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Introduction 
 
The purpose of this document is to provide decision-makers with a summary of 
comments received on the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) 
for the Aramburu Island Shoreline Protection and Ecological Enhancement Project and 
describe changes made to the Draft IS/MND in response to comments.  This document 
is organized in the following sections: 
 

Section I: Summary of Comments Received 
Section II: Response to Comments 
Section III: Comment letters 
 

In response to comments, the Final IS/MND was modified from the Draft IS/MND to 
improve accuracy, clarify aspects of the project description, provide more information 
on California clapper rail surveys, and to refine marine vessel emission estimates.  A 
Final IS/MND that incorporates changes made to the Draft IS/MND was prepared and 
accompanies this Response to Comments document.  
   
While minor corrections, additions, and text deletions were made to the Draft IS/MND, 
no “substantial revisions” (as defined in CEQA) were made as no new significant 
impacts were identified and no mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than 
significant level were added. 
 
In addition to this Responses to Comments document and the Final IS/MND, a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) was developed for the Project 
(December 2010) in accordance with CEQA Section 15097 to ensure that mitigation 
measures, imposed on the Project to avoid significant environmental effects, are 
properly implemented.  The MMRP identifies the entity responsible for implementing 
mitigation, mitigation timing, and monitoring and enforcement responsibilities.  The 
MMRP accompanies the Final IS/MND and will be provided to the public and decision-
makers prior to consideration of project approval.  
 
Project approval by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(Water Board) entails approval of the Section 401 Water Quality Certification by the 
Water Board or its delegate, the Executive Officer.  Other federal, State, and local 
agencies will have discretionary authority, as outlined in the IS/MND, over aspects of 
the Project.  
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I.  Summary of Comments Received 
 
The Draft IS/MND for the Aramburu Island Shoreline Protection and Ecological 
Enhancement Project (Project) was made available to the public beginning July 16, 
2010.  In compliance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), environmental 
documents and electronic files were submitted to the State Clearinghouse (SCH # 
2010072045) and posted on the Water Board’s internet website. Hard copies were 
available for public review at the Water Board’s Oakland office.  Environmental 
documents were also available for review at the Richardson Bay Audubon Sanctuary 
(Applicant) administrative offices in Tiburon and the County of Marin offices in San 
Rafael. 
 
The Draft IS/MND was circulated for a 31 day public review, from July 16 to August 16, 
2010.  During that time the Water Board received 20 comment letters, submitted via e-
mail and U.S. mail.  Comment letters contained historical information related to the 
Project site, statements of support, concerns about the project, and statements of 
opposition to the Project.  
 
The comment letters received are listed in Table 1, below, and consisted of: 
 

• 2 letters expressing concerns about the Project; 
 
• 16 letters expressing support for the Project (several letters also contained 

relevant historical information about the project site); 
 

• A letter from the Department of Fish and Game stating that the IS/MND 
adequatly portrays impacts to fish and wildlife resources and habitats 
associated with the Project and concurring with the mitigation measures 
described in the IS/MND; and 

 
• A letter from the State Clearinghouse acknowledging compliance with the 

State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental 
documents pursuant to CEQA. 

 
Table 1 provides a list of comment letters, date received, summary of comments and 
response.  While all comments were considered, not all comments required written 
responses or resulted in changes to the Draft IS/MND. 
 
Comments that express support for the Project, the public process and the adequacy 
of the CEQA document are noted, and no response is provided.  Likewise, no written 
responses are provided for comments that solely express opinions about the Project or 
raise non-CEQA related issues. Comments that raise issues about potential adverse 
environmental impacts are responded to in the Response to Comments section 
(Section II), below.  Comment letters are included in the last portion (Section III) of this 
document.  
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Table 1.  Summary of Comments Received and Responses 

 
Commenter Date 

Received 
Summary of Comments Summary Response 

Margaret Fawcett 7/21/10 Support None Required 

Anne Howson 7/22/10 Support None Required 

Lynn Rashkis 7/23/10 Support None Required 

Sally Van Ingen 7/23/10 Support None Required 

Albert Aramburu 7/30/10 Support and historical information None Required 

Frank & Elizabeth Gerber 8/2/10 Support None Required 

Linda Trocki, PhD 8/2/10 Support None Required 

Diane Lynch 8/2/10 Support None Required 

Jacob F. Schutt 8/2/10 Support None Required 

Holly Scheetz 8/3/10 Support None Required 

Juliet Grable 8/9/10 Support None Required 

Meryl Sundove 8/12/10 Support None Required 

Elizabeth Schriock 8/12/10 Support None Required 

Burton Richardson 8/12/10 Support None Required 

Marin Audubon Society 8/13/10 Concerns about public access, project 
design, revegetation, & maintenance 

See responses  below 

Robert Hinz 8/14/10 Support None Required 

Dr & Mrs Newton Harband 8/14/10 Support None Required 

Strawberry Recreation 
District Zone IV 

8/16/10 Concerns about inaccuracies, 
biological resource impacts & 
mitigation measures, recreational 
boater impacts, & other issues 

See responses below 

 

State Clearinghouse 8/18/10 Compliance with State requirements None Required 

California Department of 
Fish and game 

12/16/10 Project concurrence  None Required 

 
 
 
In addition to the comment letters received on the Draft IS/MND, the Applicant 
engaged in early consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS). USFWS concurs that the Project is not likely to adversely affect the California 
clapper rail. 
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NMFS reviewed the Project’s potential to adversely impact listed aquatic species and 
concluded that excavation of the seal access channel is expected to result in low 
contaminant levels, which NMFS anticipates will have insignificant effects on listed 
fish. Based upon the best available information, NMFS concurs that the Project is not 
likely to adversely affect listed anadromous salmonids, threatened green sturgeon, or 
designated critical habitat. 
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II.  Response to Comments 
 
Of the 20 comment letters received, two letters, one from the Marin Audubon Society 
and one from the Strawberry Recreation District Zone IV raised issues that warranted 
written responses (as discussed above, not all comment letters or comments required 
a written response).  These two letters included comments that called for clarification, 
explanation, or changes to the Draft IS/MND text.  Changes made in response to these 
comments are shown in underline/strike out font in responses, below.  These changes 
have been incorporated into a Final IS/MND that accompanies this document.  Early 
consultation with the USFWS resulted in the addition of California clapper rail survey 
information.  In addition, refinements to the project description since the time of 
publication of the Draft IS/MND resulted in one staff-initiated change to the air quality 
analysis, as discussed below. 
 
This section of the document is organized in three parts: 

 
1) Staff-initiated changes related to marine vessel travel and emissions; 
2) Supplemental Clapper Rail survey information; 
3) Responses to Marin Audubon Society comment letter; and 
4) Responses to the Strawberry Recreation District Zone IV comment letter. 

 
1.  Revisions to Marine Vessel Travel and Emissions  
 
Since publication of the Draft IS/MND, the method of transporting equipment and 
material to the project site has been refined.  The project description in the Draft 
IS/MND has been revised to accurately indicate the capacity of the large barge as 
1,000 to 2,000 cubic yards (CY) and the small barge as having a capacity of about 65 
CY. This change increases the maximum number of daily barge trips from what was 
previously estimated. In order to evaluate project impacts, the marine vessel 
calculations and greenhouse gas emissions were updated to reflect these changes. 
The  change in the number and size of barge trips resulted in minor changes in the 
construction criteria pollutant emissions that were reported in Table 6 (page 45) in the 
air quality analysis of the Draft IS/MND.  These changes are shown in the text in the 
main body of the Final IS/MND and in the revised calculations in Appendix A: Air 
Quality Calculation (Marine Vessel Calculations and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Calculations). 
 
Revised air quality calculations demonstrate that the Project would still result in less 
than significant air quality and greenhouse gas emission impacts and that the Project 
would not result in any violation of air quality standards or adverse impacts to sensitive 
receptors. 
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2.  Supplemental Clapper Rail Survey Information  
 
Ongoing concerns about the possible occurrence of California clapper rail (clapper rail) 
at Aramburu Island prompted more detailed evaluation of past clapper rail surveys.  In 
addition, early consultation with USFWS suggested that that an updated survey be 
conducted to confirm the absence of clapper rail.  In response the text on page 55 
(following the first paragraph under “Wildlife”) of the Draft IS/MND has been 
supplemented with the following text and new Figure R-1: 
 
A single California Clapper Rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus) was detected on 
Pickleweed Island (Figure R-1) by an Audubon staff ornithologist (Kerry Wilcox, 
person. comm., 2010) on September 7, 2006. The bird was observed again on 
September 8 and 15, but not at any point thereafter. It is likely that the individual bird 
was a dispersing clapper rail, as it was detected outside the breeding season 
(February through August). Protocol level clapper rail surveys conducted for the 
Invasive Spartina Project confirm that no clapper rails were observed during the 
breeding season on Pickleweed Island (J. McBroom, 2008). No clapper rails have 
been detected on Pickleweed Island since the individual sighting in 2006. 
 
Clapper rails have not been observed on Aramburu Island, located approximately 600 
feet south of Picklweed Island. No clapper rails were detected on Aramburu Island 
during surveys conducted in 2007 (Evens, 2007). The 2007 habitat evaluation 
indicated that “the south end of Strawberry Point (AKA, Strawberry Spit) supports no 
viable habitat. The habitat on Strawberry Island (AKA Aramburu Island) supports 
possible, but not ideal, clapper rail habitat. The site’s isolation from other occupied 
marshes and the limited extent of habitat available diminish its suitability (Evens, 2007, 
p. 34).”  

 
To confirm that clapper rails do not occur on Aramburu Island and to confirm that the 
proposed enhancement plan on Aramburu Island is not likely to adversely affect 
clapper rails, protocol level surveys would be conducted between January 15 and April 
15, prior to construction and habitat enhancement activities.  All surveys will be 
conducted by a certified professional in accordance with requirements set by UFSWS 
(J. Terry, 2010). Survey results to confirm the absence of clapper rail will be submitted 
to USFWS prior to construction.  
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Figure R-1.  Location of the California Clapper Rail sighting in September 2006 on 
Pickleweed Island in Richardson Bay.  
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3.  Marin Audubon Society Comments and Responses 

 
Comment: Public Access 
Marin Audubon Society (MAS) discusses the history of the Island as mitigation for past 
development and states that the channel between Strawberry Spit and Aramburu 
Island was created to protect the Island from the impacts of people.  At the time the 
Island was created, public access was provided on Strawberry Spit.  MAS believe that 
encouraging public access to the Island would adversely affect wildlife and wildlife 
habitat. 
Response: 
 
The Richardson Bay Audubon Sanctuary has initiated early consultation with the Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) and has refined the public 
access requirements for the Project in response.  

 
This Project would not alter the County’s generally neutral approach to public access 
to Aramburu Island. The placement of two landing rocks for ‘boaters’ would provide 
minimal additional public access.  These rocks would be located away from sensitive 
restoration areas and would be installed only after restoration plantings are 
established.  Therefore, the proposed public access features would not have an 
adverse effect on the proposed restoration effort. 
 
The text on page 23 of the Draft IS/MND has been amended as follows: 
 
Public Access Features.  The main primary purpose of the Island enhancements 
undertaking the enhancements to the Island is to provide habitat for targeted native 
wildlife species. Currently, public access does occasionally occur on Aramburu Island, 
and as structured, the project would not result in any substantial increase in public 
access to or use of the Island. However, features would be installed to encourage 
allow for responsible public access and to avoid impacts to sensitive resources. Public 
access design features will include (1) placement of two large flat rocks near the 
northeastern cove to serve as focal sitting points for non-motorized watercraft landing; 
these rocks would be approximately 2 to 6 feet across, placed above the high tide line 
and outside existing or restored wetlands; and (2) installation of two new signs that 
indicate the presence of sensitive habitats and wildlife as well as areas and that direct 
users to leave certain parts of the Island undisturbed. The rocks would be installed 
only after restoration plantings have been established.  One of these signs will Signs 
would be placed near the landing rocks near the northern cove and the other will be 
placed near the southern cove in the northern cove, and in the southern cove near the 
proposed seal haul out area. These signs would be similar in size, material, and color 
as other Marin County Department of Parks and Open Space signs and would be 
maintained by the Marin County Department of Parks and Open Space.  
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The Applicant will continue to engage the Marin County Department of Parks and 
Open Space Volunteer Program so that volunteers are provided with an opportunity to 
visit the Island while also contributing to the restoration project. 
 
Comment: Project Habitat Design 
MAS asked “What species are the various habitat segments designed to serve and 
how is the design serving them?” 
Response: 
 
In response to this comment the following text is added at the top of page 20 of the 
Draft IS/MND: 
 
Shoreline Enhancement.  Shoreline and tidal flat enhancement is expected to increase 
foraging and roosting sites for shorebirds and wading birds as a result of the creation  
and expansion of existing sand-gravel beaches and sand-mud foreshore along the 
eastern shoreline of Aramburu. Sand-mud foreshore would provide additional foraging 
habitat for shorebird species of conservation concern such as the Dunlin, Sanderling, 
Western Sandpiper, Whimbrel, Long-billed Curlew, Marbled Godwit, Ruddy Turnstone, 
and short-billed Dowitcher (Andres et al. 2006). These species and other shorebird 
species rely on healthy tidal mudflats to fuel their migration. Gravel beach berms and 
rocky cobble along the spit are expected to provide foraging habitat for Black 
Oystercatchers, and Black Turnstone.  Tidal mud flats will also provide essential 
roosting habitat for Elegant Tern, Forster’s Tern, and Caspian Tern. 
 
 
In response to this comment the following text is added to page 25 of the Draft 
IS/MND: 
 
As discussed above, the Project would create or enhance a variety of wetland, 
grassland, and backshore habitats.  These habitats will serve a number of species, as 
described below. 
 
High tidal marsh. —Enhancement of pickleweed and high tidal marsh habitat is 
expected to provide habitat for regionally rare salt-marsh annual plants such as salt 
marsh owl’s clover and smooth goldfields.  High tidal marsh is also expected to provide 
breeding and/or wintering habitat for San Pablo Song Sparrows and Salt Marsh 
Common Yellowthroat. 
 
Seasonal wetlands.—Enhancement of seasonal wetlands (vernal pools and marshes) 
is expected to provide additional roosting and foraging sites for wading birds and 
overwintering waterfowl.  In addition this habitat feature is expected to provide foraging 
opportunities for Black Phoebe San Pablo Song Sparrows, and Salt Marsh Common 
Yellowthroat. 
 
Saline pan/flats. —Enhancement of saline pan/flats is expected to provide high-tide 
roosting areas for shorebirds and wading birds.  This area is also expected to 
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seasonally retain water that would provide additional foraging and roosting areas for 
waterbirds.   
 
Terrestrial grasslands. —Enhancement of the terrestrial grasslands is expected to 
provide habitat for native grasses as well as provide high-tide roost sites for wading 
birds. 
 
Salt grass meadow. —Salt grass meadows are expected to provide habitat for native 
salt grass vegetation and high-tide roosting sites for wading birds and shorebirds.  
 
Backshore sand flats. —Creation of backshore sand flats is expected to provide a 
sparsely vegetated platform for harbor seals to use as a haul-out area. This area is 
also expected to provide additional foraging and roosting areas for shorebirds.   
 
 
Comment: Seal habitat 
MAS asked about the potential for the seal channel to silt in and inquires as to why the 
original seal haul-out area was abandoned. They also question the decision to locate 
the channel along the southeastern island shoreline. 
Response:  The proposed channel location along the southeastern shoreline was 
selected because of its proximity to the deep water navigational channel. The location 
of the new channel would allow seals to move safely from deep water to Aramburu 
Island.  Reasons for the seal haul-out abandonment are stated in the Conceptual 
Enhancement Plan on pages 3 through 5 and the design rationale for the new access 
channel is presented on pages 29 and 30 of that document. 
 
Although there is a potential for the seal channel to silt in over time, the seal channel 
could be dredged in conjunction with maintenance dredging of the deep water channel 
adjacent to the Island by Strawberry Recreation District Zone IV. The channel will only 
be maintained if seals begin using it and hauling out on Aramburu Island within the 
maintenance cycle following project construction (approximately 5 to 10 years). 
 
 
Comment: Revegetation/Maintenance 
MAS express concern about the long-term management and maintenance of the 
Project, and specifically about the replanting scheme and the proposed freshwater 
irrigation system.  
 
Response: The revegetation plan and irrigation schedule described in the Draft 
IS/MND assumed the driest conditions and therefore the maximum amount of 
vegetation watering.  This scenario is considered worst-case and most appropriate for 
evaluating potential environmental impacts from irrigation (noise, etc.). It is likely that 
less watering will be needed in the years following project implementation. 
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All restoration permitting will include adaptive management practices, and permitting 
agencies will require maintenance of approved restoration features in such a way as to 
ensure the long-term function and intended goals of the Project. The Richardson Bay 
Audubon would be responsible for implementing any long-term permit requirements. 

 
4.  Strawberry Recreation District Zone IV Comments 
 
Comment:  Project objectives 
Zone IV questions the consistency of the stated need and objectives of the Project. 
Response: Project objectives are stated in the Draft IS/MND on page 18 and 19. The 
Project is designed to both increase tidal-marsh habitat and reduce erosion on the 
eastern shore. These goals can both be achieved by implementation of the Project 
because gradual inundation in a low energy tidal area will not result in erosion. Erosion 
is a problem on the eastern shore of Aramburu Island where the beach is steep, 
vegetation is absent, and the beach environment is highly erosive.  The Project 
includes measures to reduce erosive forces along the eastern shoreline (reduced 
beach slope, increased beach protection, and importing stable beach material). 
 
Comment: Cause of Erosion 
Zone IV questions the link between erosion on the Island and the erosion of the 
mainland and request documentation regarding the speed and severity of the erosion.  
The comment also questions whether the Project protects waterfront homeowners 
from an actual threat. 
Response: The eastern shore of Aramburu Island intercepts incident wave energy 
predominately from the southeasterly winds and prevailing currents and eddies on 
Richardson Bay. Along the steep eastern shore of Aramburu Island this energy is 
absorbed through erosion of the Island (as evidenced by the erosional scarp or small 
cliff). If the Island did not exist, this wave energy would be absorbed by the first land 
encountered by the waves as they approached shore, which would be residential 
areas of the mainland.  Therefore, Aramburu Island functions as a breakwater for the 
mainland. 
The speed and severity of erosion on Aramburu Island are documented in the Draft 
Enhancement Plan in the Erosion and Sediment Transport Section (Section 2.4.4 
beginning on page 9).  Time sequential aerial photographs documenting shoreline 
retreat over the 34 year from 1970 to 2004 are presented in Figure 10.  In addition, 
Global Positioning System (GPS) data is used to document the extent that the boulder 
lag field has eroded over time, indicating permanent erosion of the shoreline.  
 
Comment: Inaccuracies and omissions  
Zone IV identified four inaccuracies and omissions in the Draft IS/MND. One of these 
comments, pertaining to page 49, did not result in text changes because the Project 
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would not affect the navigational channel (see response to comments regarding 
recreation, below). 

 
Response: 
Inaccuracies and omissions identified in the Zone IV comment letter have been 
corrected and the Draft IS/MND text has been edited as follows: 

• Page 1 and 33, the text has been corrected to refer to “The Cove Apartments.” 

• Page 50, the extent of the deep water channel is noted to extend along the spit 
to Strawberry Point and around the Point, continuing west to connect with the 
Sausalito Channel. 

• Page 55, the text has been corrected to indicate that California clapper rail 
surveys occurred in 2005. 

 
Comment: Need for a performance bond 
Zone IV inquires about the need for a performance bond to ensure successful 
implementation of this project. 
Response: No performance bond is needed for the Project. The project site is 
currently used for open space and the proposed Project would not result in any land 
use changes.  In addition, existing habitat conditions are degraded at the project site 
and proposed habitat enhancement activities would improve these conditions. If project 
components “fail,” both adaptive management measures required by agency permits 
and provisions of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will result in 
implementation of remedial action. 
 
Comment:  Peer review 
Zone IV inquires about public review of the project peer review. 
Response: Peer review of the Project was conducted and is described on page 6 and 
page 19 of the Draft IS/MND. Following completion of the peer review in June 2010, 
peer review documents were posted on the Audubon internet website for public 
viewing.  
 
Comment:  Mitigation Monitoring 
Zone IV suggests semi-annual mitigation reporting. 
Response: A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been 
prepared for the Project in accordance with CEQA Section 15097 (December, 2010). 
The MMRP identifies the entity responsible for implementing mitigation, mitigation 
timing, and monitoring and enforcement responsibilities.  The MMRP accompanies the 
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Final IS/MND and will be provided to the public and decision-makers prior to 
consideration of project approval. 
 
Comment:  Mitigation Measure IV-1 
Zone IV asserts that the mitigation measure for nesting birds is unclear. 
Response: The text on page 9 of the Draft IS/MND summarizing Mitigation Measure 
IV-1 has been revised in response to this comment to read as follows:  
 
Mitigation Measure IV-1 
 
The applicant shall have surveys conducted by a qualified biologist within two weeks of 
the commencement of construction activities. If nesting birds are detected during 
surveys, construction shall be halted until appropriate resource agencies (CDFG, 
USFWS) have been contacted and appropriate avoidance measures are taken, such 
as establishing disturbance buffers or halting construction until nests have been 
vacated. If ground disturbance activities are delayed, then additional pre-construction 
surveys shall be conducted such that no more than one week will have elapsed 
between the last survey and the commencement of ground disturbance activities.   

 
To reduce impact to nesting birds, in accordance with Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 
Fish and Game Code, Richardson Bay Audubon Center shall have surveys conducted 
by a qualified biologist within two weeks of the commencement of construction 
activities to identify bird nests in the area. If bird nests are detected then construction 
activities shall be halted until either the CDFG or USFWS are contacted and their 
guidance on appropriate measures is provided.  Typical mitigation would require that 
construction be halted within 300 feet of the nest to avoid disturbing nesting birds. A 
qualified biologist would monitor the status of the nest and would determine when the 
offspring have left the nest. Once the offspring have left the nest construction activities 
would resume in accordance with CDFG and USFWS consultation and regulation. A 
qualified biologist shall be on site during construction and shall continue to monitor the 
site for nesting birds. In the event that additional nests are detected during 
construction, construction shall be halted within 300 feet of the active nest until the 
offspring have fledged. All bird surveys, monitoring, and construction timing shall be 
conducted in accordance with CDFG or USFWS protocol and requirements.  
 
In addition, in response to this comment, the text on page 57 of the Draft IS/MND 
(Mitigation Measure IV-1) has also been revised (consistent with the text change 
shown above). 
The Applicant’s responsibility for implementing mitigation measures, and the timing 
and regulatory reporting requirements for these mitigation measures are further 
discussed in the MMRP (December, 2010). 
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Comment: Impacts to shellfish beds 
Referring to text on page 16 of the Draft IS/MND, Zone IV questions potential impacts 
to shellfish beds. 
Response: The text on page 16 of the Draft IS/MND refers to potential impacts on 
eelgrass beds, a plant community. The Project would not result in impacts to shellfish 
beds. 
 
Comment:  Impacts to recreational boating 
Zone IV asserts that the Draft IS/MND does not adequately discuss recreational boat 
use.  The comment requests that the IS/MND specifically mention that Strawberry 
Channel is maintained and funded by Zone IV.  
 
Response: The commentor is correct that Zone IV funds maintenance dredging of the 
deep water Strawberry Channel. As indicated on page 19 of the Draft IS/MND, the 
Project would not affect maintenance dredging of this channel. The following text has 
been added at the top of page 19 to include additional information about the 
Strawberry Channel: 
Strawberry Channel, constructed in the 1950s, provides navigational access to 
Richardson Bay to residents of Strawberry and the Cove Apartments in Tiburon.  
Maintenance of the channel is funded by the Strawberry Recreation District Zone IV.  
 
Similar text has been added to page 94, to provide background for the recreation 
impact analysis. 
 
Comment: Saline irrigation. 
This comment indicates that the Draft IS/MND is the first time that Zone IV has been 
made aware of the saline irrigation and pump system. The comment also indicates that 
Zone IV would like to see citations/descriptions of other instances of saline irrigation 
being used for weed control. 
 
Response: The saline irrigation system and pump setup are described on page 42 of 
the Draft Enhancement Plan and have been included in the project description under 
the Saline Irrigation Alternative since April 2010.  The Draft Enhancement Plan has 
been available to the public throughout the project development process and has been 
the subject of numerous public meetings (as summarized in the IS/MND on page 6).  
As described in the Draft IS/MND and in the Draft Enhancement Plan, the saline 
irrigation system may be used periodically (about 15 to 20 days per year) for a period 
of up to 3 years post-construction.  
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The comment also indicates that Zone IV would like to see citations/descriptions of 
other instances of saline irrigation being used for weed control. This information can be 
found on pages 41 and 42 in the Draft Enhancement Plan. 
 
In response to this comment, the text on page 31 of the Draft IS/MND has been 
supplemented to clarify details of the proposed pump.  The text, added to the Final 
IS/MND includes the following:  
 
The salinization of soil would be accomplished by an array of sprinklers installed on the 
Island, which are fed water from saline Bay water from the adjacent, deep-water 
navigational channel via a land-based pump.  The pump, as described in the Draft 
Enhancement Plan, would be either a quiet electric pump or if a diesel pump is used, 
would be shielded in a self-contained enclosure to reduce noise to the same level as 
the quiet pump. The final specifications for the pump would be determined after the 
final design on the irrigation system has been completed; however, it would not exceed 
the following specifications: 
 
• Max engine size = 6 horse power 
• Max intake diameter = 2 inches 
• Max flow rate = 150 gallons per minute  
 
A pump of this capacity would measure approximately 2 feet by 2 feet by 2 feet. The 
pump would be positioned as far east on the Island as the intake hose will allow.  The 
pump will be placed near the center of the north-south island axis in a noise-
dampening structure that would be painted to blend in with the local landscape. The 
intake hose for the pump would be located on the perimeter of the deep-water 
navigational channel. This hose would be anchored in place to ensure that it does not 
move and clearly marked with a buoy so as not to interfere with navigation.  
 
The environmental analysis of noise, aesthetics, and air emissions in the Draft IS/MND 
included use of a saline irrigation pump as described above and in the Draft 
Enhancement Plan (Option 2), which would require the greatest amount of saline water 
pumping. 
  
Comment: Revegetation irrigation 
This comment asks how long the freshwater irrigation system would be present on the 
Island.  
Response: Page 31 of the Draft IS/MND indicates that the freshwater irrigation system 
would be deployed for a maximum of 2 years.  To clarify the operation of the irrigation 
system, the following text will augment the description of the freshwater irrigation 
system in the “Revegetation” section on page 31 of the Draft IS/MND.  
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The details of the freshwater irrigation system would be determined during final design 
following completion of the revegetation plan. The water storage container itself would 
be centrally located on the Island and would be painted to blend in with the 
surroundings. The water storage container would be refilled occasionally via a fire 
hose connected to a fire hydrant on the mainland. The hose would pass through a 
willing property owner’s land. Where the hose crosses the navigational channel it 
would be weighted down so that the hose rests on the channel bottom and does not 
interfere with navigation. 
 
In addition, in response to this comment, the following text describing irrigation has 
been added to the Utilities and Service System analysis (Section XVII, under item b): 
 
If irrigation of native plants is required following planting, freshwater would be provided 
by one of two methods: (1) a tank or bladder system on the Island that would 
periodically be filled via a hose from a fire hydrant on the mainland, or (2) via tanks 
refilled by Audubon Sanctuary staff and transported to the Island by boat. Alternatively, 
if only small-scale watering (scattered individual plants) is required, then use of time- 
released gel packs may be employed that provide water to seedlings without the need 
of a water pump.  An example of such a small-scale water system is DriWater® time-
release water. 
 
Comment:  Securing large woody debris 
Zone IV asks how large woody debris used to stabilize the beach will be secured.  
Response:  As described in the Draft Enhancement Plan on pages 33 and 34, large 
woody debris will be anchored in place with wooden cross-braces driven into the 
substrate where necessary for stabilization. 
 
Comment:  New proposed signs 
This comment requests details about the two proposed signs that would be placed on 
the Island.  
Response:  The proposed signs will be similar in size, design, and color as existing 
signs.  Appropriate colors and sizes will be selected to ensure that signs are visible 
and that they harmonize with the surrounding landscape.  BCDC may include specific 
conditions for proposed signs during its review of the Project.  Please refer to text 
changes made in the “Public Access Features” section of the Draft IS/MND on page 23 
in response to MAS’s comments regarding public access, above. 

 
Comment:  Construction boat traffic impacts on recreational boating 
Zone IV suggests that project construction could interfere with recreational boat use of 
the navigational channel.  
Response:  As described on pages 26, 30, and 31 of the Draft IS/MND, construction 
equipment and materials will be moved from a barge to Aramburu Island. As indicated 
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in the Draft IS/MND, this process would involve one roundtrip for each piece of heavy 
equipment listed on page 25, over the life of the Project.  Addition barge trips would be 
needed to transport materials to the Island. 
 
Since publication of the Draft IS/MND, the barge size and construction phasing has been 
refined.  The Draft IS/MND indicated that a large “transport“ barge could be used to bring 
material to the Island.  However, the Project has been revised to clarify that smaller 
capacity barges (capacity of about 65 CY) would be used to transport materials. This 
would result in a maximum of 300 boat trips over the three-month construction period, or 
a maximum of six round trips per day.  Material transport would occur between the hours 
of 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM and the timing and frequency would depend on tides, weather, 
and construction needs. It is likely that fewer than six daily barge trips would occur.  
Barges would be managed in a manner to minimize time in and around the navigational 
channel.  Vessel movement would be in conformance with standard Coast Guard rules 
and regulations and channel markers would be deployed.  If minor obstruction of the 
channel occurs, a navigational pathway will be established to allow recreational boaters 
to pass. No adverse impacts to recreational boat users would result.   

 
The text on pages 30 and 31 of the Draft IS/NDN has been edited as follows: 

 
The material transport would likely utilize two barges – a larger “transport” barge bringing 
the material near the Island and a smaller “ferry” barge to bring the material through the 
shallow water to the Island.  The larger barge (2,000 – 5,000 1,000 – 2,000 CY capacity) 
containing the shoreline materials would be anchored in the deepwater area of 
Richardson Bay. Material would be transferred from this barge onto the a smaller barge 
with an estimated capacity of 65 CY, which would then ferry the material to the Island 
where the material would be offloaded by wheel loader. The smaller ferry barges would 
pull up to the southeast corner of the Island, which is adjacent to the deep-water 
navigation channel. The shoreline in this area is armored by rock rip-rap material, which 
would be temporarily removed during the material import period so that barges could pull 
up to the Island without being damaged. A barge would be docked beached at the Island 
for approximately 30 – 90 minutes during each trip while unloading. The Project would 
result in a maximum of 300 boat trips over the three-month construction period, or a 
maximum of six round trips per day.  Material transport would occur between the hours of 
8:00 AM and 5:00 PM and the timing and frequency would depend on tides, weather, and 
construction needs. It is likely that fewer than six daily barge trips would occur.  Barges 
would be managed in a manner to minimize time in and around the navigational channel.  
Vessel movement would be in conformance with standard Coast Guard rules and 
regulations and channel markers would be deployed.  If minor obstruction of the channel 
occurs, a navigational pathway will be established to allow recreational boaters to pass.  
The final specifications for material transport to the Island in terms of ferry barge size, 
method of loading, and unloading would be determined during consultation with selected 
contractor, but these specifications would not deviate significantly from those described 
above. 
 
Materials would be stockpiled on the Island in upland areas and transported by tracked 
truck or loader to their placement destinations. Erosion control devices (straw wattles, silt 
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fences, etc.) would be installed around all stockpile locations to prevent sediment from 
moving off site. To avoid impacts to aquatic species, all shoreline materials would be 
placed at low tide when no water is present on the work area. Should excavation occur in 
the Bay, a turbidity curtain would be installed during low tide prior to construction 
activities and all in-water work would occur in this isolated area.  Boats and barges 
bringing equipment, materials, and personnel to the project site would only navigate in 
deep-water areas that are known to be devoid of eelgrass.  Boats and barges would be 
moored in areas where they will not shade eelgrass. 

 
 Comment:  Biological surveys 
Zone IV poses questions about the number and timing of project-specific biological 
surveys to identify sensitive plants. 
Response:  As indicated on page 49 of the Draft IS/MND, one floristic survey was 
conducted in spring 2009. In addition, project biologists also searched for sensitive 
plants and wildlife during all other surveys at the project site. 
 
Comment:  Special status wildlife species 
Zone IV states that the text on page 55 through page 59 is unclear regarding breeding 
habitat for special status birds.  In addition, the discussion of special status fish on 
page 55 is confusing. 
Response:  To clarify that the discussion on page 55 of the Draft IS/MND addresses 
the occurrence of birds on Aramburu Island, the header “Wildlife” as been deleted and 
replaced with the header “Birds.”  In addition, the text in the Draft IS/MND in the first 
paragraph on page 55, following Table 7 has been deleted and replaced with the 
following text: 
 
Aramburu Island does not provide breeding habitat for any of the six special status bird 
species1 identified as potentially occurring in the project vicinity based on review of the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and investigations of the site. A 
complete list of all special status species within the project vicinity and their potential to 
occur on site can be found in Appendix B.  Although song sparrows have been 
observed on Aramburu Island (Table 7), the subspecies of song sparrows found on the 
Island is uncertain (Appendix B). San Pablo song sparrows, a California Species of 
Concern, prefer to nest in areas containing dense patches of gumplant and coyote 
brush, two plants that are not abundant on the Island. Thus, Aramburu Island provides 
little suitable habitat for the San Pablo song sparrow. 
 

                                                 
1 California clapper rail (Rallus longirostris), California least tern (Sternula antillarum browni), Northern harrier 
(Circus cyaneus), double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), and San 
Pablo song sparrow (Melospiza melodia samuelis).   
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Mitigation Measure IV-1 (see page 57 of the Draft IS/MND) would be implemented to 
ensure that project construction does not displace or negatively affect any San Pablo 
song sparrows that may be breeding on the Island.   
 
In response to comments regarding potential impacts to fish, the header “Fish” has 
been added to page 55, to clarify that the following paragraph discusses the occurance 
of fish species in the vicinity of the Island.  The header “Marin Mammals” has been 
added to the bottom of page 55 and a new paragraph created as follows: 
 
Marine Mammals 
 
Harbor seals (protected under the Marin Mammals Act) occur seasonally in the 
adjacent navigational channel, but have not hauled out on the Island since the 1980s 
(Allen 1991). 

 
 
Comment:  San Pablo Song Sparrows 
Response:  See response to comment about special status wildlife species, above. 
 
Comment:  Longfin smelt 
Response:  The text in Table 7 on page 55 of the Draft IS/MND has been revised to 
include Longfin Smelt (Spirinchus thaleichthys) as a fish species observed on or 
adjacent to the project site.  The Project includes measures to reduce impacts to fish.  
In addition, Mitigation Measure IX-1 would be implemented to reduce erosion and 
sedimentation to prevent adverse water quality impacts and would reduce potential 
impacts to fish to a less than significant level. 
 
Comment:  Loss of wetlands 
The comment states that the discussion of impacts to wetlands on page 60 is unclear. 
Response:  The Project would not result in a loss of wetlands. As indicated in Table 1, 
the Project would increase the amount of jurisdictional wetlands. The comment 
indicates that there would be a loss of “waters of the State/US;” however, the Initial 
Study question that is addressed on page 60 specifically relates to impacts to 
“federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.” The 
Project would result in a net gain of wetlands and a net gain in waters of the State. The 
new wetland and open water acreage is created by a loss of uplands only. It is likely 
that waves will rework added beach materials along the shoreline, resulting in beach 
berms that rise above MHHW (Mean Higher High Water2), thus resulting in a small 
loss of open waters. This quantity of loss cannot be estimated as the beach 
configuration will constantly change in response to wave conditions; however, b
on the proposed beach geometry, any net changes to open water are expected to be 

ased 

                                                 
2 Tidal datum that is the average of the higher high water height of each tidal day observed over time. 
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minor. The Project would not result in any planned, permanent loss of open wa
wetlands. 

ter or 

Potential construction-related impacts to existing and new wetlands are discussed in 
the Draft IS/MND.  Erosion and sediment control measures incorporated into the 
Project are described in the Draft IS/MND (Mitigation Measure IX-1 in the Hydrology 
and Water Quality section), and would reduce these impacts to a less than significant 
level. 
 
Comment:  Mitigation Measure IX-1 
Zone IV asks who will train contractors to implement hydrology best management 
practices.  
Response:  The Applicant, Richardson Bay Audubon Sanctuary, would be responsible 
for training all contractors and reporting to the Water Board as indicated in the MMRP. 
 
Comment:  Dredging of Strawberry channel 
Zone IV reiterates concerns about dredging of the Strawberry navigational channel.  
The comment requests that a statement be added to the Public Services analysis to 
clarify that the project would not result in restricted access to the dredged channel from 
the Strawberry Recreation District’s public dock and that the Recreation analysis 
include a note that the Project would not result in restricted dredging of the channel. 
Response:  As discussed above in response to concerns about recreational boating, 
the Project would not result in impacts to Strawberry Channel. The Project would not 
result in changes to Aramburu Island that would result in restricted dredging or use of 
the Strawberry Channel. To clarify, the following text is added to the discussion of 
potential impacts to recreational facilities on page 94 of the Draft IS/MND: 
 
Project activities are limited to transporting materials to the Island and to proposed 
physical changes on the Island and near shore environment, as described in the 
Project Description. These actions would not result in substantial physical deterioration 
to Strawberry Channel itself nor would they create any significant adverse impacts for 
recreational boating use of the Channel. The project would not result in restricted 
dredging or use of Strawberry Channel.   
 
Comment:  Habitat value and potential for project failure 
Zone IV asserts that the Island is currently used by many species, as indicated on 
page 51 of the Draft IS/MND.  
Response:  The text on page 51 refers to the use of Aramburu Island by common 
species.  Many of these species are non-native or invasive species. The purpose of 
the Project is to promote the use of Aramburu Island for native birds and wildlife that 
have few remaining suitable habitat opportunities in the Bay. The Project would 
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improve habitat for these species as described in the Draft IS/MND, and would not 
result in adverse impacts to the population of common species. In addition, 
enhancement actions would only improve environmental conditions on Aramburu 
Island.  Any setbacks in project success could result in portions of the Island reverting 
to existing conditions; therefore, no adverse impacts would result.  
 
Comment:  Habitat value and maintenance dredging of Strawberry Channel 
Zone IV states that the deep water navigation channel provides habitat for seals and 
birds. The Strawberry Recreation District Zone IV provides funding to conduct 
maintenance dredging of the channel. 
Response:  As indicated on page 49 of the Draft IS/MND, the navigational channel 
provides habitat for birds, harbor seals, and other wildlife. The Project would not 
adversely affect the deep navigational channel. After project completion, birds and 
seals will continue to use this area as well as Aramburu Island. 
 
The text in the last paragraph on page 49 has been modified to add the following 
sentence: 
The channel requires routine maintenance dredging, funded by the Strawberry 
Recreation District Zone IV. 
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Additional References added to the Draft IS/MND in Section E. (References, 
Persons Contacted, and Report Preparers, page 101): 
 
 
Andres, B., R. Clay and C. Duncan, 2006. Shorebird Species of Conservation Concern 
in the Western Hemisphere.  Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network.  
Available on-line at www.whsrn.org/shorebirds/status.html. 
 
McBroom, J.  2008.  California Clapper Rail Surveys for the San Francisco Estuary 
Invasive Spartina Project. Olofson Environmental. Report available online. 
http://www.spartina.org/project_documents/clapper_rails/project-clra2008.htm  

 
Evens, J. 2007.  Surveys of selected marshlands in the San Francisco Estuary 
California Clapper Rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus) for the Invasive Spartina Project 
and Olofson Environmental. Avocet Research Associates. Report available online. 
http://www.spartina.org/project_documents/clapper_rails/project-clra2007.htm 

 
Wilcox, Kerry, Richardson Bay Audubon Center & Sanctuary, personal communication, 
2010. 
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Sandi Potter 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
July 21, 2010 
 
Re:  Initial Study and proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for Aramburu Island, Richardson 
Bay 
 
Dear Ms. Potter, 
 
I am writing to express my support for the Aramburu Island Enhancement Project, currently 
being developed by the Richardson Bay Audubon Center & Sanctuary and The Marin County 
Department of Parks and Open Space. As a resident of Sausalito who spends a great deal of time 
on and around Richardson Bay, I’m a keen observer of its animals and of the need for added 
habitat especially for breeding and migratory birds. 
 
Unfortunately Aramburu Island has been neglected, in my opinion, over the years.  It has been 
badly impacted by non-native plants that are unattractive to birds. It badly needs restorative work 
to attract shore birds and harbor seals once again, among other animals.  In that regard, 
I fully support the current plan to remove non-native plants, increase cover of native plants, and 
expand seasonal wetlands and tidal marsh that will ultimately improve habitat for resident and 
migratory birds and marine mammals.  
 
In addition, this project will reduce the rate of erosion on the eastern side of Aramburu Island 
that currently contributes to increased sedimentation in Richardson Bay. By firming up the 
eastern shoreline the project will mitigate the effects of sea level rise and increasing storm 
events. 
 
The potential impacts of the project discussed in the Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration 
were very thorough..  I feel that the mitigation measures proposed are more than adequate and 
potential short-term impacts are worth the benefits that will result following enhancement of the 
Island.  Moreover, the mitigation measures proposed follow standardized and accepted protocols 
successful in reducing impacts in other projects.   
 
Audubon and Marin County have done an excellent job keeping the community informed and I 
have been given ample opportunity to learn more about this project, and provide input. They held 
four public meetings during which they answered questions and addressed many concerns. 
Audubon also posted work days and opportunities to assist with the project on their website to 
fully engage the community.   
 
Additionally, looking at Audubon’s track record of collaborative restoration and research 
projects around the Bay gives me confidence that they are taking this project seriously, and will 
be thoughtful and thorough in its execution. Nationally recognized organizations such as PRBO 
Conservation Science, SFSU, and NOAA repeatedly partner with Audubon, which indicates that 
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they are a valuable and reputable partner. In fact, Audubon successfully restored tidal marsh 
habitat in San Pablo Bay in partnership with the San Pablo Bay National Wildlife Refuge. 
 
I conclusion, I believe this project will greatly benefit the wildlife, habitats, and people of 
Richardson Bay and contribute to a healthier bay.  I hope it is approved as presented. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Margaret Fawcett 
72 Cypress Place 
Sausalito, CA 94965 
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From: Frank@gerbersf.com 
To: SMPotter@waterboards.ca.gov  
CC: Elizabeth@gerbersf.com  
Date: 8/2/2010 10:50 AM 
Subject:  Letter in Support of Aramburu Island Enhancement Project  
  
Sandi Potter 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
Dear Ms. Potter, 
  
We are Tiburon residents and are writing you to voice our support for the Aramburu Island 
Enhancement Project.  The plan to remove non-native plants and return the island to its natural 
state would provide a great habitat for migrating birds and possibly even encourage the harbor 
seals to return to a place that once belonged to them. 
 
We understand that several Aramburu Island neighbors are opposed to the project.  We have 
listened to many of their concerns but do not find them to be compelling.  As you know, 
Aramburu Island was created as part of the development of Strawberry Point.  And the northern 
half of the Strawberry Spit was converted into an island as p[art of the mitigation for the 
residential development in Strawberry.  It seems to me that the right thing to do is to all work 
together to ensure the best possible habitat on Aramburu for the benefit of the original 
inhabitants (birds and seals) and the enjoyment of the new residents (the neighbors). 
 
We would also add that we believe the concerns about the construction noise are a bit 
overblown.  We believe that the noise issues are adequately addressed in the CEQA document.  
We all have to tolerate construction noise around our homes from time to time – it’s part of 
living in an urban area.  We live within sight and sound of Aramburu and are more than willing 
to tolerate any minor and temporary inconvenience in order to enjoy the longer term benefits of 
the restore island. 
  
In closing we strongly support the Aramburu Island Enhancement Project and believe it will 
enhance the beauty and enjoyment of the Richardson Bay bay for everyone involved – people, 
birds, and seals!  
  
Sincerely, 
 Frank and Elizabeth Gerber 
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Sandi Potter 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, CA 94612 
  
July 31, 2010 
  
Re:  Initial Study and proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for Aramburu Island 
  
Dear Ms. Potter, 
  
I am writing to express my support for the Aramburu Island Enhancement Project, currently 
being developed by the Richardson Bay Audubon Center & Sanctuary and The Marin County 
Department of Parks and Open Space. As a resident of Marin, I value our natural resources and 
feel it is critical that we do our best to ensure our protected areas provide the best possible habitat 
for wildlife, while protecting valuable coastlines. 
  
I fully support the current plan to remove non-native plants, increase cover of native plants, and 
expand seasonal wetlands and tidal marsh that will ultimately improve habitat for resident and 
migratory birds and marine mammals. Urban and industrial development around the entire San 
Francisco Bay, and the Marin Coastline in particular, has greatly limited habitat for native birds 
and wildlife. Enhancing habitat within Richardson Bay is critical for the large numbers of 
waterbirds that visit the site each year, earning Richardson Bay the designation of an Important 
Bird Area. This project is an important step in creating the types of habitat that were once 
common on Richardson Bay more than a century ago. 
  
In addition, this project will reduce the rate of erosion on the eastern side of 
Aramburu Island that currently contributes to increased sedimentation in 
Richardson Bay. By firming up the eastern shoreline the project will mitigate the effects of sea 
level rise and increasing storm events. 
  
The potential impacts of the project discussed in the Initial Study Mitigated Negative 
Declaration were very thorough. The report discusses in great length the potential impacts of 
noise, erosion, air emissions, and other aspects as a result of the project. Although the project 
could result in temporary increase in noise, erosion, or air emissions, the mitigation measures 
will substantially reduce or eliminate temporary project impacts.  I feel that the mitigation 
measures proposed are more than adequate and these potential short-term impacts are worth the 
benefits that will result following enhancement of the Island. The mitigation measures proposed 
follow standardized and accepted protocols that have been successful in reducing impacts in 
other projects.   
  
Audubon and Marin County have done an excellent job keeping the community informed and I 
feel that I have been given ample opportunity to learn more about this project, and provide input 
when appropriate. They held four public meetings during which they answered questions and 
addressed many concerns. Audubon also posted work days and opportunities to assist with the 
project on their website to fully engage the community.   
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Additionally, looking at Audubon’s track record of collaborative restoration and research 
projects around the Bay gives me confidence that they are taking this project seriously, and will 
be thoughtful and thorough in its execution. Nationally recognized organizations such 
as PRBO Conservation Science, SFSU, and NOAA repeatedly partner with Audubon, 
which indicates that they are a valuable and reputable partner. In fact, Audubon successfully 
restored tidal marsh habitat in San Pablo Bay in partnership with the San Pablo Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge. 
  
I support the work of Audubon and Marin County, and believe this project will greatly benefit 
the wildlife, habitats, and people of Richardson Bay and contribute to a healthier 
bay. Richardson Bay Audubon is a leader in environmental stewardship and habitat restoration in 
the Bay Area. Audubon continues to ensure the protection of the Bay, from which we will all 
benefit.  I am happy to see this project move forward.   
  
Sincerely, 
  
HollyScheetz 
22 Seafirth Place 
Tiburon, CA. 94920 
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