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Karla Cuero, Environmental Programs Project Coordinator     18 June 2018 
East Bay Regional Park District 
2950 Peralta Oaks Court, Oakland, CA 
94605 


Re:  Coyote Hills Restoration and Public Access Project Notice of Preparation (NOP) 


Dear Ms. Cuero, 


The Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge (CCCR), Friends of Coyote Hills (FCH) and Ohlone Audubon Society 
(OAS) thank you for the opportunity to provide scoping comments for the proposed Coyote Hills Restoration and Public 
Access Project. Let us begin by commending East Bay Regional Park District for its recognition of the importance of the 
natural resource values of these lands as demonstrated by the emphasis of the preferred concept plan on the creation 
of “natural units.” While we are encouraged by elements of the proposed plan, we still firmly believe to adequately 
protect the resources of Coyote Hills Regional Park and the areas proposed for restoration, additional changes are 
necessary.  


Members of CCCR, FCHF and OAS fought for decades, and expended much time and energy, to protect the Patterson 
Ranch lands west of Ardenwood Boulevard from the adverse impacts of development not only to protect the 
extraordinary natural resources of Coyote Hills Regional Park, but also to preserve the tremendous restoration potential 
of the 296 acres of lands that were ultimately donated to the Park District. These efforts complimented a vision for the 
area long held by the scientific and environmental community. 


One of the significant goals of protecting these lands was the restoration of the historic willow grove, remnants of which 
still survive, that once ran from Patterson Slough to Ardenwood Historic Farm. While such an extensive restoration is no 
longer possible due to development surrounding the parklands, a significant opportunity still exists to restore the 
historic willow grove in the area between Patterson Slough and the existing kiosk. This would enhance and increase in 
acreage this habitat that is extremely rare in the South Bay and that provides shelter and foraging, roosting and nesting 
habitat for migratory and resident song birds. This is consistent with and supported by language within the 2005 Coyote 
Hills Regional Park Land Use Plan (LUP). The LUP identifies the Willow Marsh (remnant willow grove) as an area of 
significant resource value. Also the willow woodland “has the greatest diversity of bird species within the park” and “it is 
the park’s best bird habitat.” 


The Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals Report 19991  “Segment R – Coyote Hills Area” states: 


…The marshes encircled Coyote Hills except to the east where moist grassland bounded the upper margin of the 
marsh.  These grasslands were characterized by springs and seeps, willow groves, seasonal ponds… 


                                                           
1 Goals Project. 1999. Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals. A report of habitat recommendations prepared by the San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands 
Ecosystem Goals Project. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, San Francisco, Calif./S.F. Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Oakland, Calif. 
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…The diked baylands east of Coyote Hills support the largest remaining willow grove in the baylands ecosystem, 
seasonal and diked wetlands, and a permanent freshwater pond. [emphasis added] 


Under “Unique Restoration Opportunities” the report states, “…On the eastern side of Coyote Hills, there are seasonal 
wetlands and willow grove habitat that could be restored or enhanced.”  These recommendations have been reiterated 
in the 2016 update. Fragments of this historic willow grove exist at the eastern boundary of Coyote Hills Regional Park 
and on the Patterson Ranch site.  The current alignment of Patterson Slough represents the approximate northeastern 
boundary of the historic willow grove.  Historically the willow grove tapered to the east all the way to Ardenwood 
Historic Farm.  Willow grove habitat supports a tremendous diversity of wildlife species.  The 2005 Coyote Hills Land Use 
Plan states the willow habitat within the Park boundaries supplies an abundant supply of insects that provide a food 
base nearly 100 species of wintering, migratory and breeding birds. 


Project Description: 


The Coyote Hills Restoration and Public Access Project does not appear to include active restoration. At the public 
meetings 11 landscape units were identified for the purposes of illuminating three project alternatives. 


• Are restoration elements envisioned in the Restoration and Public Access Plan? How does EBRPD define 
restoration relative to this project? Does EBRPD simply intended to preserve the land or are enhancement and 
restoration activities proposed? There is no description of the manner in which the acquired lands will be 
enhanced or restored. No information has been provided to describe how the restoration will be implemented 
and the amount of financial resources to be devoted to enhancing and restoring these lands. 


• Please fully describe the restoration elements in the project description of the DEIR. The DEIR must provide 
details of any proposed habitat restoration. Will earth work be involved? Will plantings occur? What species of 
plants? What is the source material for any planting material? Will monitoring of plantings or habitat 
restoration occur? 


It is difficult to assess the impacts of public access on the existing and proposed habitat restoration without more 
information describing these activities. This background information on the importance and unique restoration potential 
of the willow groves informs the comments that follow. 


Preferred concept plan and consideration of alternatives: 


• It is difficult to assess the spatial relationship between proposed project elements and known landmarks 
therefore we request that the potential elements of the proposed project be depicted on an aerial photo for the 
preferred alternative and for each alternative analyzed. 


• Please indicate the distance to sensitive habitats for facilities proposed under any of the alternatives considered. 
• The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) should provide an explanation for the siting of the proposed 98-


parking space parking lot and restroom. For example, the 2005 Coyote Hills Regional Park Land Use Plan (LUP) 
discusses the need for overflow parking for big events of the year. One such overflow area is a seasonal wetland 
site in the Willow Run Area. The LUP states, “The Willow Run lot holds two times as many cars, but is more than 
twice as far and requires a large staff to direct traffic and parking and to run shuttle buses between the lot and 
Visitor Center.” What is the purpose and value of locating a permanent parking lot in this area? 


• Figure 3 of the NOP, “Draft Parking Concept” includes the phrase “open use area.” What is an “open use area” 
and how does that differ from the proposed “picnic area?” 


• Please provide landscaping details for the parking area and any of the proposed facilities. 
• The DEIR should provide details regarding the proposed picnic area including the dimensions of the picnic 


facilities, number of picnic sites, whether these sites would include grills, any other amenities that are being 
considered as part of the picnic area, any proposed landscaping or lighting, and distance to sensitive habitats. 
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Parking and picnic areas should be moved south of Patterson Ranch Road: 


We urge the EBRPD to provide an alternative that locates the proposed 98-space parking lot and proposed picnic area 
south of Patterson Ranch Road and away from the sensitive willow grove habitat. Such an alternative was depicted on 
slide 40 of the August 14, 2017 Powerpoint presentation from public workshop #1 (attached). 


There are several benefits to such an alternative. The first and of most concern to our organizations, is that it would 
move intensive human activity away from sensitive habitats such as the willow/riparian habitat along Patterson Slough 
and the area proposed for restoration of the historic willow grove. 


According to Figure 2 “Draft Conceptual Site Plan (Preferred Option), it appears that the proposed picnic area is 
immediately adjacent to Patterson Slough willow/riparian habitat and the proposed parking lot is within 500 feet of the 
willow/riparian habitat. The DEIR must identify the impacts of locating these facilities within proximity to this sensitive 
habitat. 


• The DEIR must must identify and analyze the impacts of locating these facilities within proximity to this sensitive 
habitat. Impacts that should be included in this discussion are human disturbance, noise, attraction of nuisance 
species, maintenance activities required to maintain the facilities, impacts of dogs, etc. 


The LUP has identified existing “Willow Marsh” habitat as a “Special Protection Feature.” “Special Protection Features” 
are defined as “unique or fragile natural, cultural, aesthetic or educational features that need the greatest amount of 
protection or require specialized types of management.” As was mentioned previously, the LUP identifies the 
importance of the Willow Marsh to wintering, migratory and breeding birds and that it is the best habitat for birds 
within the park. 


Scientific literature is rife with documentation of the adverse impacts of human disturbance on bird behavior, nesting, 
the survivorship of nestlings, etc. Piper and Catterall 20052 conducted a study to assess whether picnic areas had 
impacts on birds in adjacent eucalypt forests in Australia. They concluded that “picnic areas exert strong localized edge 
effects on forest bird assemblages, and are likely to cause reduced reproductive success for small-bodied forest bird 
species which attempt to nest nearby.” 


Parking and picnic facilities located south of Patterson Ranch Road could be designed to embrace the agricultural history 
of the land and provide easy access should a farm stand become part of the operation. Short-term parking stalls could 
be designated for those who only wish to patronize the farm stand. Access to the parking and picnic areas could be 
separated from access needed for the agricultural operation to avoid disruption of either activity. 


Fragmentation of habitat by proposed trails: 


The title of the NOP refers to “Restoration” however the preferred plan is riddled with trails right up to the edge of, and 
into habitats identified by the LUP as “sensitive” habitats. The Patterson Slough East Spur, Patterson Slough West Spur 
and the Wetlands View Spur must be removed. A number of the proposed new trails are labeled as “multi-use trails.” 
These multi-use trails lead right up to, or are adjacent to, or completely encircle sensitive habitats. 


                                                           
2 Piper, Scott D. and Carla P. Catterall. 2006. Impacts of picnic areas on bird assemblages and nest predation activity within Australian eucalypt 
forests. Landscape and Urban Planning 78: 251-262. 
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Miller, Knight and Miller 19983 found that “trails affect the distribution and abundance as well as the reproductive 
success of bird species, suggesting the need for more insightful trail planning and management of recreationists in 
natural areas.”  Jordan 20004 summarized studies of human disturbance on breeding birds: 


“Several references document negative impacts on breeding bids of recreational trails as narrow as 1-3m wide in 
forest and grasslands (Miller et al. 1998, Hickman 1990), as well as by dirt roads and powerlines (Kroodsma 1982, 
Askins 1994). The negative impacts included decreased nesting near trails, altered bird species composition near 
trails, and increased nests predation by cowbirds, skunks, raccoons and foxes using the clearings as corridors. These 
effects are possible even if the forest canopy is not opened by the trail (Hickman 1990). “ 


Fletcher, McKinney and Bock 19995 reported, “Our study suggests both that riparian corridors are important areas for 
wintering raptors and that trails may displace raptor perch use away from riparian habitat.” 


Trulio and White 6 undertook an experimental approach to investigate wintering waterfowl responses to introduced trail 
use at foraging sites with and without recreational trails along the salt pond habitats of the San Francisco Bay. 
Waterfowl were exposed to trail use in the form of two researchers walking levees adjacent to ponded habitat, and the 
number of waterfowl by species were compared before and after experimental walks in 40-m bands starting at the levee 
and extending 200 m into the ponds. The researchers recorded distances to the nearest individuals, responses of focal 
animals, and numbers of recreational trail users. The most numerous species were Ruddy Duck (Oxyura jamaicensis), 
Northern Shoveler (Anas clypeata), and scaup spp. (Aythya affinis and A. marila). Recreational trail use rates at trail sites 
averaged 1 to 82 people/hr. The greatest difference in numbers of birds before vs. after experimental walks occurred in 
the two 40-m bands closest to the levee at non-trail sites. The relationship between the ratio of before to after-walk 
waterfowl numbers vs. date since the start of the winter season and the total number of birds vs. the number of 
recreational trail users did not indicate increasing tolerance to trail use for waterfowl overall. However, species varied in 
their tolerances. Distances (using the 95th percentile) that individual birds were recorded from researchers during 
experimental walks varied from approximately 170-200 m at both non-trail and trail sites. These study results have 
direct implication for the trails proposed around and into the mitigation ponds proposed by the Alameda County Public 
Works Flood Control Area (Landscape Unit #11). 
 
These studies confirm the impacts of recreational trail use on bird behavior and breeding success. Other studies have 
indicated recreational trail use may alter species diversity and composition in areas adjacent to trails. 


• Based upon this information we urge EBRPD to consider and implement an alternative that removes the 
Patterson Slough east and west spur trails. 


• We also urge EBRPD to remove the Wetlands View Spur. As it is, the area at the southern end where Alameda 
County Public Works is conducting its work will be completely surrounded by trails. The addition of the spur 
would fragment habitat and bring human disturbance even closer to birds and wildlife utilizing the areas of 
ponding, and we assume adjacent wetlands habitat. We understand the need for access and therefore the 
proposed “multi-use” trails surrounding the area where Alameda County Public Works is conducting work, 
however, EBRPD should provide a discussion of how wildlife utilizing these areas would be protected from 
human disturbance, e.g. would vegetation be planted or be allowed to establish along the edges of the ponded 


                                                           
3 Miller, Scott G., Richard L. Knight, Clinton K. Miller. 1998. Influence of Recreational Trails on Breeding Bird Communities. Ecological Applications, 8: 
162-169. doi:10.1890/1051-0761(1998)008[0162:IORTOB]2.0.CO;2 
4 Jordan, M. (2000). Ecological impacts of recreational use of trails: a literature review. The Nature Conservancy, New York. 


5 Fletcher, Robert J. Jr., Shawn T. McKinney and Carl E. Bock. 1999. Effects of recreational trails on wintering diurnal raptors along riparian corridors 
in a Colorado grassland. J.Raptor Res. 33(3):233-239 
6 A. Trulio, Lynne & R. White, Heather. (2017). Wintering Waterfowl Avoidance and Tolerance of Recreational Trail Use. Waterbirds. 40. 252-262. 
10.1675/063.040.0306. 



https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(1998)008%5b0162:IORTOB%5d2.0.CO;2
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areas? Will dogs be restricted from trails in this area? Will Alameda County Public Works be responsible for 
maintenance activities of this area? Are there specific vegetation management requirements? 


• An explanation should be provided regarding the rationale for a new multi-use trail within the Patterson Slough 
Natural Unit. Impacts of human disturbance on wildlife utilizing Patterson Slough, the mixed riparian forest and 
oak savannah must be identified and analyzed. 


• The DEIR should indicate whether dogs will be allowed on any of the proposed new trails and if they are 
potential impacts must be identified and analyzed. 


Information and analyses that should be incorporated into the DEIR: 


• The DEIR should provide information regarding the elements of any construction that is proposed and identify and 
analyze impacts related to noise, lighting, vibration, alteration of terrain, length of time of disturbance, any 
construction window restrictions, etc. 


• A biological monitor must be required for any construction disturbance adjacent to sensitive habitats and pre-
constructions surveys and methodology should be discussed. 


• Please provide a treatment plan for dealing with invasive species. This includes both invasive plants within the areas 
proposed and adjacent to restoration activities, as well nuisance species that may be attracted to the parking lot and 
picnic areas. 


• Please include a description of the agricultural activity including whether there are any conditions that went with 
the land when the land was donated to EBRPD regarding the continuation of agriculture, if so, was there a specified 
location or acreage, water supply, whether there will be a farm stand, details that can be shared regarding the lease 
agreement, etc. 


Under the cumulative impact analysis, the DEIR should address whether the elements proposed are consistent with the 
2005 LUP, and how the addition of these 306 acres may affect elements of the LUP. As an example, the LUP states that 
the “Lake Unit” (former Dumbarton Quarry site) would become the recreational center of the park and that “large 
recreational spaces may not be needed in the future because of the eventual addition of the Lake Unit.” If this is the 
case, why is there a need for a picnic area near the area to be restored to oak savanna and mixed riparian forest? 


The cumulative impact section should also provide information on any reasonably foreseeable park construction that 
may occur within the lands covered by the LUP. As an example, there have been discussions for many years regarding 
the need to upgrade the Visitor Center. In October 2017, EBRPD issued a Request for Qualification for a Feasibility Study 
“to be conducted that consists of the following: site analysis, building and site facility program, conceptual building/site 
plans, and construction cost estimates.” The 2005 LUP had analyzed four alternatives for the Visitor Center including 
relocation. If relocation is being considered, there could be cumulative impact ramifications for elements of the 
proposed “Restoration and Public Access Plan.” 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide scoping comments. As has been mentioned above, our organizations spent 
many years working to ensure the 306-acres of the Patterson Ranch lands would be protected for current and future 
generations. We have actively worked to promote the incredible wildlife values of the park through public outreach and 
through education programs such as the Habitat Means Home Poster Contest that we have sponsored for K-6 students 
in the Fremont, New Haven and Newark Unified School Districts. The poster contest celebrates the incredible habitat 
diversity of Coyote Hills Regional Park and emphasizes the need to protect “habitats” for plants and wildlife. This is 
emphasized in the spirit of the comments we have submitted. 


We request that we be kept informed of any future opportunities to provide comments and that we be informed of the 
release of the DEIR. 
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We do have concerns regarding the proposed timeline for the release of the DEIR. The timeline presented during the 
scoping session indicated the DEIR would be released before the end of this year. While we do not wish for this process 
to drag on unnecessarily, we do hope the issues and concerns we have identified in this letter will be analyzed and 
incorporated into the DEIR. 


Sincerely, 


     
   


CCCR Co-Chair          CCCR/FCH Member   President OAS 
cccrrefuge@gmail.com         cccrrefuge@gmail.com  President@OhloneAudubon.org 
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Collision Details for: Case ID 6953387 

Collision Information 

County 

City 

Date & Time (M/D/Y HH:MM) 

Location (Intersection) 

Dist. & Dir. from Intersection 

St ate Highway 

Latidude & Longitude 

Type of Collision D - Broadside 

Collision 3 - lnJury (Other 
Severity Visible) 

PCF Violation 03 - unsafe 

Category Speed 

Weather A . Clear 

Alcohol Involved No 

Alameda 

Fremont 

05/15/2015 15:57 

Paseo Padre Pkwy & Commerce Dr 

o.oo ft East 

No 

37.55549991, -122.06732991 

Motor Vehicle C. Other Motor 
Involved With Veh,cie 

Pedestiran Accident No 

Bicycle Accident No 

Motorcycle Accident No 

Truck Accident No 

Collision Details for: Case ID 8164767 

Collision Information 

County 

City 

Date & Time (M/D/Y HH:MM) 

Location (Intersection) 

Dist. & Dir. from Intersection 

State Highway 

Latidude & Longitude 

Type of Collision 

Collision Severity 

PCF Violation 

Category 

Weather 

Alcohol Involved 

E · Hit Object 

3 - Injury (Other 
Visible) 

08 - Improper 
Turning 

B . Cloudy 

Yes 

Alameda 

Fremont 

10/29/2016 21 :32 

Paseo Padre Pkwy & Commerce Dr 

o.oo ft East 

No 

37.55549991, -1 22.06732991 

Motor Vehicle Involved I • Fixed 
With Object 

Pedestiran Accident 

Bicycle Accident 

Motorcycle Accident 

Truck Accident 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Parties: 3 

Party 
Number Party Type 

1 - Driver 
(including HIt 

and Run) 

1 -Dnver 
(including Hit 
and Run) 

3 3 - Parked 

Veh,cle 

Victims: 3 

Party 

Number Victim Role 

1-DrfVer 

1-DrfVer 

2-
Passenger 

Parties: 1 

Party 

Number Party Type 

1 - Driver 
(including Hit 

and Run) 

Victims: 1 

Party 

Number 

Victim 

Role 

Statewide 

Vehicle Type 

A - Passenger 
Car/Station 

Wagon 

A - Passenger 
Car/Station 

Wagon 

A - Passenger 

Car/St.Jtlon 

Wagon 

Victim 

Gender 

M-Male 

F - Female 

M-Male 

Statewide 

Vehicle Type 

A - Passenger 
Car/Station 
Wagon 

Victim 

Gender 

1 - Driver M - Male 

Movement 

At Party Preceding 
Fault Direction Collision 

Yes West B-
Proceeding 

Straight 

No North B-
Proceeding 

Straight 

NO South 0 - Parked 

Victim Victim Degree of 

Age Injury 

19 4 - Complaint of Pain 

29 3 - Other Visible Injury 

30 4 - Complaint of Pain 

Movement 
At Party Preceding 

Fault Direction Collision 

Yes North B-

Proceeding 

Straight 

Victim Vict im Degree of 

Age Injury 

24 3 - Other Visible Injury 
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Collision Details for: Case ID 8069144 

Collision Information 

County 

City 

Date & Time (M/0/Y HH:MM) 

Location (Intersection) 

Dist. & Dir. from Intersection 

State Highway 

Latldude & Longitude 

Type of Collision H -Other 

Alameda 

Fremont 

06/1312016 09:54 

Paseo Padre Pkwy & Commerce Dr 

0.00 ft East 

No 

37.55549991, -122.06732991 

Motor Vehicle Involved G -
With Bicycle 

Collision Severity 3 - Injury (Other Visible) Pedestiran Accident No 

Yes PCF Violation 
Category 

Weather 

Alcohol Involved 

09 - Automobile Right Bicycle Accident 

of Way 

A - Clear Motorcycle Accident NO 

No Truck Accident No 

Collision Details for: Case ID 8363570 

Collision Information 

County 

City 

Date & Time {M/D/Y HH:MM) 

Location (Intersection) 

Dist. & Dir. from Intersection 

State Highway 

Latidude & longitude 

Alameda 

Fremont 

0510412017 08:26 

Paseo Padre Pkwy & Commerce Dr 

o.oo ft East 

No 

37.55549991, • 122.06732991 

Type of D - Broadside Motor Vehicle C - Other Motor 
Collision Involved With Vehicle 

Collision 3 - Injury (Other Pedestiran Accident No 
Severity Vistble) 

PCF Violation 09 - Automobile Bicycle Accident No 
ratPgory Right ofW~y 

Weather A - Clear Motorcycle Yes 
Accident 

Alcohol No Truck Accident No 

Involved 

Parties: 2 

Party 
Number Party Type 

4 - B1cychs1 

Statewide 
Vehicle Type 

L - Bicycle 

1 -Drtver 

(lnctud1ng Hit 

and Run) 

A - Passenger 

Car/Station 

Wagon 

Victims: 1 

Party 
Number 

Victim 

Role 
Victim 

Gender 

4 - BIcychst M - Male 

Parties: 2 

Party Statewide Vehicle 
Number Party Type Type 

1 - Driver C -
(including Hit MotorcycleJScooter 
and Run) 

1 - Driver A - Passenger 
(including Hit Car/Station Wagon 
and Run) 

Victims: 2 

Movement 

At Party Preceding 
Fault Direction Collision 

Yes East 

No south 

B­

Proceed1ng 
Straight 

l - Entering 
Traffic 

Victim 

Age 
Victim Degree of 
Injury 

60 3 • Other Visible Injury 

Movement 
At Party Preceding 
Fault Direction Collision 

Yes East E - Making 
Left Turn 

No North B · 

Proceeding 
Straight 

Party Victim Victim Victim Victim Degree of 
Number Role Gender Age Inj ury 

1 - Driver M - Male 38 3 - Other Visible Injury 

1 - Driver M - Male 44 3 - Other Visible Injury 
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Collision Details for: Case ID 8021729 

Collision Information 

County 

City 

Date & Time (M/D/Y HH:MM) 

Location (Intersection) 

Dist. & Dir. from Intersection 

State Highway 

Latidude & Longitude 

Type of D - Broadside 
Collision 

Collision 3 - Injury (Other 
Severity Visible) 

PCF Violation 09 - Automobile 

Category Right of Way 

Weather A - Clear 

Alcohol No 
Involved 

Alameda 

Fremont 

04/03/2016 15:56 

Paseo Padre Pkwy & Commerce Dr 

o.oo ft East 

No 

37.55549991, -1 22.06732991 

Motor Vehicle 
Involved With 

Pedestiran Accident 

Bicycle Accident 

Motorcycle 

Accident 

Truck Accident 

C - Other Motor 

Vehicle 

NO 

No 

No 

No 

Parties: 2 

Party 
Number Party Type 

1 - Driver 
(including Hit 
and Run) 

1 - Driver 
(including Hit 

and Run) 

Victims: 1 

Party 
Number 

2 

Victim 
Role 

1 - Driver 

Statewide 
Vehicle Type 

A - Passenger 
Car/Station 
Wagon 

A - Passenger 
Car/Station 

Wagon 

Victim 
Gender 

M - Male 

At 
Fault 

Yes 

No 

Victim 
Age 

51 

Movement 

Party Preceding 
Direction Collision 

North B-

Proceeding 
Straight 

West B -
Proceeding 
Straight 

Victim Degree of 
Injury 

3 - other Visible Injury 
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