has adopted U.S. EPA’s Clean Water Act Section .404(b)( 1) “Guidelines for
Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredge or Fill Material,” dated December 24, 1980, in the Board’s
Basin Plan for determining the circumstances under which fill may be permitted.

Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines prohibit all discharges of fill material into regulated waters of the
United States, unless a discharge, as proposed, constitutes the least environmentally damaging
practicable alternative that will achieve the basic project purpose. For non-water dependent projects, the
guidelines assume that there are less damagmg alternatives, and - the apphcart must reuut that
_assumption. :

The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines sequence the order in which proposals should be approached.
First, impacts to wetlands or Waters of the State must be avoided to the maximum extent practicable.
Second, the remaining impacts must be minimized. Finally, the remaining unavoidable adverse impacts
"to wetlands or Waters of the State must be mitigated. Mitigation will be preferably in-kind and on-site,
with no net destruction of habitat value. A proportionately greater amount of mitigation is required for
projects that are out-of-kind and/or off-site. Mitigation will preferably be completed prior to, or at least
simultaneous to, the filling or other loss of existing wetlands. -

Successful mitigation projects are complex tasks and difficult to achieve. This issue will be
strongly considered during agency review of any proposed wetland fill. Wetland features or ponds

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Site Planning

The project should minimize impacts from project development by incorporating appropriate site

planning concepts. This should be accomplished by designing and proposing site planning options as -
early in the project planning phases as possible. Appropriate site planning concepts to include, but are
not limited to the following: :

Phase construction to limit areas and periods of impact.

Minimize directly connected impervious areas. i

Preserve natural topography, existing drainage courses and existing vegetation.

Locate construction and structures as far as possible from streams, wetlands, drainage areas, etc.
Provide undeveloped, vegetated buffer zones between development and streams, wetlands, drainage
areas, etc.

Reduce paved area through c]ustcr dcvclopmcnt, narrower streets, use of porous pavement and/or :
retaining natural curfaces. '
Minimize the use of gutters and curbs which concentrate and direct runoff to 1mpcrmcab1c surfaces.
Use existing vegetation and create new vegetated areas to promote infiltration. - .
Design and lay out communities to reduce reliance on cars.

Include green areas for people to walk their pets, thereby reducing build-up of bacteria, worms,

- viruses, nutrients, etc. in xmpcrmeablc areas, or institute ordinances requiring owners to collect pets’

excrement.

Incorporate low-maintenance landscaping. -
Design and lay out streets and storm drain systems to facilitate easy maintenance and cleaning.
Consider the need for runoff collection and treatment systems.

-*Label storm drains to discourage dumping of pollutants into them

Erosion

The project should minimize erosion-and control sediment during and after construction. This

should be done by developing and implementing an erosion control plan, or equivalent plan. This plan
should be included in the SWPPP. The plan should specify all control measures that will be used or
which are anticipated to be used, including, but not limited to, the following:

Limit access routes and stabilize access pbints.

- Stabilize denuded areas as soon as possible with seeding, mulching, or other effective methods.

Protect adjacent properties with vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers, or other effective
methods.

Delineate clcarmg limits, easements, sctbacks sensitive areas, vegetatlon and drainage courses by
marking them in the field.

Stabilize and prevent erosion from temporary conveyance channels and outlets.

Use sediment controls and filtration to remove sediment from water generated by dewatering or
collected on-site during construction. For large sites, stormwater settling basins will often be
necessary.

California Environmegtal Protection Agency
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Chemical and Waste Management

The project should minimize impacts from chemicals and wastes used or generated during
construction. . This should be done by developing and implementing a plan or set of control measures.
The plan or control measures should be included in the SWPPP. The plan should specify all control
measures that will be used or which are anncxpatcd to be used, including, but not limited to, the
following:

® Designate specific areas of the site, away from streams or storm drain inlets, for storage, preparation,
and disposal of building materials, chemical 1 ~oducts, and wastes.
Store stockpiled materials and wastes under a roof or plastic sheeting.
¢ Store containers of paint, chemicals, solvents, and other hazardous materials storcd in containers
* under cover during rainy periods.
Berm around storage areas to prevent contact with numoff,
Cover open Dumpsters securely with plastic shecting, a tarp, or cther cover during rainy periods.
Designate specific areas of the site, away from streams or storm drain inlets, for auto and equipment
parking and for routine vehicle and equipment maintenance.
Routinely maintain all vehicles and heavy equipment to avoid leaks.
Perform major maintenance, repair, and vehicle and cqmpmcnt washing off-site, or in designated and
controlled areas on-site.
Collect used motor oil, radiator coolant or other fluids with drip pans or drop cloths.
Store and label spent fluids carefully prior to recycling or proper disposal.
Sweep up spilled dry materials (cement, mortar, fertilizers, etc.) immediately--do not use water to
wash them away.
e Ciean up liquid spills on paved or unpcrmcab]c surfaces using “dry” clcanup methods (e.g.,
absorbent materials, cat litter, rags) and dispose of cleanup materials properly.
Clean up spills on dirt areas by digging up and properly disposing of the soil.
Keep paint removal wastes, fresh concrete, cement mortars, cleared vegetation, and demolition
wastes out of gutters, streams, and storm drains by using proper containment and disposal.

Post-Construction

The project should minimize impacts from pollutants that may be generated by the project
following construction, when the project is complete and occupied or in operation. These pollutants may
include: sediment, bacteria, metals, solvents, oil, grease, and pesticides, all of which are typically
gencratcd during the life of a residential, commercial, or industrial project after construction has ceased.
This should be done by developing and implementing 2 plan and set of control measures. The plan or
control measures should be included in the SWPPP.

The plan should specify all control measures that will be used or which are anticipated to be
used, including, but not limited to, the source controls and treatment controls listed in the
Recommendations. Appropriate control measures are discussed in the Recommendations, in: .

Table 2: Summary of residential post-construction BMP selection

Table 3: Summary of industrial post-construction BMP selection
e Table 4: Summary of commercial post-construction BMP selection

California Environmextal Protection Agency
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Additional sources of information that should be consulted for BMP selection include the California

Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks; the Bay Arca Preamble to the California Storm
Water Best Management Practice Handbooks and New Development Recommendations; the BASMAA
New Development Subcommittee meetings, minutes, and distributed information; and Regional Board
staff. Regional Board staff also have fact sheets and other information available for a variety of
structural stormwater treatment controls, such as grassy swales, porous pavement and extended detention
ponds.

California Environmergal Protection Agency
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The camping would be less family oriented and more youth oriented (noise and drinking). That's my
prejudice (and experience).

Heavily wooded areas can take heavier use that open areas. Trails in wooded areas need very little
maintenance, whereas in open areas erosion is a severe problem. The Partridge Farm would suffer overuse.

Perhaps the major problem is Goat Rock. Goat Rock is very much overused now. It’s a devastated area. At
present people have to-hike about a mile to get there (over a bad trail) and it’s still too heavily used. With
20 campsites and 100 cars parked one-quarter mile away it will be like Disneyland. Unsupervised children
of all ages, will be clambering over the rock and falling to their death (imagine the lawsuits).

Sincerely, /”%610%‘24

]

Martin H. R. Donald




139 Hamilton Ave.

Mountain View, CA 94043-4204
Saturday, July 08, 2000
California State Parks
Northern Service Center
1725 23™ Street, Suite 200

Sacramento, CA 95816

Comments on General Plan Amendment (Castle Rock State Park)

Please.

Do not have 20 walk-in campsites at Partridge Farm.
Do not have parking for 100 cars at Partridge Farm.

My pers;')ective.

I came to the-Bay Area, from Europe, 24 years ago and was immediately captivated by the Santa Cruz
Mountains. With fresh eyes I saw the treasure that was there, a semi-wilderness Just over the hill from the
over-crowded Bay Area. I do not wish to see this magnificent place degraded.

For the past 22 years I have been active in building and maintaining hiking trails in the Santa Cruz
Mountains. I've done a little work at Butano Redwoods State Park, a little at Big Basin Redwoods State
Park, a little for the Midpeninsula Open State District but most of all at Castle Rock State Park. For the past
few years I've been leading the Castle Rock volunteer trail maintenance group of the Santa Cruz Mountains

Trail Association.

The need for more camping in the Santa Cruz Mountains.

It would be nice to have very much more camping available in the Santa Cruz Mountains. It would be nice
to just pick up and go at the weekend and geta “first come first serve” site there rather than travel for hours
across the Central Valley to the Sierra Foothills. There’s not space though. Big Basin is overcrowded,
Henry Cowell likewise. Butano and Portola are just right but should not have any more camping.

It would be nice too to take money out of my limited bank account and spend it at will. It would be nice for
a while but I would soon be bankrupt. Likewise, certain types of overuse would destroy the Santa Cruz
Mountains. ' » .

The need to preserve what we have.

Overuse quickly degrades the environment. Camping is extremely heavy use of a very small area (the
campsite) and very heavy use of all the immediately surrounding area. The impact of picnicking is similar
to that of camping but is less than one tenth as bad. Day hiking spreads the impact, some trails close to the
trailhead get overused but generally the damage is minimal. Many trails still provide a near-wilderness
experience.

Castle Rock State Park

Castle Rock State Park is unique (as are all the others, each in their own way). Because Big Basin, Henry
Cowell, Butano and Portola have camping'it does not follow that Castle Rock has to have camping too.

Castle Rock is too easy to get to. The camping would always be full, even mid-week.

IZI |
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California State Parks -
Northern Service Center

1725 23rd Street, Suite 200
Sacramento, California 95816

Comments On Proposed Castle Rock State Park
General Plan Amendment and Supplemental EIR
Jor Walk-in Campsites at Partridge Farm

To Whom It May Concern:

On behalf of the Loma Prieta Chapter of the Sierra Club and Friends of Castle Rock State

Park (*Commenters”), we submit these comments on the so-called “Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report” (“SEIR”) for the proposed Castle Rock State Park General Plan (the “Plan”)

-amendment to create 20 walk-in campsites at Partridge Farm. As the Department of Parks and
Recreation (“Department”) is aware, Commenters and their members have been extensively
involved in the Plan amendment process for Castle Rock State Park (the “Park”) and have
previously expressed serious concern about the adverse environmental impacts of further
development in the Partridge Farm area, particularly impacts on the area’s biological diversity,
ecological integrity and wilderness opportunities. This submittal is intended to supplement and
reiterate Commenters’ previous comments on this issue.! :

Below we discuss some of the many defects in the SEIR thaf render that document ‘
vulnerable to legal challenge. Following closely on the heels of the Department’s March 8, 2000
Plan amendment to provide parking and new visitor facilities at Partridge Farm, the campsite

! As part of the overall planning process for this Park, over the last three years dozens of
individuals and organizations have raised concerns about and objections to development in the
Partridge Farm area. The Department has not adequately responded to many of these concerns,

“even as it has pressed forward with proposed development plans. Rather than repeat here all of
the earlier comments on this issue, we attach a list of the prior written comments — most of which
are equally relevant to the campsite proposal — and request that the Department revisit and
adequately respond to these comments in connection with this latest Plan amendment proposal.

LAW FIiRM FOR THE ENVYIRONMENT
OWEN HOUSE 3553 SALVATIERRA WALK, STANFORD, CA 94305-8620
T: 650 725-8571 F: 650 725-8509 W: www.earthjustice.org

NON WOOD FIBERS - POST CONSUMER PAPER » PROCESSED CHLORINE FREE



August 7,2000 .. . : ‘ Page 2

proposal will increase the potentially significant degradation of Park resources and the region’s
ecological integrity that will surely result from that earlier decision. While the initial EIR largely
ignored these important ecological impacts, the SEIR provides the Department with another
opportunity to evaluate the true environmental costs of opening the Partridge Farm area to
increased human traffic. Before the Department takes any further action on the campsite
proposal, therefore, we strongly urge the agency to step back and undertake a genuine,
scientifically defensible ecological asséssment of the cumulative impacts of managing this
important habitat area for higher density human use. Without such an analysis, neither the public
nor the Commission can meaningfully understand the potential impacts of the Department’s -
proposed actions. |

A. The Department Has Unlawfully Segmented the Environmental Review of Plan
Amendments

As an initial matter, we note that the Department has improperly segmented the campsite
proposal from the related Plan amendments approved only a few short months ago, in an
apparent attempt to avoid the thorough cumulative impacts analysis required by the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). In the February 1999 Preliminary General Plan, the
Department proposed to established 20 walk-in campsites in the Partridge Farm area
(Rreliminary General Plan at 93), but subsequently deleted all reference to the campground
shortly before approving the March 2000 Plan amendments, in response to widespread public
concern about the impacts of the campsites. Preliminary General Plan Addendum #2 at 5-9.
Then, a mere three months after approving these first Plan amendments, the Department put the
very same campground proposal back on the table with the issuance of an extremely cursory,
uninformative document styled as a supplement EIR. As discussed further below, the text of the B
SEIR adds nothing meaningful to the analysis of environmental impacts in the original EIR and
is so perfunctory that it hardly qualifies as an “environmental impact report” as that document is
defined under CEQA. '

Such project segmentation is expressly prohibited by CEQA. Under the statute, the
“project” to be considered in the EIR is “the whole of an action” that may result in either a direct
or reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental impact. 14 C.CR. § 15378(a). The courts have
repeatedly held that an agency cannot split a project into two or more segments for purposes of
complying with CEQA. See, e.g., Rural Land Owners Ass’n v. Lodi City Council, 143
Cal.App.3d 1013, 1024-25 (1983). Consideration of the whole project or action in a single
document is necessary to ensure that “environmental considerations do not become submerged
by chopping a large project into many little ones, each with a potential impact on the
environment, which cumulatively may have disastrous consequences.” Burbank-Glendale-
Pasadena Airport Authority v. Hensler, 233 Cal.App.3d 577, 592 (1991) (citing Bozung v. Local
Agency Formation Commission, 13-Cal.3d 263, 283-84 (1975)).
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Where, as here, future phases of a project or action are rez{soﬁably foreseeable and will

likely change the scope or nature of its environmental impacts, the agency cannot “piecemeal”

the environmental analysis into separate EIRs. Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of
the University of California, 47 Cal.3d 376, 395-96 (1988); City of Santee v. County of San
Diego, 214 Cal. App.3d 1438, 1451-55 (1989). In this case, the campground was more than
reasonably foreseeable when the March 2000 Plan amendment to expand access to the Partridge
Farm area was adopted; indeed, at the time it adopted its initial decision, the Department
obviously intended to amend the Plan again in the near future to reinsert the deleted campsite
proposal. Accordingly, the Department should have fully considered the cumulative impacts of
the parking lot, visitor center and campsites in a single CEQA document before taking any action
on the amendments. At this point, the only appropriate remedy for the Department’s legal error
is to withdraw the March 8, 2000 decision and recirculate an EIR that properly considers all of
the proposed Plan amendments in a single EIR. In doing so, the agency should address the legal
deficiencies in the existing documents that we describe with more particularity below. .

B. The EIR and SEIR Both Fail to Adequately Consider the Direct, Indirect and
- Cumulative Ecological Impacts of the Proposed Amendments

CEQA requires that an EIR consider not only the direct and indirect impacts of a project
or action (14 C.CR § 15126.2(a)), but also the project’s cumulative impacts on environmental
resources. 14 C.CR. § 15130(a). The document must give “due consideration” to the resources
involved (such as water, historical resources and scenic quality), the physical changes caused by
the project, and resulting alterations to ecological systems, among other things. 14 C.CR. §
15126.2(a). Moreover, the CEQA guidelines expressly note that an “EIR shall also analyze any

- significant environmental effects the project might cause by bringing development and people

into the affected area.” Id.
1. Direct Wildlife Impacts

Under a section entitled “Significant Environmental Effects and Mitigation,” the SEIR
purports to assess the effects of the proposed Plan amendment on wildlife, but this discussion is
nothing more than a two-paragraph identification of potential impact issues, with no supporting
analysis whatsoever. For instance, the SEIR notes that the campsite may disproportionately
attract large populations of nest predators (such as raccoons, striped skunks, opossums, and
corvids) which “may adversely impact Neotropical migrant songbirds, non-migrant native birds,
amphibians and reptiles.” SEIR at 11. Yet the document provides no indication of the nature,
scope or scale of such adverse impacts or how they may alter the Park’s and the region’s
ecological balance.

~ Similarly, the wildlife section notes that the campground may degrade sensitive plant or
animal populations or their habitat and could result in disturbance to amphibian and reptile
microhabitat, but provides no actual discussion or analysis of these potential impacts. For

o]
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instance, there is no discussion of how the increase in magnitude, frequency, duration or intensity
. of visitor use may cause fragmentation of core wildlife habitat and edge degradation of habitat
quantity and quality. Habitat fragmentation and adverse “edge effects” from human activities afe
well-documented in the conservation biology literature? and should be assessed in any proposal
to increase human activity in the Park’s core wild areas, including the Partridge Farm area and
along associated Castle Rock Ridge.

The Department should consider the scientific literature in the context of the Park’s site-
specific conditions and species. For instance, there is a sizable body of scientific work on the
impacts of corvid predation on federally listed and imperiled species such as the Marbled
Murrelet, which is known to inhabit nearby Big Basin State Park and possibly Castle Rock State
Park as well. A recent study which recorded observations of two Marbled Murrelet nest failures
in Big Basin State Park caused by corvid predation concluded that: -

Recreational facilities, such as picnic areas and visitor service facilities, may interfere
with the nesting success of Marbled Murrelets. Both 1989 nests were in such areas,
Although incubating birds only rarely showed behavior suggesting agitation from human
presence or noise, they may have been indirectly affected by supplemental items (table
scraps and garbage) made available to potential nest predators. Both Steller’s Jays and
ravens have been observed feeding from garbage cans in the Opal Creek picnic area.
Ravens, which did not nest in the park prior to 1987, nested successfully near the picnic
area in 1989. Elsewhere, unusually large corvid populations have been noted in picnic
areas and campgrounds where garbage is available (Gaines 1977, Beedy and Granholm
1985). Work done in Big Basin by Orr (1942) found a correlation between the higher
number of Steller’s Jays in campgrounds and the reduced number of passerine birds there.
Now that Steller’s Jays and Common Ravens are known to prey on Marbled Murrelet
eggs and nestling (this study), visitor activities that favor corvid populations should be
minimized.

Steven W. Singer et al., “Discovery and Observations of Two Tree Nests of the Marbled
Murrelet” (in The Condor, Cooper Ormithological Society, 1991) (emphasis added). Similar
conclusions have been reached by other scientists studying corvid predation. See, e. g., Robert A.

Askins, Restoring North America’s Birds: Lessons from Landscape Ecology (Yale Univ. Press,

2000) at 172 (“Nest predation may be particularly frequent near campground and picnic areas

% See, e.g., Reed F. Noss and Allen Y. Cooperrider, Saving Nature’s Legacy: Protecting
and Restoring Biodiversity (Island Press, 1994); R. Edward Grumbine, Environmental Policy
and Biodiversity (Island Press, 1994). We incorporate both of these publications by reference in
~ these comments and would be happy to provide the Department with copies of relevant articles
contained therein.
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that attract ravens, crows and other predators. This problem is especially serious in California,
where many of the ancient redwoods are in state or national parks™)?

2. Cumulative Ecological Impacts

Like the original EIR, the SEIR simply does not contain any discussion of the cumulative
impacts of opening the Partridge Farm area to increased human use in light of other regional
development. The Park plays a regionally important ecological role in protecting the headwaters
of the San Lorenzo River and Kings Creek. Increased soil compaction and off-trail human
activities resulting from increased use of the Partridge Farm area are likely to increase erosion
and sedimentation in the upper watershed area of the San Lorenzo River, thereby decreasing
watershed integrity and potentially threatening Steelhead and Coho salmon populations. On this
issue, the SEIR remains disturbing silent. : -

Similarly, the SEIR fails to address the impact of the proposed Plan amendment on wide-
ranging species such as the mountain lion (Felis concolor).* The mountain lion is a keystone

> While Commenters incorporate by reference herein and recommend consideration of
these particular studies, we note that they do not define the universe of applicable research. For

instance, we are aware that a Marbled Murrelet predation study conducted by Dr. John M.

Marzluff of the College of Forest Resources in Seattle, Washington concluded that predation
rates were higher near campgrounds and towns primarily because of the higher density of
American Crows and Steller’s Jays at these sites. We believe that it is the Department’s
obligation under CEQA and its governing statute to undertake its own literature review and

prepare a site-specific analysis of wildlife impacts before any further development of this area is
considered. - -

* The SEIR merely mentions the existence of the species, with no analysis of impacts:
“Mountain lions have been documented to occur in the park; however, population statistics,
regional wildlife movement, and tolerance of humans have not been established. Mountain lions

“ have been documented in the Partridge Farm vicinity by Harvey and Stanley (1979), yet little is

known of the species use intensity there. No sign of mountain lions was observed in the
Partridge Farm Resource Management Zone during 1995/96 inventories; during this time one
mountain lion sighting was reported elsewhere in the park.” SEIR at 11. Obviously, such
cursory treatment is not adequate to comply with CEQA. See, e.g., 14 C.C.R. § 15151 (“EIR
should be prepared with sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences”); Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare. 70

Cal. App.4th 20, 26 (1999); Laure] Heights, supra, 47 Cal.3d at 405 (EIR must contain sufficient
detail to “enable those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider
meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project”); Kings County Farm Bureau v. Citv of
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species which plays an ecosystem-regulating function in this region. It is likely that the Park,
and especially the ridgeline adjacent to Partridge Farm, serves as a critical node for mountain
lion movement through the Santa Cruz Mountains. Male mountain lions have expansive home
range sizes and must have sufficient freedom to visit breeding females in dispersed locations.
Landscape connectivity in essential for mountain lion (and other wildlife) movement. Intensified
human use in and around Partridge Farm and the associated ridgeline, including potential
nocturnal use associated with the campsite proposal, is likely to constrain mountain lion
movement through this critical area, with cascading ecological effects downward through lower
levels of the food web, such as overpopulation and disease of historic mountain lion prey species
and population explosions of “mesopredators” (opportunistic exotic and native species whose
populations are normally controlled by top predators such as mountain lions).

Again, these kinds of broader ecological effects-are well-documented in the conservation "~ -

‘biology literature and should be discussed in the SEIR, especially since habitat connectivity has

already been compromised beyond acceptable levels throughout much of the region. In

particular, the role of undisturbed habitat in Castle Rock State Park in maintaining the region’s
ecological integrity and function must be assessed as part of any Plan amendment that

contemplates development. See Cal. Pub. Res. Code §5002.2 (“the general plan shall evaluate

the unit as a constituent of an ecological region”). No decision to develop the Park or the

Partridge Farm area should proceed until this assessment is properly completed.

C. The Conclusion in the SEIR that the Plan Amendment Will Not Have a Significant
Adverse Impact on Black Oak Woodlands Is not Supperted by Any Evidence or
Analysis

Commenters remain very concerned about the impact of developing the Partridge Farm
area on the directly adjacent black oak woodland. As the Department acknowledges, this habitat
type is of very “limited distribution” in the Santa Cruz Mountains. SEIR at . Indeed, the black
oak woodland in this location is locally significant because it constitutes one of the only intact
stands of this forest type in the Santa Cruz Mountains. The woodland includes an understory of
coastal scrub and inland species, all of which combine to provide habitat for threatened and other
native birds in the region. Increased intensity of human activity adjacent to (and inevitably
within) this key habitat is likely to result in soil compaction, the spread of exotic pest plant E
species and the attendant loss of native habitat. ' .

The SEIR notes the potential for such impacts, but then dismisses them with a reference
to the Department’s plan to develop an environmental monitoring program and the General

Hanford, 221 Cal. App.3d 692, 733 (EIR must contain sufficient analysis to “ensure the integrity
of the process of decisionmaking by precluding stubborn problems or serious consideration from
begin swept under the rug”).
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Plan’s provision for the development of vegetative and watershed management plans. The SEIR
then concludes that “[t]he intent of these resource protection mechanisms is to maintain resource

impacts to levels less than significant.” SEIR at 16. This short, one-paragraph listing of )
potential future monitoring plans and the Department’s “intent” does not constitute an analysis of

the project’s impacts on black oak woodland habitat sufficient to support a determination that the
proposed Plan amendment will not have a significant impact on the resource.

Given the local significance of the black oak woodland, Commenters are disappointed in
the Department’s insistence on moving forward with this amendment, especially since the
agency has never offered an overriding justification for jeopardizing this unique and important
ecological system. At the very least, the Department should properly analyze the true impacts of
increased visitor use on the black oak woodland. More properly, it should reverse its present -
«course and prohibit any further development that will adversely affect this sensitive area.

D. The SEIR Fails to Analyze a Reasonable Range of Alternatives

Given the acknowledged significant impacts from the proposed Plan amendment, it is
imperative — and legally required — that the SEIR consider a reasonable range of project
alternatives. 14 C.CR. § 15002(a)(3) (one of the basic purposes-of CEQA is to “[pJrevent
significant, unavoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the E
use of alternatives or mitigation measures”); Kings County, supra, 221 Cal.App.3d at 720-21;

Wildlife Alive v. Chickering, 18 Cal.3d 190, 197 (1976) (assessment of al reasonable alternatives
is one of an EIR’s “major functions”). '

The discussion of alternatives in the SEIR is fatally flawed. The stated “goal” of the Plan
amendment is to “[elxpand access and overnight opportunities for visitors.” SEIR at2. Yet the
SEIR does not consider the very obvious alternative of developing a campground in another
location in the Santa Cruz Mountains to address perceived regional recreational needs. Time and
again, the courts have held that such a truncated alternatives analysis is legally defective. See,
e.g., San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus, 27 Cal.App.4th 713,
736 (1994) (EIR failed to adequately identify and analyze feasibility of alternative sites); San_
Bemardino Valley Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of San Bernardino, 155 Cal. App.3d 738,
750-51 (1984) (EIR was inadequate because it did “not discuss whether there actually are other
sites within the . . . area which would be suitable for such a project”).

E. The SEIR Fails to Assess the Impacts of the Proposed Campground on Wilderness
- Values in, and Wilderness Designation of, the Park

" As Commenters and others have previously argued, Castle Rock State Park arguably is
eligible for wilderness designation under the California Wilderness Act. That statute defines a
“wilderness area” as “an area of relatively undeveloped state-owned land which has retained its
primeval character and influence or has been substantially restored to a near natural appearance”

110
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and which (1) appears generally to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the
imprint of man’s work substantially unnoticeable, (2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude
or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation, (3) has at least 5,00 acres of land, either by
itself or in combination with contiguous areas possessing wilderness characteristics, or is of
sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation and use in an unimpaired condition, and (4)
may also contain ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, education, scenic or
historical value.” Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 5019.68 and 5093.33(c).

‘ It is clear that the Park meets this definition. The February 1999 Preliminary General °
Plan states that ' ' S

the recovering park lands provide a glimpseé of the original primeval character of the
Santa Cruz Mountains. One can gaze from the ridgetops along Highway 9 and Skyline
Boulevard or hike over a landscape of steep, densely vegetated canyons, dense redwood
and mixed evergreen forests, oak woodlands, and open grasslands. Many of the ridges
are embellished with sandstone rock outcrops that include very rare tafoni formations.
On clear days the outstanding scenic views extend south to Monterey Bay and beyond.
To the west nearly the entire length of forested Ben Lomond Mountain is discernible. A
portion of Big Basin Redwoods State Park is visible in the near distance. To the north
grassland covered ridges and steep, forested canyons extent to the horizon. The .
ecological linkage between Castle Rock State Park and other natural areas of the Santa

Cruz Mountains is apparent. Little evidence of human occupation is visible form the
park.

Preliminary General Plan at 2. In other words, the Park (1) has been substantially restored to a
near natural appearance and primeval character, with human occupation substantially
unnoticeable, (2) provides outstanding opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation, and 3)
contains unique ecological and geological resources of scientific, educational, scenic and
historical importance. At approximately 3,800 acres, the Park occupies a relatively large land

area by Santa Cruz Mountain standards and, therefore, is of sufficient size to make practicable its -

preservation and use in an unimpaired condition. Additionally, if the proposed acquisition of the
adjacent Waterman Gap property from the San Lorenzo Valley Water District is completed, the
‘Park would altematively satisfy the 5,000-acre size criteria set forth in the wilderness statute.

Given the Park’s present recovering status and near-wilderness condition and its clear
potential for future designation as a state wilderness area, further development should not occur
until the Department has analyzed the development’s impact on both the Park’s eligibility for
wilderness status and the wilderness experience it currently provides. See, e.g., National Parks

and Conservation Ass’n v. County of Riverside, 71 Cal.App.4th 1341 (1999) (analysis of
development impacts on wilderness experience required under CEQA).

10
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F. The Department Failed to Conduct a Carrying Capacity Survey as Regquired by
State Law ‘ '

State law requires that, prior to adopting a developmental plan for any state park, the
Department “shall cause to be made a land carrying capacity survey . . . including in such survey
such factors as soil, moisture, and natural cover.” Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 5019.5. This carrying
capacity survey then establishes enforceable attendance limits for each park. Id. § 5001.96. As 11
Commenters and their members have previously pointed out, the Department has never )
completed a carrying capacity survey or established carry capacity-based attendance limits for
Castle Rock State Park. Thus, a Plan amendment to develop a campground and increase visitor
use of the Park is, at best, premature.

G. Conclusion and Recommendation -

In sum, the draft SEIR is legally defective because it fails to provide decisionmakers and
the public with meaningful information about the potential ecological impacts of the proposed
Plan amendment. Laurel Heights, 47 Cal.3d at 329 (“An EIR is an ‘environmental alarm bell’
whose purpose is to alert the public and its responsible officials to'environmental changes before
they have reach ecological points of no retum. . . . The EIR is also intended “to demonstrate to an
apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological
implications of its actions.” . . . Because the EIR must be certified or rejected by public officials,
it is a document of accountability. If CEQA is scrupulously followed, the public will know the
basis on which its responsible officials either approve or reject environmentally significant

action, and the public, being duly informed, can respond accordingly to action with which it
disagrees.” .

Perhaps more to the point, the Department’s decision to pursue increased development of
the Park and the Partridge Farm area is seriously flawed from a policy perspective. The Park
plays a vital role in protecting the region’s ecological integrity and provides a rare wilderness
experience that is difficult to find elsewhere in the San Francisco Bay area. Thus, the proposed
development is inconsistent with the Department’s obligation “to preserve outstanding natural,
scenic, and cultural values, indigenous aquatic and terrestrial fauna and flora, and the most
significant examples of such ecological regions of California as . . . foothills and low coastal
mountains.” Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 5019.53. Moreover, given the existence of other nearby
campsites at Big Basin Redwoods State Park, Portola Redwoods State Park and Sanbom-Skyline
County Park, the development plan directly violates the statutory prohibition on the construction
of new improvements “which are otherwise available to the public within a reasonable distance
outside the park.” Id. '

For these reasons, the Sierra Club and Friends of Castle Rock State Park once again urge
the Department to reevaluate its recent management direction for this unique Park and to avoid
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any further development of the Partridge Farm area. We would be more than happy to meet with

you or your staff to discuss this matter further.
Sincerely yours,

U

eborah A. Sivas



Friends of Castle Rock State Park

Dedicated to the Preservation, Protection, and Restoration of Castle Rock State Park

Rusty Arieas,
California Department of Parks and Recreation
and

California State Parks

Northern Service Center _
1725 23" Street, Suite 200 -
Sacramento, California 95816

Dear Rusty Arieas and Northern Service Center,

This letter is some of the testimony being submitted by Friends of Castle Rock
State Park (FOoCRSP) on the so-called * Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report” for the proposed Castle Rock State Park General Plan Amendment.

This letter providés an ecological argument for designating Castle

Rock State Park as state Wilderness. Acknowlédging the need for reducing
our ecological debt, we provide this statement to encourage the planners of
our state parks to consider the landscape scale in planning long-term
management'-strategvies.

Located high in the Santa Cruz Mountains, Castle Rock State Park (CRSP) has
grown to over 3,800 acres since its establishment in 1868. In 1994, the California
Deptartment of Parks and Recreation (DPR) drafted a General Plan for Castle
Rock State Park. The proposed plan is a manifestation of traditional and
outmoded State Park values. DPR has never openly debated the Purpose of the
Park. It has systematica‘lly deconstructed the planning team to exclude
proponents of Wilderness protection. The propoéed plan downgrades the park's
Declaration of"Purpose by removing the mandate to manage the parkin a “near-
wilderness" state and, instead, proposes development that focuses heavily on

accommodating recreation.
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Declaration of Purpose
The General Plan process has become dominated by politics, at a time when we
need open space planning to be driven by the best available science. This
has unfortunately resulted in a polarization between the user groups and the
environmental community. The Plan, based on a traditional, outmoded model of
concentrated pa}king, access and facilities, only incidentally accommodates

the special interests groups, gaining their uncritical support.

'We believe that all traditional recreations can be accommodated at CRSP,
Including rock climbing, horseback riding, and even some mountain biking, if
we determine to do so as we preserve ecological values, the privacy of local
Homeowners, and another traditional recreational use: hiking to contemplate
a wilderness experience. The Planning process should seek to address the
fundamental concerns, not just rubber-stamp a development “visiqh." of the
past. A draft of an "Alternative Preferred Plan" has been presented to
State.Parks. |

Castle Rock Ecology
Castle Rock State Park is a mosaic of seven habitat types, including oak
woodlands, redwood forests, chaparral, grasslands, and diverse riparian
communities. Regionally, Castle Rock State Park protects the headwaters of
the San Lorenzo River and Kings Creek. CRSP is an exceptionally scenic and
biologically diverse component of the California Coast Range wilderness.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan will have a fragmenting effect
on the core wild areas of the park. Moving the focus of visitor intensity
to Partridge Farm will increase deleterious "edge effects" on this core wild

area, exponentially decreasing the ecologically effective or functional size
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of the remaining wildlife habitats. Such effects have been well documented
in the literature of conservation biology and should be greatly considered

in the planning process. The increase in magnitude, frequency, duration and
intensity of visitor impacts on the Goat Rock vicinity will likely promote

edge degradation of habitat quantity and quality for both plant and animal
species, as well as impacting watershed integrity. These effects hay, in -
turn, reduce the recreational opportunities for visitors seeking to

. experience a wilderness experience.

Soil compaction and species displacement will be exacerbated by the illegal,
but inevitable, increase in off-trail traffic through the black oak forest,

Such edge effects along the trails will further increase the spread of

- exotic pest plant species, compounding the fragmenting effects on woodland
and forest habitats. THUS, the increase in magnitude, frequeﬁcy, duration

and intensity bf visitor impacts along the ridgeline will cause edge

degradation of habitat quantity and quality for both plant and animal

species, as well increase erosion and sedimentation in this upper watershed
area of the San Lorenzo river, home to threatened Steelhead ahd Coho salmon

populations.

Mountain Lion (Felis concolor)
We are concerned about the potential impacts of the proposed General Plan on
" the movement of necessarily wide-ranging species such as the mountain lion,
a keystone species for its critical ecosystem-regulating function. ,
| Landscape connectivity for wildlife movement is among our primary concerns.
lntenSified visitor use at Partridge Farm and the associated ridgeline,
along with use extending into the nocturnal hours, will most likely have a.

constraining effect on the movement of mountain lions through the area.
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Male mountain lions have expansive hom‘e range sizes compared with their
female counterparts. In order to ensure overall population stability, males
must have sufficient freedom of movement to enable them to visit females in
dispersed locations. It is likely that Castle Rock State Park serves as a
critical node for mountain lion movement through the Santa Cruz Mountains.

Habitat connectwlty has already been compromlsed beyond acceptable levels

throughaut much of the reg|on Further degradation of habitat connectivity

for mountain lions will lead to cascading impacts down through successively

" lower levels in the food web. Such effects have been well documented in the

literature of conservation biology and should have been considered in the
DPR planning process. '

‘Further degradatlon of habitat connectlwty for mountain lions w1ll lead to

cascadmg impacts down through successnvely lower levels in the food web.
Such impacts include overpopulation and disease of historic mountain lion
prey species, along with population explosions of "mesopredators" --
opportuniAstic exotic and native species whose populations are normally
controlled by top predators such as mountain lion. In the absence of
mountain lions' ecological regulatory role, mesopredators can wreak havoc on
native species bopulations. which haven't had sufficient time to adapt their

behaviors to changing predator populations (e.g.. Soule et al. 1988).

The appropriate carrying capacity of the Park must be systematically
determined to be consistent with habitat protection and the preservation of

an essentially wilderness visitor experience.

Wilderness Values
Although the Santa Cruz mountain range was extensively logged beginning in
the mid-1850s, CRSP is one of the few places with remnant ancient redwood
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stands. CRSP is now a recovering wilderness which supports natural
processes, one of the few wild areas in the Bay Area where wildlife can

follow its own course. It is a genetic crossroads that facilitates wildlife

and genetic flows up and down and transversely across the range, through Big
Basin to the coast. These flows are essential for the long term

sustainability of healthy natural communities in the mountain range

~ environment. While the Park contains critical habitat, it also presents

proof that a grossly vdegr,aded environment cén recover and thrive without

~ human »inte'rvention;

It is time for a more contemporary concept of "wilderness". While there is
nothung in the State Code written decades ago, that excludes CRSP from a
Wllderness Designation, it focuses pnmarlly on aesthetic considerations. We
now understand that we hve in a world of complex and fragile ecosystems,
threatened by increasing population, decreasing biodiversity, and global
warmmg We beheve that CRSP should be managed to preserve the ecologlcal
mtegnty of the park, the reglon and the planet

Castle Rock State Park qualifies for state wilderness designation as it

meets the following requirements listed in the California Wilderness Act.

1. Castle Rock State Park hés been substantially restored to a near
natural appearance and the imprint of man's work is substantially '
unnoticeable. (PRC Sec. 5093.33(c).

.2. Castle Rock State Park is of sufficient size to make practicable its
preservation and use in an unimpaired‘condition. Although the park itself

is not reach the 5,000 acres, the adjacent Waterman Gap property owned by
the San Lorenzo Valley Water District may soon be acquired by the state,
Viewed in the context of the central-west coastal ecoregion, 3,800 acres is

of sufficient size for wilderness designation.
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We call for Castle Rock State Park to be designated as a State Wilderness

or managed for wilderness reco\)ery with the long-term intent of state
wilderness designation.

Sincerely,

Jeff Spencer, Chair

Friends of Castle Rock State Park
1548 Maple St MBX 28

Redwood City, CA 94063

This letter is also signed by a number of supporting independent scientists listed
below. Please inform these individuals that you have received their testimony
and comments as part of the CEQA comments received related to the Castle
Réck State Park General Plan Amendment and Supplemental EIR.

References ,
Harvey, H.T. 1979. Natural Resources Inventory of Castle Rock State Park and
the Upper San Lorenzo River Basin. Harvey & Stanley Associates, Inc.’

Noss, R.F., AY. Cooperrider. -1994. Saving Nature's Legacy. Island Press,
Covelo, CA.

Spitlef, P.J., R. Henson, B.D. Williams, C. Black, D. Weintraub. 1997.
California's Vanishing Forests: Two decades of destruction. Report by

California Wilderness Coalition, Davis, CA.
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Supporting independent Scientists

Fraser Shilling
2313 Shire Ln.
Davis, CA 95616

affiliation: University of California, Davis-

credentials: Ph.D. in aquatic ecology, work in the area of watershed and
land-use planning in the Sierra Nevada |
St‘even Day |

Aﬁcient Forest Defense Fund

PO Box 151

Leggett CA 95585

Andrea Erickson

620 Villanova Ave.

Davis, Ca 95616

affiliation: University of California, Davis

credentials: Ph.D. in avian sciences, study raptor conservation

in central California since 1992

Laura Kindsvater

Affiliation: University of California, Davis

Plant Geography

John Gallo
Project Director

Friends of Castle Rock State Park

-~ o~
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Conception Coast Project

B.S. Ecology

B.A. Environmentél Science
Vance Russell

Senior Resource Planner
Kleinschmidt Associates

133 L St,, Suite C

Sacramento, CA 95814

M.S.is frofn Cornell in Natural Resources and Protected Areas management.
Marc Commandatore |

Califomia Water Resource Council
San Fréncisco, California

M.S. Ecology

James Studarus

Operations Manager, Conception Coast Project

Environmental Studies Degree UCSB '98; Concerned Citizen & Active Citizen
since '91

(805) 687-2073

studarus@conceptioncoast.org

Karen Cortopassi

Genentech, Inc

One DNA Way

South San Francisco, CA 94080
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Gail Banerjee
B.A., Microbiology
Science Writer -

Environment Division, EPRI, Palo Alto

gailbanerjee@)juno.com

David H. Walworth, MD emeritus
4648 CHERRYVALE AVENUE
SOQUEL, CA 85073
 (831)476-8225

7/26/00
Commissioner Rusty Areias

California Department of Parks and Recreation.

Dear Rusty -

‘You have changed your address since we met first in SJ and almost four
years ago in Aptos. | congratulate you on your promotion.

'm writing now asking you to preserve Castle Rock State Park which joins
Sa'nt_a Clara and Santa Cruz Counties and is crucial to both. Thanks.
Cordially, '

Dave

David H. Walworth, MD emeritus

Santa Clara County Medical Society (formerly)

President, Citizens for Personal Rapid Transit - Umunum Chapter

——————

Kerry Ellen Clark
1354 Dale Ave. #9
Mt. View, Ca 84040
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(650) 967-0240

Verna Jigour
Conservation Biologist
3318 Granada Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95051
Ethan Michael Inlander
Riparian Research
ucsB

Geomorphology Lab: 3614 Ellison Hall
Santa Barbara, CA
Frank Barro
Environmental planner
2 Monte Verde Hts.
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Jeff Maurer

~ M.S. Ecology, raptor ecology

University of California

Davis, Ca 95616

Rich Hunter

Conservation Biologist, conservation planning
Talon Associates

P.O. Box 131

Bodega, CA 84922
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Curtice Jacoby

Conservation Biologist, conservation planning in_North Coast Basin
2687 Pacific Court '
Arcata, CA 95521

Kristeen Penrod _

Botanist/Wild'Iife biologist, environmental planning
836 Wonderview Dr.

Calabasas, Ca 9ﬁ302

‘Eileen Takata Schueman ,

Landscape Architect, conservation planner, M.S.
910 North Pass Ave -
Burbank. CA 91505

Rick Thomas

Landscape Architecture, conservation planning, M.S.
Burbank. CA 91505

rickto@earthlink.net

Steve Benner

Wildlife biologist
Sierraville, CA
Michelle Dohrn
Zoologist
quinospt@earthlink.net
Pasadena, CA
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Christine Lenches-Hinkel
Resource Planner
clenches@pacbell.net
Pasadena, CA

Steve Williams
Restoration ecologist
elladali@yahoo.com ..
Pasadena, CA




 Santa Clara Valley
(. Audubon Society . ‘ v : St
R Founded 1926 (NN
Northern Service Center 'A LU
Department of Parks and Recreation
© 1725, 23" Street, Suite 200 .
_Saéran‘iento CA 95816 ;

RE: Castle Rock State Park General Plan Amendment and Supplemental EIR

. '_.-:Dear DPR e S ', R 'f.; o f. ;.'f
I am wntmg on behalf of the Santa Clara Valley Audubon Socrety to express the followmg R
o K comments on the Castle Rock State Park General Plan Amendment regardmg "proposed walk -m X '4 ‘ -
- ‘camps1tes" Representanves of other local envrronmental groups and I have already discussed a B
‘ host of concerns wrth DPR officials regardmg campsnes at Castle Rock State Park. These
". concerns are not allevrated by the supplemental EIR, and I wrll detall them below )

' '_ : 1) DPR should ﬁle an addltronal Envrronmental Impact Statement 1f after all the evrdence tnat R
drctates the contrary, it is still decided that a campground w1ll in fact be mstalled at Partndge r
‘Farm."As is ‘admifted in the Supplemental EIR in the hydrology and sorls sectron, quantrficatlon : L
. ;and determmatton of the 1mpacts is speculatrve without i more deﬁned plans " We beheve -
however that it is clearly a bad idea to allow this proposal to go any further than this. Clearly E
there exists an ‘abundance of ev1dence showmg that campgrounds constltute a severe drsruptton
to the ecosystems of native specres It is well known that corvids and cowbirds prey on eggs and
chrcks of native specres, ‘and it is'also well known that campgrounds and mmany other human .
. activities subsidize these specres Spec1ﬁc references are c1ted by Bany Boulton of the Srerra
B _Club's Loma Pneta Chapter in hrs response to this EIR ) e '

- 2) Possrble mamtenance of ex1st1ng pear and apple orchards Please evaluate the potentlal
' ~relat1onsh.1p of these orchards to subsidizing predatory species such as corvids, Brown-headed
Cowbirds, raccoons, skunks, opossums and others, and evaluate the impact of this to native
birds, including special status species such as Marbled Murrelet, Yellow-breasted Chat, Willow
Flycatcher and Yellow Warbler. According to the Marin County Breedlng Bird Atlas, Scrub and.

Stellars Jays, and Crows all mclude fruit as part of therr d1ets In add1t10n th15 reference crtes ... 118

fruit orchards as’a food source for Gowbirds, while its commute Tange | from its breedmg range is

citéd as "4 miiles ‘of more", Which puts the whole park w1th.1n the feedmg range of cowbrrds o

Thus, this food source at Partridge Farm could subsidize corvids which are known to prey upon
eggs and nestlings of other species, including Marbled Murrelets, and cowbirds, which parasitize

122221 McClellan Road, Cupertino, CA 95014 "Phone 408 « 252 * 3747 Fax 408 » 252 = 2850
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S ) by human subs1drzed spe01es

' not yet been solved No mod1ﬁcat10n to the development plans to deter thrs problem are:
. 'posstble The srze of the park puts every comer w1th1n rafigé of- at ‘least somie of the predatory -
- species that are subs1drzed by humans. Tlns 1s ‘an unrmtrgatable 1mpact that suggests o’ me that , ,',' -
 the campground should be excluded from the plan in order not to Jeopardtze the sensmve '
- _wﬂdhfe in the park S :

E ,4) Cumulatwe Campmg Impacts are not the same as campmg lmpacts Years of subs1d1es of . L .
- predatory spec1es do have a cumulatlve 1mpact of reducmg their prey specres to below a j T .

. minimum viable breedmg populatton Please evaluate the cumulatrve 1mpacts for specrﬁc
o 'specws, or at least genera of btrds amph1b1ans and other creatures that are. subject to predatton ST :

‘-'5) Please explam how the Department.wﬂl enforce 1llega1 gathermg of arge woody htter that P

~ . could result in dlsturbance to amph1b1an and reptlle habrtat Would there be enforcement staff

' ' :present in the v1cmrty of the campgrounds dunng tlmes when thrs could occur‘7 Please evaluate e | ,

C 6) Verna Jrgour of the Coast Range Ecosystem Alhance has commumcated to DPR that 1t may e

v be poss1b1e that Partndge Farm isiin the vrcrmty of a corndor to the Diablo Range used by m
' Mountam LlOIlS Please evaluate the 1mpacts regardmg the: possrblhty that the presence of B '_ '

: ~humans at Partndge Farm at mght m1ght deter the Mountam Llons or cause encounters between
; .thehonsandhumans ' ‘ + L L ' '

' seen these in use. m Washmgton State Parks and they are qulte nice, and of course requlre no

) Water and sewage Please consrder usmg compostmg toﬂets for the day use restrooms Ihave '
'.‘.._water . R VRO R - ST

- Thanks ‘very much for this opportumtyto pI‘OV1de m SRR

Leda Beth Gray B
Board Member and Conservatton Cha.tr- -
Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society
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COMMENTS ON GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT PROPOSED
WALK-IN CAMPSITES

BACKGROUND

“It provides trallhead opportunities for Castle Hock and Midpeninsula Reglonal
Open Space..."

Why no mention of Sanborn-Skyline County Park or Upper Stevens Creek
' County Park?

PROJECT DESCRIPTION ’ ‘
“The management intent is to establish 20 walk-in campsites...”

Why walk-in? How will DPR preserve the considerable area between the
parking and the campsites? Car access is discouraged and limited,
encouraging campers to keep their food in their camps. Throughout the State,
dispite decades of attempts at the national and state levels, wildlife continues to
become habituated to human food. How will DPR keep people food from
entering the environment? How will DPR keep wildlife from becoming
acclimated to human food? How can DPR assure us that access to human food
by raccoons, blue jays and other animals will not threaten already endangered
species such as the marbled murrelet?

“Resource assessment and monitoring will occur....”

So what? What impact will the monitoring have? The General Plan, and the
General Plan Amendment are reactive. What will DPR do with the assessment
and monitoring to prevent loss of resource.

“GOAL: Expand access and overnight opportunities for visitors.”

Why? Few have come forth at the public hearings asking for camping.
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Why? The 6bserved impacts in and around- the Partridge area show that
opportunities should be reduced, not expanded.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
Cuitural Resources, Traffic, Hydrology & Soils, Geology, Wildlife and Esthetics
are addressed. Where is vegetation addressed?

Impacts-Cumulative

“The Cumulative impact of camping and day use on cultural
resources will be the same as the impact for camping”

I find this very unlikely. The very issue that this is cumulative and that these
resources are non repairable means that this section should be more
adequately addressed. How will a designated buffer zone around.the facility
development area at Partridge Farm protect cultural resources and other
sensitive habitats and resources? :

TRAFFIC
“Visitors tend to avoid peak (commute) traffic periods....."

“Remembering this is about the camping issue this statement is pétently

incorrect. Camping traffic is very common during commute periods - especially
during the Friday evening commute.

“Mitigation for the potential safety hazard will not be prescribed now.”

Why not? With limited line-of-sight at the entrance to Partridge, with turns
through oncoming traffic necessary for access, how can the visiting public and
local residents be protected from serious accident? What if CalTrans declares
that the present entrance is unsafe and that it cannot be made safe without
substantial cost and relocation of the entrance location? Wouldn't that have a
impact on whether or not this project should proceed?

HYDROLOGY AND SOILS ,
This whole section obviously inadequately addresses the impacts due to
increased use. -

Impact-Cumulative: “The cumulative impacts are considered the same as
those described for camping above.” The very nature of cumulative impacts is
different from initial impacts. Such a development will definitely make impacts
and they will increase over time. Under “Mitigation™ this section states: “Design,
construction and maintenance of facilities will follow the best management
practices for the elimination or reduction of adverse effects to soil stability, water
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quality, and drainage patterns.” What this really says: Trust us. We will do the
right thing.

Mitigation: Activities or development that could adversely affect the park’s

aquatic system will be mitigated to a level of on-significance where feasible. -

And where notfeasibie? Do you develop anyway, or not develop?

GEOLOGY

Once again, this whole section is inadequate. There isn't any real detalled
analysis on impacts.

Impact - Camping “There is a potential impact to tafoni....” “Improved access
at Partridge Farm may encourage greater public use.....”

Potential impact?. lis a certainty - or at the very least in the 99% probability
bracket. When you introduce the numbers of people into an area there is going
to be impact - and it Is non-reversible. How will you protect the fragile and
endangered tafoni from the vastly increased traffic?

“The cumulative impacts are considered the same as those above.” You have

t be kidding. Over time the impacts will grow and only get worse. This isnt a

renewable resource like vegetation. Cumulative impacts are very different here.
. How will you protect the fragile and endangered tafoni and other resouroes from
the vastly increased traffic? :

Mitigation: You can designate and area off limits to climbing (natural
preserve), but with Lion Caves 10 minutes from 460 visitors per day, how can
you realistically keep climbers out of this area,. especnally after they have placed
over 120 bolt/anchors in the rock?

WILDLIFE
The Area of Potential Effect includes the entire region. You document many
‘vulnerable species, both flora and fauna, that will be impacted by camping.

Mitigation: “The project will be modified i necessary to avoid significant
adverse impacts...” '

Does this include the possibility that camping is inappropriate?

ALTERNATIVES

(2) the “no project” altenative (development approved by the Park and
Recreation Commission)” What does this mean? There was no approval by the
Commission for a campground - only a request that a amendment be submitted.

“The potential significant environmental impacts resulting from this alternative
would be the same as the approved general plan, with the potential increase in
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This statement is patently absurd. A traditional campground would significantly

vehicle traffic.movements related to the use of traditional camping vehicles.”
increase the environmental impact on the area.

Page 14 -

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
How could this result in reduction of level of service (congestion and safety
hazard) at the existing entrance to Partridge?

IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

“If there are indications that impacts from visitor use may become excessive, the
Department can reduce or remove facilities or take other appropriate actions.” |
Once again this is the “Trust us, we know what we are doing” syndrome. History |29 l _
has shown us that the DPR rarely ever takes out facilities due to impact - even \
when they know that significant damage is being done. Why should we beheve -t
that DPR will act differently in the future?

NON-SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

WILDFIRE - How can this be considered non significant? I
BLACK OAK WOODLAND - How can this be considered non significant? -

This issue should have been addressed in a “Vegetation™ section. The Black
' Oak
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Department of Parks and Recreation
1725, 23™ Street, Suite 200
Sacramento, CA 95816

Sierra Club Testimony regarding:

Castle Rock State Park -
General Plan Amendment and Supplemental EIR
Walk-in Campsites at Partridge Farm
Preliminary, June 20, 2000

Part 1: Context to this Testimony

Immediately prior to the March 8 meeting of the Parks Commission, the Department withdrew the
original “walk-in” camping proposal with no word of explanation. In noting this withdrawal, one
of the Commission members asked the critical question: “was the camping withdrawn from the
plan for scientific reasons”. The response from the Department was “no”; however, that response
is inconsistent with the judgment of the environmental community, an opinion that has been
communicated on many occasions to the Department. We were, as a community, dasappomted
that the Department mxsrepresented the reasons for our consistent request to withdraw camping,
and we note that even in this new amendment, the Department has not presented the scientific case
adequately such that the Commission can fully understand the situation and make rational
decisions. We think that the resource ecologists in the Department have knowledge of the science,
and full access to scientific data, and so we question why the Department consistently refuses to
face the issues honestly, and why it refuses to dialogue openly with the public and with the
environmental community. This amendment would have been the appropriate place in which to
hold the honest dialogue; the Department chose otherwise. Therefore, this testimony on behalf of
the Sierra Club is designed to place the full facts before the Commission, and we formally request
the Department to respond to this testimony in accordance with CEQA requirements.
As we identify in this testimony, the Amendment is deficient in several respects, and those

" deficiencies are all the more disappointing in that we have been urging State Parks to consider
‘those topics that are still deficient. ‘
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Part 2: Deficiencies with regard to Impacts on Wildlife (page 11)

Summary of the Deficiencies

reproduced below) does not adequately describe the predation forces acting, nor the impacts.

The Amendment does not adequately explain the impacts of the proposals on wildlife, or their
causes. After two years and more of presenting this issue to the Castle Rock Planning Team, _

we had hoped that the Department would adequately address the issue of wildlife predation | 32
resulting from the camping proposal. This General Plan Amendment (relevant section

* The Marbled Murrelet, even though an endangered species, is not specifically mentioned; a

surprising and significant omission since it is thought to nest in Castle Rock SP, because there

is a Recovery Plan for the Marbled Murrelet in which the Santa Cruz Mountain Range is one

of only six conservation zones in the Califomia—Oregon—Washington.region, and because the E "
old-growth redwoods in Castle Rock are designated as marbled murrelet critical habitat. We

will use information from that Plan later in this testimony to confirm that the walk-in
campground proposed in this amendment would probably constitute an illegal taking under the
Endangered Species Act. ’ '

The conclusion that “Evidence of the impact is inconclusive; a determination of significance

would be speculative” is misleading as this testimony will demonstrate. We will show

conclusively that the three criteria identified under “Threshold” each have a very high

probability of being met, and so the conclusion in this GP Amendment is invalid. .

The Cumulative Impact comments do not satisfy CEQA mandates in Section 15355,
Gumulative impacts under CEQA refers to two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable, or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts. CEQA requires that this analysis be presented in the case of a specific project such
as this, when “added to other closely related past, present and reasonably foreseeable future .
projects”. However, this Amendment does not consider, indeed, does not mention, the . ;
potential impacts of this proposal in conjunction with likely and reasonably predictable
changes to the Big Basin General Plan on the marbled murrelet or other bird and mammalian
populations. The Big Basin general plan has been in discussion within State Parks for OVer one
year, and we can reasonably suppose that the Department is able to identify likely changes -
that, when added to this Amendment, would have cumulative impacts. We are particularly
cognizant that: :

Big Basin is a significant, perhaps critical, nesting site for the marbled murrelet.

The marbled murrelet population in Big Basin is most likely already in decline (source:
David Suddjian, Biological Consultant).

Castle Rock has potentially good marbled murrelet nesting habitat.

In all probability marbled murrelets are already nesting at Castle Rock.

The old-growth redwoods in Castle Rock are designated critical habitat for the marbled
murrelet. ‘

Under these circumstances, the cumulative impacts comments are deficient, and do not meet
CEQA requirements. We formally request that a cumulative impacts analysis be conducted
that meets CEQA requirements.
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Scientific Data regarding Predation — the Critical Issues
The scientific grounds for not incorporating so-called walk-in camping at Partridge are based on
the following critical questions:

L

Whether camping and its associated human activities generally cause an increase in predators
in the vicinity of the campground.

2. Whether those predators generally have an impact on sensitive wildlife in the vicinity.
3.
4. As asubset of question #3, whether endangered or threatened species currently inhabit, or are

Whether Castle Rock contains sensitive wildlife species vulnerable to increased predation.

thought likely to inhabit, ecosystems in the vicinity, and may be vulnerable to predatlon,
possibly leading to an illegal “take”.

In this testimony, we will summarize scientific papers and critical information that answers all of
the above questions emphatically and in the affirmative. The testimony therefore goes well
beyond hypothesis and conjecture of lay observers, but directly uses scientifically derived data that
are consistent and corroborative. For ease of reading, we reproduce here the section of the
Amendment that is deficient with respect to impacts on wildlife.

For Reference: Reproduction of page 11 (in part), General Plan Amendment

WILDLIFE

Area of Potential Impact

The area of potential impact includes the entire state park, depending on the sensitivity
- and area requirements of the species. The area of greatest effect includes the Partridge

Farm resource management zone and adjacent areas.

Threshold
Direct take or removal of individuals of a sensitive species, reduction in area, or
alteration or disturbance of required habitat will be considered a significant impact.

Impact — Camping
The additional availability of garbage and the direct feeding of w11d11fe by campers, in

conjunction with that of day use visitors, may attract disproportionately large populations .
of nest predators, including raccoons, striped skunks, opossums, and corvids (jays, ravens .
and crows), in and adjacent to the project area. Increased large predator populations may .
adversely impact Neotropical migrant songbirds, non-migrant native birds, amphibians
and reptiles using hardwood, montane-hardwood and grassland habitats occurring in the
Partridge Farm and adjacent Resource Management Zones. Evidence of the impact is .
inconclusive; a determination of significance would be speculative. [emphasis added]

Impact — Camping
The cumulative impacts are considered the same as those described for camping above.




Two types of predation that will be exacerbated if overnight camping is implemented at Partridge

Farm, can be summarized as follows (both are mentioned too casually and briefly in the GP

Amendment section reproduced above): : '

* Predation by the family of birds known as “corvids”. This family includes ravens, jays, crows,

. rooks and magpies. Species listed in the Castle Rock General Plan are: Steller’s Jay, Scrub .
Jay (now Western Scrub Jay), Clark’s Nutcracker, Yellow-billed Magpie, American Crow, and
Common Raven. :

* Predation by medium size mammals such as skunk, raccoon, opossum and grey fox (known as

- “mesopredators” after Soulé) that all occur in Castle Rock SP (source: General Plan).

Both types of predators increase in population, and thus in predation potential, in response to-

human garbage and food discarded in camping and picnic areas. This may be compounded by

deliberate feeding of these predators by human visitors.

@ Corvid Predation on the Marbled Murrelet

In this section on corvids, we will quote extensively from published work by Steven W. Singer
(then of the Santa Cruz City Museum of Natural History, now Director of the Santa Cruz
Mountain Range Bioregional Council) et al in 1991. The paper was published in “The Condor”, a
publication of the Cooper Omithological Society, and was entitled “Discovery and Observations
of Two Tree Nests of the Marbled Murrelet”. '

We will also quote from a newly published book entitled: “Restoring North America’s Birds:
Lessons from Landscape Ecology”. The author is Robert A. Askins, and is published by Yale
University Press (2000).

Wewill also identify other science papers dealing with the corvid predation issue; however, they |
will be referenced only, not quoted, in the interests of brevity and readability. The point is, of 35 l
course, that the correlation between increased human activity (with food) and subsequent corvid |
population increases, followed then by nest predation and reduced bird populations is confirmed

by numerous scientific studies. No shred of doubt is involved.

Selected quotes in are shown italics.

Quotes from Steven W. Singer’s Paper:

In the abstract: “Two nests of the Marbled Murrelet were found in old-growth (300+ years)

Douglas-fir trees in Big Basin State Park, Santa Cruz County, California. These were the third

and fourth known North American tree nests, and the first to be found by searching from the

ground without the use of radio-telemetry”. And, “Corvid predation caused both nests to fail,

and may be a problem where murrelets nest in areas of high human usage”. A S

In the body of the paper: the nests were described in two different locations, and their predation
followed the following patterns. :
(a) Nest.at Opal Creek :
“The nest was observed for 15 days. At discovery, the bird was incubating an egg. On 24
June, at about 6.30, a common raven landed on the branch and displaced the adult murrelet.
Both birds disappeared from the nest branch. Approximately 15 minutes later, a raven was
seen flying from the direction of the tree carrying what appeared to be a carcass in its bill.
The size of the carcass indicated that it was either the embryo or part of the adult. Steller’s
Jays were observed picking at eggshell fragments in the nest that same day. Periodic
observations over the next few weeks showed that no re-nesting occurred”.



(b) Nest at Waddell Creek
- “Ar about 0900 on the morning of 31 July, while the chick was unattended, a Steller’s Jay
landed on the nest and removed the chick, apparently killing it. The nest was observed
periodically for the rest of the season, but re-nesting did not occur”.
(c) Conclusions quoted by the authors:
“Recreational facilities, such as picnic areas and visitor service facilities, may interfere with-
the nesting success of Marbled Murrelets. Both 1989 nests were in such areas. Although
incubating birds only rarely showed behavior suggesting agitation from human presence or
noise, they may have been indirectly affected by supplemental food items (table scraps and
garbage) made available to potential nest predators.- Both Steller's Jays and ravens have been
observed feeding from garbage cans in the Opal Creek picnic area. Ravens, which did not
nest in the park prior to 1987 nested successfully near the picnic area in 1989. Elsewhere,
unusually large corvid populations have been noted in picnic areas and campgrounds where
garbage is available (Gaines 1977, Beedy and Granholm 1985). Work done in Big Basin by
- Orr (1942) found a correlation between the higher number of Steller’s Jays in campgrounds
and the reduced number of passerine birds there. Now that Steller’s Jays and Common
Ravens are known to prey on Marbled Murrelet eggs and nestlings (this study), visitor
activities that favor corvid populations should be minimized”. [emphasis added]

Quotes from Robert A. Askin’s Book (p.172):
“The Marbled Murrelet has specialized requirements both for feeding and nesting, and its
population is probably declining for several reasons, but its dependence on old-growth forest
makes it particularly vulnerable. Intensive clear-cutting of old-growth forest along the coast has
directly eliminated nesting habitat inn many regions. Clearcutting may also indirectly degrade
remaining stands of old-growth habitat by creating forest edge that attracts such predators as
Common Ravens and Steller’s Jays. Murrelets nesting near clearcuts and other openings may lose
their eggs or young to these nest predators. Of the 32 nests that were monitored by researchers at E
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numerous locations along the Pacific Coast between 1974 and 1993, 72 percent were
unsuccessful, and the leading cause of failure was predation of eggs or chicks. Nest predation
may be particularly frequent near campground and picnic areas that attract ravens, crows, and
‘other predators. This problem is especially serious in California, where many of the ancient
redwoods are in state or national parks. [emphasis added]

The potential impacts of nest predators on Marbled Murrelets was recently tested in an ingenious
study in coastal Washington and Oregon. [Note: the work was conducted by Dr. John M.
Marzluff, College of Forest Resources, Seattle, Washington]. Because real murrelet nests are so
difficult to find, the researchers used artificial nests. These were located in typical Marbled
Murrelet nesting sites: close to the trunk on large, moss-covered branches protected by
overhanging foliage. Plastic eggs were painted to resemble murrelet eggs, and mounted (stuffed)
chicks or live domestic pigeon chicks were placed in these artificial nests. The nests were
monitored with video cameras triggered by motion detectors. A high proportion of the nests were
visited by predators: 75 percent at the Washington sites and 77 percent at the Oregon sites.
Predation rates were higher near campgrounds and towns primarily because of the higher density
of American Crows and Steller’s Jays at these sites. The results, and the observations of real
nests, indicate that old-growth areas remote from human activities should be protected because
they provide safer nesting sites. Also, crow and jay populations near campgrounds and other
centers of human activity might be reduced by cutting off their access to garbage and other
sources of food provided by people”.




(i) Mammalian (Mesopredator) Predation .

Predation by small to medium size mammals — mesopredators — has been researched and
documented by Soulé et al 1988 (scrub habitats), Vickery et al 1994 (grasslands), Sovada et al
1995 and Garrettson et al 1996 (prairie wetlands), Wilcove 1985 and Faaborg et al 1995 (eastern
deciduous forest). All of these research studies show that predation by the mesopredators is
directly linked to the decline or disappearance of gamebirds, songbirds, and other small
vertebrates. ‘

Much more scientifically researched data is available if required to fully demonstrate the probable

* impacts on the bird populations of Castle Rock by increased predator populations caused directly

by the human activities proposed at Partridge in this Amendment involving food and garbage.

(ili) Recovery Plan for the Marbled Murrelet

Following Federal listing of the marbled murrelet as a threatened species in 1992, the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service prepared a Recovery Plan for the bird. The Plan was approved on September 24,
1997. The Plan established six Conservation Zones throughout the California-Oregon-
Washington region. As part of that Plan, the old-growth redwood stands in Castle Rock State Park
are designated as critical habitat for the marbled murrelet. Furthermore, the Plan states (p.142):
“It also would be desirable to increase and block up suitable nesting habitat in the Mendocino
and Santa Cruz Mountain Zones. Little habitat remains outside parks in these two zones, such
that an increase in the short term does not appear feasible”. 1t also says: “Human activities near
nesting areas that result in an increase in the numbers of predators could also lead to a greater
likelihood of nest predation”. And (p.128), “Recovery actions should be Jocused on preventing
the loss of occupied nesting habitat, minimizing the loss of unoccupied but suitable
habitat... ... .. Much marbled murrelet habitat is found in state and national parks that receive

considerable recreational use. [emphasis added] The need to maintain high quality marbled -

murrelet terrestrial habitat should be considered in planning any modifications to state or
national parks for recreational purposes. Both highway and campground construction, including
picnic areas, parking lots, and visitors centers, could present threats to the marbled murrelet
through loss of habitat, nest disturbance, and/or increasing predation from corvids associated
with human activity such as Steller’s Jays and Crows”. : :
Specifically on nest predation, the Plan states (p.51): “The potential combined effects of increased
nest vulnerability and increased predator populations could be having a great impact on nest
success. From 1974 through 1993, of those marbled murrelet nests in Washington, Oregon, and
California where success/failure was documented, approximately 64% of the nests failed. Of
those nests, 57% failed due to predation. Corvids (ravens, crows and jays) are suspected to have
caused the majority of known nest failures”. . '

Two of the several recovery actions are (p,124): Implementing long-term actions to stop -
population decline and increase population growth by increasing the amount, quality and
distribution of suitable nesting habitat; ... .....reducing nest predation... ” [emphasis added].

Reference: Recovery Plan forthe Marbled Murrelet (Washingtqn, Oregon and California
Populations). Region 1, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon.
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(iv)  Criteria for Significant Impacts

The Threshold criteria are defined in the GP Amendment (p11) as follows:

“Direct take or removal of individuals of a sensitive species, reduction in area, or alteration or
disturbance of required habitat will be considered a significant impact.”

Reviewing the three criteria, we can say: _ ' .
s Direct take or removal of a sensitive species (see attached full list from the GP),
The sensitive species identified in the earlier final General Plan, and that are particularly
vulnerable to corvid and mesopredator predation are:

» Marbled murrelet (California Endangered Species; Federal Threatened Species)

> Yellow warbler (California Species of Special Concern)

> Yellow-breasted Chat (California Species of Special Concern)

> Willow flycatcher (California Endangered Species; Federal Sensitive Species)
The scientific data presented early is very clear that added facilities that provide human garbage :
(food) will increase the predators populations, will lead to increased predation, and will constitute.
an illegal take under the Endangered Species Act of some or all of the species listed here.
* Reduction in area ’
Camping and picnic areas with their concomitant food and garbage available for predators will
inevitably push back those areas of the sensitive ridgeline and Natural Preserve in the vicinity of
Partridge Farm that are suitable for bird habitation and nesting. That is, the reduction in area '
criterion will be met. I 37
¢ Alteration or disturbance of habitat
From all that has been presented here, it is evident that the existence of increased populations of
corvid and mammalian predators will disturb the functioning and ecology of the habitats. The
adjacent habitats are likely to be heavily disturbed, while the full extent of the disturbance is not

-known. This is known in the ecological terms as the “edge effect”, and inevitably reduces the area

of safe and effective habitation for species at risk. ‘ ' B

) Conclusions on Predation : :

These studies relate to Castle Rock State Park General Plan as follows:

e While there is as yet no conclusive evidence on marbled murrelet nesting in Castle Rock, the
bird has been observed in the Park. It is generally accepted that there is a high probability of
marbled murrelets nesting in the remaining old-growth stands in Castle Rock SP. '

¢ The marbled murrelet has suffered precipitous population declines from California to British
Columbia, and therefore was listed by the California Department of Fish and Game as an
endangered species in California in 1992. Tt was designated as a Federally listed Threatened
Species in September 1992 throughout the California, Oregon and Washington region.

* The old growth redwoods in the Park have been determined to be marbled murrelet critical
habitat under the Recovery Plan of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. »

e Steller’s Jays, ravens and other corvids inhabit Castle Rock SP (source: Castle Rock GP).

¢ Mammalian predators (mesopredators) also inhabit Castle Rock SP (source: Castle Rock GP).

* The evidence is that camping and picnic facilities would increase the local populations of such
predators, and consequently increase predation on the local bird populations, including the
marbled murrelet if it does reside and nest in the remaining old-growth stands in the Park.

Determination: It would be inappropriate to locate any facilities in the Partridge Farm area that

might significantly increase the availability of human-provided food. Camping at or near to

Partridge would do just that. ’




(v1) Predation References

* “Discovery and Observations of Two Tree Nests of the Marbled Murrelet™ Steve Singer et al,
1991.

¢ “Restoring North America’s Birds: Lessons from Landscape Ecology”. Robert A. Askins,

published by Yale University Press (2000).

“Changing Bay Area Bird Populations — the Corvids™: The Stilt, Summer 1998.

“Empty Skies™: David Wilcove, Nature Conservation Magazine, 1989.

“Brown-headed Cowbirds in California”: Laymon, S.A, 1987

“Nesting Success and Nest Predators in Forest Fragments: a Study Using Real and Artificial

Nests™: Zanette et al, 2000, The Auk, 2000.

¢ “Different Nest Predator Faunas and Nest Predation Risk on Ground and Shrub Nests at Forest
Ecotones: an Experiment and a Review”: Bo Soderstrom et al, Oecologia 1998.

e “Mesopredator Release and Avifaunal Extinctions in a Fragmented System™ Michael Soulé,
Nature, 1988.

Part 3: Deficiency with regard to the Alternatlves Analysns (p. 13)

This Amendment considers only two alternatives:

¢ Traditional Campground Alternative

¢ “No Project” Alternative

However, no consideration is given toa regional alternative in which the regional camping needs
would be assessed, and then prov151on of camping (and other facilities) considered on a more
flexible basis across the region in ways that would both enhance visitor satisfaction, and provide
optimal environmental protection. We have, on many occasions, held this discussion with the
Depamnent, and its absence is a significant deficiency in the document, and we regard those e
inputs as part of the formal scoping process that precedes such general plans. Given those inputs .
and suggestions from myself and others, we think it is reasonable that a regional alternative would l 38|
* be considered in this Amendment.

We would suggest that the Department might do well to read its own website carrying a document
entitled: “Key Challenges and Strategies”. It is interesting that p.7 is entitled: “Managing
Natural Resources and Biodiversity: Shift from Representational Islands to Sustainable
Ecosystems”. That is exactly what we have proposed, and which the GP Amendment ignores —
review the ecosystem called the Santa Cruz Mountain Range as a whole ecosystem, and then
determine where human activities may be situated such that the ecological health of the ecosystem
and the human recreational needs work together rather than in competition as the Department
seems determined to do at Castle Rock.

Conclusions

We have demonstrated here that:

e The GP Amendment is legally deficient

¢ The Department and Castle Rock team have consistently and deliberately ignored repeated
inputs from the environmental community

e There will be major environmental consequences arising from the proposed developments at
Partridge Farm if they are implemented

¢ The lofty ideals preached in the official website have still not filtered down to the working
level



Yet, there are ways to proceed - for instance, the Department’s own website, as indicated above,
contains many of the ideas that would allow it to move forward and more effectively implement
the Department’s mission. In the same website document referred to above, section 8 is entitled:
“Create a New Department Image”, and bullet d. says: “Engage the public in stewardship as
well as in the enjoyment of the resources”. We ih the environmental community have indicated
a willingness, ability and desire to do just that - but to date, have been rebuffed by the Department
when it comes to discussion of obviously sacrosanct Department goals regardless of their merit.
Developing Partridge Farm, including the walk-in campground proposed in this GP Amendment
has become part of Department lore without discussion or analysis over the last several years; it is
time for the Department to live up to its website words.

Attachments .

¢ “Discovery and Observations of Two Tree Nests of the Marbled Murrelet”.
Steven W. Singer et al.

¢ “Restoring North America’s Birds: Lessons from Landscape Ecology”. P.172.
Robert A. Askins :
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Abstract. Two nests of the Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus) were found

in old-growth (300 + years) Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) trees in Big Basin Redwoods -

State Park, Santa Cruz County, California. These were the third and fourth known North
American tree nests, and the first to be found by searching from the ground without the use
of radio-telemetry. Ground-search techniques for finding nests are presented. Both nests
were in the incubation stage when found. Each was observed from a distance for 15 days
and 34 days, respectively. Incubation shifs lasted 24 hr with the adults exchanging duties
at dawn. Flight behavior near the nest is described. Corvid predation caused both nests to
fail, and may be a problem where murrelets nest in areas of high human usage. After nest
failure, each tree was climbed. Both nests were located in the inner canopy, mid-crown
portion of the trees. Nest branches were large, moss-covered, horizontal branches that were
well shaded. One nest was a previously undescribed type of constructed nest made up of
small Douglas-fir twigs and foliose lichens. The other nest was a natural depression in a
moss-covered limb. Eggshell fragments were similar to previously described eggs. Nest site

characteristics are compared to characteristics of the other known Marbled Murrelet tree

nests.

Key words: Marbled Murrelet; Brachyramphus marmoratus; tree nests; old-growth forest;

California.

INTRODUCTION

The nest sites of the Marbled Murrelet (Brachy-
ramphus marmoratus) are barely known, with
only thirteen nests confirmed to date (Marshall
1988, Rodway 1990). Nests have been found in
Alaska, California, Siberia and Japan. Day et al.
(1983) and some subsequent authors report an
additional nest that we question—an egg found
in the office of a Washington logging camp
(Anonymous 1927) with few details. Two sub-
species of the Marbled Murrelet are recognized—
in North America, B. m. marmoratus, and in
Asia, B. m. perdix. The North American form is
found in summer from the Aleutian Islands and
Gulf of Alaska south to Santa Cruz County, Cal-
ifornia (AOU 1983). Asiatic birds range in sum-
mer from the Bering Sea and the Kamchatka

! Received 28 June 1990. Final acceptance 20 No-
vember 1990.

Peninsula south along the coast of Siberia, the
Sea of Okhotsk and Sakhalin Island, to northern
Japan (Sealy et al. 1982).

This paper is confined to the North American
subspecies’ use of tree nests, which, from south-
eastern Alaska southward, is the only type of nest
known. The southern portion of the range of B.
m. marmoratus is coincident with the Pacific
Forest Province Ecoregion (Bailey 1980), noted
for large, long-lived coniferous trees. Old-growth
forests in this ecoregion typically have a canopy
height of 50 to 75 m (Franklin and Dyrness 1973)
which is much higher than the forests in which
B. m. perdix is known to nest.

Evidence is mounting that nests are restricted
to old-growth forests. This includes the location
of eggshells and grounded flightless young, the
intensity of overland flight activity and vocaliza-
tions, and the summer distribution of birds at
sea, which is primarily off-shore of old-growtk

. forest (Carter and Sealy 1987; Rodway 1990; Pa-
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ion and Raiph, in press). Although murrelets
commonly use coastal old-growth forests during
the breeding season, they are secretive near the
nest. Only four tree nests have been found in
North America. The first tree nest was found
accidenially in an old-growth Douglas-fir (Pseu-
dotsuga menciesii) in Big Basin Redwoods State
park, Santa Cruz County, California, in 1974
(Binford et al. 1975). The second tree nest was
found in an old-growth mountain hemlock (Tsu-
ga merlensiana) near Kelp Bay, Baranof Island,
southeastern Alaska in 1984 (Quinlan and Hughes
1990). The latier nest was found by radio-tagging
birds captured at sea. We report here the dis-
covery of the third and fourth North American
tree nests in old-growth Douglas-fir in Big Basin
Redwoods State Park, California. Each nest was
found by ground-search techniques without us-
ing radio-telemetry.

STUDY AREA

Big Basin Redwoods State Park (37°10'N,
122°13'W) is approximately 30 km northwest of
Santa Cruz, California in the Santa Cruz Moun-
tains. Most of the range’s original old-growth
redwood forest was logged around 1900. How-
ever some stands remain, primarily in state or
county parks, and many have breeding murrelets
(Paton and Ralph, in press). -
Approximately 1,000 ha of Big Basin Red-
woods State Park are old-growth redwood forest
(Hill and Hill 1927). Park headquarters, at 300
m elevation, is located in the center of this area
approximately 8.5 km from the ocean. Both 1989
nests, as well as the 1974 nest (Binford et al.

1975) were less than one km from park head- -

quarters. :

Big Basin is located in the southern part of the
Redwood Forest Section of the Pacific Forest
Province Ecoregion (Bailey 1980), where the
dominant tree species are coast redwood (Se-
quoia sempervirens) and Douglas-fir. Understory
species include tan oak (Lithocarpus densiflora),
California wax myrtle (Myrica californica), and
a shrub layer primarily of evergreen huckleberry
(Vaccinium ovatum) (Thomas 1961).

The region has a cool Mediterranean climate
with high humidity, low average summer tem-
peratures, and mild winters. The summers have
morning and evening coastal fog or low clouds.
Annual precipitation of 125-150 cm is almost
entirely rain, with 90% occurring between No-
vember and May (Donley et al. 1979).
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METHODS

We looked for nests in the old-growth redwood
forest using ground-search techniques. We con-
centrated on areas where birds had been seen
flying silently below the canopy around dawn,
when murrelets are most active in the forest (Pa-
ton et al. 1989). Location of the first nest 100k
seven days. First, a tree in the Opal Creek Picnic
Area was closely observed because it had char-
actenistics of the 1974 nest tree described by
Binford et al. (1975). 1t was an old-growth Doug-
las-fir with large diameter, nearly horizontal
branches and natural platforms within the live
crown. On 3 June 1989, a few minutes before
sunrise (at 04:41 PST), one murrelet was seen
flying out of the tree. On 8 June at 04:50, a mur-
relet was observed landing on a branch. A few
seconds of soft low vocalizations were heard, then
a murrelet left the same branch. Finally, on 10
June, an adult murrelet was seen sitting on the
nest. A second nest, 1.25 km southwest of the
first, was found near the park sewage treatment

" plant bordering Waddell Creek on 28 June using

similar procedures.

Observation points were located 40 m or more
from each nest and partially screened by trees.
Equipment used t0 make observations consisted
of a video camera and recorder on a 25.4-cm
Meade telescope for daytime activity, and a Jave-
lin night-viewing device with a 500-mm tele-
photo lens and a 2 x tele-extender mounted on
a video camera with recorder for twilight and
nocturnal activity. Observations were generally

‘cammied out from 45 min before dawn to 45 min

after sunset on the Opal Creek nest between 10
June and 24 June, and on the Waddell Creek
nest between 28 June and 31 July. Additionally,
a few 24-hr observations were made on the Wad-
dell Creek nest. In both nesting pairs, the aduits
differed in plumage, one being much darker than
the other, so that incubation shifts could be ac-
curately determined.

After the nests failed, the Opal Creek and Wad-
dell Creek trees were climbed on 1 and 6 August,
respectively. The climber photographed and
measured the nests, and collected samples of nest
materials, generally conforming to the protocol
of Varoujean and Carter (1989). Each nest was
left substantially intact.

Tree stand composition was assayed in a 25-m
radius circular plot, centered on the nest tr
following Varoujean and Carter (1989). One ex-
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TABLE 1. Characteristics of North American tree nests of the Marbled Murrelet.

Big Bagin.céanlli?omir Bu:nléf"l';..&Ayhsh‘ Big B(a)s’d;;l. g‘ift!::mia' Bm\gaa:f“(f.h?;nw
Tree species Douglas-fir Mountain Douglas-fir Douglas-fir
. Hemlock .
Dbh (cm) 167 120 210 196
Height (m) 61.0 ca. 25 61.2 76.2
Stage of vigor Declining (several Declining (top 3 m  Declining (broken  Declining (several
dead branches) dead) top; several dead dead branches)
i branches)
Vertical extent of 27 - 30 50
live crown (m)
Canopy closure (%) Open canopy Open canopy 40 25
Nest branch 41.0 38.0(18 cm wood  47.7 36.3
diameter (cm) , + 20 cm moss)
Nest branch height  45.0 15.5 43.7 38.5
(m)
Direction of branch.  South East North-northwest Southeast
projection '
Branch position Middle Lower ¥ Middle Middle %
within live crown
Branch condition Long branch with Long heaithy limb  Broken stub just Woody knob just
distal ¥ dying distal of nest distal of nest with
with several up- several upright
right projecting projecting limbs
limbs
Nest distance from 6.8 124.0 122.0 61.0
trunk (cm) .
Nest substrate Moss-covered Moss-covered Natural platform Moss-covered
branch - branch with moss, twigs, branch
dead needles, and
lichens
Nest materials None None Douglas-fir twigs None<
with attached
lichens
Nest dimensions 9.5 x 6.5 - 16.5 x 14 11.5x75
(cm) .
Depth of nest bowl  1.0-3.0 —_ 80(30cmdueto 20
(cm) depression in
branch)
Departure of nest 30° - 28° 46°
orientation from
branch orienta-
tion
» Binford et al. 1975.
* Quinlan and Hughes 1990
< This study.
¢ At time of collection (see text).
ception was that plot dimensions were deter- pESULTS -

mined by measurement on the ground surface
instead of on a horizontal plane in order to allow
comparison of quantitative data between plots
(Mueller-Dombois and Ellenberg 1974). Height
of the nest trees was determined by triangulation
using a Lietz optical transit. Age was estimated
from growth ring counts on ten Douglas-fir
stumps of similar diameter found within 1.5 km.

ACTIVITIES AT THE OPAL CREEK NEST

The Opal Creek nest was observed for 15 days.
At discovery, the bird was incubating an egg.
Incubation duties were shared by both adults,
each for 24 hr, confirming Simons (1980). The
exchanges took place between 04:26 and 04:41
(PST) each day, with official sunrise between 04:




47 and 04:49. On 24 June, at about 06:30, a
common Raven (Corvus corax) landed on the
pranch and displaced the adult murrelet. Both
birds disappeared from the nest branch. Ap-
proxlmately 15 min later, a raven was seen flying
from the direction of the tree carrymg what
seemned 1o be a carcass in its bill. The size of the
carcass indicated that it was either the embryo
or part of the adult. Steller’s Jays (Cyanocitta
stelleri) were observed picking at eggshell frag-
ments in the nest that same day. On the morning
of 25 June, an adult murrelet returned to the nest
but did not stay. On 26 June, a large murrelet
eggshell fragment was found on the ground below
the nest. Periodic observations over the next few
weeks showed that no re-nesting occurred.

DESCRIPTION OF THE OPAL CREEK

NEST SITE AND TREE

Nest site characteristics are given below and in
Table 1.

Location. The tree was located 300 m north
of park headquarters in the picnic area east of
Opal Creek. An electric power line and a foot
trail passed within 10 m of the tree. The nest-
tree stand (Table 2) occupied the toe of a hilislope
and the adjoining alluvial terrace. Slopes ranged
from 46% on the hillside to 18% on the terrace.
Near the nest tree, the slope averaged 41% to-
wards the west. The closest old-growth trees were
two coast redwoods to the northwest, a 200 cm
dbh (diameter at breast height) tree at 6.3 m, and
a 167 cm dbh tree at 7.5 m.

The nest tree. The main trunk of the nest tree
was broken off at about 52 m, and several once-
horizontal branches had tumed vertical to take
the place of the leader (Fig. 1). The tree, esti-
mated to be 300 to 600 years old, had a pro-
nounced lean to the southwest. The nest limb
was about 1.5 m long, and extended nearly level
10 a broken end. Several smaller branches orig-
inated from a protuberance at the limb end, in-
cluding one large branch that immediately turned
upwards. A widened platform had formed at this
Jjunction. Shading from nearby branches and ad-
joining trees kept direct sunlight off the nest for
all but short periods of time.

The nest. The nest was located on the platform.
It was an oval cup with sides and bottom of small
Douglas-fir twigs and dead filaments of the epi-
phytic fruticose lichen, Usnea sp. (Fig. 1). The
twigs were approximately 1-4 mm diameter,
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TABLE2. Treedensity and coveragein a 25 m radiug ’

circular plol in the Opal Creek nest stand, Big Basin
Redwoods State Park.

Cover

age Retative
. Relative  (basal  cover-

i Density  density area age

Species (no./ha) m*/ha) (%)
Coast redwood 713 237 1035 713
Douglas-fir 20.4 6.8 313 216
Tan oak 208.8 69.5 10.3 7.1

Other hardwoods 0 0 0 0
Total 300.5 100.0 145.1 100.0

similar to twigs accumulating naturally on the
branch. Attached to many of the twigs were spe-
cies of foliose lichen, including Hvpogymnia en-
teromorphia. Some dried Douglas-fir needies and
cone scales were also in the nest. A layer of An-
titrichia californica moss, approximately 1.0 cm
deep, covered the branch under the nest. Neither
droppings nor a ring of excrement like that de-
scribed by Binford et al. (1975), were in the nest.
This difference is probably due 10 the presence
of a large young in the 1974 nest.

ACTIVITIES AT THE WADDELL CREEK NEST

The Waddell Creek nest was observed nearly,
continuously during daylight hours and imer—'\\

mittently at night for 34 days. At discovery, the
bird was incubating an egg. Incubation and
brooding duties were shared by both adults, in
24-hr shifts, with the exchange 1aking place be-
tween 6 and 37 min before sunrise. A chick was
first observed on 29 July.

At about 09:00 on the morning of 31 July,
while the chick was unattended, a Steller’s Jay
landed on the nest and removed the chick, ap-
parently killing it. Forty-five minutes later, an
adulit murrelet returned with a fish, but left short-
ly after. The nest was observed periodically for
the rest of the season, but re-nesting did not oc-
cur.

DESCRIPTION OF THE WADDELL CREEK
NEST SITE AND TREE )
Nest site characteristics are given below and in
Table 1.

Locarion. The tree was located 1.0 km south-

west of park headquarters near the east fork of

Waddell Creek and within 34 m of a sewage treat-

ment plant. An unofficial hiking trail and a ser-.~
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p of nest branch
g along the branch

b. Close-u

uon.

FIGURE 1. The Opal Creek nest. a. Nest tree with arrow showing nest loca

with arrow showing nest location. ¢. The constructed nest as viewed from the trunk lookin

to the natura] platform. Arrows indicate outside edges of the nest.




vice road passed within 25 and 28 m, respec:

tively, of the nest tree. The area immediately

southwest of the tree appeared 10 have been dis-

turbed 20 to 50 years ago as evidenced by a

clump of pole-sized young redwoods, an over-

grown dirt road, and the remains of an old wood-
_en bridge.

The nest tree stand (Table 3) occupied the al-
juvial bench north of the creek and the toe of the
adjoining hiliside. Slopes varied from 14% to
23% to the south, and 12% to 18% to the east.
The slope near the nest tree averaged 24% to the
southeast. The closest old-growth trees were two
coast redwoods, a 103 cm dbh tree 18.1 m west,
and 2 137 cm dbh tree 18.4 m southwest,

The nest tree. The trunk of the nest tree was
straight and the top intact, although some broken
branches occurred near the top (Fig. 2). The nest
limb was a live branch with a damaged end. About
12 cm beyond the nest, a large knob projected
up from the branch, creating a 27 cm high ver-

" tical wall. Branches on the nest tree and nearby
trees kept the nest in shade for all but short pe-
" riods each day. Estimated tree age was 300-600
years.

The nest. The nest was in a mossy depression
on the branch, lacking the built-up sides of the
other nest (Fig. 2). Underlying most of the nest
was a 0.8-1.0 cm layer of moss (4ntitrichia cal-
ifornica) with dried Douglas-fir needles, small
pieces of bark (2-10 mm across), Douglas-fir cone
fragments and seeds mixed in. On the branch
surrounding the nest was more moss, the epi-
phytic fruticose lichen, Usnea sp., and other 1i-
chens, including Evernia sp. and Parmelia sp. As
in the Opal Creek nest, a ring of excrement was
lacking. However, five intact droppings were
present inside the lip.

DESCRIPTION OF EGGSHELL FRAGMENTS
FROM BOTH NESTS

One large eggshell fragment (approximately 18
x 25 mm) and numerous small fragments (most-
ly less than 3 mm) were collected from the nests
(WFVZ 161963 and 161964). Colors and mark-
ings were generally similar to those described by
other workers (Kiff 1981; Atkinson and Manlow,
in press; Reed and Wood, in press). Exceptions
are the partially pale turtle green background col-
or of the Waddell Creek egg and pale dull green-
yellow background color of both eggs (italicized
. colors from Ridgway 1912). Colors of spots and
splotches not previously described include chest-

* Species incl
bay(Umbellulariacalife
Jlona)
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TABLE3. Treedensity and coverage in a 25 m radius
circular plot in the Waddell Creek nest stand, Big Basin
Redwoods State Park.

Cover-
Relative (!:n’ﬂ R;hvg‘:e
Densi densi
Species (no./l’l?; (%)ry m.’f':) %
Coast redwood 443.1* 57.2* 544 589
Douglas-fir 61.1 7.9 206 22.2
Tan oak 208.8 27.0 156 16.8
Other hardwoods® 61.2 1.9 21 21
Total 7742 1000 928 100.0

* High density duc 10 2 pole-sized stand of young trees in a portion of
plonhalhadhcmdmmbedmxbepul.

uded in this alegovyare&hfomum myﬂle. California
fornica), hus thyrsi-

), and coast live oak (Q:m) agrifolia).

nut brown, aniline black, light seal brown, and
olive-gray.

DESCRIPTION OF FLIGHT BEHAVIOR

NEAR BOTH NESTS

We observed several distinctive types of flight
behavior occurring below the canopy near both
nests. This behavior occurred during the morn-
ing period of activity, especially in the half hour
before dawn. These included:

Tail-chasing. One murrelet flies closely behind
another through the canopy at moderate-to-high
speed. On one morning three weeks before the
discovery of the Opal Creek nest, this behavior
was observed six times near the nest tree. On
those occasions, another or the same pair was
seen flying in the opposite direction along the
same course within 15 sec after the first pair flew
out of sight.

Buzzing. A singie bird flies at a height of 10~
30 m through the forest, making a continuous
low-pitched buzzing wing sound.

Stall-flight. A low-flying bird or pair hovers
over a branch, or lands momentarily, before fly-
ing on. This behavior is sometimes associated
with tail-chasing.

Fly-bys. A single bird flies silently by the nest
tree just outside or through the crown and at
approximately the same height as the nest. This
was observed frequently at both nests, often oc-
curring 1-2 min prior to and up to several min-
utes after the dawn exchange.

Both nesting pairs were quite predictable in
their flight direction to and from the nest. They
used the most direct and least obstructed flight

path available. The birds showed a high degree =
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of maneuverability in take-offs and landings. On
one occasion a murrelet was seen flying directly
up through the crown of the Opal Creek nest tree
from 2 lower 1o a higher branch.

At the Opal Creek nest, 19 incubation ex-
changes were recorded. Most birds arrived from
the west and departed to the west, flying over the
tops of some younger redwoods on the edge of
the clearing. Generally, the murrelets landed on
the nest branch near its junction with the trunk
and walked towards the nest. Similarly, on de-
parting, birds usually walked towards the trunk
before flying from the tree. However, on a few
occasions, a murrelet simply dropped off the east
side of the nest.

- Of the 32 incubation and brooding exchanges
recorded at the Waddell Creek nest, all of the
arrivals and 94% of the departures were from the
south or southwest. Usually, murrelets flew di-
rectly up or down Waddell Creek Canyon. Sev-
eral times departing murrelets flew directly over
the sewage treatment plant. At this nest the
‘murrelets typically landed and departed from a
point on the limb halfway between the nest and
the trunk.

DISCUSSION

The Opal Creek nest is a new type of nest for the
North American subspecies, being a2 cup con-
structed of twigs and lichens. The three other tree
nests were depressions on moss-covered branch-
es. The Asiatic subspecies uses constructed nests,
- but has not been observed constructing them. A
nest found on Sakhalin Island, Siberia, U.S.S.R.
(Nechaev 1986), was composed of twigs and small
pieces of lichen. It was in the broken top of a
larch about 5 m above the ground. The inside
dimensions of the nest were 5.5 cm x 3.5 cm,
considerably smaller than the Opal Creek nest.
We do not know if the Opal Creek nest was con-
structed by the nesting adults or if it was an aban-
doned nest of another species. The Band-tailed
Pigeon (Columba fasciata), which breeds in Big
Basin, constructs nests of similar materials and
similar dimensions. However, the incubating
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murrelet was observed, on at least one occasion, (

to break off a twig and add it to the nest, and on
several occasions, to adjust the positions of ex-
isting twigs. At the Waddell Creek nest, the in-
cubating bird also placed twigs, needles, moss,
and lichen from the surrounding branch around
the nest, although no evidence of nest construc-
tion was in place when the tree was climbed. The
North American subspecies has now been shown
to nest in depressions on the ground surface (Si-
mons 1980, Hirsch et al. 1981), in rock cavities
on the ground (Day et al. 1983, Johnston and
Carter 1985), on moss-covered branches of old-
growth conifers (Binford et al. 1975; Quinlan and
Hughes, 1990), and in constructed nests on the
branches of old-growth trees (this study).

The four known North American tree nests
(Table 1) shared the following characteristics: (1)
the tree was in an open canopy stand; (2) the tree
was > 120 cm dbh (old-growth); (3) the tree was
in a declining state of vigor; (4) the nest was
within the middle to lower part of the live crown;
(5) moss grew on the nest branch; (6) the nest
branch was partially shaded; and (7) the nest
branch was approximately horizontal with a di-
ameter (including associated moss) of at least 36
cm.

The three Big Basin nest trees were 300600
years old and had nest limbs greater than 36 cm
in diameter. The time required to grow a hori-

zontal branch of this thickness may determine

the minimum age at which a tree is suitabie for
nesting.. Conifers in the Pacific Northwest can
acquire some old-growth characteristics at 175
years (Franklin et al. 1981). However, the large
branches or horizontal platforms that murrelets
in the Santa Cruz Mountains apparently need
may not be acquired until trees are much older.

Recreational facilities, such as picnic areas and
visitor service facilities, may interfere with the
nesting success of Marbled Murrelets. Both 1989
nests were in such areas. Although incubating
birds only rarely showed behavior suggesting ag-
itation from human presence or noise, they may
have been ‘indirectly affected by supplemental

—

FIGURE 2. The Waddell Creek nest. 2. The nest tree with arrow showing nest location. b. The nest, a mossy
depression in the branch, as viewed from the trunk looking outward toward the vertical “wall” at the distal end
of the branch. Arrows indicate the outside edges of the nest. White fiecks are pieces of eggshell or egg membrane.
¢. Close-up of nest branch with arrow showing nest location. _

\

-
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food items (table scraps and garbage) made avail-
able to potential nest predators. Both Steller’s
Jays and Common Ravens have been observed
feeding from garbage cans in the Opal Creek pic-
nic area. Ravens, which did not nest in the park
prior to 1987 (D. Suddjian, pers. comm.) nested
successfully near the picnic area in 1989. Else-
where, unusually large corvid populations have
been noted in picnic areas and campgrounds
where garbage is available (Gaines 1977, Beedy
and Granholm 1985). Work done in Big Basin
by Orr (1942) found a correlation between the
higher numbers of Steller’s Jays in campgrounds
and the reduced number of passerine birds there.
Now that Steller’s Jays and Common Ravens are
known 10 prey on Marbled Murrelet eggs and

nestlings (this study), visitor activities that favor -

corvid populations should be minimized. The
discovery of additional nests is needed to elu-
cidate the problem and propose a solution.

To aid researchers in locating nests, we sum-
marize here our ground-search techniques:

1. Survey old-growth stands in the breeding
season, during the two hour period around sun-
rise, for murrelets flying below the canopy. Spe-
cial attention should be paid to those birds flying
silently or making the “buzzing” wing sound.

2. Within a suitable stand, select a large tree
for detailed surveillance. Suitable trees have large
live horizontal branches or platforms in the inner
canopy. The presence of a knob or vertically-
projecting limb on the potential nest branch may
also be important. All three of the Big Basin nests
were located close to a vertical projection formed
by either the trunk or a vertical limb.

3. Find an observation point with a view of
the live crown with as much sky as possible in
the background. Closely observe the tree, and
the air space surrounding it, for the two hour
period centered around sunrise. Look for murre-
lets flying to or from the tree. In the two nests
that we discovered, the exchange of incubation
duties occurred in the period from 1-37 min
before sunrise.

4. Once a murrelet has been seen flying into
or from a tree with suitable branches, a nest is
possible. Landings or take-offs are difficult to ob-
serve in the pre-dawn light, so repeated obser-
vations and/or multiple observers may be need-
ed to pinpoint the specific branch the birds are
using.

5. Once the branch has been found, look for
a nearby vantage point, such as a steep slope,

from which to view the top of the suspected nae
branch. Observation of an adult murrelet or nest.
ling on the branch during the day will confiry,
the nest.
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Excerpt from:

“Restoring North America’s Birds: Lessons from Landscape Ecology”

Robert A. Askins

Yale University Press, 2000

. A Seabird That Depends on Ancient Forests

The most unlikely old-growth species is the Marbled Murrelet, a small
seabird that nests on the branches of massive conifers in coastal forests
from northern California to Alaska. The nesting behavior of this species
was an enigma during most of this century. Marbled Murrelets were often
seen far inland during the breeding season, but no nests were discovered.45
As early as 1905 they were observed flying over forests, however. At the foot
of Mount Baker in Washington, W. L. Dawson wrote that “having risen be-
fore daybreak for an early bird walk, on the morning of May 11, 1905, I heard
voices from an invisible party of Marbled Murrelets high in the air as they
proceeded down the valley as though to repair to the sea for the day’s fish-
ing.”46 Other observers saw birds carrying fish over inland forests, or found
eggs, nestings, or stunned adults with brood patches in the debris left after
old-growth forests were logged. Still, no nests were found.
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In 1961 the first nest of a Marbled Murrelet was discovered on a lichen-
covered branch of a relatively small larch tree in Siberia.47 The first North

American nest was not discovered until 1974, when a tree surgeon cutting

dangerous branches from trees in a campground in Big Basin Redwoods
State Park in California found a chick squatting on a large, flat branch of an
ancient Douglas-fir.4® The downy chick was sitting in a bowl-like depres-
sion on the top of the limb, 150 feet (45 m) above the ground. Like the nests
of many seabirds, the murrelet nest was surrounded by a ring of droppings
and reeked of fish.

Nearly all of the nests discovered since then have also been on wide
branches high above the ground in ancient forest. Marbled Murrelets nest
on the ground in treeless or almost treeless areas of northern Alaska, but
only a small proportion of the population lives in such areas.4% The only
ground nest found in a forest was nestled in the interlacing roots of a large
hemlock tree in southeastern Alaska, but it was perched at the top of a 36-
foot (11-meter) cliff, effectively suspended above the forest floor.5°

The odd (for a seabird) nesting site of the Marbled Murrelet explains its
unusual breeding season plumage. Like related species of alcids (auks),
Marbled Murrelets are blackish above and white below during the winter.

But unlike other species, they molt to a mottied brown plumage, above and-

below, during the breeding season. Their coloration is effective camouflage
for an incubating bird surrounded 'by the reddish brown bark of a Douglas-
fir or hemlock. The related Kittlitz’s Murrelet also nests at solitary inland
sites rather than in large colonies. It nests on the ground, however, in loose
rock on talus slopes, and its breeding plumage is mottled light gray, which
matches this background.5*

Marbled Murrelets are usually found in forests with large trees that are
older than 200 years.52 They nest in sites dominated by Sitka spruce and west-
ern hemlock in British Columbia, and coastal redwood in California.5? Nests
are usually located on a large horizontal platform (such as awide, flatbranch)
with sufficient moss to accommodate a nest depression, and with cover over-
head and easy accessibility for landing birds coming in from the side.>4 On
islands in Prince William Sound, Alaska, murrelets nest in trees that are con-
siderably smaller than nest trees farther south in British Columbia or Cali-
fornia, but these are sdll old trees with flat, moss-carpeted branches.55

Territorial chases have been observed in murrelet nesting areas, indicat-
ing that good nesting sites may be in short supply. Also, birds visit the nest-
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ing areas during the winter months, long before the breeding season.5® Vis-
its to the nesting areas in winter could be important for locating mates, but
they might also reflect the importance of defending good nest sites. Terri-
torial chases have occasionally been seen in nesting areas in the fall and
winter.

Another indication of the importance of nesting areas is the distribu-
tion of Marbled Murrelets in coastal waters during the breeding season.5”
They usually feed in protected waters (bays, fjords, or passageways between
islands) near ancient coniferous forest, and they have disappeared in re-
gions of Oregon and California where nearly all of the old-growth forest has
been harvested.5® Mest nest sites are within 40 miles (64 km) of the coast,
so relatively easily harvested coastal forests are critically important for these
seabirds.59

Marbled Murrelets are also vulnerable to changes in their coastal feed-

_ ingareas. Although they sometimes feed on fish in freshwater lakes near the

coast, they primarily feed in shallow bays and estuaries where their favored
prey, sand lance and surf smelt, are common.5° Large numbers of Marbled
Murrelets have been caught in gill nets in intensively fished coastal waters
of British Columbia and Alaska.5* Also, the concentration of these mur-
relets near the coast makes them vulnerable to oil spills. The Exxon Valdex
spill killed about 8,400 Marbled Murrelets (3 percent of the population of
this species in Alaska).52 '

Like many other habitat specialists, the Marbled Murrelet has suffered
population declines, and since 19go ithas been listed as a threatened species
in British Columbia, Washington, Oregon, and California.63 Historicai
records and survey data indicate severe declines in Alaska, Bridsh Colum-
bia, Washington, Oregon, and California.54 Also, there is evidence that re-
productive rates are too low to sustain the population. In late summer, only
1~3 percent of the birds in coastal feeding areas have the distinctive juvenal
plumage, which is a much lower percentage than in the populations of
other well-studied alcids.® Using data on the proportion of juveniles in sev-
eral murrelet populations and estimates of annual mortality, Steven
Beissinger developed a model that predicts that the Marbled Murrelet pop-
ulation is declining at a rate of at least 4—6 percent each year.5¢ More direct
evidence for a recent population decline comes from Christmas Bird Counts
for coastal Alaska, which indicate that the population dropped in this region
by about 50 percent between 1972 and 1991.57 Moreover, systematic boat
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surveys in Clayoquot Sound off Vancouver Island, British Columbia,
showed that the murrelet population declined by 40 percent between 1982
and 1993.%8 Substantial amounts of old-growth forest have been harvested
in the area around this sound, particularly at low elevations where murrelets
nest. ’

The Marbled Murrelet has specialized requirements both for feeding
and nesting, and its populaton is probably declining for several reasons,
but its dependence on old-growth forest makes it particularly vulnerable. In-
tensive clearcutting of old-growth forest along the coast has directly elimi-
nated nesting habitat in many regions. Clearcutting may also indirectly de-
grade rémaining stands of old-growth habitat by creating forest edge that
attracts such predators as Common Ravens and Steller’s Jays. Murrelets
nesting near clearcuts and other openings may lose their eggs or young to
these nest predators.59 Of the 32 nests that were monitored by researchers
at numerous locations along the Pacific Coast between 1974 and 1993, 72
percent were unsuccessful, and the leading cause of nest failure was preda-
tion of eggs or chicks. Nest predation may be particularly frequent near
campgrounds and picnic areas that attract ravens, crows, and other preda-
tors.”° This problem is especially serious in California, where many of the
ancient redwood forests are in state or national parks.

The potential impact of nest predators on Marbled Murrelet was recently
tested in an ingenious study in coastal Washington and Oregon.”* Because
real murrelet nests are so difficult to find, the researchers used artificial
nests. These were located in typical Marbled Murrelet nesting sites: close to
the trunk on large, moss-covered branches protected by overhanging fo-
liage. Plastic eggs that were painted to resemble murrelet eggs, and
mounted (stuffed) chicks or live domestic pigeon chicks were placed in these
artificial nests. The nests were monitored with video cameras miggered by
motion detectors. A high proportion of the nests were visited by predators:
75 percent at the Washington sites and 77 percent at the Oregon sites. Pre-
dation rates were higher near campgrounds and towns primarily because of
the higher density of American Crows and Steller’s Jays at these sites. These
results, and the results of observations of real nests, indicate that old-
growth areas remote from human activities should be protected because
they provide safer nesting sites. Also, crow and jay populations near camp-
grounds and other centers of human actvity might be reduced by cutting off
their access to garbage and other sources of food provided by people.
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Table 2. Special Animals Of Castle Rock State Park

LEGAL OCCURRENCE AT UNIT?

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS' PRES PROB POSS
Caho saimon Onharhnchus kisutch FT°

Steethead trout Oncorhynchus myldss FT X

California red-legged frog Rana aurora draytoni CSC,FT X(a)

Foothill yellow-legged frog ~ Rana boyfii csc X(a)
California tiger salamander ~ Ambystoma tigrinum californiense  CSC, FC : X(a)
Leopard frog Rana peipens csc X(a)
Westemn pond turtle Clemmys marmorata Ccsc X{(a)

California homed lizard Phynostoma coronatum frontale cscC X(a)

Townsend's big-eared bat Corynorhinus townsendii csC X(b)
Pallid bat Antrozuous pallidus csc X(b)
Spotted bat Eumops perotis csC X{b)
Westem mastiff bat Eumops perotis csc X(b)
Ringtail Bassariscus astutus cp _ X(a)

Mountain ion Felis concolor cpP X

Black-shouldered kite FEtanus caerufeus cpP X(a)

Baid eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus FT,CE X(a)
Northem harrier Circus cyaneus csC X(a)

Sharp-shinned hawk Accipiter striatus csC X

Cooper's hawk Accipiter coopen : -+ CSC X(a)

Golden eagle Aquilla chrysaetos - CSC,CP X

Meriin Falco columbarius csC X(a)
American peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus anatum FE,CE,CP X

Prairie falcon Falco mexicanus csc X(a)
Marbled murrelet Brachyramphus marmoratus FT,CE,CP X(a)

Burrowing owt Athene cuncularia . csc X(a)
Califomia spotted owl Strix occidentalis occidentalis CcsC X(a)

Long-eared owi Asio otus csC X(@)

Black swift Cypseloides niger CcsC X(a)

Vaux's swift Cypseloides vauxi csC X(a)

Willow ftycatcher Empidonax traillii FSS, CE X(a)

Purple martin Progne subis csC X(a)

Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus csC X(a)

Yellow warbier Dendroica petechia bewster Ccsc X(a)

Homed lark Eremophila alpestris csC X(a)
Yellow-breasted chat Icteria virens CsC X(a)
Tricolored biackbird Agelaius tricolor csc X(a)

! Legal status as of 12/92

FE = Listed as endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

FT = Listed as threatened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

FSS = Federal (BLM and USFS) sensitive species.

FC = Candidate species for federal listing - o

: existing biological information is sufficient to sgpport listing, but not yet proposed.
CE = Listed as endangered by the State of California.

CT = Listed as threatened by the State of Califomia.

CP = California Protected.

CSC = State of California Spiecies of Special Concemn.

% Occurrence at Unit
PRES = Recently observed in the park.
PROB = Likely to be found in the park if looked for; not documented since 1979 _
POSS = Range of species may include the park during at least part of the season; some species
documented in 1979 )
but current presence in park is ques_t!onable.
(a)= Species documented to occur in the park in 1978.
(b)= Species with no known documentation at the park.

* Species extirpated from San Lorenzo River system . . .
No attempt was made to determine the occurrence of the invertebrates in the park.
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July 28, 2000

California State Park and Recreation Commission
Northern Service Center '

1725 23rd Street Suite 200

Sacramento, Ca 95816

RE: Castle Rock State Park General Plan Amendment
Walk-in Campsites at Partridge Farm

Having read the EIR and General Plan Amendment for Castle Rock State Park, it
was quite noticeable that references were made repeatedly in the mitigation sections
to * interpretation and education .of visitors, department enforces regulations, ,
department will assess movement, park rules and regulations will be strictly enforced,
no campfires/nighttime activity allowed, modify, review.” Who is going to do that?

Rather than adding these campsites and their additional hazards to the area, it
would seem more prudent to increase the ranger force for the entire park. That would
‘be of service to more visitors and protect the park at the same time. The amendment
and EIR for the proposed campsites relies on supervision which is not available.

Sincerely,

Sylvia Sippe
13456 Indian Trail Road
Los Gatos, Ca. 95033
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Robert Ueltzen

Department of Parks and Reécreation
1725 - 23rd Street, Suite 200
Sacramento, CA 95816

Subject: Castle Rock State Park General Plan
SCH#: 1997121108

Dear Robert Ueltzen:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Supplemental EIR to selected state agencies for
review. On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state
agencies that reviewed your document. The review period closed on August 7, 2000, and the comments
from the responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify

" the State Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in
future correspondence so that we may respond promptly. '

Please note that Section 21 104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible 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. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly. '

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 the State
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any.questions regarding the environmental review process.

Terry Roberts

Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Sincerely,

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
016-445-0613 FAX 916-323-3018 WWW.OPR.CA.GOV/CLEARINGHOUSE.HTML



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 1997121108
Project Title  Castle Rock State Park General Plan
Lead Agency Parks and Recreation, Department of
Type SIR Supplemental EIR
Description ~An amendment to the adopted general plan for Castle Rock State Park. The amendment proposes
adding walk-in campsites at Partridge farm area.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Robert Uelizen
Agency Department of Parks and Recreation
Phone 916 323-0975 Fax
email
Address 1725 - 23rd Street, Suite 200
City Sacramento State CA  Zip 95816
Project Location
County Santa Cruz, Santa Clara
City Saratoga
Region
Cross Streets State Highways 9 & 35
Parcel No. '
Township 8S Range 2W Section Base MDB&M

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
i, Schools
Land Use

- Proximity to:

9,35,236

San Lorenzo River

Castle Rock State Park

Project Issues

Archaeologic-Historic; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Public Services; Recreation/Parks;
Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Traffiq/Circulation; Vegetation; Wildlife

g Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Depariment of Fish and Game, Region 3;
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Water
Resources; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 4; Caltrans, District 5; Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Region 2; Native American Heritage Commission; State Lands Commission

Date Received

Start of Review 06/22/2000 End of Review 08/07/2000
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Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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AN AMENDMENT TO THE ADOPTED GENERAL PLAN FOR CASTLE ROCK STATE PARK. THE
AMENDMENT PROPOSES ADDING WALK-IN CAMPSITES AT PARTRIDGE FARM AREA.

Note: State Clearinghouse will supply the SCH # upon submission of document. - ERS Unnumbered Form, Revised January 1992



TO:

PR

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
- NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

Office of Planning and Research FROM: California Department of Parks and
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 ) Recreation
Sacramento, CA 95814 P.O. Box 942896

. ‘ Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 of the Public Resources Code.

Project Titte: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT

State Clearinghouse Number: 1997121108

Contact Person; ROBERT UELTZEN

Phone Number: (916) 323-0975

| Project Location: CASTLE ROCK STATE PARK SANTA CRUZ COUNTY

- Project Descrlptlon AMEND THE ADOPTED GENERAL PLAN FOR CASTLE ROCK STATE

PARK TO ALLOW FOR THE DEPARTMENT TO PROCEED 'WITH SITE PLANNING AND THE

DEVELOPMENT OF ABOUT TWENTY WALK-IN CAMPSITESAND APPURTENANT -
FACILlTlES IN THE PARTRIDGE FARM AREA

The California Department of Parks and Recreetlon has approved the project and has made the following determinations
regarding the project:

1.

2.

3.
4.
5.

Q The project will not have a significant effect in the environment.
M The project may have a significant effect on the environment. ‘
QO A Negative Declaration was prepared and adopted pursuant to the prov:smns of the California Env;ronmental
Quality Act (CEQA).
. B A Final Environmental Impact Report has been completed in-compliance with CEQA and has been presented
to the decision- -making body of this Department for review and consxderatlon of the mformatlon contamed in the:Final

EIR prior to approval of the.project. .
Mitigation measures B were Q were not made condltlons of project approval. .

A Statement of Overriding Considerations O was M was not adopted for this project.
Findings M were Q were not made on environmental effects of the pro;ect

The EIR or Negative Declaration and record of project approval may be examined at the Resource Management Division,
California Department of Parks and Hecreatlon located at 1416 Ninth Street, Room 917, Sacramerito, CA.

RECE‘VED “Signature MARY R. WRIGHT

AN 2 6 2001 - ' CHIEF DEPUTY DIRECTOR

| | Title
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

0///5/0/

Date Received for Filing ’ Date



STATEMENT OF FINDINGS
MITIGATION MONITORING

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impact
There is a potential significant impact to unrecorded or unknown cultural resources in the Castle
Rock Ridge Area.

Mitigation -
1. Site specific cultural resource surveys will be conducted in areas proposed for development
and where other surface disturbing activities occur in the Lion Caves and the adjacent Castle
Rock Ridge areas. No public use facilities will be constructed on or near known prehistoric or
historic sites, in accordance with the Department’s resource management dlrectlves and
professional standards for the treatment of historic properties.

2. A buffer zone will be designated around the facility development area at Partridge Farm to
protect the cultural resources and other sensitive habitats and resources.

3. Any modification, maintenance, or improvements to the Partridge House will be done in
conformance with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

4. All development and resource management plans will be subject to meeting PRC 5024.5
review requirements. These cultural effect reviews requirements will be met at the time the plans
are prepared.
RESPONSIBILITY: Department Historian/Archeologist
.MONITORING/REPORTING: An evaluation required under PRC 5024.5 is
submitted by Department historians or archeologist to the Office
of Historic Preservatlon for their concurrence.
Findings
There remains a potential significant impact to unknown cultural resources |f they are vandalized,
or inadvertently damaged before they are discovered, recorded, and protected. If mitigation
guidelines are followed, there should be no significant impacts to the known cultural resources.

TRAFFIC

Impact
There is a potential traffic hazard at the intersection of the highway and the Partridge farm
entrance road. :
Mitigation
No mitigation is prescribed at this planning stage. The Department will consult with the
Department of Transportation to design a safe access into Partridge Farm area at the time site
specific development plans are prepared. An encroachment permit will be required from
CalTrans. Road and access improvements will conform to CalTrans standards and specifications
when implemented. Possible mitigation is the relocation of the entrance road, construction of
deceleration lanes, and construction of turn lanes.
RESPONSIBILITY: Department project manager
MONITORING/REPORTING: Project review required as part of the
second tier CEQA process. Conformance with CalTrans
standards or recommendations Wl|| be considered meeting
minimum requirements.



Findings
The significance of the impact and appropriate mitigation cannot be determined without an actual
design. Itis assumed that if the entrance, when it is designed, meets CalTrans standards and
specifications, it will be a safe access and egress and there will be no significant impact.

SOILS AND HYDROLOGY
Impact
There is a potential for short-term and long-term impacts to soils (erosion and compaction),
drainage patterns (sedlmentatlon) and water quality (turbidity).
Mitigation
The Department proposes to carry out a continuous program of resource monitoring to guide or .
direct resource management, development, visitor use, and operation. Where impacts or
conditions attain a threshold, the Department will determine the action necessary to reduce or
avoid the impacts.
RESPONSIBILITY: Santa Cruz District staff
MONITORING/REPORTING: Continuous resource monitoring program.
~ Findings
The impact significance cannot be determined at this level of plannmg The lack of project -
specific detail precludes quantitative analysis.

GEOLOGY
Impact i
There is a potential impact to tafom
Mitigation
No climbing will be permitted in the area classified as a natural preserve. The Department will
prepare a climbing management plan that will include measures to prevent damage to tafoni from
climbing activities outside of the San Lorenzo Headwaters Natural Preserve.

The Department proposes to carry out a continuous program of resource monitoring to guide or
direct resource management, development, visitor use, and operation. Where impacts or
conditions attain a threshold, the Department will determine the action necessary to reduce or
avoid the impacts.

RESPONSIBILITY: Santa Cruz District staff

MONITORING/REPORTING: Preparation and implementation of a climbing

management plan
Findings

There remains a potential of vandalism or inadvertent damage to tafoni features. Restrictions on
climbing will reduce climbing impacts relative to the existing conditions or threats.* There remains
a potential for significant impact.

ESTHETICS

Impacts
There is a potential for sngnlflcant visual impacts as a result of new development in a natural-
appearing Iandscape

Mitigation
Careful siting, design, and selection of materials can mitigate visual lmpacts
1. Parking will be developed and screened by landscaping to help break up surfaces of potential
glare and views from the walk-in campsites, highway, and adjacent private properties.
2. Landscaping with native plant species will be provided at the campground perimeter and
throughout the walk-in campsites to screen views from parking areas and nearby trails, if needed.



3. Low profile lighting at the restroom building will be at a minimum level necessary for security
and safety. Light fixtures that minimize glare will be required and directed downward to minimize
light pollution of the dark skies.
RESPONSIBILITY: Department project manager
MONITORING/REPORTING: Project review required as part of the second tier CEQA
process. '
Findings
If mitigation guidelines are followed, there should be no significant impact.

WILDLIFE
impact
The camping facilities may degrade sensitive plant or animal populations or their habitat.
Mitigation . '
The Department proposes to carry out a continuous program of resource monitoring to guide or
direct resource management, development, visitor use, and operation. Where impacts or
conditions attain a threshold, the Department will determine the action necessary to reduce or
avoid the impacts.

Site-specific searches for sensitive species of plants and animals will be conducted in areas
proposed for development or for other activities. Research and data gathering will be conducted
on sensitive species that may use the State Park and the areas proposed or impacted by
development. Ifit is determined that development will significantly impact these species and no
mitigation is possible, development will not proceed or be removed.

RESPONSIBILITY: Santa Cruz District staff

MONITORING/REPORTING: ’

Findings :
The significance of the impact following mitigation cannot be determined at this level of planning.
If mitigation guidelines are followed, impacts should not be significant.



