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Purpose and Objectives

C-1

The Park Service should retain the original purpose of the project that was to remove non-compatible
agricultural uses, enhance view opportunities, preclude future development, and create clear
undistorted project boundaries.

Response: As discussed in Chapter 1 of the DEIS/EIR, when the National Park Service (Park
Service) signed the Memorandum of Understanding with the California Department of
Transportation (CalTrans), the California Coastal Commission (CCC), and the Gulf of the Farallones
National Marine Sanctuary (GFNMS), it stated that the purpose of the future project would be
“restoring freshwater and saltwater wetlands.” While the legal agreement between CalTrans and
the park only obliges the park to mitigate 3.6 acres, all agencies agreed that more fully restoring
lands on the acquired property was the ultimate goal, and the MOU called for restoration of a
“significant portion” of the historic marsh. Transfer of the mitigation money to the Park Service
was approved by the CCC on the condition that the Park Service would either create subtidal and
intertidal habitat comparable in character to the area that was impacted by the road repair on
State Route 1 near Lone Tree Creek OR restore previously degraded or filled marine or the
removal of historic fill, improvement of water circulation, and such other steps as will create or
improve habitat for fish, water birds, and other marine or marine-related species. In a separate
agreement with the Park Service, CalTrans also stipulated that restoration on the Giacomini Ranch
would be in a “manner consistent with the general plan set forth in the feasibility study (PWA et
al. 1993). The feasibility study (PWA et al. 1993) established a number of restoration goals, none
of which included the objectives listed in the comment letter.

During the initial scoping period for the proposed project, the agencies took into account the
mitigation requirements imposed by the MOU and agreement with CalTrans and developed a
project purpose that refined and improved upon the Park Service’s original stated goal of restoring
freshwater and saltwater wetland such that natural hydrologic and ecological processes and
functions would be restored in a significant portion of the Project Area.

Cc-2

Concern Statement (Project Purpose and Priority for Restoration vs. Public Access): Several
commenters stressed that they felt that restoration of natural processes and habitats should be
primary objective of the proposed project, not public access. Restoration should be a priority for
improving water quality in Tomales Bay and for special status species habitat, which the Park Service
has a legal obligation to protect and enhance. Human activities would degrade wildlife habitat and
wetlands, so restoration actions should minimize human activities in the Project Area, particularly in
creek and riparian areas. For this reason, restoration actions should maximize natural quiet and
minimize non-natural visual intrusions.

Response: As discussed in Chapter 1 of the DEIS/EIR, the proposed project has established
restoration of natural hydrologic and ecological processes and functions as the primary purpose of
the proposed project. However, in keeping with the fact that “providing opportunities for
appropriate public enjoyment is an important part of the Service’s mission” (Park Service 2006,
Section 8.1), the agencies have also incorporated provision of public access opportunities that do
not conflict with the project’s primary purpose as an objective of the proposed project. Although
not identified as project objectives, the Park Service also places high value on preserving, to the
greatest extent possible, natural soundscapes and landscapes, as well (Park Service 2006; Section
4.4.2.4 and 4.9).

C-3

Construction of the Southern Perimeter Trail violates the project's stated purpose that "public access
opportunities should not conflict with the project's purpose of restoring natural hydrologic and
ecological processes and functions.”

Response: The agencies felt that the southern perimeter trail would not conflict with the purpose
of the project for several reasons. First, because most of the proposed trail would be in an area
with an existing trail, there would be very little additional impacted expected relative to existing
conditions in terms of impacts on wetlands and riparian habitat and existing wildlife habitat. Most
of the actions in this area represent enhancement of existing public access facilities rather than
construction of new ones. Increased visitor use of these enhanced facilities would result in only
negligible to minor additional impacts to hydrologic processes, riparian habitat, and wildlife use.
For example, the proposed bridge over Lagunitas Creek would be developed such that there would
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be no footings in the creek that would impinge upon hydrologic processes during smaller flood
flows. During larger flood flows, overbank topping of the Giacomini Ranch East Pasture creek
bank would occur upstream of the proposed bridge, thereby decreasing flood flow velocities
around the bridge infrastructure. The proposed trail was developed as a weather-dependent trail,
so flooding of the bridge and associated trail would be anticipated during moderate- to large storm
events.

Concern Statement (Project Purpose and Elimination of Public Access): Several commenters
stressed that they felt that there should be no new public access facilities constructed as part of the
proposed project. Human activities would degrade wetlands and wildlife habitats, and there is enough
public access within the Point Reyes-Tomales Bay area already.

c-4

Response: As discussed in Chapter 1 of the DEIS/EIR, Park Service Management Policies directly
address the recreation and educational values of wetlands, noting that, “when practicable, the
Service will not simply protect, but will seek to enhance, natural wetland values by using them for
educational, recreational, scientific, and similar purposes that do not disrupt wetland functions”
(Park Service 2006; Section 4.6.5). By incorporating public access as a project objective, the
agencies are demonstrating that they are committed to incorporating opportunities for the public
to learn about the value of wetlands, the problems facing Tomales Bay, and the restoration
process, as long as the opportunities do not conflict with the primary purpose of the project. In
addition to incorporating trails, viewing areas, interpretative exhibits, and volunteer/educational
opportunities, the Seashore and the CSLC also plan to enable people with disabilities to experience
wetlands and the restoration process by providing appropriate public access facilities for those
with disabilities. The agencies have developed public access opportunities that would not conflict
with restoration or degrade wetland and wildlife habitats. While there are abundant public access
opportunities in the Point Reyes region, including opportunities to view wetlands (e.g., Estero
Trail, Muddy Hollow Trail, Coast Trail, etc.), the agencies want to enhance opportunities for the
local community and Park visitors to experience and enjoy the restored wetland.

Concern Statement (Project Purpose and Need for Public Access): Several commenters felt
that the proposed project should include public access and opportunities to view the restored wetland.
Appropriately designed public access would not degrade wetland and wildlife habitats and would
improve public transportation safety and would decrease vehicular traffic and associated damage to
natural resources from emissions. The Park Service is a national agency that needs to serve the
American public that pays for it, not just the local community. By providing access, Americans can
become more physically active and gain opportunities to learn about wetlands through interpretation
and educational opportunities.

C-5

Response: See Responses to C-2, C-3, and C-4, which address many of the points raised in
Concern Statement #5. The agencies has incorporated opportunities in many of the alternatives
that address the local community’s previously stated desires and needs for greater public access
safety and connectivity between communities. The prevalence of wetlands and privately owned
lands at the perimeter of the Project Area limit opportunities to incorporate public access options
in the Project Area that would provide exercise, but there are plenty of nearby through- and loop
trails within the Park and on adjacent County, water district, and state park lands that would
provide these types of opportunities.

Process

Concern Statement (Public Input): Commenters believed that the public involvement process was
C-6 inadequate. Some felt that it was biased toward local residents; others felt that it should be restricted
to local residents.

Response: In a recent study on the effectiveness of NEPA, one of the five key elements of the
NEPA process that were considered critical to its effective and efficient implementation included
the extent to which an agency provides information to and takes into account the views of the
surrounding community and other interested members of the public during its planning and
decision-making process (CEQ 1997). As the study noted, the “success of a NEPA process heavily
depends on whether an agency has systematically reached out to those who will be most affected
by a proposal, gathered information and ideas from them, and responded to the input by
modifying or adding alternatives.....” (CEQ 1997).
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Since the public scoping period and meeting in fall 2002, the Park Service and CSLC have
incorporated numerous opportunities for public involvement, including 1) a series of alternative
workshops in 2004 for agencies, adjacent landowners, and the general public; 2) public access
workshops in 2005 for adjacent landowners and the general public; and 3) a public meeting and
45-day review period for the DEIS/EIR in 2007. All of these public involvement efforts included
either formal or informal public comment periods.

Because the Park Service is a national agency who serves people throughout the United States,
scoping efforts were not limited to the local community, even though the proposed project may
have the most effect on that community. While public meetings were all held in west Marin, the
public scoping period in 2002 and the public comment period in 2007 were all noticed in the
Federal Register, which is a nationally distributed daily publication for rules, proposed rules, and
notices of federal agencies and organizations. Notices were also published in the California State
Clearinghouse, which coordinates the state level review of environmental documents pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and copies of the document were distributed to
select university, county, and archival libraries throughout California, as well as outside of
California. Finally, notices were also mailed to the Seashore’s general mailing list, which includes
organizations, agencies, and people throughout California and the United States.

We believe that these extensive public outreach efforts have adequately informed and involved
both the local community and interested or affected members across the country.

The Park Service relied too heavily on public comment when designing and choosing alternatives

C-7 rather than on scientifically defensible information.

Response: Both the NEPA and CEQA environmental review processes encourage the
incorporation of both public input and scientific information in planning, developing, and analyzing
projects. CEQ requires agencies to make “diligent” efforts to involve the interested and affected
public in the NEPA process (1506.6) and to “encourage and facilitate public involvement in
decisions which affect the quality of the human environment” (1500.2 (d)). Under CEQA, an
agency must solicit and respond to comments from the public and other agencies concerned with
the project. (Title 14, Section 15002(j), also Sections 15073, 15086, 15087, and 15088.) The
public has an important role in the NEPA and CEQA processes, particularly in providing input on
what issues should be addressed in environmental documents, how alternatives should be added
or modified, and how well the documents evaluate potential impacts of a proposed project.
Scientific information is used to guide development of reasonable alternatives, evaluate existing
conditions, and, perhaps most importantly, evaluate the potential environmental and social
consequences of proposed projects. NEPA requires an objective, high-quality scientific analysis of
impacts that the proposal or its alternatives may create (1500.1 (b)). CEQA requires that
decisions be informed and balanced (Title 14, Section 15003(j)), although it does not require
“technical perfection” (Title 14, Section 15003 (i)). As guided by these sections of code, the
agencies incorporated both public input and scientific information during the appropriate stage or
part of the planning process.

Is the DEIS/EIR intended to serve as the environmental review for the prospective in-stream flow

c-8 dedication?

Response: Yes, the DEIS/EIR incorporates the environmental review for the prospective in-
stream flow dedication. It is incorporated as a proposed management action common to all
alternatives in Chapter 2, and the effects of the proposed in-stream dedication are evaluated
under Public Services — Municipal Water Supply and Distribution.

Impact Analysis - General

The DEIS/R should compare impacts from a pre-disturbance baseline condition to each alternative

c-9 rather than to existing conditions.

Response: Environmental compliance documents are intended to help the interested public
understand how conditions would change relative to existing conditions should one of the
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proposed alternative (Action Alternatives) be implemented or if no action or project (No Action) is
implemented. NEPA and CEQA require that alternatives be evaluated with respect to baseline or
existing conditions. The baseline is essentially a description of the affected environment at a fixed
point in time, whereas the No Action alternative evaluates what would happen and what changes
might occur in existing or baseline conditions, even if “No Action” is taken. Often, baseline
conditions in NEPA and CEQA are established as the conditions that existed at the time the Notice
of Intent or Notice of Preparation was issued. Because evaluation of potential impacts often
involves technical and/or quantitative analysis of how conditions would change under various
alternatives relative to existing conditions, comparison of each alternative to some historical
baseline condition would be difficult, because there is not enough information available typically to
accurately describe resource conditions during that period of time. However, while NEPA and
CEQA guidance do not support using pre-disturbance conditions for evaluating the intensity of
impacts, the agencies notes that restoration is a purpose of the proposed project and the objective
of taking action and, therefore, the alternative comparison at the end of Chapter 2 and the impact
evaluation in Chapter 4 does provide a considerable amount of comparison between alternatives
under the various impact topics.

C-10

Concern Statement (Land Use - General and Agricultural): One commenter felt that limiting
public access would help to better preserve the historic character of Point Reyes Station. Another
commenter felt that restoration would unacceptably reduce the amount of land devoted to agriculture.
A third felt that the expanded range of thresholds used to evaluate impacts to agricultural lands based
on the Land Evaluation and Site Analysis needed to be better explained.

Response: The DEIS/EIR addresses these topics under Land Use and Planning. Under CEQA,
the County of Marin requires agencies to address how projects would comply with local land use
policies, including whether the project would “result in substantial alteration of the character or
functioning of the community or present or planned future use of an area.” In Chapter 4, Land
Use and Planning — General, the DEIS/EIR notes that the proposed project would result in no more
than minor changes to the character of the community. It also evaluates how the proposed
project would affect agricultural land uses and the viability of agriculture in West Marin. The
EIS/EIR uses a quantitative approach to evaluate impacts to Agricultural Resources, Operations,
or Adjacent Agricultural Land Uses developed by the State Department of Conservation called the
Land Evaluation and Site Analysis (LESA). Based on the results of the LESA analysis, the
proposed project would have no more than minor impacts on adjacent agricultural land uses. A
more complete description of this analysis can be found in Chapter 4, Land Use and Planning —
Agricultural Land Use and, in the Final EIS/EIR, Appendix C. These sections have also been
updated to include a more complete explanation of the thresholds used to evaluate and categorize
impacts as “Negligible,” “Minor,” “Moderate,” and “Major or Substantial.”

C-11

Concern Statement (Air Resources - Air Quality): One commenter requested that the document
include the projected NOx emissions from the proposed project and whether it conforms to the State
Implementation Plan (SIP): this information is needed to demonstrate compliance with the SIP.
Another felt that the DEIS/R did not adequately address impacts to air quality from dust and
construction vehicles traveling over sandy roads and that these impacts should be mitigated through
spraying of construction roads with water.

Response: The DEIS/EIR addresses these topics under Chapter 4, Air Resources — Air Quality.

In response to the comment on projected NOx emissions, the agencies have added a table in the
FEIS/EIR that shows projected emissions of all pollutants emitted during construction and
implementation of the proposed project. The agencies have also incorporated additional
discussion in the FEIS/EIR regarding whether alternatives conform to the State Implementation
Plan (SIP). According to Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), fine particulate
matter (PM10) or dust is the pollutant of greatest concern with respect to construction activities
(BAAQMD 1999). The analysis of potential air quality impacts under Chapter 4, Air Resources-Air
Quality does address generation of dust or PM10 during construction. Based on the amount of
cubic yards of material excavated, the impacts would be considered negligible under every
alternative. In addition, the agencies would be implementing Best Management Practices or
Mitigation Measures designed to reduce the generation of dust or PM10, including, where possible,
use of water trucks to spray down major construction routes. More detail on mitigation measures
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related to Air Quality can be found in Chapter 2 — Impact Avoidance and Mitigation Measures and
Chapter 4 — Air Resources — Air Quality, Proposed Mitigation Measures.

C-12

Concern Statement (Air Resources - Noise and Soundscapes): At least one commenter felt
that the DEIS/EIR did not adequately disclose or mitigate noise impacts from construction of the
proposed project to local residences. Another commenter noted that there would be noise impacts to
residences along Levee Road whether the southern perimeter trail was routed across a bridge across
Lagunitas Creek or on Levee Road and across the Green Bridge (see Alternatives Eliminated).

Response: We disagree that the analysis of noise impacts is inadequate or that mitigation has
not been thoroughly discussed or disclosed. The DEIS/EIR addresses impacts from construction
noise to all residential areas on the Project Area perimeter and has disclosed that impacts in areas
could be Major or Substantial, if they are not mitigated. Within very specific areas that are
directly adjacent to construction zones, which are called sensitive construction areas in the
DEIS/EIR, construction contractors would be required to implement noise-reducing Best
Management Practices (BMP). Within sensitive construction zones, construction would be limited
to the hours of 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. Monday through Friday, with weekends only permissible under
authorization by the Park Service and CSLC. All equipment would have sound control devices that
are no less effective than those provided by the original equipment and would have muffled
exhaust. In addition, contractor would be required to maintain properly tuned equipment and
limit idling time to 5 minutes and limit the number of concurrently operating pieces of construction
equipment within the Sensitive Construction Area. In addition, the Construction Manager would
notify adjacent residences in advance of construction and, if properly notified, potentially
reschedule construction activities. These mitigation measures would be expected to reduce, but
not necessarily eliminate, impacts from noise to certain sensitive noise receptors or residences,
which is signified within the DEIS/EIR by the fact that impacts after mitigation are characterized
as “Moderate” or “Less than Significant,” but not No Impact. Unfortunately, there are no
mitigation measures available that would completely eliminate impacts during construction.

In terms of the second comment, noise impacts from public access along Levee Road and the
Green Bridge were not evaluated, because this particular alternative was eliminated from at least
project-level evaluation in this document. In the FEIS/EIR, Alternative D now incorporates the
potential for the Park Service to work cooperatively with the County of Marin on expanding public
access on the southern perimeter of the Project Area, including potentially reevaluating use and
improvement of Levee Road in a future environmental document. See C-103 for more detail.

C-13

The Park Service should be aware of a potential for willow tree invasion from south of the Project
Area.

Response: This stand of willow was mapped both as part of the vegetation and wetland maps
prepared for the proposed project. This stand of willow appears to be sustained by sheetflow and
pooling of groundwater that emerges at the base of the Point Reyes Mesa slope. While it is
possible that this willow stand would expand westward were there less public access use of the
Green Bridge County park, it is likely that, even without trails, the stand would not expand much
further westward, because it is at the extent of its current limit given existing hydrologic patterns
and high elevations currently present in the Green Bridge County park.

Cc-14

Concern Statement (Vegetation Resources - Public Access Impacts): Several commenters felt
that inclusion of public access would degrade natural habitats, particularly those sited along riparian
corridors. A few questioned whether some of the proposed trails would violate County, Local Coastal
Plan, Point Reyes Community Plan, or California Department of Fish and Game policies by intruding
into and potentially degrading riparian habitat. At least one felt that the Park Service should offer
protection for those habitats that would surpass that of local policies. Another commenter was
concerned that the bridge across Lagunitas Creek would create additional pressure to build more trails
that would intrude further into wetlands.
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Response: As noted under C-2, most of the public access trails proposed in riparian corridors are
actually improvements of existing trails or roads and would not involve removal or destruction of
existing riparian habitat, with the possible exception of a the eastern perimeter through-trail
under Alternatives A and B and the bridge proposed under Alternatives A — C. Also, the possible
extension of the southern perimeter trail to Inverness Park in the future could result in loss of
riparian vegetation along the eastern edge of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. While the above
referenced policies are discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, Vegetation Resources, we have added
information to supplement the discussion of impacts to these policies in response to commenters’
concerns.

To summarize this additional analysis, some of the proposed trails could violate Local Coastal Plan
and Point Reyes Station Community Plan policies or objectives on development within riparian and
Point Reyes Mesa bluff corridors, specifically Alternatives A and B. A more complete discussion of
this issue can be found in Chapter 4, Veoetation Resources, of the FEIS/EIR.

Concern Statement (Fish and Wildlife Resources- Noise-Related Impacts): Several
commenters felt that noise from public access facilities would adversely impact use of the restored
Project Area by wildlife. Public access sited along riparian corridors would also unacceptably degrade
wildlife habitat. At least one commenter felt that the DEIS/EIR was inadequate, because it did not

C-15 fully disclose negative impacts to wildlife and their habitats from trails. Another questioned whether
the document had adequately studied the potential for cumulative impacts to wildlife from viewing
areas in both the Park Service and County-managed lands. This commenter felt that the total number
of viewing areas needed to be maintained at existing levels to ensure that there was no increase in
cumulative impacts.

Response: Analysis of changes in wildlife habitat and use did take into account potential
disturbance from visitation, however, because changes are evaluated relative to the continuation
of existing conditions, which, in this case, involved operation of a dairy, with several herds or
strings, operation of All-Terrain Vehicles (ATVs), backhoes, trucks, and other farm equipment, the
impacts of public access were considered relatively minor by comparison and overshadowed by
the improvement yielded by the shift from a dairy to a park. Similarly, impacts to wildlife from
visitation are also evaluated relative to continuation of existing public access conditions. These
existing conditions include evaluation of existing public access and associated impacts on both
Park Service (Giacomini Ranch East Pasture and West Pasture north levee, Tomales Bay Trail,
Olema Marsh) lands and County park (White House Pool and Green Bridge County parks) lands.
This means that the increase in impacts that may occur from adding more viewing opportunities to
an area with established viewing areas at White House Pool and Green Bridge County parks is
actually assessed as a project impact in the DEIS/EIR rather than a cumulative impact. Relative
to the degree of existing use and viewing, increases in visitation were characterized as causing no
more than minor additional impacts to wildlife habitat and use. To ensure that these conclusions
are clear to the reader, some clarifying language has been incorporated into the discussion in
Chapter 4, Fish and Wildlife Resources.

The impact analysis for salmonids under Fish & Wildlife appears incorrect, because Alternatives C and
C-16 D are both considered to offer the same increase in aquatic edge habitat even though there's an
increase in tidal channel creation under Alternative D.

Response: As described in Chapter 2 of the DEIS/EIR, there is actually a small increase in creek
creation and a small decrease in tidal creek creation under Alternative D relative to Alternative C.
While Tomasini Creek would be fully realigned into one of its historic alignments, creating more
total creek and backwater channel relative to Alternative C, much of the upper portion of the new
Tomasini Creek within the Project Area would be only tidally influenced in the late summer and
early fall when freshwater flows drop and would, therefore, would not be considered a tidal creek.
In addition, the small starter tidal creek off Lagunitas Creek proposed in Alternative C was not
included under Alternative D in the DEIS/EIR. However, based on the impact thresholds
established, Alternatives C and D were considered comparable, because both would offer a Major
or Substantial beneficial improvement or more than 50 percent increase in the extent of aquatic
edge available as rearing habitat for salmonids. In the FEIS/EIR, Alternative D has been modified
to include the small starter channel, so the total amount of tidal channel creation would be
approximately equal between Alternatives C and D.
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C-17

Concern Statement (Public Health and Safety - Disease Vectors): One agency commented
that the interim restoration period and certain components of the post-construction Project Area such
as the freshwater marsh in the East Pasture would require close monitoring to ensure that mosquito
breeding conditions are not exacerbated. Mitigation for an increase in mosquito numbers, particularly
those of the Culex genus, should include control efforts, as well as vegetation and nutrient
management plan.

Response: Based on Park Service Management Policies (2006), native organisms such as
mosquitoes that are often by perceived by the public as “pests” are viewed as natural elements of
the ecosystem and are allowed to function unimpeded, except under certain conditions. One of
these conditions under which native organisms are controlled or managed includes when they
pose a human health hazard as determined by agencies such as the U.S. Public Health Service
(Centers for Disease Control or the Park Service public health programs; Park Service 2006,
Section 4.4.5.1). The Park Service uses an Integrated Pest Management Program to reduce the
risk to the public, park resources, and the environment from pests and pest-related management
strategies (Park Service 2006, Section 4.4.5.2). Normally, source reduction--eliminating or
altering the water so that the mosquitoes cannot breed or complete their life cycle--is the first
choice for control (Park Service, IPM Manual). If source reduction is impossible or incomplete, the
next tactic to consider should be biological control of the larvae with predators, bacterial
insecticides, or growth regulators (Park Service, IPM Manual).

Source reduction and vegetation management would not be considered a viable strategy for
natural areas, including restored or created habitats such as the freshwater marsh in the East
Pasture that is being specifically constructed to pond for a sufficient duration to create habitat for
breeding of federally threatened California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii). The Park
Service would either monitor this area itself or amend its current permit with the Marin-Sonoma
Mosquito & Vector Control District (District) such that it could monitor this area, which is adjacent
to a rural residential area. Based on the Seashore’s West Nile Virus Standard Operating
Procedure (SOP), the Seashore would then review monitoring results and decide whether to treat
with Bacillus thuringiensis (Bti), a biological pesticide which specifically targets mosquito larvae, is
biodegradable, and does not have measurable effects on other species.

C-18

Concern Statement (Public Services - Traffic and Transportation- Traffic): Several
commenters were concerned that the proposed project would increase traffic and congestion in what
they felt was an already heavily visited area. Specific traffic concerns raised included whether traffic
impacts had been addressed; impacts from construction of the southern perimeter trail; monitoring of
traffic and parking availability in Point Reyes Station and mitigation for impacts if they should occur;
and the accuracy of concluding that public access would decrease vehicular traffic.

Response: The DEIS/EIR evaluates impacts to traffic and transportation that would result from
potential increases in visitation associated with construction or improvement of public access
facilities, as well as from construction of the proposed restoration and public access components,
specifically hauling of excavated sediment, mobilization and demobilization of construction
equipment, commuting of construction personnel, and traffic delays and temporary road closures
caused by construction. The evaluation of impacts did not assume that public access would
decrease vehicular traffic. Rather, it assumed that there would be an increase because of
increased visitation. However, this increase would be negligible to minor for all alternatives,
because the limited through-trail connectivity offered would be less likely to attract visitors
interested in longer or more strenuous Visitor experiences, and because some local residents
would walk or bike to the trails rather than drive. The increase in visitation could cause moderate
impacts on parking demand in Point Reyes Station under Alternatives A and B, but some of these
impacts were reduced under Alternatives C and D by relocating the existing 3™ and C Street
trailhead to the Green Bridge. Because of the relatively minor effects on traffic that would be
anticipated to occur, a traffic study and additional mitigation measures are not considered
warranted, particularly since there has been a relatively recent traffic study conducted in Point
Reyes Station for the Point Reyes Affordable Housing Project (EDAW 2001).

C-19

Concern Statement (Public Services - Traffic and Transportation-Safety): Many commenters
brought up the issue of public safety with regards to public access and the proposed siting of public
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access in various areas of the Project Area. These comments either addressed how proposed public
access facilities would increase public safety or would decrease public safety (e.g., siting of Mesa Road
spur trail and parking lot off Mesa Road, which has no sidewalk). One commenter stated that the
DEIS/EIR was inadequate, because it did not cite levels of bicycle accidents in West Marin and show
that safety for public access is currently minimal under existing conditions. Another commenter felt
that Alternative C was undesirable, because it could decrease safety for pedestrians by increasing the
number of weekend bicycle riders in the Project Area.

Response: Additional information to address these specific concerns, e.g., the potential for
conflict between pedestrians, bicyclists, and cars, has been added to the Visitor and Resident
Experience - Public Access Resources of the FEIS/EIR. To summarize that additional information,
the proposed project would be expected to have no more than a minor adverse effect on public
safety related to factors such as increased usage of roads and road shoulders to access or connect
to constructed or improved public access facilities.

C-20

Concern Statement (Public Services - Municipal Water Supply and Distribution): One agency
commented that the DEIS/EIR does not adequately evaluate and mitigate for potential impacts to the
municipal water supply system from potential increases in salinity intrusion. The document does not
adequately discuss: 1) the potential effect of salinity intrusion on the quality of drinking water,
specifically the creation of disinfection by-products through the combination of chlorides with the
sodium hypochlorite used for disinfection and 2) potential impacts during drought, as well as normal
streamflow years. The mitigation measures proposed do not appear adequate to mitigate for potential
impacts. The agency suggests that adequate mitigation might involve the Park Service funding an
extension of the existing pipeline to the well at the Gallagher Ranch for use during periods when the
Coast Guard wells could be impacted by salinity intrusion.

Response: The agencies have responded to the agency’s comments in the following ways:

1) Chapters 3 and 4 have been revised to clarify that salinity intrusion has negative effects on the
municipal water supply by not only affecting the taste, but through the creation of disinfection by-
products that are also regulated by the California Department of Health Services;

2) The methodology used to evaluate impacts in Chapter 4, Public Services — Municipal Water
Supply and Distribution, has been revised to incorporate the potential changes in creek salinities
during drought and average-flow periods, and, where necessary, the intensity and nature of
impacts have been changed accordingly;

3) Based on hydrodynamic modeling conducted for each of the alternatives, most of the potential
impacts from salinity intrusion appear to be caused by incorporation of Olema Marsh into the
restoration project. Under Alternatives C and D, hydrologic connectivity of Olema Marsh with
Lagunitas Creek would be restored, thereby increasing tidal prism or the volume of tidally
influenced waters stored within and discharged during ebb tides from the marsh into Lagunitas
Creek. While the prism of Olema Marsh is relatively small compared to Giacomini Ranch, the
location of its confluence with Lagunitas Creek is located considerably upstream of that for the
Giacomini Ranch, which appears to increase the effect it has on salinities within upstream sections
of Lagunitas Creek. Modeling results suggest that, under Alternatives C and D, average chloride
concentrations in this reach of Lagunitas Creek would increase by 32 percent over baseline
conditions during spring or high tide conditions (>5.5 feet MLLW) under normal-year flows and 27
percent under dry-year streamflow conditions, respectively (KHE 2006a). These impacts would
not be expected to alter the quality of the municipal groundwater supply, but rather to affect
municipal water supply operations in that it could increase the need for, if not the frequency of,
off-tide pumping and the time and freshwater recharge needed to reduce creek-derived chlorides
within the aquifer. NMWD currently conducts off-tide pumping during tides greater than 5.9 — to
6.0 feet MLLW to minimize the potential for salinity or chloride intrusion into the groundwater
supply system.

As noted in the mitigation measures proposed under Alternatives C and D, the agencies have
proposed to delay implementation of the major Olema Marsh adaptive restoration elements until:
1) monitoring and further investigation of the relationship between Lagunitas Creek and the
alluvial aquifer suggest that increased surface water salinities would not pose a threat to the
quality of the municipal water supply; 2) there is new information suggesting that restoration of
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Olema Marsh would not increase salinities or otherwise pose a threat to the quality of the
municipal water supply; or 3) NMWD receives funding and moves ahead with construction of a
pipeline to the Gallagher Well for use during off-tide pumping conditions. These major adaptive
restoration actions include replacement of the Levee Road and Bear Valley Road culverts, which
were identified as later-stage restoration elements such that they would only be implemented if
initial stage restoration elements did not achieve the desired degree of hydraulic connectivity
between Olema Marsh and Lagunitas Creek. As it has done throughout the planning process, the
Park Service will continue to meet and work cooperatively with NMWD in trying to gain a better
understanding of the dynamics of this complex hydrologic system and to ensure that there are no
impacts to municipal water supply from implementation of the proposed project.

Concern Statement (Visitor Experience - Public Access): Several commenters felt that
C-21 DEIS/EIR is deficient in assessing the potential impacts of the proposed project on trails and facilities
such as bathrooms that are maintained and managed by other agencies such as the County.

Response: This impact topic was previously addressed under Land Use and Planning — General
Land Use as one of the CEQA thresholds contained in the County of Marin’s CEQA checklist. In the
FEIS/EIR, the discussion of this topic has been expanded and changed to an impact sub-topic in
the Visitor and Resident Experience — Public Access Resources section. To summarize this
information, some of the public access components proposed under some of the alternatives
would affect facilities owned and/or managed by other agencies, specifically the County of Marin
Parks and Open Space District’'s White House Pool and Green Bridge County parks. Effects on
these facilities would be expected, however, to be no more than minor and not to substantially
degrade or to accelerate degradation of physical facilities.

Concern Statement (Visitor Experience - Visual Resources): Several commenters felt that
transportation corridors, including the proposed bridge over Lagunitas Creek, would degrade scenic

C-22 views and be aesthetically intrusive. At least one commenter felt that the DEIS/EIR incorrectly
characterized the stand of willows that grows on the east side of the Green Bridge County park as
being negatively viewed by adjacent landowners.

Response: With a few exceptions, most of the public access components involve improvement to
existing trail or road facilities and would, therefore, not constitute more than a minor impact on
visual resources. One of the exceptions is the non-vehicular bridge proposed under Alternatives
A-C. As discussed under C-27 below, the height of the bridge would need to exceed 16- to 17-
feet NAVDS88 to allow conveyance of 10-year flood event flows and 18.2 to 19.2 feet NAVDS88 to
allow for conveyance of the 50- to 100-year flood flows, including the 1- to 2-feet of freeboard
that is typically incorporated. Elevation of adjacent lands in White House Pool County park are
approximately 11 feet NAVD88, so the bridge would be elevated anywhere from 6- to 9 feet above
the surrounding grade. The bridge would be specifically be designed to visual impacts by building
it so that it does not exceed the maximum height of the adjacent 30-foot-high tree canopy or 41
feet NAVD88. In terms of the willows that grow along the eastern perimeter of the Green Bridge
County park, the agencies had received comments during earlier public scoping and informal
comment periods that suggested that some of the adjacent landowners perceive the willows as an
impediment to viewscapes within that particular portion of the Project Area.

c-23 Alternative C will increase noise, traffic, pollution, and/or congestion in residential areas and impinge
on ecological processes.

Response: Please see the following sections of Chapter 4 of the DEIS/EIR for analyses of these
impacts: Air Resources — Air Quality; Air Resources — Noise and Soundscapes; Public Services —
Traffic and Transportation; Vegetation Resources; and Fish and Wildlife Resources. Alternative C
would potentially increase noise, traffic, and pollution, but this increase would be relatively minor:
any potential major or significant impacts during construction would be mitigated to moderate or
less-than-significant levels. The agencies believe, however, that Alternative C would not impinge
ecological processes, but that it would restore natural hydrologic and ecological processes and
functions to a significant portion of the Project Area.

Impact Analysis — Hydrologic and Hydraulic Processes and Flooding

C-24 Water emerging from sub-street drainages under 4th Street, Point Reyes Station, is hydrologically
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connected to the restoration project; the DEIS/R inappropriately fails to address this connection.

Response: In Chapter 3, Water Resources — Hydraulic and Hydrologic Processes, the DEIS/EIR
references emergence of hillside springs or seep flow from the base of the Point Reyes Mesa. It is
likely that water emerging from underneath C Street near 4" Street onto the Giacomini Ranch
dairy lot represents one of these groundwater seeps or springs. This groundwater source is
evident in many areas on the perimeter of the Mesa by the establishment of dense riparian scrub
and marshy areas on the edges of the Mesa or even on its slopes. Discussions with groundwater
well drillers in the area and site investigations suggest that the source of these seeps and springs
is one or more of the shallower water-bearing alluvial layers that have been documented by
groundwater well development in the Point Reyes Mesa terrace. Natural groundwater influences in
many of these areas have probably been augmented to some degree by septic systems from the
relatively densely populated developments on the top of the Point Reyes Mesa and, in some areas,
by non-point source run-off from the town of Point Reyes Station.

C-25 The DEIS/R does not adequately address the effects of sea-level rise.

Response: Sea-level rise is addressed in both Chapters 3 and 4 of the DEIS/EIR. In Chapter 3,
Water Resources — Hydraulic and Hydrologic Processes, the issue of sea-level rise is referenced
under a description of Tidal Hydrologic Processes in Tomales Bay. In Chapter 4, Water Resources
— Hydraulic and Hydrologic Processes, potential effects of sea-level rise are addressed for each
alternative under Tidal Prism. In addition, indirect impacts of this issue are also addressed under
Vegetation Resources, Fish and Wildlife Resources, and Public Health and Safety — Flooding, and
Public Services — Municipal Water Supply. Based on the current level of uncertainty regarding rate
and intensity of sea-level rise, the agencies believe that they have adequately addressed this issue
in the environmental analysis.

Concern Statement (Mitigation of Impacts from Urban Run-Off): Several commenters felt that
the Park Service needed to address non-point source runoff from Point Reyes Station in the DEIS/EIR
and that these impacts needed to be monitored and mitigated either by the Park Service or the
County.

C-26

Response: The issue of non point source run-off is addressed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS/EIR
under Water Resources — Hydraulic and Hydrologic Processes, Stormwater Run-off Sources for
Project Area. Because the proposed project would not necessarily change the alignment or
loading rates of the three known sources of run-off that flows into Lagunitas Creek or the
Giacomini Ranch, this issue is not separately addressed in Chapter 4, although it is indirectly
addressed by evaluation of the improvement over time in downstream loading rates from
Lagunitas Creek into Tomales Bay and in the quality of waters within the Giacomini Ranch East
Pasture. The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board has done some monitoring of
pollutant loads within these run-off sources (RWQCB 2001). As part of the long-term monitoring
program, the Park Service has monitored some of the downstream receiving waters within the
Giacomini Ranch (Parsons, in prep.). Reduction in pollutant loading within these run-off sources
would need to be addressed by agencies responsible for maintaining the stormwater run-off
system within the town of Point Reyes Station. In addition, residents could help to decrease
pollutant loading through decreasing fertilization of lawns, washing of cars, and other activities
that lead to introduction of pollutants into urban run-off.

C-27 Creation of a bridge across Lagunitas Creek will impede natural hydrological processes.

Response: The pedestrian-bicycle bridge proposed under Alternatives A-C would affect
hydrologic processes, however, as described in Chapter 4, Public Health and Safety — Flooding, the
bridge has specifically been to minimize its impacts on these processes. It would be designed to
accommodate flows equal to or greater than those conveyed by the vehicular Green Bridge
directly upstream of the Project Area, which only floods under the largest storms. The height of
the bridge would be high enough to allow most small to moderate flood flows to pass underneath.
During larger storms, the bridge would be inundated such that flows would pass over the deck,
but flow velocities would be reduced in this reach relative to upstream locations, because
overbank flooding would have occurred, thereby dissipating the erosive energy of flood flows.
Based on expected flood elevations in this reach (KHE 2006a), height of the bridge would need to
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exceed 16- to 17- feet NAVD88 to allow conveyance of 10-year flood event flows and 18.2 to 19.2
feet NAVDA8S8 to allow for conveyance of the 50- to 100-year flood flows. Bridge heights would
need to be raised 1- to 2-feet additional vertical feet in order to provide needed freeboard. The
southern perimeter trail has been specifically designed as a weather-dependent trail, so public
access components would not be designed to necessarily allow access under all conditions.

The bridge was specifically proposed for this location, because this particular reach was narrow
enough to allow the bridge to be constructed without footings in the active channel or portion of
the floodplain that would be flooded on a frequent basis (—every 1.5 — to 2 years). Most of the
adverse impacts from bridges come from installation of footings in the channel or active/bankfull
floodplain of creeks, so hydrologists recommend creating bridges that span the active floodplain
where possible. The amount of armoring or riprapping would be the minimal amount necessary
required to protect the footings.

This portion of the estuary is a dynamic system, and, so, to some degree, public access would
need to be dynamic, too. Should at some point flood flows negatively affect the trail or bridge,
public access alignments and infrastructure would be modified to adapt to the changed resource
conditions rather than modifying the resources to fit the existing public access alignment.
Because of these design features, the agencies believe that the bridge would not necessarily
impede natural hydrologic processes, although installation of a bridge is always a less preferable
course than finding another alternative that does not involve bridge construction.

C-28

Extensive excavation under Alternatives C and D could result in unacceptably high siltation in Tomales
Bay.

Response: Although excavation would occur under both alternatives, with more in Alternative D,
impacts from siltation would be minimized by a number of factors. Most of the excavation under
Alternatives C and D would come from removal of levees and construction of tidal creeks. The
areal extent of excavation is actually quite limited for these activities relative to the size of the
remainder of the Giacomini Ranch, which would remain vegetated following construction. There
would be scraping of the top 6 inches of the southeastern portion of the East Pasture to remove
weeds, but this area would be seeded and actively revegetated to some degree to minimize
erosion and would only be inundated a few times a year, if that. The extent of excavation does
increase under Alternative D due to lowering of higher elevation areas to active floodplain and
intertidal marshplain elevations, however, this area would also be actively revegetated to
minimize erosion. During construction, Best Management Practices would be employed to avoid or
minimize the potential for siltation in downstream areas, including installation of siltation control
fencing to capture and contain soils loosed during earthmoving and temporary water diversion
measures when construction must occur at the toe or within creeks themselves. See Chapter 2 of
the DEIS/EIR for more information on Impact Avoidance and Mitigation Measures.

C-29

Concern Statement (Flooding Effects on County Parks): At least one agency commented that
the agencies should mitigate for damage caused to County-managed public access facilities by
additional flooding caused by the proposed project, including any necessary trail repairs from erosion
or other damages or any need to elevate the trails to maintain access. These mitigation measures
could include improvement of drainage facilities in the park and parking lot, construction of an
elevated boardwalk, or construction of an elevated parking lot.

Response: Based on hydraulic modeling results, the proposed project would actually decrease
vertical flood elevations in the vicinity of County-managed parks, so mitigation measures are not
warranted. As described under Public Health and Safety-Flooding, hydraulic modeling conducted
for the proposed project shows that all of the action alternatives (Alternatives A-D) would result in
a moderate reduction of vertical flood elevations of Lagunitas Creek for the section of creek
between Olema Creek and White House Pool under Alternatives A — D. During 10-year flood
events, vertical flood elevations could be reduced as much as 0.5 to 0.9 feet (KHE 2006a). In
addition, under Alternatives C-D, standing water levels within Olema Marsh would be reduced,
which would reduce the severity of flooding of Levee Road and the southern portion of the White
House Pool County park. There would be smaller reductions in vertical flood elevations for the
Green Bridge County park, similar to that discussed for the eastern portion of Levee Road in
Chapter 4 (KHE 2006a).

V2 -11




RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

TABLE 103. COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PuUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FOR GIACOMINI WETLAND RESTORATION PROJECT AND RESPONSE FROM LEAD AGENCIES

Comment
Number

Description of Concern Statement or Comment

C-30

Will any of the alternatives increase the frequency or severity of flooding on the properties along the
east side of Sir Francis Drake Blvd just north of the Project Area towards Inverness? If restoration
actions will increase flooding, will the Park Service mitigate adverse impacts to these homeowners?

Response: Based on hydraulic modeling results, the proposed project would not increase the
frequency or severity of flooding for properties north of the Project Area. Hydraulic modeling of
vertical flood elevations north of the Project Area and south of open water portions of Tomales Bay
suggest that the added floodwater storage created by removing the Giacomini Ranch levees would
effectively reduce vertical flood elevations across the entire Lagunitas Creek delta. For example,
under Alternative C, vertical flood elevations for properties on the east side of Sir Francis Drake
Boulevard directly adjacent to Fish Hatchery Creek could be 0.1 foot lower than under existing
conditions, based on modeling results (KHE 2006a). Vertical flood elevations would not increase
above those that currently exist under any of the alternatives. These results could change if
Lagunitas Creek changed its current channel course. The levees have maintained the current
channel alignment in roughly the center of the southern portion of the Bay. If levees were
removed, the channel could change course and even reoccupy one of its historic alignments in
what is currently the Fish Hatchery Creek channel, which is some distance west of the current
channel. This alteration in channel alignment could change the effect of the proposed project in
terms of the erosive energy or scour of flood flows and instantaneous peak flood levels, which
may lead to damage of adjacent lands and necessitate improvement and strengthening of levees
for homes on the east side of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard north of the Project Area.

C-31

Alternatives B-D propose construction of low berms around private properties immediately adjacent to
the West Pasture along Sir Francis Drake Blvd; the Park Service should better describe these berms.

Response: As described in Chapter 4, Public Health and Safety-Flooding, flooding of private
properties adjacent to the West Pasture in Inverness Park by Lagunitas Creek could increase
under Alternatives B-D. However, hydraulic modeling, combined with detailed topographic
surveys, suggests that the effects of these increases in vertical flood elevations would be
restricted to the eastern portion of properties that are undeveloped and would NOT affect homes,
garages, driveways or the health and safety of residents by limiting access to or by emergency
medical or other types of public service personnel. Because of this potential increase in flooding
by Lagunitas Creek during certain flood events, the agencies proposed construction of low-
elevation earthen berms for some of the lower elevation homes or properties as one of the
potential mitigation measures.

The DEIS/EIR noted that these berms would probably need to be at least 2- to 3- vertical feet in
height to maintain existing flood protection during 50- to 100-year flood events. Additional detail
was not provided in the DEIS/EIR, because the dimensions of the berm would depend upon which
property it was being built to protect. Any berm constructed would require that the agencies
contract with a geotechnical engineer to complete the necessary soil/geotechnical studies and
provide design assistance. In addition, any berm design would need to take into account hydraulic
issues, including the fact that most of the flooding of these homes is currently caused by
tributaries draining the Inverness Ridge, which discharge flow and sediment underneath Sir
Francis Drake Boulevard and into the West Pasture. Berms that inhibit the passage of these
material or improperly designed berms could exacerbate flooding of properties by these creeks.

C-32

Tidal inundation on the West Pasture may impact adjacent septic systems.

Response: Implementation of the proposed project would be expected to have no adverse
impact on septic systems for homes within the West Pasture (Greg Kamman, KHE, pers. comm.).
Based on modeling results, removal of levees and increased tidal exchange would improve
drainage of both tidal waters and floodwaters relative to the somewhat impounded conditions that
exist currently and could actually improve functioning of septic systems by lowering local
groundwater tables (G. Kamman, KHE, pers. comm.). See Public Services — Wastewater
Treatment and Disposal in the FEIS/EIR for additional information. Septic systems for these
homes are located within the apex of alluvial fans formed by sediment deposited from outflow of
the numerous small perennial Inverness Ridge drainages that flow out into the West Pasture.
These systems probably lie anywhere from approximately 3- to 9 feet above the extremely
shallow groundwater table that underlies the West Pasture that is fed by strong surface water and
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groundwater flow from the Inverness Ridge. An increase in tidal exchange with Lagunitas Creek
would not affect these systems, because tides would not reach the elevations of the homes and
septic systems (maximum tide elevation = 7.0 feet NAVD88), and any effect on tides on the
groundwater table through an increase in hydraulic pressure would be expected to be extremely
localized and only extend within a few feet of creeks such as Fish Hatchery Creek (Greg Kamman,
KHE, pers. comm.).

C-33

Various culverts along the Project Area perimeter are proposed for replacement. Before the County
approves the work, it will require that detailed hydrology and hydraulic analysis be provided to ensure
that the project will not result in any increased risk of flooding. It is also concerned that the project
design should incorporate the County's need to maintain county road and culverts, including clearance
for equipment and personnel.

Response: Through the contract with Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc. (San Rafael, CA),
detailed hydrologic and hydraulic analyses have been conducted for sections of creek where
culverts have been proposed for replacement under one or more alternative, specifically Bear
Valley Creek at Levee Road, Bear Valley Creek at Bear Valley Road, and Tomasini Creek at Mesa
Road. A specific project need and design criterion for these structures was to increase
conveyance of flood flows. Another design criterion was to minimize maintenance associated with
sediment accumulation. Preliminary siting, hydraulic analyses, and modeling results indicate that
the conceptual designs proposed for these crossings would achieve these objectives. During the
engineering and final design phase, the agencies would continue to work closely with the County
to allow the County the opportunity to further review analyses and proposed designs to ensure
that it meets County flood control, maintenance, and fish passage requirements.

Document Content and Structure

C-34

Concern Statement (Suggestions on Improvement of Document Structure): Several
commenters had suggestions for improving the structure of the DEIS/EIR. These suggestions
included: 1) a table in Chapter 2 showing acreages restored, feet of levee removed, and other
parameters; 2) more tables and figures in Chapter 4 to improve the ability of the reader to compare
alternatives; 3) better graphics, including typical cross-sections, to depict what public access would
look like; 4) inclusion of the Land Evaluation and Site Analysis (LESA) worksheets that were used to
evaluate impacts to agricultural land use and a write-up in the Appendices.

Response: The EIS/EIR has been modified to incorporate a table in Chapter 2 that provides a
comparison of the restoration and public access changes proposed under each of the proposed
alternatives. Where possible, more tables have been incorporated into Chapter 4 to help readers
follow changes that could potentially occur under each of alternative. The Land Evaluation and
Site Analysis (LESA) worksheets — the results of which are discussed in Chapter 4, Land Use and
Planning- Agricultural Land Use — have been added to the FEIS/EIR as an appendix. Because
many of the proposed public access components involve relatively minor improvements to existing
facilities such as conversion of earthen trail to decomposed granite, cross-sectional figures were
not considered warranted in many cases. The DEIS/EIR did provide an example cross-section for
the low-elevation boardwalk proposed as part of the eastern perimeter through-trail, as well as an
example graphic of prefabricated bridge as proposed for the southern perimeter through-trail.
Because the possible extension of the southern perimeter through-trail to Inverness Park is
considered in this document as a programmatic component and not as a project-level component,
cross-sectional figures were not considered appropriate.

Concern Statement (Suggestions on Improvement of Document Content): Several
commenters had suggestions for improving the content of the document. These suggestions included:

C-35

The DEIS/R did not adequately describe the relationship between Park Service and CalTrans with
respect to this project, which is defined by a Memorandum of Understanding between the two parties.
The Park Service failed to reproduce this MOU in the EIS/R.

Response: The relationship between the Park Service and the California Department of
Transportation was discussed in Chapter 1 at a level of detail that the agencies believe is adequate
to allow the public to understand the relationship and the Memorandum of Understanding. The
agencies do not believe that incorporation of the MOU in the document is necessary for the
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purposes of understanding, reviewing, and commenting upon the proposed alternatives and the
analysis of impacts, however, the MOU will be posted on the Seashore’s web page under the
Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project for those who are interested in reviewing it. Also,
interested public can visit the Seashore’s headquarters to review the MOU or request that the Park

Service mail a copy.

C-36

The MOU does not precisely define how much of the Giacomini Ranch would be restored to wetlands;
the Park Service preferred alternative has an unacceptable bias toward ecological restoration at the
expense of public access. The DEIS/R is inadequate, because it does not describe why CalTrans funds
"have a link to being used to consider 'Transportation’ issues on and near the subject property."

Response: The purpose of the agreement between the Park Service and CalTrans was to transfer
obligations to mitigate impacts to aquatic habitat caused by repair of State Route 1 to the Park
Service in exchange for monies for purchase and restoration of a “significant portion” of the
Giacomini Ranch wetlands. In other words, the repair of State Route 1 caused impact to aquatic
habitat, and CalTrans was obligated to provide off-site mitigation at another location. Because the
Giacomini Ranch was located in the general vicinity of the road impact, the regulatory agencies
agreed to CalTrans transferring its mitigation obligations to the Park Service in exchange for
CalTrans providing monies to the Park Service for acquisition and restoration of the Giacomini
Ranch. While mitigation obligations agreed to by regulatory agencies specify that only 3.6 acres
of wetlands have to be restored for obligations to be fulfilled, the agreement between CalTrans
and the Park Service calls for restoration of a “significant portion” of the historic marsh. Because
of this, the primary purpose of the proposed project is restoration, although public access is
incorporated as an objective as long as opportunities do not conflict with restoration. While
CalTrans is a state of California transportation agency, there is no link between the CalTrans
wetland mitigation monies and transportation issues such that the monies must be used to
consider transportation issues.

C-37

Include GFNMS as one of the political recognitions of the importance of Tomales Bay to wildlife.

Response: This will be incorporated into the FEIS/EIR where appropriate.

C-38

The project background in Chapter 1 does not discuss the Park Service mission to provide
opportunities for appropriate public enjoyment or the relevant Park Service Management Policies that
seek to enhance natural wetland values by using them for educational, recreational, scientific, and
similar purposes.

Response: This background information is incorporated in Chapter 1 of the DEIS/EIR under the
section where the project objectives, including public access, are described.

C-39

The DEIS/R rejects the use of the Green Bridge to be used as part of the southern perimeter trail due
to the "substantial concerns" of local residents. This statement is not adequately supported in the

document.

Response: The agencies have incorporated some additional summary information on concerns of
Levee Road residents regarding routing of an access alignment on Levee Road from the two
technical public access studies conducted during the planning process. This alignment was
included in the preliminary public access concepts, but eliminated from the final alternatives
presented and was not analyzed at a project-level in the DEIS/EIR. During the early planning
process, Levee Road residents voiced substantial concerns at several meetings regarding potential
impacts of this alignment on noise, traffic, and public safety. Similar concerns had apparently
been voiced almost two decades earlier during public scoping efforts for the West Marin Pathways
Study (Wittenkeller and Associates and Copple Foreaker & Associates 1988). The Park Service
recently received a joint letter from residents along Levee Road stating they would prefer that the
southern perimeter trail be routed along Levee Road rather than across Lagunitas Creek via a non-
vehicular bridge.

C-40

In Chapter 3, sharp fluctuations in salinity of Lagunitas Creek during the summer are discussed, and
no strong conclusion is made as to whether these events stem from natural or unnatural causes.
NMWD comments that the variation can be attributed to MMWD adjusting releases from Kent Lake to
maintain the flows upstream at the Samuel P. Taylor gauge while the reported data referenced here is
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collected at the Gallagher gage.

Response: This would appear to be a reasonable explanation for these fluctuations, however,
because Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) does not quantify its releases, other possible
reasons for these fluctuations cannot be ruled out.

Cc-41

The DEIS/R is inadequate because it does not describe that the site of the railroad grade was not

wetland habitat prior to construction of the railroad.

Response: It is difficult to draw this conclusion because most of the information on physical and
biological resources prior to construction of the railroad in the late 1800s comes from highly
detailed maps prepared by U.S. Coast Survey maps that only cover low-lying intertidal areas
subject to possible boat navigation. However, some of the earliest 1942 aerial photographs show
riparian vegetation on the face of the Point Reyes Mesa. The presence of groundwater in the
coastal marine terrace suggests that mesic vegetation such as willows have probably been present
for some time, although the extent of this vegetation on the face of the Mesa could have increased
since that time in response to: 1) changes in groundwater patterns and 2) berming of Tomasini
Creek along the perimeter of the Mesa.

C-42

The EIS/R does not incorporate 2005 Park Service transportation legislation.

Response: This information will be reviewed for applicability and, if appropriate, incorporated
into the document.

Concern Statement (Corrections of Factual Inaccuracies or Questions of Factual Accuracy in
Document): Several commenters wanted to correct factual inaccuracies or questioned factual
accuracy of certain statements in the document. These included:

C-43

The Point Reyes Community Plan was published in 2001, not 2000.

Response: Correction incorporated.

C-44

The zoning designation of the parcels on C Street in Point Reyes Station is incorrect in the EIS/R.

Response: Correction incorporated. References to “commercial residential” have been changed
to “coastal residential.”

C-45

The DEIS/R noted that Value Analysis attendees included representative from GFNMS. It did not, and
GFNMS would not have endorsed Alternative C as the Preferred Alternative. Please change text in ES,
Chapter 1, Chapter 2, Chapter 5.

Response: Corrections incorporated.

C-46

Clarify that Cordell Bank Sanctuary does not share any marine boundaries with the Park.

Response: Correction incorporated.

C-47

Correct mistakes in list of agencies owning lands in the Land Use section in Chapter 4.

Response: Corrections incorporated.

C-48

The DEIS/EIR states that 2 cfs of water is pumped from the Downey Well to the Giacomini Ranch for
irrigation purposes. This is incorrect. The NMWD agreement commits 1.23 cfs of irrigation water to
be delivered. Actual experience has shown that the amount delivered is closer to 1 cfs.

Response: The Giacomini family has an appropriative water right for up to 2 cfs. NMWD’s
contract with the Giacomini family is for only 1.23 cfs, according to NMWD.

C-49

In Chapter 1 under Constraints, the DEIS/EIR states saltwater intrusion conditions into groundwater
wells in Point Reyes Station would not exceed current levels or any increase caused would be
mitigated. It is not clear that saltwater intrusion conditions would not exceed current levels under the
project alternatives, nor is it clear that the Park Service will fully mitigate any increase.

Response: The statement in Chapter 1 reflects one of the constraints that the agencies
identified as helping to guide project planning and alternative development and design process.
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The agencies believe that they have fully incorporated this constraint into project planning,
design, and impact analysis, as evidenced by the considerable amount of meetings with North
Marin Water District staff and computer modeling that was performed to try and determine what
effect the proposed project would have on salinities in upstream portions of Lagunitas Creek. The
adequacy of the analysis and the proposed mitigation measures are discussed under C-20.

C-50

In Chapter 2, it is stated that Water Right Order No. 95-17 prohibits installation of a gravel dam. The
SWRCB actually directed that the Giacominis no longer install the summer dam at its former location
after 1997, but does not prohibit installation of a summer dam upstream of the Green Bridge. The
Giacomini family chose not to install a dam upstream but rather to pursue an agreement with NMWD
for provision of these waters.

Response: Clarification noted and incorporated. While a dam could be installed, it should be
noted that it would need to undergo full environmental compliance process prior to installation.

C-51

In Chapters 2 and 3, it is stated that the Giacomini family has a 0.5 cfs appropriative water right and
that NMWD has a water right for 0.666 cfs on Fish Hatchery Creek. NMWD questions the accuracy of
these statements.

Response: The Giacomini family was issued an appropriative water right license for 0.5 cfs of
direct diversion between April 1 and December 1 on Fish Hatchery Creek (A021371; License No.
009730) in 1971.

C-52

In Chapter 2, the DEIS/EIR states that the NMWD's agreement with the Giacomini family would
terminate with the close of the dairy. NMWD notes that it will terminate on July 1, 2008.

Response: Correction incorporated.

C-53

In Chapter 3, the DEIS/EIR notes that NMWD has a water right on Bear Valley Creek. Please clarify
that NMWD holds no permanent water right on Bear Valley Creek. It secured a temporary permit in
1977 for use during that year.

Response: Clarification noted and incorporated.

C-54

In Chapter 3, the DEIS/EIR states that the study commissioned by NMWD in 1997 recommended
implementation of the off-tide pumping practice. NMWD comments that the 1997 study
recommendations did not include institution of off-tide pumping, but rather construction of a pipeline
to Gallagher Ranch well.

Response: Correction incorporated.

Alternatives

C-55

Alternatives A and B do not provide adequate ecological restoration.

Response: The Park Service’s mitigation agreement with CalTrans called for restoration of a
“significant” portion of the historic marsh, although, legally, the Park Service is only required to
mitigate at least 3.6 acres. This language is reflected in the project purpose, which states that the
purpose of the proposed project is to restore natural hydrologic and ecological processes and
functions within a significant portion of the Project Area. “Significant” is not defined in the MOU
with CalTrans, however, the Park Service interpreted the language as meaning a majority of the
Giacomini Ranch when developing alternatives. Under Alternative A, natural hydrologic and
ecological processes and functions would be restored to approximately 350 acres of the 550-acre
pastures, while under Alternative B, they would be restored to all the pastures. Based on these
factors, Alternatives A and B appear to meet the project purpose and provide adequate ecological
restoration, although, as noted in the DEIS/EIR, neither was the preferred alternative.

Concern Statement (Changes to Alternatives or Preferred Alternatives): A number of commenters
submitted comments regarding changes to alternatives or changes to the preferred alternatives.
Many of the changes proposed to specific restoration or public access components are discussed in
separate sub-sections below. Changes proposed to the structure of alternatives and to the choice of
preferred alternative are synopsized below.

C-56

The Park Service should implement the preferred alternative, Alternative C, but without the public
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access components along the railroad grade.

C-57

Alternative C should be the alternative implemented, but it should include a through-trail on the
railroad grade.

C-58

Alternative D should be modified to eliminate the proposed spur trail extended from Railroad Point
south on the railroad grade.

Response: The project planning team considered all comments from the public on preferences
for alternatives and alternative elements, both during scoping and the DEIS/EIR review period.
The agencies elected to keep the public access components on the eastern perimeter in
Alternatives C and D as proposed in the DEIS/EIR with two spur trails in Alternative C and one
spur trail in Alternative D. Alternatives A-D provide a balanced range of public access options on
the eastern perimeter that are compatible with other restoration and public access components
under each alternative.

C-59

Concern Statement (Alternative D Should Be Preferred Alternative): Many commenters felt
that the preferred alternative should be Alternative D.

Response: Based on public and agency input, the agencies have shifted their preferred
alternative to Alternative D, which has been modified slightly in the FEIS/EIR to reduce some of
the environmental impacts associated with excavation. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the
DEIS/EIR, the agencies originally selected Alternative C as the preferred alternative, even though
it had identified Alternative D as the environmentally preferred alternative, because it appeared to
best meet the project purpose and objectives by providing full restoration while also providing a
moderate amount of public access. This combination appeared to best meet needs expressed by
commenters during extensive formal and informal scoping for increased safety and connectivity
between communities. However, comments from review of the DEIS/EIR appeared to be quite
different during those received during scoping or early public input. Many of the comments
received on the DEIS/EIR indicated were concerned that the public access components suggested
under Alternatives A-C were largely incompatible with restoration and that these access
components would increase traffic, noise, pollution, and change the rural character of an area
already considered to be too congested by visitors on the weekend. Ultimately, the objective of
incorporating public access is to provide restoration- and resource-compatible opportunities to
view and enjoy the restored wetland for both able and disabled visitors and residents. Because
the agencies believe that public access that is resource-compatible and that provides opportunities
to view and enjoy the restored wetland for both able and disabled visitors and residents is
desirable, some of the modifications to Alternative D in the FEIS/EIR also include incorporation of
an ADA-compliant trail component and a programmatic component for developing a southern
perimeter trail system in the future in cooperation with the County of Marin.

C-60

Concern Statement (Alternative D Should Be Preferred Alternative, but Modified to Include
Bridge): Many commenters felt that the preferred alternative should be Alternative D, but that it
should include a bridge. At least one commenter felt that the spur trails proposed in Alternative D
would be "orphan" trails that would force non-vehicular traffic onto the unsafe shoulders of Levee
Road.

Response: The goal of alternatives developed and presented in the DEIS/EIR was to present a
range of public access opportunities, from the extensive public access incorporated in Alternative
A to the minimal public access included in Alternative D. Ultimately, the objective of incorporating
public access is to provide restoration- and resource-compatible opportunities to view and enjoy
the restored wetland for both able and disabled visitors and residents. In developing alternatives,
the planning team created a range of restoration and public access options, and, because
Alternative D represented the most restoration, the decision was made to eliminate the bridge
from at least project-level consideration, because it could have negligible to minor hydrologic
impacts. Based on this perspective, the limited facilities proposed under Alternative D meet this
objective of the proposed project, even if they do not provide through-trail connectivity that would
allow non-vehicular traffic such as bicycles to move off road shoulders such as a non-vehicular
bridge over Lagunitas Creek. The issue of whether the proposed project would adversely affect
public safety is now addressed as a sub-topic in the FEIS/EIR under Visitor and Resident
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Experience — Public Access Resources.

Concern Statement (Alternative D Not the Most Environmental Option): Several commenters
disagreed with the project proponent's assessment that Alternative D would be the environmentally

C-61 preferred alternative. They noted that extensive grading would be disruptive to wildlife and would
more air quality impacts, demand for non-renewable resources, and traffic in the local community and
region.

Response: As discussed in Chapter 2 of the DEIS/EIR, these are many of the very same issues
that the project planning team brought up in evaluating which of the alternatives would be the
environmentally preferred one. Ultimately, the environmental advantages of excavation were
considered large enough to outweigh some of the impacts. The document notes that the project
planning team thought that the environmental advantages of Alternative D over Alternative C as
proposed in the DEIS/EIR were relatively slight. In the FEIS/EIR, Alternative D has been modified
slightly to reduce the depth of excavation in the southwestern portion of the East Pasture, which
should decrease some of its environmental impacts and increase the relative advantage that it
offers over Alternative C.

The Park Service should not implement any restoration alternatives, because natural processes, such

€-62 as tides and annual floods, will restore the wetlands without the expense of planned restoration.

Response: Flood-induced erosion and lack of maintenance of levees could eventually result in
unplanned breaches and degradation over time of the levee system from many portions of the
Giacomini Ranch. However, this process would take decades to unfold and would both delay the
hydrologic and ecological benefits that restoration would provide, as well as result in most of the
levee material being swept out during flood flows to Tomales Bay, which has already been
declared impaired by the RWQCB for sediment. Excessive sediment decreases water quality and
clarity and contributes to continued “shallowing” of the Bay, which is already considerably
shallower than it was under historic conditions. Under the proposed project, most of the
excavated levee material would be hauled away to a quarry for use in restoring degraded lands:
some materials would be spread across the pasturelands. This would decrease short- and long-
term impacts from sediment to the Bay.

The Park Service should not implement any restoration alternatives, because construction will create

C-63 unsafe conditions and too much noise for local residents.

Response: During construction, every effort would be made to continue to allow visitor access to
existing trails while ensuring the safety of visitors and adjacent residents. Because current public
access occurs in specific areas and the rest of the Giacomini Ranch and Olema Marsh are not
subject to public or resident access, safety concerns are somewhat reduced. The issue of noise is
addressed in the DEIS/EIR in Chapter 4 and elsewhere in this response to comment summary.

For most residents, construction noise should not be problematic. For those immediately adjacent
to certain construction areas (called sensitive construction zones), construction-related noise
impacts could be major or substantial, however, agencies have proposed mitigation measures to
reduce them. Please see the revised mitigation measures in Chapter 4, Air Resources — Noise and
Soundscapes, of the FEIS/EIR for more detail. On balance, although impacts from construction in
some cases would still be considered moderate even with mitigation, they would be temporary and
offset, in general, by the major benefits to wildlife, hydrology, vegetation, viewscapes, species of
special concern, and park visitors that the proposed project would provide.

Restoration Component

Concern Statement (Actions to Maximize Tidal Action and the Extent of Tidal Influence):
Several commenters discussed the need to maximize tidal action and whether excavation in the
southwestern corner of the East Pasture would reasonably achieve this purpose. One commenter felt
that the amount of excavation in Alternative D was not excessive. Another felt that it was excessive
and that even scaled back excavation in this area should only be performed if the excavation
increased the potential for restoring tidal influence into Olema Marsh.

Cc-64

Response: The agencies do not think that the amount of excavation proposed is excessive. As
discussed in several sections of the DEIS/EIR (Chapter 1, Chapter 2, Chapter 3, Geology),
elevations within the Giacomini Ranch are much higher than many other diked wetlands within the
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San Francisco Bay region. Most of the pasturelands are at or slightly above what would be called
mid-marsh or intertidal elevations. Excavation of the 23 acres proposed in the DEIS/EIR under
Alternative D would convert more of the pasturelands that would be exposed to tidal influence
during just the higher high tides or only very infrequently to marshlands that would be exposed
during average high tide conditions. It would not increase the amount of intertidal mudflat or low
marsh.

This restoration action would only slightly increase tidal prism within the Giacomini Ranch. As
such, its effect on tidal influence in Olema Marsh would also be slight, but it would probably serve
to increase salinities within the marsh, if not the volume of tidally influenced waters exchanged
between the marsh and Lagunitas Creek or the areal extent of tidal influence within the marsh (G.
Kamman, KHE, pers. comm.). Excavation of this component as proposed in the DEIS/EIR would
generate approximately 60,000 CY of material. In the FEIS/EIR, this component has been
modified slightly to expand the areal extent of excavation (32.5 acres), but maintain the volume
of excavated material (up to ~60,000 CY), but generally decreasing the average depth of
excavation.

C-65

Concern Statement (Restoration of Olema Marsh and White House Pool County park):
Several commenters felt that Levee Road should be replaced or reconstructed to maximize
connectivity of the marsh with Lagunitas Creek and the rest of the Project Area. These commenters
suggested either replacing the road with a causeway or installing more culverts than proposed. One
commenting group felt that, if the high elevations of the White House Pool County park were one of
the reasons that Levee Road was not going to be replaced, then the Marin County Parks and Open
Space District should reconsider its decision to want to preserve existing conditions of the park,
because restoration of the County park could be achieved without losing any value or use of the park.
This group felt that this decision should not have been made without public input. Also, this group felt
that scraping of the East Pasture of the Giacomini Ranch would have little value -- and possibly a
negative impact -- on efforts to restore Olema Marsh.

Response: In developing possible restoration scenarios for Olema Marsh, the Park Service
convened an informal working group with all of the affected land agencies and organizations that
included Audubon Canyon Ranch (which owns more than half of Olema Marsh), County of Marin
Public Works (which owns and maintains Levee Road), and County of Marin Department of Parks
and Open Space District (which leases and manages White House Pool County park). One of the
first considerations in looking at options to restore Olema Marsh was existing topography. The
Park Service commissioned a topographic survey of Olema Marsh to complement the survey that
had already been performed in White House Pool County park and Levee Road by the U.S.
Geological Survey. It was immediately evident that elevations throughout the County park were
extremely high after years of fill and flood deposition and that they were high enough to invalidate
the concept of a causeway without extensive excavation that would be extraordinarily costly, as
well as have other environmental impacts. Similar constraints in terms of the amount of
excavation, money, and environmental impacts would make restoration of the westernmost Olema
Marsh culvert very difficult to implement. This culvert used to be the primary culvert prior to the
1998 flood, but large amounts of sediment deposition have essentially cut it off from the rest of
the Olema Marsh and led to formation of a stand of juvenile riparian vegetation.

These constraints were the primary factors driving the current restoration approach of using
adaptive restoration to implement discrete actions that would or would not at some future point
include replacement of the existing culverts for Bear Valley Creek at Levee and Bear Valley Roads.
This approach would also help to reduce the severity of some of the negative impacts to the
ecosystem that would be expected with an improvement hydrologic connectivity and the
elimination of the water impoundment problem and the trend of steadily increasing water levels
observed during the last decade.

Shallow scraping of the East Pasture in its southern portion is intended only to remove vegetative,
cover, and shallow roots of non-native grasses and herbs in a high-elevation upland area where
inundation by salty water cannot be used to eliminate these species. It is not expected to have
any effect on Olema Marsh.

C-66

Concern Statement (Restoration of Tomasini Creek): Several commenters emphasized the
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importance of full restoration of Tomasini Creek, but some questioned the approach proposed in the
project. At least one felt that the cost to benefit ratio of excavating a new channel was low when it
was likely that the creek would move on its own without maintenance of the berm. Another
suggested that a causeway be constructed at Mesa Road rather than replacing the culvert as proposed
in Alternative D. There was also some concern on at least one commenter's part that restoring
hydrologic connectivity by replacing the culvert might actually increase the amount of contaminants
that are transported from upstream portions of Tomasini Creek into the restoration area: it might be
better to not replace the culverts and instead maximize wetland area for contaminants that do pass
through.

Response: Under Alternative D, the alignment of Tomasini Creek is shifted into roughly what
was one of its historic alignments, with the creek running through the center of the so-called
Tomasini Triangle and then turning north to flow to Tomales Bay. The Tomasini Triangle is where
the freshwater marsh for mitigation of impacts to the federally threatened California red-legged
frog would be constructed. Therefore, the creek is aligned to run through the center of the marsh,
with low vegetated berms on either side to prevent marsh waters from draining directly into the
creek channel, but still allowing overflow into the marsh during high flows. However, commenters
are correct that creeks such as Tomasini are dynamic systems and that it is entirely possible that
the creek would migrate or jump to a new alignment on its own during a larger storm. When and
if it occurs, this would be considered by the agencies to be successful restoration of natural
process. Construction of the channel is only intended to give the creek a “starting point” and to
foster development of the marsh during its early stages.

One of the objectives for the proposed project is to improve the health of Tomales Bay. This
includes acting as a filter for pollutants from upstream portions of the watershed. Currently, it is
likely that some of the pollutants from the upper portions of the Tomasini Creek watershed have
deposited within the somewhat artificially low gradient, depositional reach of Tomasini Creek at
Mesa Road, where the undersized existing culverts have reduced hydraulic connectivity with the
lower reach and encouraged a backwater effect that encourages sediment — and pollutant —
deposition. While ensuring that some of the pollutants do not reach downstream portions of the
watershed, this reduced connectivity has reduced other functions, including salmonid passage.
Both coho and steelhead salmon have been observed recently within this creek. The appropriate
facility for replacing the existing Tomasini Creek culvert would be determined during the final
design for this element, which would involve further consultation with the county. It is anticipated
that it could be an arched culvert, bridge, or causeway.

C-67

Concern Statement (Creation of Additional Tidal Channels): At least one commenter
questioned why the Lagunitas Creek pilot channel included in the central portion of the East Pasture in
Alternative C was not included in Alternative D. The commenter also suggested that some additional
pilot channels could be created in the southern portion of the East Pasture.

Response: The agencies have incorporated the pilot channel that was proposed in the DEIS/EIR
under Alternative C in Alternative D in the FEIS/EIR. The topography of the Giacomini Ranch,
however, restricts the ability to create these channels in the southern portion of the East Pasture,
because elevations are extremely high from repeated sediment deposition during flood events
(and some fill activities), and these areas function more as floodplains in the current fluvial-
dominated environment.

C-68

One commenting organization urged that the scope of the project be expanded and funds set aside
for opportunistic replacement of culverts along Project Area perimeter to enhance biological and
hydrological connectivity.

Response: The proposed project incorporates at least three potential replacements of culverts
(Levee Road, Bear Valley Road, and Mesa Road) under Alternatives C and/or D. The agencies
focused on those they felt posed the most constraint to restoration of natural hydrologic and
ecological processes and functions. The Park Service would be interested in working with the
County of Marin Public Works should the county identify other culverts that it owns and maintains
on the project perimeter for replacement.

C-69

The Park Service should remove the 1983 rip-rap along Lagunitas Creek because it was installed
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immediately after a large flood and had the effect of unnaturally forcing the stream into an old
alignment.

Response: This action is included under Alternatives B-D of the DEIS/EIR.

C-70

What are the plans for removal or retention of Waldo's Dike?

Response: In Chapter 2 of the DEIS/EIR, the document describes that the north levee of the
West Pasture, which is also known as Waldo’s Dike, would remain under the No Action Alternative
and Alternative A and be removed under Alternatives B-D.

C-71

Will the tidegates on Fish Hatchery Creek be removed?

Response: As noted above, the north levee of the West Pasture and the Fish Hatchery Creek
tidegate would remain under the No Action Alternative and Alternative A and be removed under
Alternatives B-D. The tidegate and flashboard dam structure on Tomasini Creek would be retained
under all alternatives for at least 10- to 15 years until alternate habitat for the federally
endangered tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi) has expanded within the restored marsh.
Tomasini Creek is home to one of the largest occurrences of tidewater goby in the Project Area
and Tomales Bay watershed.

C-72

The Project’s first priority, and first action, should be to remove the northern levee on the West
Pasture.

Response: The agencies have put together a preliminary of restoration tasks that would be
completed during the two separate years of project implementation, but, ultimately, the order in
which tasks would be completed would be worked out with the construction contractor and would
be based on a number of factors, including prohibitions on construction in the vicinity of clapper
rail and black rail habitat during the breeding season.

C-73

The EIS/R conclusion that the restored wetlands will remove 2-18% of the pollutants entering the
Project Area seems low; the Park Service should configure the wetland restoration project to maximize

pollutant uptake efficiency.

Response: While the Park Service believes that water quality improvement could be one of the
most important functions that could be restored with the proposed project, the intent of the
proposed project is not to create a so-called treatment wetland, but to remove impediments to
natural hydrologic and ecological processes that would promote a humber of hydrologic and
ecological functions, including habitat and support for wildlife, habitat for rare plants, and
floodwater retention and dissipation of the erosive energy of flood flows. The estimates of
removal for pollutants, which have been refined in Chapter 4 of the FEIS/EIR, refer specifically to
those conveyed downstream by Lagunitas Creek and its tributaries and are based on hydraulic
modeling estimations of overbank flooding rates during some of the more frequent flood events.
These numbers do not take into account removal of pollutants that are conveyed by other sources
and that might have higher rates of retention within the Project Area. These would include
Tomasini Creek, Fish Hatchery Creek, other small West Pasture drainages, stormwater run-off that
flows into the Giacomini Ranch from the town of Point Reyes Station, and potentially septic-
influenced groundwater inflows.

C-74

Concern Statement (Creation of Additional Upland Refugia): Commenters suggested that the
agencies incorporate more high tide refugia for special status species by reusing more of the
excavated soils or leaving more portions of the levees as "islands."

Response: The agencies have incorporated this idea under Alternatives B-D by extending the
high tide refugia area that was created as part of a 2006 enhancement project southward. See
Chapter 2 of the FEIS/EIR for additional detail. Additional refugia would continue to exist in the
East Pasture at the Tomasini Triangle created freshwater marsh retention berm and on the
Tomasini Creek berm, which would not be removed, but allowed to deteriorate over time.

C-75

Concern Statement (Restoration of Additional Areas, Including Along C Street): The scope of
restoration component should be expanded to include more lands along C Street in Point Reyes
Station and along the margin of the West Pasture. Lands proposed for exchange as part of a separate
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project should be retained (see Cumulative Effects analysis in Chapter 4), and the agencies should
acquire additional lands that are either owned by the Giacomini family or potentially other private
landowners. At least one commenter noted that water from small creeks that were buried as part of
development of Point Reyes Station flows into the cattle corrals along C Street and that there is a
potential to use this hydrology to expand the growth of willows along the Mesa perimeter. Also, one
commenter requested that the agencies discuss with the County the potential of removing the Cypress
trees that were planted by the County to obscure views of the loafing barn on the dairy.

Response: The Park Service’s MOU with CalTrans calls for a restoration of a significant portion of
the Giacomini Ranch. However, it does not call for restoration of the entire ranch. In developing
the proposed project, the planning team focused its efforts on where it felt that money available
for restoration could yield the most ecological benefit. For the most part, these were areas in the
low-lying pastures or former historic coastal marsh areas that are not directly adjacent to existing
residential, commercial, and agricultural development and areas that have not been subject to
intensive historic impacts such as repeated fill events that would require extensive excavation and
rehabilitation before they could be considered “restored.” For this reason, the agencies elected
not to focus their restoration efforts on the dairy facility parcels along C Street in Point Reyes
Station. They have been subject to repeated fill activities and disturbance from dairy activities.
They are also directly adjacent to the town of Point Reyes Station, which would increase the
likelihood of wildlife disturbance from people and domestic and feral animals. These were some of
the reasons that the Park Service elected to enter discussions with the Giacomini family to
exchange some of the higher-elevation C Street parcels for low-lying pasturelands that were
considered to have more existing ecological value. This is a separate project that is discussed in
the DEIS/EIR under Cumulative Impacts in Chapter 4. Until the fate of this proposed project is
determined, the Park Service has no plans to remove the stand or row of Cypress trees along C
Street, nor is it aware of any such plans by the county.

C-76 Restoration actions should proceed slowly for the protection of plants and animals.

Response: For most alternatives, construction activities would be phased over two (2) seasons.
Construction can occur within the pastures while levees remain but once the levees are breached
or removed, the difficulty of performing construction in many areas would increase considerably
and make it logistically complex, if not infeasible. Therefore, restoration activities cannot be
feasibly implemented over a longer period of time. Because the agencies are restricting
excavation to removal of levees, berms, manure-laden or “hot” soils, and weedy upland areas,
most of the pastures would be expected to convert from non-native grass- and herb-dominated
grasslands to a mosaic of native-dominated salt, brackish, and freshwater marsh slowly. As
discussed in the DEIS/EIR under Chapter 4, Vegetation Resources, this transitional period in which
grasses are slowly killed off by higher salinities and replaced by disturbance-adapted brackish and
eventually salt marsh species could take as long as 10- to 15 years, although shifts in some
systems have occurred as rapidly as 5 years.

C-77 The Park Service should quickly and thoroughly revegetate the Project Area after excavation.

Response: Please see response to C-76 above. Restoration would not involve removal of
vegetation cover except under Alternatives C and D in the southern portion of the East Pasture.
Grassland vegetation would persist for a number of years as increased tidal influence slowly
replaces salt-intolerant or marginally tolerant species with disturbance-adapted brackish marsh
and, eventually in most areas, salt marsh species. Active revegetation is typically not considered
necessary in areas where natural colonization would be expected to proceed quickly because of
abundant seed and propagule sources and appropriate establishment environments and where
non-native species are not expected to readily outcompete and exclude native species. For this
reason, active revegetation is only planned for higher elevation and more disturbed areas where
establishment environments are not conducive to natural community establishment, and non-
native invasive species would be likely to outcompete native vegetation. These areas include
high-elevation riparian floodplain terraces, high marsh/upland ecotone, dry upland grassland, and
excavated and created areas.

In Alternative D, what is the purpose of constructing a "fence to limit cattle access" in the West

c-78 Pasture if there will be no cattle grazing within the Project Area?
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Response: Under Alternative B in Chapter 2 of the DEIS/EIR, it notes that the Park Service
earlier constructed a fence to limit cattle access to the 100-acre portion of the Giacomini Ranch in
the West Pasture that has been owned and managed by the Park Service while the Reservation
of Use Agreement with the Giacomini Ranch is still in effect. Under the Reservation of Use
agreement, the Giacominis have continued to graze cows in the West Pasture, and this fence was
built to preclude cattle from entering areas in the 100-acre portion of the pasture that had been
enhanced through creation of freshwater marsh and high tide refugia. One of the actions under
Alternatives B-D is to remove that fence. Under Alternative D, the Park Service proposes to
construct a different fence to limit cattle access to the portion of the Point Reyes Mesa on the
Martinelli Ranch that is directly northeast of the Giacomini Ranch, because this area could act as
aestivation or breeding habitat for the northwestern pond turtle. The Martinelli family has a
Reservation of Use agreement with the Park Service for beef cattle grazing on the Martinelli Ranch
that extends through 2012.

The Park Service should remove abandoned structures and equipment within and adjacent to the

C-79 Project Area.

Response: As described in Chapter 2 under Alternatives A and B, the agencies have
incorporated removal of agricultural infrastructure as one of the restoration components.
Additional infrastructure adjacent to the Giacomini Hunt Lodge that could extend onto private
property would also be removed and is described in Chapter 2, Actions Common to All
Alternatives.

The Park Service should remove infrastructure, pipelines, and electrical wiring from the privately

c-80 owned lands adjacent to the Giacomini Hunt Lodge.

Response: This action has been incorporated as an alternative element common to all
alternatives in Chapter 2 of the FEIS/EIR.

Public Access - General

The DEIS/R is inadequate because it does not conclude that the restoration project must include

c-81 installation of transportation corridors on the margins of the Project Area.

Response: We disagree and note that relevant plans for jurisdiction on the margin of the Project
Area do not require such corridors. Instead, the draft Marin Countywide Plan (Marin County
Community Development Agency 2005), the Marin County Unincorporated Area Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master Plan (Alta Transportation Consulting 2001), the Local Coastal Plan (Marin
County Comprehensive Planning Department 1981), and the Point Reyes Station Community Plan
(Marin County Community Development Agency 2001), recommend development of additional
trails and bike paths in the Point Reyes Station-Inverness area, specifically along Sir Francis Drake
Boulevard and the railroad right-of-way “where feasible” (Alta Transportation Consulting 2001).
The LCP notes that recreational resources should be incorporated where “consistent with the
protection of natural resources and agriculture” (Marin County Comprehensive Planning
Department 1981). The LCP also directs federal parks to provide access “where feasible and
where consistent with the protection of the parks’ natural resources” (Marin County
Comprehensive Planning Department 1981). Projects should “avoid or minimize disturbance to
wetlands, necessary buffer areas, and associated important wildlife habitat” (Marin County
Comprehensive Planning Department 1981).

Local, state, and federal managers should consider building additional trails, such as a trail between

c-82 the Green Bridge and White House Pool via Levee Road, or along the railroad grade.

Response: Please also see response to C-39. In the DEIS/EIR, a trail along the railroad grade is
considered under Alternatives A and B. A trail between the Green Bridge and White House Pool
via Levee Road was originally incorporated into Alternative D, but was eliminated on the basis of
public comment from the final alternative design and is referenced under Eliminated Alternatives
in Chapter 2. Since then, a considerable amount of local community members appear to support
a trail in this location. This alternative will not be addressed at a project-level in the FEIS/EIR, but
the agencies would entertain working with the County of Marin, which owns and maintains the
Green Bridge and Levee Road, to develop some type of southern perimeter trail system.
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C-83

Concern Statement (Extension of Southern Perimeter Trail to North Levee or Inverness):
The Project should extend the western portion of the Southern Perimeter Trail to the northern end of
the Project Area and/or to Railroad Point to encourage hiking. One commenter suggested that
extension of the Southern Perimeter Trail to Inverness be considered now rather than later, because
construction of the trail could utilize some of the fill being created by excavation in the Giacomini
Ranch.

Response: As noted under C-82, a trail along the railroad grade to Railroad Point is considered
under Alternatives A and B in the DEIS/EIR. The agencies have also proposed a programmatic
component that would explore extending the southern perimeter trail to Inverness Park under
Alternatives A-C. As part of some earlier public access studies, the agencies did evaluate
extending the trail as far north as Drakes View Drive. However, routing of the trail near the
Lucchesi/Kostelic residences poses some considerable technical challenges, because of the
proximity of the road to the property boundaries and the difficulties in routing trails behind the
residences because of the 1906 Drainage. This is discussed in the DEIS/EIR in Chapter 2 under
Alternatives Eliminated.

c-84

The Park Service should retain at least a portion of the north levee on the West Pasture as public
access.

Response: The agencies feel that it is important to eliminate the north levee of the West Pasture
for a number of reasons. First, levees that are perpendicular to the primary flow path are some of
the largest impediments to hydrologic processes. Secondly, public access on the levees during
extreme high and storm tides could be jeopardizing the population of state-threatened California
black rails (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus) that lives in the undiked marsh north of Giacomini
Ranch and that uses the levee for high tide refugia during those periods. The presence of people
limits the amount of area available for rails to use and may increase their susceptibility to
predation. With elimination of most of the levee, the amount of habitat for black rails and the
federally endangered California clapper rails (Rallus longirostris obsoletus) would expand
southward and increase considerably. The retention of some of the north-south trending or levees
parallel to Lagunitas Creek would retain higher elevation areas necessary for refuge during high
tides.

C-85

Maximize opportunities to create multi-use pathways that are not adjacent to roads.

Response: The agencies have incorporated, where possible, pathways that are not adjacent to
roads. However, efforts to incorporate restoration- and resource-compatible access opportunities
are complicated by the fact that wetlands and riparian areas extend right up to the edge of roads.
Under all of the action alternatives, the Park Service has retained most or all of the existing East
Pasture trail (and adjacent Green Bridge County park trails), and, under Alternatives A-C, this is
linked via a bridge to White House Pool County park trails. The bridge has been eliminated from
project-level consideration under Alternative D in this document, because it was felt that more
restoration-compatible alternatives for creating a southern perimeter trail system should be
explored first. The issue of intended users is addressed below under C-89.

C-86

Concern Statement (Overlooks in Public Access Component): The public access components
should be focused on observation points such as viewing areas. At least one commenter felt that
these observation points should be located away from residential areas.

Response: The agencies have incorporated viewing and overlook areas at select locations along
the Project Area perimeter where they believe that visitors and residents could have unique views
of the restored wetland. These receive the most focus under Alternative D, because it does not
offer a through-trail component in the Giacomini Ranch. Because residential areas surround the
Project Area, it is impossible to locate viewing areas completely away from them, but the agencies
believe that they have sited them in areas that provide the least disturbance to adjacent
residents.

C-87

Concern Statement (Educational Opportunities): Several commenters encouraged the agencies
to expand educational opportunities through public access or interpretative displays. At least one
commenter suggested that the agencies should retain one of the houses now owned by the Park
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Service in Inverness Park as an educational or interpretation facility.

Response: The agencies are very interested in incorporating educational and interpretative
opportunities through not only exhibits at viewing and overlook areas, but through programs
offered through the Seashore’s Interpretation Division. The house in Inverness Park has been
badly damaged from years of occupancy by Giacomini Ranch workers and would require a
considerable investment to allow it to be used as an educational or interpretation facility.
Therefore, it is unlikely that the re-use proposed by the commenter would take place.

C-88

Concern Statement (Width, Surfacing, and Fencing of Trails): Several commenters made
suggestions on the types of trails or trail surfacing and fencing that should be incorporated as part of
the public access component. A few commenters felt that trails should remain unimproved or be
simply modest, non-vehicular trails that would appeal mainly to birdwatchers and walkers. Another
felt that the trails should be surfaced with decomposed granite treated with a pine resin binder. Other
commenters felt that measures should be taken to protect adjacent natural areas, either through
fencing or perhaps preferably vegetative barriers that would enhance scenic views. The County of
Marin requested that trails be of sufficient space and surfacing to allow all-weather access. However,
one commenter requested that the County of Marin follow the Park Service lead in creating trails that
are not too wide and that are environmentally sensitive.

Response: During public access workshops, one of the most consistent comments received from
members of the public regarding trails in the Project Area was that they not be paved, but be left
as earthen or constructed of decomposed granite. Members of the local community felt that this
would help to retain the rural character of the region. The agencies have considered a variety of
surfacing approaches, including earthen, decomposed granite, decomposed granite with pine resin
binder, and boardwalks. The exact surfacing to be used would be decided during final design, but
no paved trails would be constructed within Park Service-owned lands. Split-rail fencing and
vegetative barriers would be incorporated in certain areas to ensure that people stay on trails and
out of restored areas.

C-89

Concern Statement (Intended Trail Use): Several commenters discussed the need for having
public access that serves a variety of users, including pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians. There
was one request for more clarification on the intended users for the various public access facilities

proposed.

Response: The agencies intend for all trails proposed within the Project Area to be multi-use or
serve a variety of users, with the exception of the West Pasture north levee trail under the No
Action Alternative and Alternative, which would be restricted to hikers. This is addressed in
Chapter 4, Visitor and Resident Experience — Public Access Resources, and is clarified in Chapter 2
of the FEIS/EIR under the description of the public access components.

C-90

Concern Statement (Parking): Many commenters took issue with the proposal to create a small
(— 5-car) parking area in the gravel lot off Mesa Road currently used by a gardening company for
equipment storage for a number of reasons, including impacts to vegetation resources, wildlife, traffic,
parking, public safety, noise, and other issues (See Concern Statement: Public Access - East for more
detail). At least one commenter said that Alternative C was not preferable, because it created new
parking areas. The Park Service should not create a trailhead in Point Reyes Station without
providing adequate parking. Another felt that creation of a new parking area was not necessary,
because there was already adequate parking at the elementary school on weekends and that
additional parking is being created at the ecumenical housing site. Others suggested that the
proposed parking area be moved either closer to town or onto Park Service lands within the Giacomini

Ranch.

Response: The agencies do not believe that conversion of the small gravel lot currently being
used by a gardening company for storage of vehicles and equipment would cause impacts to
vegetation resources, wildlife habitats, or wildlife, because it is currently a disturbed area. Itis
also distant enough from town that it is unlikely that it would be used by visitors to town as
overflow parking. Most of the people parking there would be people using the some of the Eastern
Perimeter facilities proposed. Impacts from visitation on traffic and noise are addressed in
Chapter 4 of the DEIS/EIR under the relevant sections — Air Resources — Noise and Soundscapes
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and Public Services — Traffic and Transportation. Based on the analysis in the DEIS/EIR under
Public Services — Traffic and Transportation/Parking, increased visitation that results from
construction of public access facilities would cause no more than a minor impact in parking
demand, and this minor impact would be reduced to negligible under Alternatives C and D when
the Point Reyes Station trailhead is shifted from Third and C Street to the Green Bridge at State
Route 1. In terms of moving the parking area, most of the Giacomini Ranch lands are either
wetland or riparian area or are immediately adjacent to residences and would create potentially
greater impacts.

C-91

Concern Statement (Public Access and County Involvement): Several commenters felt that
design, funding, and maintenance for public pathways should be undertaken jointly by the Park
Service and the County of Marin. At least one commenting organization faulted the DEIS/EIR for not
studying or encouraging better coordination between the Park Service, the County of Marin, and the
Wildlife Conservation Board, which owns the lands that the County leases for White House Pool and
Green Bridge County parks. As part of this coordination, several commenters felt that the agencies
should cooperate to make signage, maintenance, and rules along the Southern Perimeter Trail
generally consistent between Park Service and County-managed lands. At least one commenting
organization felt that the two agencies should coordinate to make a coherent set of viewing areas so
impacts to wildlife from viewing are not increased. The County of Marin commented that there was no
agreement as to the division of maintenance responsibilities for trails that may exist or be built in the
right-of-way and that it has not budgeted for any potential capital expenditures.

Response: The agencies agree that certain aspects of the public access components, specifically
the southern perimeter trail system, are projects that necessitate inter-agency involvement and
cooperation. However, we have come to recognize that this is not the right time — or this EIS/EIR,
the right vehicle — to plan for this trail system. The agencies base this conclusion on recent
comments submitted by the public, which show that opinion has changed dramatically regarding
the use of a bridge versus use of Levee Road, as well as on comments by submitted by public
agencies that suggest that further planning and coordination efforts are needed between the Park
Service and the County. Based on these comments, it would appear that the southern perimeter
trail system is not “ripe for decision.” Under NEPA, one of the determinants of whether an
applicant has a project is whether it has an action that is “ripe for decision.” When all involved
agencies and the public agree that it is time to move forward on planning, the Park Service would
be committed to working on expanding public access facilities on the southern perimeter of the
Project Area. This cooperative project would enable better planning of viewing areas and
maintenance responsibilities. (It should be noted that the current DEIS/EIR does not include any
trails in County right-of-ways, although the programmatic component proposed between the Park
Service and County could include a trail along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard.)

One of the options that could be reevaluated under this cooperative project would siting of a trail
along Levee Road to the Green Bridge, where it could connect to the enhanced Green Bridge
County park trail entrance proposed under Alternatives C-D. It could also include the extension to
Inverness Park discussed programmatically in the DEIS/EIR under Alternatives A-C. Because this
path would be entirely within the County right-of-way, it would be appropriate for the County to
take the lead. The Park Service would commit to working with the County 1) on portions where
the trail enters or abuts Park Service lands and 2) on raising the necessary funding. Another
option would be to construct a bridge at the location of the old summer dam as is proposed
currently under Alternatives A-C. However, should any of these options be chosen, a separate
environmental compliance process would be required, as this component is only addressed as a
future potential project under Alternative D.

C-92

Funding for the public access components of the project should be secured simultaneously with
funding for ecological restoration components of the project.

Response: The agencies were not able to secure funds simultaneously for restoration and public
access components, because public access components required additional baseline studies and
public scoping efforts that delayed finalization of design relative to restoration components. In
addition, many of the sources that are willing to fund restoration do not also fund public access, so
the agencies have to pursue different types of federal and private funding sources.
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Public Access - ADA

C-93

Concern Statement (Public Access and ADA Components): Several commenters discussed the
inclusion of accessible or ADA-compliant trails as part of the public access components. At least one
commenter felt that Alternative D was not adequate, because it had failed to provide an ADA-
compliant trail, and an ADA-compliant trail could be incorporated without compromising the
environmental benefits of this alternative. Several commenters felt that the ADA-compliant pathway
for all alternatives should be the one included in Alternatives A and B, which originated from C Street
rather than being a spur trail originating from Mesa Road as proposed in Alternative C. Other
commenters suggested that ADA-compliant access be provided at White House Pool County park,
Olema Marsh, or Martinelli Open Space.

Response: Topographic constraints for the trails incorporated under Alternative D had limited
the agencies’ ability to incorporate an ADA-compliant trail in this alternative. Strenuous
objections by adjacent residents to the continued presence of a trailhead in the vicinity of 3rd and
C Streets has pushed the planning team to incorporate a new Point Reyes Station trailhead at the
Green Bridge and State Route 1 under Alternatives C and D, and this entrance is very steep and
not suitable for ADA access. The Park Service explored other options on C Street, but they were
not feasible. After subsequent discussions with County Parks and Open Space District, the Park
Service has incorporated an ADA-compliant component at White House Pool County park under
Alternative D in the FEIS/EIR. Further detail on this component can be found in Chapter 2 of the
FEIS/EIR.

Public Access - Bridge

C-94

Concern Statement (A Bridge Should or Should Not be Constructed): Many commenters
stressed the importance of incorporating a bridge across Lagunitas Creek as part of the public access
component. They felt that it was a high priority and should be built as soon as possible, because it
would increase public safety, allow people to enjoy the restored wetlands, and reduce vehicular traffic.
One commenter suggested that the bridge be named the "Sis Arndt Memorial" Bridge.

Other commenters stressed the importance of eliminating the bridge from the public access
component. They felt that it was not desirable, because it would disturb wildlife by increasing human
activities or would impact the existing visitor experience. Some felt that it was not worth the
expense, because it would not create a through-trail.

There was a concern that the bridge is too costly to build and/or maintain. Some felt that this was a
reason not to build a bridge; others suggested that the agencies either build a less substantial bridge
or install a seasonal bridge. Another commenter felt that the main objection to building the bridge

was its cost and that the agencies should raise additional funds and thereby eliminate this objection.

Response: As the bridge is incorporated under Alternatives A-C, both the advantages and
disadvantages of the bridge are addressed in Chapter 4 under various resource topics, including
Fish and Wildlife Resources, Visitor and Resident Experience — Public Access Resources and Visual
Resources, Vegetation Resources, Air Resources — Noise and Soundscapes, and Public Services —
Traffic and Transportation. The topic of public safety is addressed in greater detail in Public
Access resources section of the FEIS/EIR than it was under the DEIS/EIR, because of the number
or comments relating to public safety received during the public comment period. While the
bridge would not create a complete through-trail, it would offer greater connectivity. However,
because it is impossible to determine how many people would not drive because of the presence
of a bridge, the environmental document does NOT assume that incorporation of a bridge would
reduce traffic, although it is possible that it might.

The planning team did explore lower cost and seasonal options for a bridge, but concluded that a
pre-fabricated bridge was best, because it is actually less costly to design and install than a
designed bridge. Based on the issues expressed in C-3, C-14, C-15, and C-22, the main objection
by the public to the bridge is its impact on natural resources such as wildlife, riparian habitat, and
viewscapes and other environmental issues such as traffic, air pollution, and character of the local
community, not the expense. Therefore, raising additional funds is not likely to eliminate these
concerns. Any naming of bridges would probably occur during the final design phase at which
time suggestions would be considered.

V2 - 27




RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

TABLE 103. COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PuUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FOR GIACOMINI WETLAND RESTORATION PROJECT AND RESPONSE FROM LEAD AGENCIES

Comment
Number

Description of Concern Statement or Comment

Public Access - Dog

C-95

Concern Statement (Dog Policies in Project Area and Adjacent County Parks): Many
commenters addressed the topic of dogs and whether dogs would be permitted in the Project Area.
Several felt that access for dogs -- and possibly other domesticated animals -- should not be allowed
or at least limited, because dogs disturb wildlife. Even if leash policies are instituted, one commenter
noted that dogs-on-leash policies are often not enforced, so owners allow dogs to run off-leash.
Several other commenters felt that dog walking should be allowed within the Project Area. Some felt
that dogs should be allowed to walk and run off-leash. Another commenter suggested that, to
accommodate both ecological restoration and community needs, the agencies should fence off a
portion of the Project Area as an off-leash dog recreation area. There was also concern from some
people about how the proposed project would affect dog policies in the County parks, with people
wanting to maintain the existing policy of allowing people to walk dogs in those areas.

Response: The issue of whether dogs would be allowed on Park Service-owned lands in the
Project Area is clarified in Chapter 2 of the FEIS/EIR. To summarize, dogs would not be allowed in
any areas where they are not currently allowed. This would include all of the restored wetland
and grassland areas that are not designated trails. It would also include the Eastern Perimeter
through-trail and spur trails included under Alternatives A-C, because these areas have not been
open to the public. Dogs are also currently not allowed on the Tomales Bay Trail. Under the No
Action Alternative and Alternative A, dogs would not be allowed on the north levee of the West
Pasture, because of the trail’s proximity to habitat for federally and state listed California clapper
rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus; FE, SE) and California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis
coturniculus; ST).

Because the Southern Perimeter spur trail is connected to the Green Bridge County park, which
allows dogs, dog use would continue to be allowed on the Southern Perimeter through- and spur-
trail components. All dogs would be required to be on a 6-foot leash at all times (36CFR 2.15 (a) 2),
and owners would be subject to fines for off-leash dogs. However, if at some point in the future
dogs are determined to be negatively impact wildlife, including nesting or special status wildlife
species, the area could be closed to dog walking altogether through the Superintendent’s
Compendium process (836CFR 2.15 (a) 1). In general, dogs would continue to be allowed in County
park areas subject to current and future county policies.

Public Access - East

C-96

Concern Statement (There Should Be No Trails or Parking Areas on Eastern Perimeter):
Many commenters felt that no public access should be constructed on at least the southern portions of
the eastern perimeter of the Project Area. Most of these comments focused on the Mesa Road spur
trail and parking area, because these were the primary components included in the preferred
alternative, although most applied to construction of any trail on the railroad grade. Commenters
indicted that they believed that public access facilities would significantly alter the quality of life for
Point Reyes Mesa residents by increasing noise, traffic congestion on Mesa Road, threats to public
safety on Mesa Road, and the potential for vandalism, arson, brawls, human waste, and fire and that
these factors could lead to decreases in local property values. Others felt that the facilities would
degrade natural systems and wildlife habitat, including riparian habitat (See Impact Analysis section).
Some commenters questioned the value of having public access facilities in this area, because there
would be no through-trail (at least in Alternatives C and D), and few people would use the trail,
making the costs higher than the benefits offered.

Response: The agencies included a trail on the eastern perimeter, because considerable interest
has been expressed in having public access on the historic railroad grade both prior to initiation of
and during scoping for the proposed project. As with other components, the agencies attempted
to create a range of actions on the eastern perimeter from a through-trail with a small parking lot
and two viewing areas under Alternatives A and B to a simple spur trail and viewing area the
Tomales Bay Trail under Alternative D. The agencies believe that the potential impacts of
incorporating public access on the eastern perimeter of the Giacomini Ranch raised by
commenters have been, for the most part, adequately addressed in the DEIS/EIR under a variety
of resource topics, including Air Resources-Noise, Public Services-Traffic and Transportation,
Vegetation Resources, and Fish and Wildlife Resources. Additional information regarding public
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safety has been added to the FEIS/EIR under Visitor and Resident Experience — Public Access
Resources. Construction of public access features such as trailheads would be expected to have
no more than a minor adverse impact under Alternatives A and B — and negligible impacts under
Alternatives C and D -- on public safety in this area relative to existing conditions. The project
planning team felt that spur trails would still offer public access benefits, even if fewer people used
the trail.

C-97

Concern Statement (There Should Be Trails on Eastern Perimeter): In contrast to C-96,
several commenters supported creation of a trail on the eastern perimeter of the Project Area. Some
supported the idea that this trail could be linked in the future to other portions of the historic railroad
grade, providing a much more complete public access system. Another felt that the trail should be
unimproved and for foot traffic only. One commenter requested that the agencies evaluate combining
a through-trail public access option with full restoration of the rest of the Project Area and indicated
that the benefits of such an option were not adequately discussed in the EIS/EIR, including potential
benefits to public safety of the through-trail. Also, the discussion was inadequate was because the
document did not cite any authors or experts that supported creation of a trail on the railroad grade.

Response: The agencies believe that the benefits of having a through-trail are adequately
addressed in the DEIS/EIR under Visitor and Resident Experience — Public Access Resources and
under Public Services — Traffic and Transportation/Alternative Transportation. As discussed under
CS-96, the agencies attempted to create a range of actions on the eastern perimeter and did
examine a through-trail option, as well, under Alternatives A and B. The planning team did not
incorporate an eastern perimeter through-trail option with full or extensive restoration of the
Giacomini Ranch and Olema Marsh under Alternatives C and D, because it was felt that this
element was incompatible with full or extensive restoration. It would involve both permanent and
temporary removal of riparian vegetation, would permanently impact wetlands that are subject to
the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and would negatively affect both directly and
indirectly important wildlife habitat for special status species such as the federally endangered
tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi), the federally endangered central California coast coho
salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch), the federally threatened central California coastal steelhead
(Oncorhynchus mykiss), and the state and regional federal species of special concern saltmarsh
common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas sinuosa). In addition, it could potentially violate the
Streamside Conservation Act policies of the Local Coastal Plan (LCP; Marin County Comprehensive
Planning Department 1981) and the Point Reyes Mesa buffer protection policies of the LCP and the
Point Reyes Station Community Plan (Marin County Community Development Agency 2001).
Likewise, the planning team was concerned that creating an unimproved trail would only result
eventually in larger impacts to the resources through unofficial widening of the trail. Obviously,
larger benefits to alternative transportation would come from a longer through-trail option that
would link to other portions of the historic railroad grade. These portions of the railroad grade are
outside of the scope of the Project Area and the proposed project. The Park Service has explored
in the past the potential for purchasing other lands that incorporate the historic railroad grade, but
were unable to reach agreement with the owners.

The through-trail under Alternatives A and B was intended to serve walkers, bikers, and
equestrians, although, because of the resource values in this area and the fact that it has not been
previously open to dogs, dog-walking would not be allowed.

C-98

If the Park Service constructs a trail and parking area on the eastern border of the property, they
should construct a sidewalk along Mesa Road to protect non-vehicular traffic.

Response: Because of the community’s interest in preserving the rural character of the local
communities, the agencies have attempted to avoid creating new paved areas for trails, parking,
or sidewalks. Mesa Road offers very little opportunity for creation of a sidewalk due to the
presence of wetlands, riparian habitats, streams, and the proximity of private property lines and
fences to the road or lack of road shoulder in many areas. One of the reasons that the agencies
included a small gravel parking lot at the trailhead for the Eastern Perimeter facilities was to
specifically not encourage walking along Mesa Road, which currently has very little shoulder
available for placement of a formal sidewalk or even unpaved footpath. Under Alternative D,
there are no public access facilities off Mesa Road under Alternative D. Under Alternative C, it is
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unlikely that the Mesa Road spur trail would create enough foot and bike traffic between
downtown Point Reyes Station and the trailhead to create a safety problem and warrant inclusion
of a formal, paved sidewalk. However, under Alternatives A and B, the through-trail facilities
could increase foot and bike traffic from the downtown area of Point Reyes Station. However,
impacts to public safety would be considered no more than minor adverse relative to existing
conditions. Should these alternatives be implemented, the Park Service may install signage at the
trailhead to warn trail users that those walking along Mesa Road do so at their own risk.

C-99

Concern Statement (Better Town Access to Martinelli Ranch): One commenting organization
suggested that the park try to find better town access to the Martinelli Ranch by securing an access
easement from one of the property owners on the south boundary and/or constructing a gate at the
southeast corner.

Response: The Park Service would be potentially interested in pursuing this in the future.

Public Access - South

C-100

The DEIS/EIR identified a southern perimeter trail from a proposed bridge across Lagunitas Creek to
White House Pool park. No specifics were provided on the exact alignment and whether the pathway
is supposed to be inside or outside of the county right-of-way. Please provide details in the
environmental document.

Response: The agencies included graphics in the DEIS/EIR (Figure 7, 12, and 15) that shows
the alignment of the Southern Perimeter Trail proposed under Alternatives A-C. This graphic
illustrates the proposed alignment and shows that the pathway does not fall within the right-of-
way for any County of Marin roads. The document also discusses a programmatic component that
would potentially extend the Southern Perimeter Trail from White House Pool County park to
Inverness Park in a collaborative project with the County of Marin (Figures 7, 12, and 15). This
component would potentially fall within a County right-of-way for Sir Francis Drake Boulevard.
Because this extension is being discussed in this document only as a possible future extension of
the proposed trail, it is treated more generally or programmatically, because the decision on
whether or how to proceed is not yet “ripe for decision.” Specific alignments and other design
details would be decided with the help of future technical study and design and additional
environmental analysis and public input through a future NEPA and CEQA process.

C-101

Concern Statement (Support for and Suggested General Modifications to Southern
Perimeter Trail System): Several people expressed support for the Southern Perimeter Trail,
stating that it would not unacceptably degrade natural resources and that the agencies should provide
safe alternatives for non-vehicular traffic between Inverness Park and Point Reyes Station. Several
other commenting individuals and agencies had suggested modifications to the proposed through-trail,
including: 1) constructing the trail as a Class | pathway and paving it; 2) not creating a trail for
weekend bicycle riders; 3) creating public access at Olema Marsh; 4) constructing a sidewalk along C
Street to connect the Project Area to Highway 1; and 5) maintaining a bridge near White House Pool
County park parking lot as part of the trail system.

Response:

1 and 2) During public access workshops conducted in 2005, members of the local community
and general public expressed a strong preference for not creating paved paths within the Project
Area. The belief was that paved paths would alter the rural character or nature of the local
communities. Without paving, public access facilities would be unlikely to attract road cyclists,
which is discussed in the DEIS/EIR.

3) The agencies have discussed connecting the southern perimeter trail system proposed under
Alternatives A-C with the Olema Marsh trail with a crosswalk across Levee Road, however, this
would require further traffic analysis and consultation with and approval by the County of Marin
Department of Public Works before it could be implemented.

4) As noted under C-88, the agencies have attempted to minimize the amount of paved
infrastructure constructed as part of the proposed project. Connection of C Street with State
Route 1 would actually require sidewalks to be constructed along 3™ Street and B Street. Under
Alternatives A and B, C Street would be connected to State Route 1 through the Green Bridge
County park. C Street access would be eliminated under Alternatives C-D, which would negate
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the need for a sidewalk under these alternatives.
5) There would be no plans to alter or remove this bridge under any of the alternatives.

C-102

Concern Statement (Southern Perimeter and Access from C or B Streets): Several
commenting individuals and agencies suggested that the Southern Perimeter Trail should include
access from C Street in all alternatives, not just in Alternatives A and B. Several trailhead locations
were suggested, including the trailhead at 3rd Street as well as one at Fourth Street. Conversely,
other commenters noted that the agencies should avoid maintaining a trailhead at 3rd Street, because
it would unacceptably increase the amount of vehicle traffic and create parking problems. At least one
commenter suggested that the agencies explore the potential of creating a parking lot and trailhead at
the corner of B Street and Highway 1 to avoid increases in traffic and parking problems on 3rd Street.

Response: The existing trailhead for the informal trail on the Giacomini Ranch’s East Pasture
levee is located at Third and C Streets. As noted under C-93, strenuous objections by adjacent
residents to the continued presence of a trailhead in the vicinity of Third and C Street pushed the
planning team to incorporate a new Point Reyes Station trailhead at the Green Bridge and State
Route 1 under Alternatives C and D. The northernmost parcels along C Street are in private
ownership (Giacomini family), and, should the land exchange move forward, most of the
remaining parcels directly adjacent to C Street would also be in private ownership. The
Giacominis were not interested in granting an easement to the Park Service. The Park Service has
approached the trustees for the lands at the corner of B Street and State Route 1, however, there
are no ongoing negotiations at the time the FEIS/EIR was prepared. The Park Service would
pursue this option should the trustees express interest in the future.

C-103

Concern Statement (Southern Perimeter Trail and Replacement of Bridge with Levee Road
and Existing Green Bridge): Several individual and organization commenters suggested that the
Southern Perimeter Trail be routed along Levee Road and the existing Green Bridge rather than
constructing a new bridge at the old summer dam location. One person commented that the bridge
was not necessary, because bicycling on Levee Road is safe. Others felt that access along Levee Road
could be improved by either creating a bike lane in the existing road footprint or widening Levee Road,
potentially on the southern side, and that widening would increase public safety. Some of the
commenting organizations disagreed with statements in the DEIS/EIR that this alignment is infeasible
because of concerns regarding public safety and impacts to landowners from noise and traffic, with at
least one noting that this section of road would with certainty be improved at some point in the future
by the County of Marin regardless of landowner concerns. Conversely, some commenters expressed
concern about use of Levee Road for public access, saying that there should be no new public access
along this road because it is -- and would continue to be -- too dangerous for pedestrians and
bicyclists and that only the bridge trail would provide enough safety. One commenting organization
stressed the need for the County of Marin and the Park Service to enter into a Memorandum of
Understanding to plan, site, and fund public access facilities in this portion of the Project Area together
rather than separately.

Response: The agencies had originally considered inclusion of the Southern Perimeter Trail via
Levee Road and the Green Bridge as part of Alternative D during development of its preliminary
public access components. However, strong objections were voiced during the alternative and
public access workshops (and reportedly during the public meetings for the West Marin Pathway
study) from adjacent landowners regarding traffic and noise and from the general public regarding
concerns for safety of pedestrians and bicyclists due to the speed and proximity of motor vehicles.
Based on these concerns, the agencies eliminated this component from Alternative D, as is
discussed in Chapter 2 of the DEIS/EIR under Alternatives Eliminated. Public opinion then
changed during the comment period for the DEIS/EIR, with many local community members
voicing a preference for having access along Levee Road rather than along the south bank of the
East Pasture and across Lagunitas Creek. Several residents of Levee Road submitted a letter in
support of having access along Levee Road.

As noted in the response to C-91 above, the agencies believe that, based on the change in public
opinion and the comments from local agencies, that the southern perimeter trail system is not
“ripe for decision” by NEPA standards, despite years of study and meetings with agencies and the
public. Further planning is apparently needed before this component can be fully implemented
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with support from the affected public. The agencies are committed to working with the
appropriate agencies on expanding public access facilities on the southern perimeter of the Project
Area. This cooperative project would better enabling better planning of viewing areas and
maintenance responsibilities.

Based on recent public input, this trail system should first re-explore the feasibility of siting a trail
along Levee Road to the Green Bridge, where it could connect to the enhanced Green Bridge
County park trail entrance proposed under Alternatives C-D. It could also include the extension to
Inverness Park discussed programmatically in the DEIS/EIR. Because this path would be entirely
within the County right-of-way, it would be appropriate for the County to take the lead. The Park
Service would commit to working with the County: 1) on portions where the trail enters or abuts
Park Service lands and 2) on raising the necessary funding. Another option would be to construct
a bridge at the location of the old summer dam as is proposed currently under Alternatives A-C.
However, should any of these options be chosen, a new environmental document would be
required, as this component is only addressed programmatically under Alternative D.

C-104

Concern Statement (Clarification and Suggestions on Programmatic Component): One
commenting agency requested clarification on the programmatic portion of the public access
component in which the southern perimeter trail would be potentially extended to Inverness Park in
the future through a collaborative project with the County of Marin. The agency requested more
details on this portion, including whether or not another environmental document would be required
before implementation. Another commenting agency suggested that the agencies include a fully
accessible, raised viewing platform at White House Pool County park as part of the southern perimeter
trail.

Response: Under Alternatives A-C, the DEIS/EIR incorporates a programmatic component for
potential future extension of the southern perimeter trail to Inverness Park through a collaborative
project with the County of Marin. This component is included in this document, because it is a
possible future action, however, there remain a number of factors that need to be addressed
before a decision on whether or how to go forward can be made. These factors include resolving
the problem of severe erosion of the creek bank adjacent to Sir Francis Drake Boulevard at White
House Pool. The DEIS/EIR notes that this extension would follow one of two possible alignments —
construction of a path on the road shoulder of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard all the way from White
House Pool to Inverness Park or using a portion of the shoulder with the other portion being
routed on a low-elevation boardwalk in the West Pasture (Figures 7, 12, and 15 in the DEIS/EIR).
Included in this component is a proposal to construct an ADA-accessible viewing area in the future
at White House Pool County park under Alternatives A-C. Because this element is only being
addressed programmatically, there are no specific details on exact alignments, construction
approaches, or conceptual cross-sections included. These details would be included in a
subsequent environmental document.

C-105

Concern Statement (Suggestions to County Parks on Maintenance and Operation): One
commenting organization made several suggestions to the County of Marin Parks and Open Space
District with regards to management of its White House Pool and Green Bridge County parks,
including: 1) use the same type of trail surfacing materials as being considered by the agencies; 2)
designate official trails either vegetatively or with split-rail fencing as proposed by agencies; and 3)
restore remaining social trails.

Response: The agencies cannot address comments or suggestions to other agencies.

C-106

The DEIS/EIR identifies a crosswalk along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard to connect the bridge crossing
to Bear Valley Creek trail. It does not provide details on whether crosswalk is warranted nor analyzed
any traffic or pedestrian hazards from such a crosswalk. Prior to construction of such a crosswalk,
additional traffic and safety analysis would need to be provided to the County.

Response: At this time, the proposed crosswalk has been removed from the document. Based
on a safety analysis by DMJM/Korve, a crosswalk is not warranted, given the current number of
trail users and the projected number of trail users under each of the alternatives (DMJM/Korve
2007). Should a crosswalk be considered necessary in the future, additional traffic and safety
analysis would be performed and provided to the County of Marin Department of Public Works.
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Construction

C-107

Construction methods, traffic control, and accessibility compliance are not completely described in the

document and will be required with the encroachment permit application. Provide information on
proposed traffic control measures, and indicate if any lane closures are desired.

Response: Construction methods are described in Chapter 2 of the DEIS/EIR. Additional details,
including details regarding traffic delays and road closures that were discussed in other sections of

the DEIS/EIR (Public Services — Traffic and Transportation), have also been incorporated into
Chapter 2 of the FEIS/EIR. Traffic control measures would be developed more fully during the
final design phase of the proposed project, and information on proposed traffic control, road
closures, and accessibility compliance would be provided on the encroachment permit submitted
to the County.

C-108

Concern Statement (Construction Traffic and Routing): One commenting agency asked for
clarification on whether construction would generate traffic on public roads from import or export of
construction and fill materials and which streets would be used as construction routes, particularly

those in Point Reyes Station. One commenter requested that all truck traffic be routed onto the ranch

road near the Giacomini Hunt Lodge rather than on 3rd Street in Point Reyes Station.

Response: As was discussed in the DEIS/EIR under Public Services — Traffic and Transportation,
the proposed project would generate traffic on public roads from trailoring of construction
equipment, commuting of construction personnel, and hauling of excavated sediments and other
non-soil materials to disposal areas. These impacts are discussed in Chapter 4. Construction
routes in Point Reyes Station, Inverness Park, and on roads to the local disposal sites for
excavated sediments are discussed both in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4. During construction of the
East Pasture, it is anticipated that most of the hauling would be conducted using the ranch road
near the Giacomini Hunt Lodge, but construction activities near the southern bank of the East
Pasture and demolition of barns would probably generate truck traffic from the access point at
Third and C Streets. To minimize noise, contractors would be asked to route trucks on streets
that are primarily not residential such as Fourth Street rather than Third Street.

C-109

Concern Statement (Construction Hours and Staging Areas): One commenter requested that
construction activities near residences start no earlier than 8 a.m. and that construction staging areas
be fenced to ensure public safety.

Response: The agencies have responded to this comment by amending the construction start
time in sensitive construction zones or construction areas directly adjacent to residences to 8 a.m.
in the FEIS/EIR. Most construction staging areas would not be located in areas readily accessible
to the public. Efforts would also be made to locate staging areas away from residential areas.
Construction and construction staging areas would be posted with signage. In certain areas (near
Inverness Park, near Giacomini Hunt Lodge, and near the Giacomini Ranch dairy facility), staging
areas could be fenced with construction fencing that would deter access by the public, but this
fencing would not completely eliminate the ability of the public, including children, to access
construction areas.

C-110

Concern Statement (Public Notification of Construction Schedules): A few commenters
requested that the agencies provide or publish construction schedules so that local residents can
better be apprised of project progress and better anticipate impacts from construction equipment.

Response: A preliminary construction schedule would be mailed out to all people on the mailing

list for the proposed project at least two (2) to four (4) weeks prior to implementation. As with all

construction projects, this schedule would be subject to change depending on scheduling of
construction activities, equipment availability, constraints imposed by mitigation measures,
biological and special status species constraints, and other factors. An up-to-date schedule would
be maintained on the Seashore’s webpage for the Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project and
would be amended on an as-needed basis.

C-111

Concern Statement (Construction and Creation of Breeding Areas for Mosquitoes): One
commenting agency stated that impoundment of water during construction should be avoided,
because it will create breeding conditions for mosquitoes. It noted that surveillance of the
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construction area might be necessary in order to address any issues that arise.

Response: As discussed in the DEIS/EIR, construction contractors may need to install coffer
dams or other water types of water control structures in order to adequately dewater construction
areas. These structures could impound water. They would be installed for the minimum amount
of time necessary to complete the construction task, but they could provide even temporary
breeding grounds for mosquitoes. As discussed under C-17, while mosquitoes are native and
elements of natural systems, the Park Service is responsible for control efforts when these
organisms pose a threat of a human health hazard as determined by the U.S. Public Health
Service. Because staghant water present during the mosquito breeding seasons could provide
habitat for mosquitoes, including those documented to carry West Nile virus, mitigation will
include monitoring of pooled water for mosquito larvae as well as the potential use of the
mosquito larvicide, Bacillus thuringensis(Bti), a biological pesticide which specifically targets
mosquito larvae, is biodegradable and does not have measurable effects on other species.

C-112 During project construction, some existing public access trails should remain accessible and protected
from construction traffic.

Response: Some of the impacts to public access during construction would be alleviated by the
fact that the restoration and public access components may not necessarily be constructed during
the same years. During construction of the restoration component, only one existing public access
trail would potentially be temporarily closed under Alternatives A-D — the informal existing path
along the south bank of the East Pasture. The Olema Marsh trail would temporarily be closed
during construction of Adaptive Restoration Component #1. Should Levee Road culverts
eventually be replaced as part of the adaptive restoration of Olema Marsh, there would also be a
temporary closure of the very eastern end of the White House Pool County park trail under
Alternatives C-D. Under the No Action Alternative and Alternative A, the existing informal path on
north levee would not be affected. When public access components are constructed, the informal
path on the south bank of the East Pasture would be closed during construction of the Southern
Perimeter through-trail and spur trail components. Under Alternatives C-D, the entrance to the
Green Bridge County park would temporarily be closed to improve the trailhead entrance. Under
Alternative D, some portion of the White House Pool County park trail system would be
temporarily closed for construction of an ADA-compliant trail facility. In general, as discussed in
Chapter 4 of the DEIS/EIR of Visitor and Resident Experience — Public Access Resources, impacts
to existing public access during construction were characterized as no more than minor, but the
effect of traffic delays and potential road closures and effects on other visitor resources in the
Seashore’s North District would potentially increase impacts to moderate under Alternatives C and
D.

The USEPA recommends that some additional measures be included in the Spill Prevention and
Response Plan, such as 1) a spill kit with boom and sorbent materials should be on site at all

c-113 times during construction and 2) no vehicles will be fueled, lubricated, or otherwise serviced within
100 feet of the normal high-water area of any surface water body.
Response: This recommendation has been incorporated into the Impact Avoidance and
Mitigation Measures that would be implemented during construction for all alternatives in Chapter
2 of the FEIS/EIR.
Invasives

The DEIS/R fails to disclose potential impacts from feral dogs and cats. The Project should mitigate
C-114 | adverse effects from these animals. These actions could include signage to discourage animal
dumping and active trapping.

Response: The agencies have addressed the potential impacts from feral dogs and cats in the
FEIS/EIR under Fish and Wildlife Resources/Invasive Wildlife Species. To summarize, feral cats
have a documented and adverse effect on birds, amphibians and small mammals in native
ecosystems (Winter and Wallace 2006, Patronek 1998). Monitoring throughout the Seashore for
impacts of feral cats and dogs is ongoing (N. Gates, wildlife biologist, Seashore, pers. comm.).
However, there are no data to suggest that the Project Area will attract the release of unwanted
dogs and cats any more than any other road-accessible area of the park. Release of pets on Park
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Service lands is illegal (36CFR 2.1 (a) 2). Should illegal dumping of pets become a serious issue,
signage informing the public of these regulations will be posted. Should impacts in the project
area be detected, removal of feral animals will be implemented as mandated by Park Service
Management Policies (Section 4.4.2.1).

C-115

Concern Statement (Removal of Eucalyptus from Tomasini Creek and Adjacent Private
Lands): Several commenters felt that the Park Service should support a federal/private cooperative
to expedite removal of eucalyptus trees from Tomasini Creek and the surrounding privately owned
portions of the Point Reyes Mesa bluff. Commenters felt that this partnership would be beneficial,
because the trees could be felled across property boundaries; trees could be hauled away on existing
ranch roads within the Project Area, reducing impacts to residents; and the cooperative parties could
work together to control resprouting trees and implement revegetation. They note that there is
support for removal of these trees in the Seashore's Exotic Management Plan, as well as the Local
Coastal Plan and the Point Reyes Community Plan. They believe that removal would benefit natural
hydrological and ecological processes and conditions, including conditions for the federally threatened
tidewater goby, and viewsheds in the Project Area.

Response: The Park Service agrees that there would be potential hydrologic and ecological
benefits to removing the eucalyptus stands that have been planted on the Point Reyes Mesa bluff
and would be interested in working cooperatively with private landowners in the future on removal
of these stands as a separate project. The agencies have expanded invasive removal efforts to
include the moderate number of eucalyptus trees that grow on the berm of Tomasini Creek as
described in Chapter 2 of the DEIS/EIR under Actions Common to All Alternatives. Because the
historic railroad grade no longer functions as a road, the feasibility of removing trees from the
Giacomini Ranch-side of the Mesa is low under the No Action Alternative and Alternatives C-D and
would be very difficult even with the tree clearing and eastern perimeter through-trail construction
proposed under Alternatives A-B. Trees would have to be moved across Tomasini Creek to the
East Pasture, and the ground surface in this area is extremely soft from long-term inundation such
that it is likely that most appropriately sized trucks could become repeatedly mired in the mud.
Removal of the relative few juvenile and adult eucalyptus trees growing on Tomasini Creek would
be achieved by hauling out the cut-up material by foot to one of the north-south running ranch
roads in this area.

Miscellaneous

C-116

The Park Service should assume management of the California State Lands parcels immediately north
of the Project Area in order to better integrate management of those lands with management of the
Project Area.

Response: This lease issue is beyond the scope of the proposed project. The Park Service is not
currently pursuing a lease for these lands. However, depending on the interest of CSLC, the Park
Service may be interested in pursuing a lease of these lands in the future.

C-117

Sub-Topic (Hunting on Adjacent State Lands): A few commenters urged the Park Service work
with other agencies to prohibit hunting on California State Lands Commission (CSLC) lands to the
north of the Giacomini Ranch. One commenter suggested that the hunting area be shifted northwards
towards Inverness or even as far as Walker Creek to provide a reasonable buffer.

Response: This hunting issue is beyond the scope of the proposed project. However, in the
future, the Park Service will discuss the issue with the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG), which has management authority over this CSLC property.

C-118

The DEIS/R is inadequate because it does not provide estimated costs of the proposed alternatives
and does not provide a cost/benefit analysis.

Response: Inclusion of estimated costs and cost/benefit analysis is not a requirement of NEPA
or CEQA. Reasonable alternatives" warranting detailed study are described in the President's
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance as "those that are practical or feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense."” Costs and economic viability are
considered along with other factors in determining the reasonableness of alternatives. However,
they are not necessarily used as factors to evaluate the potential impacts of proposed projects on
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the “human environment.” Impact topics chosen for evaluation are typically ones related to the
physical and natural environment, although, under CEQA, social or socioeconomic topics are often
incorporated, as well, if the proposed project would have some effect on the physical environment.

Sub-Topic (Inclusion of Land Exchange in DEIS/EIR): Several commenters commented upon
the proposed land exchange between the Park Service and the Giacomini family. One commenter felt
that the DEIS/EIR was inadequate, because it did not address the proposed property exchange.
Another commenter felt that all the agriculturally zoned property in the Project Area should be in
public ownership and that all infrastructure should be removed. One person questioned how the
acquisition of the parcels along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard would impact Alternatives C or D.

C-119

Response: The proposed land exchange was addressed in the DEIS/EIR as a separate project
from the one proposed by the Park Service and CSLC and was listed in the table at the beginning
of Chapter 4 that lists actions included in cumulative effects analysis. The project was titled
Residential Home Development, C Street, even though a specific project has not been proposed,
because the lands are zoned for residential development, and the reasonably foreseeable outcome
of an exchange of Park Service C Street Lands for the remaining pastureland parcels still owned by
the Giacominis is that homes would be developed along C Street. Inclusion of this reasonably
foreseeable action in the cumulative effects analyses means that the potential impacts of each
alternative (including Alternatives C and D) are considered in combination with those of the
Residential Home Development for all of the impact topics addressed in the environmental
document. To better clarify this in the FEIS/EIR, the proposed land exchange is now included as a
separate project from Residential Home Development, C Street, and its cumulative impacts are
analyzed separately from those of the reasonably foreseeable development of homes along C
Street. Because of public comment, the Park Service and the Giacominis restructured the
proposed land exchange agreement such that the Park Service would retain all agriculturally
zoned parcels and tear down all of the buildings on Park Service lands proposed for exchange to
the Giacomini family.

Sub-Topic (Inclusion of Park Service Property in Exchange Project in Restoration Project):
One commenter felt that the DEIS/EIR did not adequately explain why the Park Service property along
C Street that is proposed for exchange for lands currently owned by the Giacomini family was

C-120 | excluded from the Giacomini purchase and why it was not considered integral to -- and included in --
the restoration project. This commenter felt that the Park Service should seek funding from a variety
of federal and private funding sources to retain possession of the parcels west of C Street to be
incorporated into the Project Area.

Response: As discussed under C-1 and C-55, the Park Service’s MOU with CalTrans calls for a
restoration of a significant portion of the Giacomini Ranch. However, it does not call for
restoration of the entire ranch. In the purchase and in developing the proposed project, the
planning team focused its efforts on where it felt that the limited dollars available for purchase
and restoration could yield the most ecological benefit. For the most part, these were areas in the
low-lying pastures or former historic coastal marsh areas that are not directly adjacent to existing
residential, commercial, and agricultural development and areas that have not been subject to
intensive historic impacts such as repeated fill events that would require extensive excavation and
rehabilitation before they could be considered “restored.” For this reason, the agencies elected
not to focus their restoration efforts on the dairy facility parcels along C Street in Point Reyes
Station that have been subject to repeated fill activities, disturbance from dairy activities, and are
directly adjacent to the town of Point Reyes Station, which would increase the likelihood of wildlife
disturbance from people and domestic and feral animals. These were some of the reasons that the
Park Service elected to enter discussions with the Giacomini family to exchange some of these
parcels for low-lying pasturelands that were considered to have more existing ecological value as
part of a separate project that is discussed in the DEIS/EIR under Cumulative Impacts in Chapter
4.

We would encourage the Park Service to continue to fund ongoing monitoring at a high level in order

c-121 to track progress of the restoration actions and to allow for ongoing adaptations as needed.

Response: The Park Service has developed a long-term monitoring program for the proposed
project. As part of this monitoring project, the Park Service has been conducting pre-restoration

V2 - 36




RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

TaBLE 103. COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PuBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FOR GIACOMINI WETLAND RESTORATION PROJECT AND RESPONSE FROM LEAD AGENCIES

Comment | Description of Concern Statement or Comment
Number

monitoring to establish baseline conditions and is proposing to continue monitoring after
restoration is completed. Monitoring would be conducted frequently during the first 5- to 7 years
post-implementation to document what is expected to be a fairly rapid evolution of the managed
pasturelands into natural wetlands shaped by natural hydrologic and ecological processes and
functions. Between Year 7 and Year 20, monitoring is proposed for Year 10, Year 15, and Year 20
to document changes in processes and functions that are expected to take longer to evolve.
Monies have been secured to fund at least the first few years of monitoring of changes in wildlife
and water quality and other variables directly or indirectly related to hydrology such as
invertebrates, algae, and sediment deposition, but additional funding would be needed to fund
other variables and the later years of monitoring.

Who is responsible for maintenance and law enforcement on any trails established within the Project

C-122 | Area?

Response: The Park Service’'s Law Enforcement Division is responsible law enforcement on Park
Service-owned lands within the Project Area, with backup, when needed, from the Marin County
Sheriff’s Office. Law enforcement on lands not owned by the Park Service would fall to the Marin
County Sheriff’'s Office. Maintenance of trails on Park Service-owned lands would fall to the Park
Service’s Roads and Trails Division. Maintenance of trails that are not on Park Service-owned
lands would fall either to the land owner or lessee: in the case of White House Pool and Green
Bridge County parks, it would be the County of Marin Parks and Open Space District.

The Park Service should bury existing overhead utility lines between Point Reyes Station and

C-123 ' |nverness Park.

Response: The utility lines do not fall on Park Service lands. Most of the utility lines have been
placed in the right-of-way for County of Marin roads. Burying of overhead power lines would be
under the jurisdiction of the utility and the County of Marin.

C-124 Change the name of the site from "Waldo Giacomini Wetland" to "Tomales Bay Wetland."

Response: As a condition of the purchase agreement with the Giacomini family, the Park Service
agreed to name the restored wetland after Waldo Giacomini, the founder of the Giacomini Ranch

dairy.

Disposal of dredged materials within PRNS may impact rare plants and introduce invasive plants.

€125 Mitigation measures should be implemented.

Response: The Park Service is handling restoration of the quarries with imported materials as a
separate project. It is listed in Chapter 4 as one of the Actions Included in the Cumulative Effects
Analysis. Hauling of excavated sediments to the quarry is incorporated into this FEIS/EIR. The
Seashore has prepared extensive maps showing the locations of rare plants with respect to the
quarries and is in the process of refining the wetland delineations. Most of the potential impact
would occur with hauling to the McClure DG quarry. The impact analysis for Vegetation Resources
addresses potential impacts to wetlands and special status plant species, including proposed
mitigation measures to either avoid or minimize those impacts. In terms of introducing invasive
plants, the preliminary restoration plan involves disposal of imported materials at the bottom of
the quarry, with grading of adjacent surface soils used to provide a “cover” or topsoil layer of
sufficient depth to bury seeds and vegetative propagules of non-native invasive plant species and
thereby preclude their establishment.

Permitting

Concern Statement (Additional Permits or Consultations That May Be Required): Several
commenting agencies suggested that the agencies would need to seek additional permits or
consultations other than those noted in the DEIS/EIR: These included: 1) consultation with Bay Area
Air Quality Management District; 2) Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary; 3) State
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES); 4) California Endangered Species Act; and
5) Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement. The CESA would require CEQA documentation,
including specified impacts, mitigation measures, and a mitigation and monitoring reporting program.

C-126

Response: The agencies have incorporated the need for these permits or consultations into the
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planning process, as is now reflected in the revised Chapter 5 of the FEIS/EIR. A mitigation and
monitoring program has been developed and included as an appendix in the FEIS/EIR.

The State Department of Conservation cannot concur with a finding that a conversion of the East and
West Pastures to non-agricultural uses would be less than significant unless additional clarifying detail
C-127 is prO\_/id(_ed. Also_, the DEIS/EIR indicates that there may be additional gc_q_uisitions that V\_/ould e>_<pand
the Wildlife Area in the future, but does not elaborate. Any future acquisition would require additional
environmental documentation, and we ask that we receive a copy of the documents for our review

and comment.
Response: After further discussion with the State Department of Conservation officials, the
agencies have incorporated a separate memorandum detailing the results of the LESA as an
appendix in the FEIS/EIR. This appendix should provide the necessary information which the
State Department of Conservation can use to conclude that the impacts to non-agricultural uses

would be less than significant. There would be no further acquisitions as a part of the proposed

project.
c-128 Does the Park Service have an estimated date for when California Coastal Commission consistency
determination submittal will occur?
Response: The Coastal Commission consistency determination submittal would occur
concurrently with production of the FEIS/EIR.
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Public Agency Comments







Dun Neubacher To: Lorraine Parsons' PORENPSEeNPS, Brannon Ketcham PORE NPS@NPs
PR ces Ann MelsonPORE NP S NPS
012007 (13 AM PST Subject: Fw: Fram NPS.gov: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan

Dion Neubacher
Superintendent
Point Reves Mational Seashore
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

415-464-5101 {ul'ﬁcc}
415-233-0303 (cell)
415-663-8132 (fax)

The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American people so that all may expericnce our

heritage,
----- Forwaracd o B Neubachor POYRICNPS on (8] 11 ZOT I {3 AN cnnme
e “Larry Simon"” To: <John_A Dell'Ossofinps gov=
( i 4 <lsimonia coastal.capon > ce: =Don neubacher@nps. gove
I'i e 01092007 (0904 AM pST  Subject: RE: From NPS. gov; Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan

Don - That plan sounds good. Thanks for the quick reply and
confimmation. We'll get comments to you by 14 Feb in order to alert you
on any issues'concerns we might have on the project. Best recards,

Larry

—---Original Message--———

From: Don Neubacheri@nps.gov [mailto:Don Neubacheréinps gov] On Behalf Of
John A Dell'Ossof@nps gov

Sent: Monday, JTanuary 08, 2007 4:11 PM

Teo: Larry Sumon

Ce: Lorraine Parsonsidinps gov; Brannon_Ketchamianps gov;
don_neubacher@nps, gov

Subject: Re: From NPS.gov: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan

Lany, depending on amount of public comments, due in to us by
mud-February, we will prepared the consistency determination this
spring/early summer, Based on our informal conversation during the
meeting we had with you in our Regional Office, vou prefer some
indication

of public concerns before the Federal Consistency determunation is
prepared: we will include it in the Final EIS'EIR. Ts this okay with
you?

Don



John A Dell"Osso To: lsimonicoasmal o gov

Sent by: Don Neubacher cc: Lorraine Parsons PORENPS@NPS. Brannon KotchamPORE MNPSa™NPs,
don_neubacheria nps.gov

OLOE 2T 0410 PM PST  Subject: Re: From NPS.gov: Gizcomint Wetlands Restoration Pi;mD

Larry. depending on amount of public comments. due in to us by mid-February, we will prepared the consistency
determination this spring/early summer. Based on our informal conversation during the meeting we had with vou in
vur Regional Office. vou prefer some indication of public concerns before the Federal Consistency determination is
prepared; we will include it in the Final EIS/EIR. s this okay with you?

Don

Isimonielcoastal .ca. gov

Isimoni coastal.ca.gov To: pore_planning@nps.gov
-
- Ll
\ 0182007 (3:08 PM EST : o ;
o Subject: From NPS.gov: Giacomim Wetlands Restoration Plan

Email submuitted from: /pore/parkmgmt/planning_giacomini wrp eiseir_drafi_2006.htm

The California Coastal Commission received on December 19, 20006, a copy of the electronic
version of the November 2006 Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project DEIS/EIR, Commission
staff comments on the document will be submitted to the NPS prior to the February 14, 2007.
comment deadline. Comments will focus on relevant Coastal Act policies and jurisdictional
issues (given the statement on Page 17 of the document that *. . . as this is a joint federal and
state project, it must comply with all applicable state and local legislation on state- and
county-owned lands.™).

The purpose of this e-mail is to obtain confirmation {rom the NPS that a federal consistency
determination is not contained within the Draft EIS/EIR. The Draft EIS/EIR states on Page 16
that submittal of a consistency determination to the Commission would occur “subsequent to
preparation of the environmental document.” Does the NPS have an estimated date for when this
submittal will occur?

Sincerely.
Larry Simon Federal Consistency Coordinator California Coastal Commission 45 Fremont St.,

Suite 2000 San Francisco, CA 94105 (415) 904-5288 Fax: (415) 904-5400

Isimon(@coastal.ca.gov www coastal.ca.gov



[simon coastal ca

EOV To:
pore planning@nps.goy

Ce

D1/082007 03:08 Subject: From NPS.gov:
Glacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan
PM EST

Email submitted from;
(pore/parkmemt plamming giacomini wip ciseir draft 2006 htm

The California Coastal Commission received on December 19, 2006, a copy
of .

the electronic versien of the November 2006 Giacomini Wellands
Restoration

Project DEIS/EIR. Commussion staff comments on the document will be
submitted to the NPS prior to the February 14, 2007 comment deadline.
Comments will focus on relevant Coastal Act pelicies and jurisdictional
issues (given the statement on Page 17 of the document that . . _ as

this

is a joint federal and state project, it must conmply with all applicable
state and local legislation on state- and county-owned lands."),

The purpese of this e-mail is to obtain confirmation from the NPS that a
federal consistency determination is not contained within the Draft
EIS/EIR. The Draft EIS'EIR states on Page 16 that submittal of 2
consistency deternination to the Commission would oceur "subscquent o
preparation of the environmental document.” Does the NPS have an
estimated

date for when this submittal will occur?

Sincerely,

Larry Simon Federal Consistency Coordinator California Coastal
Commession

45 Fremont St., Suite 2000 San Francisco, CA 941005 (415) 004-5288 Fax:
(415) 904-5400 Isimonde coastalca,gov www coastal ca.gov



*\‘ California Regional Water Quality Control Board

v San Francisco Bay Region

. 1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, California 94612 Arnold Schﬁarzene er
Linda S. Adams (510) 622-2300 * Fax (510) 622-2460 Governor e
Secretary for

) http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay
Environmental Protection

February 14, 2007
File No. 2158.04 (drh)

Superintendent Don Neubacher
Point Reyes National Seashore
1 Bear Valley Road

Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

Re: Giacomini Wetland R_estoratibn Project DEIS/EIR
Dear Superintendent Neubacher:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIS/EIR for the Giacomini Wetland
Restoration Project. We believe this is an extremely valuable and important project that would
restore a significant wetland ecosystem and restore natural hydrologic processes to Lagunitas
Creek. Although alternative D proposes somewhat more total restoration acreage, we are willing
to endorse the preferred alternative C as having high water quality and ecological value while
maintaining some amenities for public access and education, which are a key part of this
restoration project. This alternative would fully restore the Giacomini East and West Pastures as
well as restoration of Olema Marsh. We support restoration of Olema Marsh as part of the
overall project; in spite of some initial adverse impacts of increased nutrients and lowered water
quality, we agree that the long-term result would be beneficial.

We would like to compliment the Park Service on doing a very thorough and well-researched job
of analyzing the potential impacts of the project actions and using scientific studies to anticipate
the potential impacts, as well as to define proposed mitigation actions. We are confident that the
Park Service’s proposed ongoing adaptive management actions can ensure a successful project.

It would be very helpful for the DEIS/EIR to include a table comparing the acreages restored, feet
of levee removed, and other restoration parameters among the different proposed alternatives, as
this is difficult to pull out from all of the information provided.

We would encourage the Park Service to continue to fund ongoing monitoring at a high level in
order to track progress of the restoration actions and to allow for ongoing adaptations as needed.
It would also be helpful to have the monitoring plan included as part of the DEIR/EIS.



In general, it should be noted that the Regional Water Quality Control Board has the following
authorities relevant to the Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project:

Water Quality Certification/WDRs: Under Clean Water Act section 404, the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (Corps) issues permits to regulate discharges of dredged or fill material to waters of
the United States. CWA section 401 allows states to deny or grant water quality certification for
any activity that may result in a discharge to waters of the United States and that requires a
Federal permit or license. Certification requires a finding by the Regional Board that, over the
term of the permit, there is reasonable assurance that the proposed discharge will not violate
water quality standards. Water quality standards include the designated beneficial uses of the
receiving water, water quality criteria for those waters, and an anti-degradation policy.
Certification must be consistent with the requirements of the Federal CWA, the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), and the
Regional Board’s mandate to protect beneficial uses of waters of the State under Porter-Cologne.
The Board may also issue Waste Discharge Requirements under its Porter-Cologne authority in
conjunction with 401 Certification.

Storm Water Construction General Permit: Projects disturbing 1 or more acres of land during
construction must be covered under the State National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity
(General Permit). This can be accomplished by filing a Notice of Intent with the State Water
Resources Control Board. The project sponsor must propose and implement control measures
both during and following construction that are consistent with the General Permit and with the
recommendations and policies of the local agency and the Regional Board.

If you have any questions, please contact Dale Hopkins at (510) 622-2362, or via e-mail at
dhopkins@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Wil K. Bruhns, Chief
North Bay Watershed Division

Cc: Marla Lafer, RWQCB
Andree Breaux, RWQCB
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§ % | U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
= - National Dceanic and Atmospheric-Administration
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GULF OF THE FERALLC*ES Mnmmme CTUARY
Mailing: Fort Maspn Bldg, 201 San Francisco,/CA 94123
Phone: (415) 5616622 £rp ] 1, FAX: (415) 5616616

February 12, 2007

ATTN: Don Neubacher

Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project DEIS/DEIR
Point Reyes Mational Seashore

1 Bear Valley Rd.

Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Report ¢
Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project 5

Dear Superintendent Neubacher:

]
Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary (GFNMS) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Report (DEIS/EIR) for the Giacomini Wetland
Restoration Project (Proposed Project), dated November 2006. GFNMS, in coordination with
other federal, state and local agencies and governments manages the waters and submerged lands
of Tomales Bav to the mean hich tide. including the tidal waters and submereed lands currentlv

All comments provided herein discuss GFNMS' analysis of the alternatives, focus on the impacts
from this project to GFNMS, and examine the need for the inclusion and clarification of GFNMS
jurisdiction and regulations throughout the DEIS/EIR.

The DEIS/EIR has identified Alternative C as the preferred alternative. GFNMS recognizes that
Alternative C meets the Proposed Project purpose of restoring natural hydrologic processes
within a significant portion of the area, and it meets the three project objectives. If Alternative C
is selected as the preferred alternative for the Final EIS/EIR, the Proposed Project will result in
overall positive benefits to water quality, benthic habitat and wildlife resources within Tomales
Bay and the boundaries of GFNMS. This includes a positive change in sedimentation patterns in
the southern portion of Tomales Bay and benefits to salmonid species by increasing access to
potential habitat for feeding and shelter. GFNMS further recognizes that Park Service
Management Policies aim to provide opportunities for appropriate public enjoyment and allow
for educational, recreational, scientific, and similar purposes that do not disrupt wetland
functions. Alternative C seems to provide several points of public access within the Proposed
Project area, including the possible future construction of a trail that is compliant with the
Americans with Disabilities Act.

Although Alternative C meets the proposed goal and objectives of the DEIS/EIR. GFNMS
believes that Alternative D — Extensive Restoration of the Giacomini Ranch East

Page ]l of 8
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Gulf of the Farallones Narional Marine Sancruary
Giacomini Wetand Restoration Profect DEIS/EIR

Pasture, Full Restoration of the West Pasture, and Restoration of Olema Marsh with Limited
Public Access -- will more fully meet the project purpose and main goal of restoring natural
hydrological processes in several distinctive ways.

First, the southern end of the East Pasture would be excavated to bring elevations down to tidal
elevations. This will result in an increased area of tidal exchange equaling almost six acres,
which over the long-term could cause an increase in the potential extent of area inundated by
tides, particularly in the East Pasture as stated in the analysis of Alternative D in Chapter 4. The
increase in the extent of the area can result in a greater restoration opportunity for historic
aquatic habitat in Tomales Bay, especially in light of the fact that sedimentation throughout
Tomales Bay has increased over time causing loss of key tidal mudflat habitat. In addition, there
would be excavation of even more new tidal channels in the East Pasture, and these increases in
total area of tidal exchange could increase the area of aquatic edge and rearing habitat more than
Alternative C.

Second, Tomasini Creek would be fully realigned into one of its historic channel alignments and
the undersized culverts at Mesa Road would be replaced. These actions could result in the
creation of additional passage potential beyond Alternative C for steelhead and coho salmon
through Tomasini Creek; could have some additional beneficial effects on water quality in
Tomasini Creek by replacing the existing culvert; and according to the analysis in Chapter 4, the
realignment could eliminate potential contributions of nutrients and pathogens from the worker
housing adjacent to Tomasini Creek.

LEVIatU LAaall Jativiual Y VIS CLUCL ClEll 100 PUDie revicw LD uCioDner Juuo, une of [ne nve
proposed issue-based action plans calls for the prevention, detection, management, and where
feasible, eradication of new and established introduced species in the Sanctuary, The action plan
also noted that introduced species have been identified in and around Gulf of the Farallones
Sanctuary waters and have the potential to cause ecological and economic degradation to the
affected coastal areas. If detection, prevention, and eradication efforts are not taken, further
introduction and spread of introduced species will continue in and adjacent to the Sanctuary and
potentially impact Sanctuary resources. In addition, GFNMS has proposed new regulations that
would prohibit the introduction of introduced species. Alternative D is the most consistent with
the proposed changes to the GFNMS Management Plan and the proposed new regulations, and
would have the greatest positive impact in the removal and control of invasive species.

Forth, under Alternative D, the analysis in Chapter 4 concludes that there would be no
installation or construction of infrastructure that would impede hydrologic processes. Since
GFNMS regulations prohibit or otherwise regulate activities that involve constructing any
structure, drilling through the seabed, and dredging or otherwise altering the seabed in any way
(15 CFR, Chapter IX, Subpart H), Alternative D is most consistent with GFNMS regulations.

Finally, Alternative D is also consistent with the National Marine Sanctuaries Act (NMSA).
GFNMS was designated pursuant to the NMSA, the purposes and policies of which include
maintaining the natural biological communities, and protecting and where appropriate, restoring
and enhancing natural habitats, populations, and ecological processes (16 U.S.C. §1431 et seq.).

Page 2 of 8



Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanciuary
Giaromini Wetland Restoration Project DEIS/EIR

Through regulation, GFNMS prohibits certain activities that are inconsistent with the goals,
objectives, mandates and policies of the NMSA.

The DEIS/EIR identifies GFNMS as an agency that has been consulted with and collaborated on
the Proposed Project. We believe the DEIS/EIR environmental review process should also
consider and include the jurisdiction, boundaries, policies and regulations of GFNMS. GFNMS
should be described in the Final EIS/EIR as one of the entities that is charged with protecting the
tidal wetlands, including the tidal waters of the Proposed Project area, which, once inundated,
would also be waters and submerged lands of GFNMS.

GFNMS jurisdiction, boundaries, policies and regulations must be considered in evaluation of
future adaptive management options within the tidal waters of the Proposed Project area, and in
the full implementation of the restoration project. Adaptive management measures must consider
activities prohibited, permitted or otherwise regulated by GFNMS. These activities include
discharging or depositing any material or matter, constructing structures, drilling through the
seabed, dredging or altering the seabed, or removing or damaging any historical or cultral
resource (15 CFR, Chapter IX, Subpart H).

Tomales Bay is a significant diverse biological community that includes subtidal channels and
eelgrass beds, mudflat intertidal substrates, salt marsh and upland marsh. It is clear from the
description of the affected environment in the DEIS/EIR that Tomales Bay is one of the most
ecologically significant estuarine areas in the State of California, that it provides critical habitat

for numerous ies, and that the P‘m;iect Area Lerr:ﬁ.ri{h&-s both tidal and freshwater hydrologic
1€ TEXT DELDY PTU‘I-"I'EIU?:I- COMMITICTILS QI SPeCiLLY RULLEULES U USITLILMLS WA LG Bl Lal i ad

proposed by GFNMS. Strikethreush text is proposed for deletion, Text in [brackets] is proposed
for addition.

Executive Summary

Introduction, Page i — Add the following sentences to the end of paragraph 4: New tidal waters
within the project area will also provide the added protection as the Gulf of the Farallones
National Marine Sanctuary (GFNMS). GFNMS manages the waters of Tomales Bay to the mean
high tide. As the natural hydrologic processes are restored to the project area, GFNMS
regulations will apply to all waters within the mean high tide.

e This information should be noted throughout the DEIS/EIR. It is important for the public
to understand that any project alternative adopted other than the *No Action™ alternative
would result in the added protection of the mandates of the NMSA and GFNMS
regulations.

Need for Action, Tomales Bay Degraded by Pollution and Other Impacts, Page v - Move
the following sentences with proposed changes to the beginning of the section below titled,
“Restoring Wetlands Can Improve Health of the Bay™: Because of its importance to wildlife,
Tomales Bay is net-onky part of the Golden Gate Biosphere Reserve, [the Gulf of the Farallones
National Marine Sanctuary], and a California Critical Coastal Area. bwti{I]n [September] 2002,
it was neminated-as [designated] a “Wetland of International Importance™ under an international
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treaty called the Convention on Wetlands (commonly known as the Ramsar Convention).
Tomales Bay is also....(Kelly 2001).

» These last sentences of this section should be changed and moved because this
information is more closely related to the need for restoration to improve the health of
Tomales Bay. The section before discusses pollution and other impacts, whereas the
designation of Tomales Bay as important for biological reasons can be better linked to the
need for restoration.

Special Status Species, Central California Coast Steelhead, Coastal California Chinook
Salmon, and Central California Coast Coho Salmon, Page xxxv — Check the accuracy of the
following sentences in paragraph 4: Over the short-term, restoration actions would result in
negligible (3 percent; No Action Alternative) to moderate increases (31 percent; Alternatives C
and D) in the amount of tidal channel perimeter or total aquatic edge available for salmonids.
However, as restored marshes and created tidal channels mature, benefits to salmonids would
increase over the long-term, with moderate beneficial effects expected under Alternatives A and
B and major beneficial effects, under Alternatives C and D.

* The analvsis of Alternative D in Chapter 4 on Page 428 states that there will be
excavation of even more new tidal channels in the East Pasture. In addition, on Page
543, the analysis states that the additional tidal channel creation in the East Pasture could
increase rearing habitat. Since Alternative D calls for the excavation of the Southwestern

Partion of the Fast Pasture to tidal elevations and the ¢xcavation of even more new tidal
concludes that both Alternative C and D show a%]la/n: fhcrease in aquatic edge habitat.

However, the details of the analysis seem to be inconsistent with this conclusion in the
Executive Summary. This inconsistency needs to be clarified in the Final EIS/EIR.

Consultation and Coordination, Value Analysis, Page xlvii - Change the following sentence:
Value Analysis attendees included a broad range of technical experts from both within the
Seashore and the GGNRA, as well as from other parks and agencies, including CSLC, [and]
Marin CD].]IIW Depamnem of Public Wor] and the-Gulf afthe Farallones Mational Marine
Sanctuary.

* In August 2005, the Park Service and CSLC held a Value Analysis process 1o ensure that
it had developed a reasonable range of alternatives that met the screening criferia
identified above and were cost-effective and to select a preliminary preferred alternative
(Alternative C) for analysis in the environmental document. The Park Service Ocean
Superintendent who is also the liaison to the National Marine Sanctuary program was in
attendance. However, GFNMS staff were not present at this meeting and did not choose
Alternative C as the preferred alternative. GFNMS staff were involved in securing some
of the initial funding. and worked in coordination and consultation with Park Service staff
and the Ocean Superintendent during the scoping process and the workshop. GFNMS
reviewed the range of alternatives at several meetings in 2003, but staff were not
involved in the selection of Alternative C as the preferred alternative. As explained
above, GFNMS supports the selection of Alternative D as the preferred alternative.
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CHAPTER 1. Purpose and Need for Action

Introduction, Page 1 — Change and add the following to the last sentence in paragraph 4: The
Park Service and CLSL have also been working collaboratively [on the development of the range
of alternatives] with the County of Marin Public Works Department and the County of Marin
Parks and Open Space District, as well as the Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary,
whose jurisdiction extends into the southern portion of Tomales Bay [and whose boundary is
defined by the mean high tide].

* The first addition to this sentence clarifies that GFNMS helped develop the range of
alternatives, but did not provide the Park with advice on selection of the preferred
alternative. The second addition clarifies the extent of GFNMS jurisdiction.

Project Purpose and Relationship to Park Service Mission and Policies, Background, Page
8-9

* The entire background section only discusses the Park’s intent to preserve, conserve and
restore the project area. This background is directly connected to the project purpose and
the first two project objectives identified in the plan. The backeround does not discuss
the Park Service Mission to provide opportunities for appropriate public enjoyment or the
relevant Park Service Management Policies that seek to enhance natural wetland values
by using them for educational, recreational, scientific, and similar purposes. Without this
added information. the background seems inconsistent with the third objective to

objective three which sites policies that were adopted in 2006, after project scoping and
after the Value Analysis team selected an alternative. Without additional justification in
the background, objective three can be interpreted as a secondary objective. If this is the
case, then the selection of the preferred alternative should consider the ranking of each
objective.

Legislative and Policy Guidance and Other Considerations Used in Developing Purpose
and Alternatives, Other Considerations, Page 18 — Add a new section titled “Adaptive
Management Considerations,” and add the following text to that section: The Gulf of the
Farallones National Marine Sanctuary will become an active management agency in the
Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project if tidal wetlands are restored to the project area. The
waters and submerged lands of the Project area would also be part of the Sanctuary. The
Sanctuary shoreward boundary follows the mean high tide line of Tomales Bay and its
jurisdiction overlaps with the CSLC and NPS. The Sanctuary prohibits or otherwise regulates
activities related to discharging or depositing any material or matter, constructing structures,
drilling through the seabed, dredging or altering the seabed, or removing or damaging any
historical or cultural resource (15 CFR, Chapter IX, Subpart H).

* Although it is clear that the National Marine Sanctuary Act and GFNMS regulations were
not considered “instrumental to developing the project purpose, alternative framework,
and design of restoration and public access actions,” this language helps the public
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understand that GFNMS will have overlapping management authority with the tidal
portions of the proposed project. Furthermore, additional impacts through adaptive
management can come from the construction of future facilities, including construction of
a bridge or pedestrian trail system. GFNMS regulations must be considered and the
appropriate consultations must be made with GFINMS once the implementation process
expands the tidal waters of Tomales Bay into the Proposed Project area. Consideration of
all GFNMS regulations, including regulatory changes currently proposed through the
GFNMS management plan review process, must be clarified in the Final EIS/EIR.

CHAPTER 2. Alternatives, Including the Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative, Page 96 — Change the second sentence in the paragraph: The
preferred alternative was selected during the Value Analysis process by the Value Analysis team,
which was comprised of Park Service and staff fmm uther ltad or pa.rtnf,r agenmes such as the
CSLC, [and] the County of Marin:-and-the-Gulf-of the Farallone

* Asstated in previous comments GFNMS staff were not involved in the selection of
Alternative C as the preferred alternative.

CHAPTER 3. Affected Environment

A e e e wmem b sl mmaw atessws Sl avasng Ters s ceralil s owpmdiadie e treed wearmbos v s Liw """I’l"" e e
the Proposed Project area. Based on this assumption, there are two places within this section thar
should include GFNMS Regulations:

1) Page 165 — Add a new section titled “Regulatory and Policy Setting” under the Soil
Resources and Wetland Functionality section. This section should discuss GFNMS
prohibitions and regulatory authority related to construction or alteration of the seabed.

2) Page 206 — Add current GFNMS prohibitions and regulatory authority related discharges
into Sanctuary waters to the “Regulatory and Policy Setting” Section.

Project Setting, Regional and Park Context, Page 128 - Change the second sentence in the
last paragraph: Adjacent 1o the park are areas managed by Audubon Canyon Ranch, Marin
Municipal Water District, Tomales Bay and Samuel P. Taylor State Parks, and Marin County
Open Space District lands. Marine boundaries are shared with the Gulf of the Farallones and-the
Cerdel-Banks National Marine [Sanctuary] Saaetsasies and Tomales Bay State Park.

* Cordell Bank Sanctuary does not share any marine boundaries with the Park.
Land Use and Planning, Park Management and Zoning, Page 132 — Add the following to the
last paragraph: The boundary for the [Gulf of the] Farallones National Marine Sanctuary extends

into the southern portion of Tomales Bay [and is defined as the mean high tide of Tomales Bay.
The boundary of the Sanctuary will extend into the Proposed Project area if the adopted
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alternative results in additional tidal exchange.

* This addition clarifies the jurisdiction of the Sanctuary.

CHAPTER 4. Environmental Consequences

Land Use Planning, Laws Regulations, Policies and Criteria Guiding Impact Analysis,
Page 340 — Add the following to the first sentence of the first paragraph: Tomales Bay and the
Point Reyes region falls within a complex, multi-jurisdictional region, with lands in a variety of
ownership, including private, County, local water districts, state agencies (State Land[s]
Commission, s[S|tate p[Plarks, Waldlife ConservationBeard, CalTrans), and federal agencies
such as the Park Service, [Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary] and the U.S. Coast
Guard.

* The state agencies listed in parenthesis include an entity that is not a state agency. In
addition, there are several small typos related to the names of the agencies. The federal
agencies list excludes GFNMS.

Fish and Wildlife Resources, Alternative D, Central California coast steelhead, coastal
California Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) Chinook salmon, and central California
coast coho ESU salmon, Page 543 — Clarify how the last sentence in Paragraph 2 would or
would not result in the same percentace of aguatic edee habitat in Giacomini Ranch in

* . As stated above in the discussion of salmonid section of the Executive Summary, the
analysis of Alternative C in Chapter 4 concludes on Page 533 that Alternative C shows a
31% increase in aquatic edge habitat. This conclusion is the repeated in the Executive
Summary, but also states that Alternative D draws the same conclusion. However, the
details of the analysis seem to be inconsistent with this conclusion. There is clearly an
increase in tidal channel habitat and “rearing” habitat in Alternative D. A logical
conclusion should be that the total percentage of aguatic edge habitat should also
increase. If the total aquatic edge habitar does not increase, the analysis of Alternative D
falls short of informing the reader why or how this is possible. This inconsistency needs
to be clarified in the Final EIS/EIR.

CHAPTER 5. Consultation and Coordination

Project Planning and Scoping, Identification of Lead and Other Interested Agencies, Page
641 — Change the second sentence in the paragraph: The Gulf of the Farallones National Marine
Sanctuary, whose jurisdiction includes Tomales Bay, [and whose jurisdiction will also include
the tidal range on the proposed project to the mean high tide if a restoration alternative is
chosen.] actively participated in the negotiations with the California Department of
Transportation (CalTrans) and the California Coastal Commission (CCC) that eventually led to
the agreement for CalTrans to transfer mitigation obligations to the Park Service in exchange for
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providing monies for acquisition and restoration of the Giacomini Ranch.
*  This addition will clarify GFNMS interest in the proposed project.

Additional Information Gathering Efforts, Value Analysis, Page 644, - Change the third
sentence in the paragraph: Value Analysis attendees included a broad range of technical experts
from both within the Seashore and the GGNRA, as well as from other parks and agencies,
including CSLC, [and] Marin County Department of Public Works-and-the Gulf-ofthe

LA e T

GFNMS commends the National Park Service and California State Lands Commission in
providing an adequate range of alternatives with a clear goal, and specific objectives that were
developed through the public process and looks forward to working with you as an active partner
when implementation of the Proposed Project begins. GFNMS appreciates this opportunity to
comment on the DEIS/EIR and can provide additional information as needed for the issuance of
the Final EIS/EIR. Please contact Karen Reyna at 415-561-6622 x208 if you have any questions.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

~ -I- /ﬂﬂ P S
Sanctuary Superintendent

cc: Superintendent Brian O"Neil
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February 7, 2007

- Subject:  Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project DEIS/DEIR
File No. 731.9.02

CFNTRA: T €8

Dear Mr. Neubacher:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental impact Statement
(DEIS/DEIR) for the Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project. The District has had an opportunity to
review the DEIS/DEIR and offers the following comments:

General Comment

North Marin Water District (North Marin or NMWD) provides domestic water service to Point
Reyes Station, Olema, Bear Valley, Inverness Park, Paradise Ranch Estates and Point Reyes
National Seashore headquarters. All water supplied to these areas meets Safe Drinking Water
Standards as regulated by California Department of Heaith Services and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency. The community water supply is from shallow wells adjacent to
Lagunitas Creek on the U.S. Coast Guard property (Coast Guard wells).

In 1995, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) issued Water Right Order No.
95-17 which determined that no water would ordinarily be available for diversion by North Marin
under its then existing junior water right permits during July through October of a dry year, and
directed NMWD to acquire an alternative source of water to be used during July through October of
dry years. By definition, a “dry year” is one in which the total precipitation that occurs from October 1

through April 1 is less than 28" as measured at the Marin Municipal Water District Kent Lake rain .

gauge. Inresponse to that order, NMWD and Giacomini and Sons, Inc. (Giacomini) entered into an
agreement for raw water irrigation supply dated July 1, 1998 and amended on July 15, 2003
(Attachment 1). That agreement extends through July 1, 2008 and provides that North Marin will
deliver 1.23 cubic feet per second (cfs) of flow from the North Marin Downey Well facilities to the
-Giacomini Ranch for pasture irrigation in exchange for transfer to NMWD of 0.67 cfs of Giacomini's
then current 2.67 cfs appropriative water right under License 4324. The SWRCB approved the spilit
of License 4324 in October 2000: issuing License 4324A to Giacomini, in the amount of 2cfs from
May 1 to November 1 of each year; and issuing License 43248 to NMWD in the amount of 0.67 cfs
to be diverted from May 1 to November of each year. Itis NMWD’s intent to rely on this senior water

right license during dry year summer periods when NMWD's junior appropriative water rights may
not be used pursuant to WR 95-17.

Since 1995 no dry years have occurred in the Lagunitas watershed. Historically, however,
NMWD has experienced salinity intrusion into the Coast Guard wells, and since 1995, even with off-

DIRECTORS: JACK BAKER *+ RICK FRAITES + STEPHEN PETTERLE - DENNIS RODONI + JOHN C. SCHOONOVER
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tide pumping which decreases the frequency of these events, NMWD has experienced sali nity
intrusion exceeding 100 milligrams per liter chlorides in the water supply (Attachments 2). O nce
introduced into the ground water used for a community water supply, the salinity is slow to dissip ate,
even under normal year conditions, resulting in increased disinfection by-products (DBP)
concentrations. Specifically, as a result of the combination of (increased salts) with sodium
hypochlorite (used for drinking water disinfection), DBP concentrations have approached maximum
contaminant levels in the community water supply (Attachment 3). The DEIR/DEIS states that lnn
though there has been considerable amount of study into the salinity intrusion problem, the

cause or mechanism by which salinity has become elevated is still not totally understood
Additionally, the DEIR/DEIS states that average salinity dunng spring or high tide and normalstream ¥
flow conditions will actually increase as much as 15% in upstream portions of Lagunitas Creek
under Alternatives C & D. The DEIR/DEIS is silent on the recent experience of salinity intrusion’s
effect on drinking water quality delivered to NMWD customers. Those effects during dry year
periods, when flows in Lagunitas Creek during summer periods expect to be 25% lower than recent
experience should be evaluated.

Possible mitigation measures identified under Alternatives C & D currently address only
monitoring-of salinity adjacent to the Coast Guard wells and collaboration and support of NMW D's
pursuit of water supply reliability through development of the Gallagher Well to provide a
dependable water supply to NMWD’s West Marin service area. NMWD urges the National Park
Service to strengthen its commitment and fund extension of a pipeline from the Point Reyes Water
Treatment Plant to the Gallagher well for use during periods when the Coast Guard wells may be
affected by salinity intrusion.

Detailed Comments

1. Executive Summary, Page xl, paragraph 1: “Located upstream of the Coast Guard wells,
the Downey wells are no longer used for municipal water supply although 2 cfs water is pumped
from this well during the summer to the Giacomini Ranch for irrigation purposes as part of the
NMWD's agreement with the Giacomini family.”

Comment: The NMWD agreement with the Giacomini family commits 1.23 cfs irrigation water
delivery from the Downey well. Actual experience has shown that the irrigation pump and delivery
system is inefficient and delivers on average 1 cfs to the Giacomini Ranch. .

2, Executive Summary, Page x|, paragraph 6: “Average salinities during spring or high tide
and normal streamflow conditions would actually increase by as much as 15 percent in upstream
portions of Lagunitas Creek under Alternatives C-D...Because the frequency would notchange, the
impacts of these alternatives to municipal water supply would be moderate.”

Comment: See General Comment. The DEIR/DEIS did not address drinking water quality impacts

under dry year streamflow conditions and NMWD suspects that the impacts of these alternatives to
municipal water supply would be more than moderate.

3. Chapter 1, page 12: “Constraint: Saltwater intrusion conditions into groundwater wells in
Point Reyes Station would not exceed current levels or any increase caused by the proposed prOJect
would be mitigated by the project proponents.”

Comment: Itis not clear that saltwater intrusion conditions into the NMWD community water suppo ly
wells would not exceed current levels under the project alternatives, nor is it clear that NPS will fu tly
mitigate any increase caused by the proposed project.
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4. Chapter 2, Alternatives, Including The Preferred Alternative, page 35, paragraph 2:
“However, historically the Giacomini family which maintains 2.0 cfs appropriative water rights on
Lagunitas Creek, installed a temporary gravel dam in the creek each summer across from the White
House Pool County Park to create a large freshwater pool from which irrigation waters were drawn
through pumping. The Giacomini family was forced to discontinue this practice in 1997 by the
SWRCB.”

Comment: In Water Right Order No. 95-17, the SWRCB directed Giacomini to no longer install the
summer dam at its present location after 1997, but did not prohibit installation of a summer dam
upstream of the Green Bridge. The Giacomini family, in cooperation with NMWD, chose not to
install the summer dam after 1997 and to rely on limited irrigation supply from the Downey Well
pursuant to the agreement between NMWD and Giacomini.

5. Chapter 2, Alternatives Including The Preferred Alternative, page 35, paragraph 2:
“The west pasture is not irrigated; however, the Giacomini family does have a 0.5 cfs appropriative
water right on Fish Hatchery Creek that can be used for cattle watering and other purposes.”

Comment: | am not aware of any appropriative water right on Fish Hatchery Creek.

6. Chapter 2, Alternatives Including The Preferred Alternative, page 37, Bullet 3, Water
Supply Agreement with North Marin Water District: “This agreement would expire with the close
of the dairy in 2007.”

Comment: The agreement terminates on July 1, 2008.

7. Chapter 2, Alternatives Including The Preferred Alternative, page 38, Bullet 2:
Dedication of Lagunitas Creek Appropriative Water Right to In-stream Flow Uses

Comment: Is this DEIR/DEIS intended to serve as the environmental review for the prospective in-
stream flow dedication?

8. Table 2, page 121

Comment: Revise Alternative C. Impact, to reflect adverse change which may be more than
moderate since the evaluation has not been conducted to address salinity intrusion effect on
drinking water quality constituents during dry year streamflow conditions.

9. Chapter 3, Affected Environment, page 180, Table 7, Mainstem Bear Valley Creek, Item
3, Water Diversion: NMWD right, but no use.

Comment: NMWD holds no permanent water right on Bear Valley Creek. NMWD acquired a
Temporary Permit (No. 16903, Application No. 25339) in 1977 to divert up to 0.4 cfs for municipal
use and prevention of salt water intrusion durlng the drought year perlod of June 24, 1977 to
November 1, 1977.

10. Chapter 3, Affected Environment, page 184, paragraph 4: “The Giacomini’s now receive
irrigation water (approximately 2 cfs during the May 1 through November 1 period) from the NMWD
“Downey” well located approximated 0.9 miles upstream of Green Bridge, (Table 7).”

Comment: Irrigation deliveries from the Downey well are at maximum 1.23 cfs pursuant to the
agreement between NMWD and Giacomini.

11. Chapter 3, Affected Environment, page 186, paragraph 2: “NMWD currently has a water
right on bear Valley creek for a diversion of 0.401 cfs between January 1 and December 31, butitis
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not currently used for water supply (C. DeGabriele, NMWD pers. comm.).”
Comment: See Comment No. 9.

12. Chapter 3, Affected Environment, page 188, paragraph 3: “NMWD currently has a water
right for 0.666 cfs between January 1 and December 1 and the Giacomini family has a water right
for 0.5 cfs between April 1 and December 1.”

Comment: I'm unaware of any appropriative water right for diversion from Fish Hatchery Creek
held by either NMWD or Giacomini.

13. Chapter 3, Affected Environment, page 203, paragraph 1: “This gauge is far enough
upstream that it is not subject to tidal influence except during extreme events, (G. Kamman, KHE,
pers. comm.). For example in 2001, stream discharge dropped from 12 cfs to 6.75 cfs within
approximately 9 days followed by a sharp temporary increase from 7 cfs to ~ 9.4cfs over the period
of 1 to 2 days, (Figure 29). In summer 2002, stream discharge dropped from 13 cfs to 9.5 cfs over 1
to 2 days, followed later by a sharp increase approximately 2 cfs over another 1 to 2 days (Figure
29). Whether natural or unnatural, fluctuation in freshwater inflow particularly sharp ones as shown
in Figure 29, would have substantial effects on salinity patterns, both within stratified and mixed
portions of the creek. (Parsons, in prep). Modeling results for Lagunitas Creek suggest that
changes in stream discharge of 2 cfs can result in increases in doubling or 100% increases in
maximum water salinities. (KHE 2006a).”

Comment: The period referred to in this paragraph and in Figure 29 reflect the change in flows
maintained by Marin Municipal Water District pursuant to WR Order 95-17. From May 1 through
June 15, Lagunitas Creek flows in normal years are prescribed at 12 cfs. From June 16 to
November 1/15, Lagunitas Creek flows are to be maintained at 8 cfs. The variation is attributed to
MMWD adjusting releases from Kent Lake to maintain the flows upstream at the park gauge while
the reported data referenced here is collected at the Gallagher gauge.

14. Chapter 3, Affected Environment, page 301, paragraph 5: "The Downey well is no longer
used for municipal water supply, although approximately 2 cfs of water is pumped from this well
during the summer to the Giacomini Ranch for irrigation purposes as part of NMWD's agreement
with the Giacomini family.”

Comment: Correct the stated irrigation delivery to the Giacomini Ranch to 1.23 cfs.

15. Chapter 3, Affected Environment, page 305, paragraph 5: “Concerned about the loss of

the gravel dam and the potential of the ranch to be restored to tidal wetlands, NMWD contracted

with Soldati Engineering to analyze all water quality and other data collected to date to assess the

potential for future salinity intrusion events and to identify ways to provide adequate, good quality

water to the West Marin area glven the comlng changes. The NMWD study (1997) recommended
- implementation of off-tide pumping practices.”

Comment: The 1997 Lagunitas Salinity Intrusion Study for the Point Reyes Service Area
recommendations did not include implementation of off-tide pumping practices. Rather the report
recommendations stated: “Based on the alternatives presented, it is recommended that the District
construct a pipeline to the existing Gallagher well to allow immediate use of the well capacity for
additional supply or for blending and pursue development of an additional redundant water supply
for the Point Reyes Station area by constructing an additional water supply well (or two, if
necessary) either at the Gallagher well site or on a site yet to be determined between the existing
Gallagher well and the Downey well.”
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To date off-tide pumping practices have enabled the District customers to avoid the
substantial cost burden of extending a pipeline to the Gallagher well. However, it is likely that
Alternative C or D will increase the salinity intrusion to the Coast Guard wells triggering need for
development of the Gallagher pipeline, and the National Parks Service should pay for same.

Sincerely,

(s, Opffleccel,

Chris DeGabiriel
General Manager

CD/rr
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AMENDMENT
TO
AGREEMENT FOR
RAW WATER IRRIGATION SUPPLY
BETWEEN
NORTH MARIN WATER DISTRICT
AND
GIACOMINI & SONS, INC.

THAT CERTAIN “Agreement for Raw Water Irrigation Supply Between North Marin Water
District and Giacomini & Sons, Inc.” dated July 1, 1998, by and between NORTH MARIN WATER
DISTRICT, herein called “District,” and GIACOMIN! & SONS, INC., is hereby amended as follows:

Section 11- as sef forth on Page 6 shall be revised and shall read as set forth on

replcement Page 6A attached hereto and made a part hereof.
IN WITNESS WHERI@;%?S hereto have executed this amendment to their agreement

on the gﬁ day of , 2003.

SR
/ NORTH MARIN WATER DISTRICT
"District"

Barbara B. Munden, President

GIACOMINI & SONS, INCORPORATED

7 .
€ 1

o

Richard Giacpmini

Robert'Giacomini

CAWPSNCHRISWLAGUNITA\Res Amendment 0603.doc

ATTACHMENT 1



AGREEMENT
FOR .
RAW WATER IRRIGATION SUPPLY
BETWEEN

NORTH MARIN WATER DISTRICT

AND .
GIACOMINI & SONS, INC.
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prevent saltwater intrusion and to divert irfigation water. The SWRCB's Order directs that
after November 1, 1997, no such method of diversion of water from Lagunitas Creek can be
mstalled downstream of the nghway 1 Bndge in Pomt Reyes Station as shown on Exhlbn: A.

(h) The SWRCB has approved a change in point of diversion for Glacomlnl s license

_ lncludmg the North Marin's Coast Guard well site, North Marin's Downey well site and a

"yet to be determined point of diVersion related to the report referred to in Condition 1 of the

Army Corps of Engineers Permit {No. 18843N83) commonly known as the Coast Guard srte-
as shown on Exhibit A.

DEFINITIONS

2. Definitfon of terms used herein are:

(a) “"annually," "per annum,” or "fiscal year" mean a twelve month period
commencing July 1 and ending the following June 30.

(b) "af" means acre feet, a volume of water.

o) "

cfs" means cubic feet per second, a rate of water flow

(d) "Intertie Agreement" means Intertie Agreement between North Marin and Marin
Municipal Water District dated March 11, 1993.

(e} "Point of diversion"- means any location” within the Lagunrtas Creek watershed -
Wthh is authorized by the SWRCB for removmg water from the creek for the specific
purpose(s) and place(s) of use designated in the authorizing permit or license.

GENERAL

3. North Marin and Giacomini both agree that the most efficient way for both parties to

comply with the SWRCB Order WR 95-17 is to cooperate in construction of improvements to
and operation of an irrigation diversion facility on Lagunitas Creek located upstream of the
Highway 1 Bridge at the Downey well site, hereinafter called the Downey well facilities. This
cooperation consists of North Marin dellvenng 1.23 cfs of flow from Downey well facilities to
the Giacomini Ranch for pasture irrigation in exchange for transfer of 0.67 cfs of Giacomini’s

current 2. 67 cfs appropnatlve water right under Llcense 4324 to North Mann

' cousraucnou

Vs

~ 4, Subject to all permlttmg requirements, Downey well facilities to be lmproved shall
include:

{a) Repair of the existing Downey well head. e

{b) Removing existing pump facilities and installation of a vertical turbine pump and
30 horsepower motor mounted on the Downey well head together with electric power and

controls intended to deliver an approximate flow of 550 gpm (1.23 cfs) to the Giacomini

Ranch for pasture irrigation purposes
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the 2.67 cfs which may be diverted from Lagunitas Creek pursuant to License No. 4324.
As soon as practicable after execution of this Agreement, Giacomini.shall send a statement
of change 9f ownership of a portion of the License to the SWRCB in accordance with 14
California ;Administrative Code{ Section g’,_l , and Giacomini and North Marin shall
Smultaneously file a joint petition with the SWRCB under Water Code Section 1700 et seq.

and14 California Administrative Code Section 791 et seq. seeking the following changes:
(1) change in the purpose o ‘use, from

watering, municipal and industrial use, for 0.67 cfs of the 2.67 cfs which may be diverted;
(2) addition of North Marin's Point Reyes and P_aradisé.Ranch service area to the place of
use for 0.67 cfs of the 2.67 cfs which may be diverted; and (3) split the currently
authorized diversion of 2.67 cfs pursuant to license No. 4324 into two separate licenses,
allocating the diversions as follows: up to 0.67 cfs to be diverted te by North Marin, and

up to 2.0 cfs to be diverted by Giacomini.

(b) The parties agree that once said changes are approved, they will not object if the
SWRCB determines that North Marin and Giacomini should be identified as co-owners of

License No. 4324, or that it will issue separate licenses covering the respective interest of
North Marin and Giacomini in License No. 4324, The parties also agree that under no

i of diversion provided for in License No. 4324 be in.
any way altered as a result of this transfer of a portion of the License.

(c) In the event that the SWRCB does not approve changes in Lice'née No. 4324
described as (1) or (2) in Subsection 9 (a) above,

North Marin may, by written notice to
Giacomini, immediately terminate this Agreement. W

: ithin thirty (30) days of receipt of such
notice, Giacomini will pay to North. Marin any actual initial cost advanced by North Marini:
pursuant to Section 10 (a) hereo

f, and the cost of any raw water delivered by North Marin to
the Giacomini Ranch pursuant 1o Section 10 {c),

all including interest at the rate of seven per
cent (7%) from the date any such payment was made until the date of Gidcomini’s receipt of
the notice of termination. y

10. Chargés, Billing and Payment.

(a) lhitial costs. Pursuant to Section 6 of this Agreement North Marin shall fund all
initial costs estimated to be $12,025.

(b) Ongoing Annual Costs. North. Marin . shall fund annual installation and
maintenance -of facilities at the Downey well head as necessary and the ‘operation -and
maintenance costs of -all diversion _faci\ities, pump and pipeline maintenance gdsts__zand energy
costs. S ’

(c) Raw Water Charge: Raw water delivered to the Giacomini Ranch by North Marin
under this Agreement shall be metered an

d billed at the rate established in North Marin's
" Regulation 54 from time to time in-effect.

Said rate shall be based upon-North Marin’s cost
of operation {including electrical energy), maintenance and reserve for replacement. The
current rate for raw water from Lagunitas Creek is $45.00 per acre-foot.

, »
{d) Price for Purchase and Sale of a Portion of Water Right License No. 4324: In
consideration for the sale by Giacomini to North Marin of the right to divert 0.67 cfs of the
2.67 cfs which may be diverted under License No. 432

4, as described in Section 9 hereof, -
Giacomini shall receive raw water from North Marin pursuant to Section 8 at no cost 10

N :

irrigation and stock watering use to irrigation, stock =



NORTH gARIN WATE?ISTRICT

(President
Board of Directors .

GIACOMINI & SONS, INCORPORATED

ﬁ/é(/_/e{.g;c_k :

Richard Giacomini_

: Robert Giacomini
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION

PROOF OF PUBLICATION This space is for the County's Clerk Filing
(2015.5 CCP) '

Stamp:

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
- County of Marin

Proof of Publication

[ am a citizen of the United State and a resident
of the county aforesaid; I am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the in the above-entitled matter. [ am the

publisher of The Point Reyes Light, a ' PUBLIC HEALTH NOTICE _
: H y Salinity intrusion into the Point Re well supply serving the West Marin
newspaper of general circulation, pnnéed and wmm‘gesggpmkyeﬁo,em h{gmfﬁgd&mgsemw Eon
: H . has occurred beginning on onday, Ay, and has caused sodium con-
published in the town of Point Reyes Station, centrations to ingrease frombackg{mndgie’s\t'elsoprampcrmilﬁon(ppm)toa
county of Marin and which newspaper has Pwﬁvelof.&‘wmwmggilpdSmsEnvhmnmPromﬁonAgl_wyhgs
- . aDnnhn ater V1, recomme, sodium concentrations in
been adj_udged a néwspaper of general drinking walabetwgenSO_and ﬁosoprgn.x Sodiumqongb_enu-aﬁonot‘IZOppmisa
circulation by the Superior Court of the hﬂx:dbi:i?nany cmwde;:fwmgal%&xymcf:mwmm from background lev-
County of Mann. State of Califomnia, under the els of 20 ppm 10 2 cumrent level of 205 ppm. California Department of Health
date Olf Aprl 26 1949 C&SC Number 18307. Scmceshasseun.uppcraestheucstandardt{fZSOppl‘nforchlmdes_mMnhng.-
Fotice, of which the amexed e el by b e e o o
; . 3 e, persons wil ac ms or ms or 0s on-a salt-free
that the notice, Of. “thh the anncxed 1s a orlomldiexareadvisedfocmckwid:thcir’:ioct_orabouldﬁnkingﬂlewatcrsup-
printed copy (set in type not smaller than | piy. : , o

. R : ‘ol : . oy r ) Actions the District have tak:nto;ongtﬂtepmblem are:
nonpare:_ll)_._ha> been p.UbIIShEd n each I'C\‘Ulgl : l)Conﬁnueoff-&depumpingpncﬁceaxmePtReyﬁwells.
and entire issue of said newspaper and nccl)t n 2 Co?gnue.sampﬁng aﬂ’dmonitqingl::ﬁe sodium levels, Additiona! public
Wi g dates nolces will be issued should the sodium leve| femain above 50 ppm.
any .Supplemen{ thereof on the folio ne 3)Shwldsodiumlevelsconﬁnuetoexmd60gpnsleps will be undertaken
o wit: loinslallasalinityinm:sionbaxﬁerupsnamof the tate Route Highway 1 Bridge
crossing Lagunitas Creek at Point Reyes Station, California.

We trust the salt levels will returg t0 normal but the time this will take is
unknown. In the meantime we will run weekly notices in the Point Reyes Light
containing current sodium and chloride ion concentrations.

. Thank you for your forbearance with this problem.
Chris DeGabricle,
a,u, ra, 2oo<,’ : General Manager
g North Marin Water District '
) Published in The Point Reyes Light, Aug. 12, W 2004.

RRA™
I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury
that the foregoing is true and correct. :

Date at Pt. Re)}es Station, California, this
_12. 7 day of _‘szt_?//,a,f:

2009

)

NSt b

Signature

| ATTACHMENT 2




PROOF OF PUBLICATION

-PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5 CCP)

- STATE OF CALIFORNIA
. County of Marin

[ am a citizen of the United State and a resident
of the county aforesaid; I am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the in the above-entitled matter. I am the
publisher of The Point Reyes Light, a
newspaper of general circulation, printed and
published in the town of Point Reyes Station,
county of Marin and which newspaper has
been adjudged a newspaper of general
circulation by the Superior Court of the
County of Mann. State of California, under the
date of Apnl 26, 1949, Case Number 18307:
that the notice. of which the annexed is a
printed copy -(set in type not smaller than
nonpareil). has been published in each regular
and entire issue of said newspaper and not in

any supplement thereof on the following dates
o wit:

ngl/% 200¢

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury
~ that the foregoing is true and correct. -

D—ate at Pt. Reyes Station, California, this
_{9 7 day of ‘éé(?wszb_____,
2004

This space is for the County’s Clerk Filing

Proof of Publication

NOTICE
Sodium and chioride jon concentru-
Uons in the West Marin Water
Supply:
Week of 8/02/04 69 209 mpn*
Week of 8/16/04 58 122 med*
Week of 8/16/04 - 50 105 mpn+
*milligrams per liter
Chris DeGubriele. Generul Maniger

| North Marin Watér District

Published 'in the Point R
Light. August 19, 2 o Reyes

Signature
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NOTICE
Sodium and chloride ion concentrations in the West Marin Water Supply:

Date Sodium | Chloride |
Week of 8/02/04 | 698 209 | mg/
=) g - :
M > |Weskof8R#o4 | 58 | 122 |mgF
2 Week of 8/16/04 | 50 105 | mgl*

e

*milligrams per liter

%3\

Chris DeGabriele, General Manager
North Marin Water District



PROOF OF PUBLICATION

PROOF OF PUBLICATION )
(2015.5 CCP) RECEIVED

| cen n o
STATE OF CALIFORNIA  S2¢ 07 200!
County of Marin :

NORTH MARIN WATER DISTRICT

I am a citizen of the United State and a resident
of the county aforesaid; I am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the in the above-entitled matter. I am the
publisher of The Point Reyes Light, a
newspaper of general circulation, printed and
published in the town of Point Reyes Station,
county of Marin and which newspaper has
been adjudged a newspaper of general
circulation by the Superior Court of the
County of Mann. State of California, under the
date of Apnl 26, 1949, Case Number 18307,
that the notice, of which the annexed is a
printed copy (set in type not smaller than
. nonpareil). has been published in each regular

and entire issue of said newspaper and not in

any supplement thereof on the following dates
to wit: ‘

/é{d; &, 2609

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury
- that the foregoing is true and correct.

Date at Pt. Reyes Station, California, this

_2nd_day of _
2084

i \ Signature

This space is for the County’s Clerk Filing
Stamp:

Proof of Pﬁblication




PROOF OF PUBLICATION

PROOF OF PUBLICATION This space is for the County’s Clerk Filing
(2015.5 CCP) , Stamp:

. STATE OF CALIFORNIA
County of Marin '

Proof of Publication

[ am a citizen of the United State and a resident
of the county aforesaid; I am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the in the above-entitled matter. 1 am the - NOTICE s™rr i1
publisher of The Point Reyes Light, a Salinity jotrision iso. the - Pojat
newspaper of general circulation, printed and Mitin commmntis of Bo
published in the town of Point Reyes Station, g;;:';g;gc;;hmmggf
county of Marin and which newspaper has ning ‘on August. 2,:2004: and has’

- . . } caused sodium levéls to increase
been adjudged a newspaper of general | from background leveis of 30, parts

. - . T 0 ac
circulation by the Superior Court of the o1 62 o, The e belonr s ove]
County of Marin. State of Califomia, under the Chioride i the: Ve pooouim and
date of Apnl 26, 1949, Case Number 18307; R o -
that the notice, of which the annexed is a ek of 9/6/04 . 74 109
printed copy (set'in type not smaller than . ‘ :—"ﬂ‘i&f-mmn '
nonpareil). has been published in each regular - - Chris DGtk o
and entire issue of said newspaper and not in North Marin Water Dis
. " Published in i

any supplement thereof on the following dates Light, Sept 16, 3004 1
to Wit

Sept 16, 200 §

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury
that the foregoing is true and correct.

Ijate at Pt. Reyes Station, California, this
Le . day of _géz,;iﬂm,ﬁgc_,
2044 . :
RECEIVED
/) SEP 2 1 2004

by A 7o Tlomooi>

Signature | HORTH MARIN WATER DISTRICT
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION

This space is for the County's Clerk Filing
(2015.5 CCP) .
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RuEv?

STATE OF CALIFORNIA grp g U0
County of Marin

NORTH MARIN AT ERDISTRICT

Proovf of Publication

[ am a citizen of the United State and a resident
of the county aforesaid; I am over the age of
eighteen years, and not 2 party to or interested
in the in the above-entitled matter. I am the
publisher of The Point Reyes Light, a
newspaper of general circulation, printed and
published in the town of Point Reyes Station,
county of Marin and which newspaper has
been adjudged a newspaper of general
circulation by the Superior Court of the
County of Mann, State of California. under the

" NOTICE .. - .
Salinity “intrusion- into ‘the Point
Reyes well supply serving the West :
Marin conimuaities .of Point Reyes,"
Olema, Inverness Paik, and Paradise

Ranch Estates' has ‘occuired begin-. | |
ning ‘on August .2,:2004. and :has | ;

caused sodium’ levels ‘to . increase

from background levels of 30 parts | |

ot sen e ana

per-million (ppin) t0’a cuirent Jeve)- | -
of 62 pp. The table below Tists most .

date of Apnl 26, 1949, Case Number 18307;
that the notice. of which the annexed is a
printed copy (set in type not smaller than
nonpareil). has been published in each regular
and entire 1ssue of said newspaper and not in

any supplement thereof on the following dates
1o wil:

| S,o.f,t:zB/Z.OO‘(

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury
that the foregoing is true and correct. '

Dﬁte at Pt. Reyes Station, California; this
RISrd  day of
20 09.

L

;%M@w%?@:,

Signature




“Point’ Reyes-Tig

———

ﬁfi"Séﬁtéiij_l;e_ir_—‘-30.;:—--—206%7_-_ 29

. "NOTICE - .

Salinity intrusion into the Point
Reyes well supply serving the West
Marin communitics of Point Reyes,
Olema, Invemess Park, and Paradisc
Ranch Estates has occurmred . begin-
ning on August 2, 2004 and has

‘] caused sodium Jevels to. increase

from background levels of 30 parts
per ‘million (ppm) to a current level

of 62 pp- The table below lists most |

recent concentrations for sodium and
chloride in the West Marin water
- supply:

Weckof92704 61 141 med*
*milligrams per liter . .,

Chris DeGabriele, General Manager
North Marin Water District, =

Published -in. the.- Point Reyes- v
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PROOF OF PUBLICATION This space is for the County's Clerk Filing
(2015.5 CCP) _ Stamp:

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
County of Marin

Proof of Publication

[ am a citizen of the United State and a resident
of the county aforesaid; I am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the in the above-entitled matter. I am the
publisher of The Point Reyes Light, a
newspaper of general circulation, printed and
published in the town of Point Reyes Station.
county of Marin and which newspaper has
been adjudged a newspaper of general
circulation by the Superior Court of the ;
County of Manin. State of California. under the || e mition pon) o 4 ct
date of Apnl 26, 1949, Case Number 18307: ] recentco
that the notice. of which the annexed is a !
printed copy (set in type not smaller than
~nonpareil). has been published in.each regular
and entire issue of said newspaper and not in

any supplement thereof on the following dates
to Wit

Northann’Water Dis
{.; . Published-in the

Doz 7, 2009

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury
that the foregoing is true and correct. '

. - ED
Date at Pt. Reyes Station, California, this R E C E‘ V
7N WA 7> Pye

_ day of A/¢XaALor—r ___,

200 ¢/.

V‘C/m 2//!% '

Signature

NORTH MARIN WATERDISTRICT




PROOF OF PUBLICATION

PROOF OF PUBLICATION
(2015.5CCP) «

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
County of Marin

['am a citizen of the United State and a resident
of the county aforesaid; I am over the age of
eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the in the above-entitied matter. [ am the
publisher of The Point Reyes Light, a
newspaper of general circulation, printed and
published in the town of Point Reyes Station,
county of Marin and which newspaper has
been adjudged a newspaper of general
circulation by the Superior Court of the
County of Marin, State of California. under the
date of April 26, 1949, Case Number 18307

This space is for the County’s Clerk Filing

Proof of Publication

‘I Reyes well supply serviiig the ‘West .
+] Marin communities of Point Reyes, -

;|- Rarich Estates has octurred begin- |i
“| ning on_ August.2, 2004 and chas’ |

i

Olema, Invemess Park, and Paradise .} !

caused sodium levels to ‘increase’ |’
from background levels of 30 parts |
‘per million (ppm) to a current level |:
of 62 pp. The table below lists most |
recent concentrations for sodium and |-

. . i chioride “in_the .West' Marin water |!
that the notice. of which the annexed 1S a | suppty: s E : ' )
printed copy (set in type not smaller than | Week of 1014104 < 58 106 mgn+'|i
nonpareil). has been published in each regular - : Weekof 10/11/04 53 - J07; :
: P : . : *milligraims per liter

and entire issue of said newspaper and not in Chiis DeGabriee, Gendia
any supplement thereof on the following dates North Marin Water Distri
o wit: " Published “in _the

: Light, Oct. 14, 2004,

Lot 19 200¢

RECEIVED
- L certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury T S

that the foregoing is true and correct. : o o ,
e Toregoine e comeet - CCT 19 2004

Dﬁte at Pt Rey,eé Station, California, this
_LY™M day of st t—
2004.

e .

NORTH MARIN WATER DISTRICT

ignature
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

County of Marin

I'am a citizen of the United State and a resident
of the county aforesaid: I am over the age of

eighteen years, and not a party to or interested

in the in the above-entitled matter. I am the
publisher of The Point Reyes Light, a
newspaper of general circulation, printed and
published in the town of Point Revyes Station,
county of Marin and which newspaper has
been adjudged a newspaper of general
circulation by the Superior Court of the
County of Mann. State of Califomia. under the
date of Apnl 26, 1949, Case Number 15307:
that the notice. of which the annexed is a
printed copy (set in type not smaller than
nonpareil). has been. published in each regular
and entire issue of said newspaper and not in

any supplement thereof on the following dates
owit:

Hswp, 2009

I certify (or declare) under penalty of_per_jury

that.the foregoing is true and correct.

Dﬁte at Pt. Reyes Statjon, California, this

day of

o7 - __.
A M&r ‘

This space is for the County’s Clerk Filing
Stamp: -

Proof of Publication

__PUBLIC NOTICES .

| Thank you for yoir ce with this problérm

o . .-- 1 - PUBLICHEALTH NOTICE S,
Salinity intrusion into the Point Reyes well. supply serving the Wesi Marin.com-_|
-munities of Point Reyes, Olema, Inverness Park,-and Paradise Ranch Estates has | .
occurred beginning on Wednesday, Ocrober 27, 2004 and has caased sadium con- |
centrations to increase from recet kevels of below 50 parts per million (ppri) toa | -
.current level of 63 ppm. The.United States Enyi itat Protection Agency has
publisheda Drinking :Water Advisory recomimendin sodium concentrati
drinking water between 30 and pm. :Sodi ioti of ;

| health benchmark representing a 10% dietary contribution. -~ 7.7

Additionally, chioride ion concentrations have increased from backgrou.nd lcvel:

| of 20 ppm'to a current level of 76 ppm. California Department of Health Setvices |-
-1 has

set an upper aesthetic standard of 500 ppm for chlorides in drinking water. .

| Most persons will not be affected by the higher sodiim concentration but to be

safe, persons with cardiac problems or kidney problems or persons on a'salt-free, |
or low-salt diet are advised to check with their doctor about drinking the watet sup- | ¢
ply. - ot R H
Actions the District have taken to comect the problem are: .
1)-Coiitinue off-tide pumping practice at the Pt. Reyes wells. -

- '2)-Continue sampling and monitoring of the sodium levels. -Additior

“..  motices. will be issuéd should the sodium levels remain above 50 ppm
.. 3) Should sodium Jevels continue to exceed 60 ppm, steps. will be undertaken”
R 3 T ¥ sion barrier upstream of the State Route Highway 1-
.. . =ndge crossing Lagunitas Creck at Point Reyes Station, California.
We trust the salt levels will teturn to normal but the tirne this will take is vnknown.: | -
In the meantime we will run weekly notices in the' Point Reyes Light tontaining | -
current s6dium and chloride ion conceritrations. - : .; -

0, 2004."

( Signature

RECEIVED
noY 17 2004

NORTH MARIN WATER DISTRICT
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MARIN/SONOMA
MOSQUITO AND VECTOR CONTROL DISTRICT

First Organized District in California
595 HELMAN LANE, COTATI, CALIFORﬁ'IA 94%CE‘VED
TELEPHONE (707) 285-2200 FAX (707)5285 221Gpint Reyes

% h!al et Samehhaos i‘%
‘ | 1omBisy |
BOARD OF TRUSTEES ) Februal'y 1 3’ 2 007 % '
PRESIDENT ’ 1 ) / O
O SELVEDERE | T suer, )
NSNS ATTN: Superintendent BTN
SONOMA . Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project R — W
SECRETARY ~ DEIS/EIR, Point Reyes National Seashore A %E;.m
COTATI : 1 Bear Valley Road . ﬁﬂ:;l(ii: oS,
SONOM A S anee  Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 T ",
wEm— R
HEALDSBURG Dear Mr. Neubacher, : i—“— -------mT RECT,,, ‘
PAUL LIBEU - B NS )
ROHNERT PARK 4 - 1 ST :
STEVE AYALA In our review of the proposals for Giacomini Ranch restorationpeciset-tnds e b
PETALUMA ] Wi FHER
e that we are in agreement with the park services’ selection of alternati(es -
o GANTAROSA or D. Tidal recirculation is a preferred method to minimize mosquito
CRAIG LITWIN ‘ production thereby reducing the amount of pesticide necessary to control
seeasToroL © mosquito populations. While both alternatives provide the greatest wetland
EHANA . value they are not completely without potential problems with regard to '
kaiarinasanpizecLsumy - Culicidae production.
MARIN COUNTY ATLARGE -
MARIN COUNTY At LARGE Du1-1'ng the cons.truction phase of the project, impounded water should.be
NANGY BARNARD © avoided. Surveillance of the construction site and surrounding area will be
CORTE MADERA "~ required to address any situation that would produce disease vectors as well
FRANK EGGER , as salt marsh species. Whlle PrOJects_ of this magm.tud'e take years ‘fo
TOM BRADNER . stabilize, the interim period will require close monitoring. As previous
LARKSPUR experience has demonstrated with tidal recirculation in the Petaluma marsh,
CARRIE SHERRIFF-ROSENBERG occasional populations of Culicidae need to be controlled due to the dynamic
EAMAN ZWART nature of the ecosystem. Access for surveillance utilizing battery-powered
NOVATO traps will be necessary to determine the presence or absence of mosquito
WENDY MPHEE . populations. In addition, larval surveillance will be necessary to determine
. species and extent of production on site. '
JIM LAMMERS
SAN ANSELMO
LILA McGARTHY The fresh water component for the enhancement and preservation of red
SANRAFAEL legged frog has the highest potential of supporting disease vector mosquito,
SAUSALITO specifically Culex tarsalis, Culex erythrothorax, Culex stigmatosoma, and
ROGER SMITH

HBURON Culex pipiens pipiens. Previous experience at a number of fresh water

' restoration habitats has been problematic with regard to mosquito
production. To mitigate requires a comprehensive maintenance and
management plan to address excessive and invasive vegetation, nutrient

ADMINISTRATION

MANAGER
JAMES A, WANDERSCHEID

ASST. MANAGER/VECTOR
ECOLOGIST
RON KEITH

WWW, msmosqu«lto.com



input reduction, and access for control efforts, if needed. Surveillance in the fresh water
wetland component will be essential to determine the presence or absence of vector
Culicidae.

We applaud the Pt. Reyes staff for the extensive documentation and selection of a plan

that will return the Giacomini Ranch property to historical wetland for the benefit of
wildlife and the commumty

Thank you, for the opportunity to comment on the projéct and we look forward to seeing
the completion of the project. '

Sincerely,

Pdb b

Ronald D. Keith, Assistant Manager/Vector Ecologist
Chuck Krause, District Superintendent
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* . Mr::Don Neubacher, Superintendant RANGE CONS,
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{RE "~ Comments on Draft Envrronmental Impact Statement ﬂIJEI BEIRICTING
- Gracommr Wetlands Restoratlon Plan , 1 PERSONNEL
S .Dear Mr. Neubacher o i  SLBGET

—---The Marln County Department of Publrc Works : (1DFPW
_v_-opportunrty to provide comments. on the subject DE S/DEIR. Our specrfrc
-comments-and concern are as foIlows )

T ; . -insidée .or outside of the county: rlght of way. "
;. Fodp ContROL DiSTRICT | _ .

2
Whlte House Pool. County Park- northward towards Inverness Park. that would be
“and. abuts wetlands or watercourses.

: proposed project segment Please clarify. whether a sulsequent enwronrnental

E e ;3_)_'_7
499-6371 .0 |

P 0. Box 4186 San Rafael CA 94913-4186 415/499 6528 + FAX 41)499-3729/ TI'Y415/499-32$

ST T e ' C i_,wwmm,ma
- February 14, 2007 R : j_{___ SPEC PR USES -~ Director

AW ENFORC, 1 -

1 Mr RES,

-———

— -‘f_;ifi'\r.Tn_&; FHEST 3
/) -appreciates the

The DEIS/DEIR ldentrﬂed a southern perlmetnar trarl from a proposed

P!ease provide details-in- the
envrronmental document. ‘Any potential traffic impacts_ frim the' trall constructron

: ‘-.and use were also specrﬂcally not addressed

" The DEIS/DEIR identified a future public acc2ss trail"'extensio'n from

constructed in. collaboration with the.. County. of Marin. The loadway is narrow

Please provid: more details ‘on this -:
document would be requrred prror to thls extensron being ccrnstructed

The Countys Generai Plan and Blcycle and Pe'destrran Master F'Ian h

‘both identify a Class | pathway linking .the village of Pt. F.eyes——Statron with
~Inverness Park and Inverness. The-Preferred Alternative: (Alte-rnatlve C), as well
.as Alternatives A and B, have the ability to provide this linkagé (noted as the
“. "Southern Perimeter Trail') -while .the Environmentalls-: Preferred ‘Alternative
(AIternatwe D) does not, as A|ternat|ve D does not featur:: the: necessary brldge

A concemn rarsed by many residents of the area is that Sir Francrs Drake Blvd in
-"this "area. is ‘undesirable for- bicyelists and pedestriais, especrally children.
" Therefore,.parents drive their children to school instead ¢f the’ children walkrng or

biking. Residents also drive between the two vrltages whizn many. mentioned that
blklng would be preferable Further vrsrtors to the area will be. forced to drlve

1:\eric steger\correspondence\gt'acominideir'ddmmentsdp(:

415 495 3799 P22
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~from- trallhead to railhea
hlke 3

The attendant lncrease__n”vehlcle tnps because

i quallty through additional unnecessary. véhicle mil
and-a degraded visitor experience. ‘The geometric: constraints’ of Sit Flanr‘ls Drake Blvd
including ‘several homes' located - lmmedlately adjacent o it near Shorehne nghway
 preciude a° pathway lmmedrately adjacent. to the foadway: Provision -of a-:pathway
iconnectron as outlined in Alternatives A; B, and ‘C would-address & critical need. of the -
communities in the area as well as provide a contintous link arouncl-the. restoration area
and -a- connection with other walklng tralls W|th1n the Seashore for an |rnproved v1srtor'

' .expenence : A —_—

- Per:Caltrans. desngn standards a Class l pathway has a mmrrnum paved wrdth of 8 feet ,
with firm shoulders on-either side. It is our recommendation-that uncer Alternatives A, B,
or C a paved Class | pathway be provided-on the Southern Perimeter Trail between the

~ trailhead in Pt. Reyes.Station at 3rd ‘and C Streets and the White + ouse Pool property,
and to .extend this: pathway at a minimum to the rntersectron of Sir Francis Drake Bivd
and Bear Valley Road. Additionally, are the trails intended to be m Jltimodal, for use by
pedestrlan bicyclist or equestrian? Will" all trails be accessible, and if so, to what
standards (sidewalk, pathway or trails, to regulations-or guidelines?]. ‘Ne also.could not
find a typical cross sectlon minimum wrdth standard surfacing, etc n. +he environmental
document : .

4) The proposed project |dent|f ies a crosswalk along Sir Fr.mr,ls Drake: Blvd to
connect the bridge crossing to Bear Valley Creek Trail. The DEIS/LIEIR did not provide
details on whether crosswalk is warranted nor analyzed any traffic or padestrian hazards
from-such a crosswalk. Prior to construction of such a crosswalk, additional traffic and
safety analysrs would need to be provided to the County.

5) The proposed project shall comply with the County's locaf ordrnance requiring S
encroachment permits-for any work or. facility that are constructed in the. nght—of-way, 2T
and the project must comply with the time, place, and manner restriitioris established in .
the permlt In addition, construction methods, traffic control and accissibility comphance-

“are- not “completely described in the document and will be required with the
encroachment permit application. - Provide information on - prop ysd traffic control
measures, and rndlcate if any lane closures are desrred

6) - Varlous culverts are proposed to be replaced along countlr malntamed right of
ways. Before the County will approve the work, we will require that detziled hydrology
and hydraulic analysis be provided to ensure that the project will not result in any
increased risk of flooding. We are also concerned that the project deisign incorporates
the: County’'s need to maintain’ ‘county roads and culverts lncludlng clearance for
equrpment and personnel :

7 Please clarll‘y whether there will be trafflc generated onp JbllC roads from the
import or export of needed construction materials, such as fill material, and the expected
routes, especrally if the-Point Reyes Statlon village streets are used

Lastly, there is no agreement on division of maintenance responsmlllty for trails that may

exist or be built in the rlght of way and the county has ‘not budget =d for any potentlal

I:\eric steger\correspondencel\giacominideircomments.doc
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o capltal lmprovements We encourage the National Park Serwce to work with: the County
on any needed agreements as the pro;ect components are belng de /elopud

, Very—truly our

Erlc Steger N
-:Senlor CMI Engmeer

~«C: . Farhad:Mansourian
Craig Tackabery =
Tim Haddad, CDA
Ed Hume, P&0OS
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"McNamee, Sharon" - To: <pore_planning@nps.gov>

<SMcNamee@co.marin cc: "Crosse, Liza" <LCrosse@co.marin.ca.us>, "Steger, Eric"
.ca.us> <ESteger@co.marin.ca.us>, "Lewis, Liz" <LizLewis@co.marin.ca.us>,

. "Huime, Ed" <EHulme@co.marin.ca.us> '
gg;mzom 04:55PM g piect: ATTN: Final draft NPS - Giacommini RanchRestora"""“P'_r"gj;e_crﬁfﬁ--u=,

Comments

February 14, 2007 , L

Don Neubacher, ‘ / . R

Superintendent Point Reyes National Seashore _ : TR '
1 Bear Valley Road, Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 . et
Submitted by E-mail: February 14, 2007 L

Subject: NPS - Giacommini Ranch Restoration Project EIR Cpmments : (’C e

SENT VIA EMAIL

Dear Superintendent Neubacher-

We respectfully submit the following comments regarding the NPS - Giacommini Ranch’ Restepailon
Project EIR. o,
We are excited about the restoration project and the overall positive impacts for the reglon‘ i
Bay. The Parks and Open Space Department is primarily focusing our comments or | the #réas we -

manage known in your document as the White House Pool Park and the Green Bridge Parh.,w ek i

The Whitehouse Pool Park parking lot is heavily used and is one of the main access points for viewing the
southern portion of the preserve; therefore, we feel the following improvements and issues should be
included in analysis of the project:

e Allow access from C Street to the Southern Spur Trail-and to the new bridge across the creek.
We feel that this is a safer route than Highway 1 and Sir Francis Drake Blvd. for most users,
including children and equestrians. It also reduces the potential environmental impact that would
result from changes to the Green Bridge wetlands area -

e Increase the elevation of the White House Pool parking lot to reduce flooding and provide year.
round access C

e Provide for trail repair if the restoration work/improvements causes erosion or damages the

_ existing trail network through the County park.

e Construct an elevated boardwalk for multi-use purposes, if the current trail system through the
Whitehouse Pool Park is not functional after restoration work

e Include a fully accessible, raised viewing platform at the Whitehouse Pool Park site. We
acknowledge that we could reduce the number of viewing points currently in place along the creek
edge.

e Address drainage/flow issues in and adjacent to the parking lot

e Consider protection of the existing wooden bridge near the Whitehouse Pool parking lot as a part
of the trail system '

e Address needed maintenance and improvements of drainage facilities throughout the area with
specific attention paid to flooding in the area of White House Pool and the Tomasini Creek —
Mesa Road area

e Consider multi-model transportation needs to include sufficient space and all weather access in
and around the project area, recognizing possible conflicts may occur with multiple users such as
bikes, children, horses and dogs

e Replace the current portable toilets at the White House Pool parking lot with a permanent fully
accessible, full-service restroom recognizing there will be an increase in usage



e Coordinate agencies regulations and signage for public viewing and access for the entire project
site

We look forward to continuing to work with you and interested parties to make this a successful project.

Sincerely,

- Sharon McNamee
Director and General Manager Marin County Parks and Open Space

CC: Supervisor Steve Kinsey
Eric Steger, DPW
Liz Lewis, DPW
Gordon Bennett, Sierra Club
Ed Hulme, Marin County Parks

Email Disclaimer: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/nav/misc/EmailDisclaimer.cfm
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA RESOURCE } AGENCY ARNGILD SCHWARZENEGGER, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVAIION

CEIVED
DIVISION OF LAND RESOURCE PROTECTION Poingys
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February 13, 2007

Mr. Eric L. Gillies

California State Lznds Commission
100 Howe Avenue, Ste 100 South
Sacramento CA ¢5825

Don Neubacher, Superintendent

CULLRES, |
Giacomini Wetlan:« Restoration Project DEIS/EIR i 2 '

MAINI. "f

Point Reyes Naticinal Seashore N
1 Bear Valley Road T ng"s :
Pt. Reyes Station, CA 94956 ey !

- DGET ;

: '7‘-—-_“r:—-‘
Subject:  SCHi# 2002114002 - Draft Environmental Impact Rept i iR iE-fof the
Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project, Marin County

Dear Mr. Gillies arid Superintendent Neubacher:

The Department of Conservation's Division of Land Resource Protec:tion (Division)
monitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis and administers the California Land
Conservation (Wiliamson) Act, California Farmland Conservancy Program, and other
agricultural land conservation programs.

The California State Lands Commission and the National Park Service are acting as
lead agencies in preparation of the document cited above. The prof:osed project
involves wetland rastoration of the Giacomini Ranch and Olema Marsh. The Giacomini
Ranch is located it the southern end of Tomales Bay; a 6,800 acre, 12 mile long mile
wide estuarine err bayment that runs along Point Reyes National Seashore’s north
perimeter. Togeth zr, the ranch and the marsh comprise the project area. The ranch has
historically supporied dairy operations. The Park Service currently awns approximately
550 acres of the rianch. The State Lands Commission owns a porticn of Lagunitas
Creek between th:: ranch’s east and west pastures. The Park Service owns
approximately 50 aercent of Olema marsh, A non-profit organization, the Audubon
Canyon Ranch owns the East and West Pastures of the Ranch.

Williamson Act

Some of the land ‘nat may be converted to non-agricultural uses is under Williamson
Act contract. The Zalifornia Land Conservation Act (Government Ccde §51200 et seq.)
of 1965, commonly known as the Williamson Act. The document carrectly reflects that

The Deparm ent of Conservation's mission is to protect Californians and their 2nvironment by:
Protecting lives and property from carthquakes and landslides; Ensuring safe mining «nd oil and gas drilling;
Conservi.g California's farmland; and Saving energy and resources throuy:h recycling.

FEB-13-26087 16:34 19163273438 98% F.@1
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Mr. E;ic L. Gillies and Superintendent Don Neubacher
February 13, 2007
Page 2 of 3

the Act provides a tax incentive for the voluntary enroliment of agricuitural and open
space lands in conlracts befween local government and private landowners. The
contract enforceably restricts the land to agricultural and open space uses, and
compatible uses d::fined in state law and local ordinances. An agricultural preserve,
which is established by local government, defines the boundary of an area within which
a city or county wili enter into contracts with landowners. Local governments calculate
the property tax assessment based on the actual use of the land instead of the potential
land value assuming full development.

Willizmson Act cor tracts -are for 10 years and longer. The contract i; automatically
renewed each yea-, maintaining a constant, ten-year contract, unless the landowner or
local government fiies to initiate nan-renewal. Should that occur, the Williamson Act
would terminate 101 years after the filing of a notice of non-renewal. Dnly a landowner
can petition for a contract cancellation. Tentative contract cancellations can only be
approved after a lccal government makes specific findings and determines the
cancellation fee tc be paid by the landowner. The County and Coastal Zone LLP have
identified maintenznce of agricultural resources as a priority. The do;ument indicates
that the East and ‘Vest Pastures (currently under contract) will have no agricultural land
management involved with any of the project alternatives. We suggest that the
landowner and local government rescind the Williamson Act contraci and re-enter into
an Open-Space ct.ntract as long as the acreage is privately owned.

Public Acquisition

The document indicates that there may be additional acquisitions that would expand the
Wildlife Area in the: future, but does not elaborate. Any future acquisition would require -
additional environrnental documentation, and we ask that we receive a copy of the
documents for our review and comment. As is required by Government Code section
51291©, we request that the Director of the Department of Conservetion receive '
notification of any propased acquisition within 10 days of-its occurrerice, as the subject
land may be under Williamson Act contract. Goverhment Code section 51291 specifies
the notification prcvisions of the Williamson Act when there is a possible acquisition of
Williamson Act lands. We suggest that sections 51290 — 51295 be reviewed in detail.
Please do not hes tate to contact the Division for assistance, and we wauld be pleased

to meet with you when an acquisition is planned to discuss statutory requirements for
such an action.

Land Evajuation a1d Site Assessment and Impact Analysis

The document prcvides a discussion regarding the Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment mode!. Its use is required under the Code of Federal Regulations, and is a
tool that is encourizged under California Environmental Quality Act. The final EIS/EIR
shouid include the computation and provide an explanation of the resultant finding. The
document also indicates that an expanded range of impact thresholds has been
developed based :3n the LESA guidelines for evaluation of intensity of impacts (page
419). The FEIS/EIR should contain this “expanded range of threshclds”, and provide

FEB-13-2887 16:34 19163273430 39  p.e2
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Mr. Eric L. Gillies and Superintendent Don Neubacher
February 13, 2007
Page 3 of 3

- rationale for how these thresholds apply to the proposed project. As the state agency
charged with moniloring statewide agricultural land conversion, and charged under
CEQA as the agericy responsible for reviewing such impacts, we carnot concur with a
finding that conversion of the east and west pastures to non-agricult ral uses would be
less than significant unless additional clarifying detail is provided.

Thanl you for the upportunity to review this EIS/EIR. We look forward to receiving your
response. Please -ontact Jeannie Blakeslee at (916) 323-4943 should you have any
questions regardin; these comments. Hard copy delivered via US Mail.

Sincerely,

Grian Leahy

Assistant Direc;tor

cc: VIA EMAIL www Park Planning@nps.org

FEB-13-2087 16335 19163273430 99
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+ State of California - The Resources Agency

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

http://www.dfg.ca.gov

POST OFFICE BOX 47
YOUNTVILLE, CALIFORNIA 94599
(707) 944-5500

ENEGGER, Governor

February 7, 2007

Mr. Don Neubacher

Point Reyes National Seashore
1 Bear Valley Road

Point Reyes, CA 94956

Dear Mr. Neubacher:

y = {CENTRAL FXES 3
Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project Draft Environmental Impact Report

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) supports the proposed Giacomini Wetlands
Restoration Project in an effort to restore hydrologic and ecological process and
functions to the project area and, in a larger context, restoration of the Tomales Bay
watershed. The lead agency, the National Park Service, has selected Alternative C
as the preferred alternative which includes full restoration of the Giacomini Ranch
East and West Pastures and restoration of Olema Marsh, with moderate development
of public access paths within the project area.

Alternative C involves the complete removal of several levees in the East and West
Pastures, grading, revegetation and integration of the Olema Marsh into the restored
wetland complex. Other important elements of this project include dedication of project
areas’ appropriative water rights to in-stream flow uses, removal of the “Main Dairy”
from upland areas, removal of high priority invasive plants, removal of worker housing
along Tomasini Creek, and other restoration management actions.

During implementation of this project there is the potential for short term and/or long
term impacts to several special status State/Federal species and their habitat including:
California clapper rail, central coast coho salmon, California brown pelican, Least Belil's
vireo, California red-legged frog, as well as other species. Please be advised that a
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit must be obtained if the project has
the potential to result in take of species of plants or animals listed under CESA, either
during construction or over the life of the project. Issuance of a CESA Permit is subject
to CEQA documentation; therefore, the CEQA document has specified impacts,
mitigation measures, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870



Mr. Don Neubacher
February 7, 2007
Page 2

For any activity (such as levee removal or stream channel re-alignment), that will divert
or obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel, or bank (which may include
associated riparian resources) of a river or stream, or use material from a streambed,
DFG may require a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA), pursuant to Section 1600
et seq. of the Fish and Game Code, with the applicant. Issuance of SAAs is subject to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). DFG, as a responsible agency under
CEQA, will consider the CEQA document for the project. To obtain information about
the SAA notification process, please access our website at www.dfg.ca.gov/1600; or to
request a notification package, contact the Streambed Alteration Program at

(707) 944-5520.

If you have questions, please
(707) 944-5573; or Mr.

yJeremy Sarrow, Environmental Scientist, at
ater Conservation Supervisor, at (707) 944-5570.

Acting Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region

cc:  Mr. Ryan Olaf
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, Suite W 2605
Sacramento, CA 95829
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AG'%NCY i
REGION IX a FEB 1 i ‘“ !
75 Hawthorne Street 4 {

San Francisco, CA 94105.3901 PR

SCIENCE
SPEC. PK. USES
February 14, 2007 (T AW ENFORE,

AT RES,

MAINT.

1 |RANGE CONS,
Point Reyes National Scashore FIRE MGT. K
Point Reyes, CA 94956 i {NTERE
g CULL RES.
Attn: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration 7

Subject: Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project Draft Environmental fmpadipeg
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) [CEQ #2008t {?”‘4’

e
Dear Mr. Neubacher- S

ENTRAL FILES

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above
referenced document. Our review and comments are provided pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ)
NEPA Implementation Regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1 508, and our NEPA review
authority under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

EPA supports the objectives of this project and believes the proposed project will
significantly improve the hydrologic and ecological processes and functions in the
Tomales Bay watershed. We have, therefore, rated this Drafi EIS/EIR as LO ~ Lack of

Objections (see enclosed “Summary of Rating Deflinitions™). We recommend additional

mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts from spills during construction/
restoration activities in this highly sensitive project area. We also recommend that the
Final EIS/EIR provide more specific information regarding the project’s estimated
nitrogen dioxide emissions and conformity 1o the State Implementation Plan.

FEB~14-2007

We appreciate the opportunity to review this Draft EIS/EIR and request a copy of
the Final EIS/EIR when it is officially filed with our Washington, D.C., office. If you

have any questions, please call me at (415) 972-3846, or have your staff cal] Jeanne
Geselbracht at (415) 972-3853.

13:87

Sincerely,

Nova Blazej, Manager
Environmental Review Office

Printed on Recycled Paper

4159478026 6 P.o2



GIACOMINI WETLAND ‘RESTORATION PROJECT DRAFT EIS/EIR
: EPA COMMENTS - FEBR UARY, 2007

Spill Prevention and Résgonse Plan

The Draft EIS/EIR specifies several effective measures that will be required during
construction to avoid contaminant spills. In this sensitive project area, we strongly
€ncourage stringent best management practices and recommend additional measures be
included in these requirements.

Recommendation: We recommend the following additional measures to
minimize the impact of potential spills.

* A spill kit with boom and sorbent materials should be on site at all times
during construction;

* No vehicles will be fuéled., lubricaied, or otherwise serviced within 100
feet of the normal high-water area of any surface water body.

Recommendation: We also recommend you contact Peter Reich in EPA Region
9’s Oil Program at 415-972-3052 to discuss the project’s intended operations to
ensure compliance with any oil spill regulations that may apply to the project.

Alr Emissions

The Draft EIS/EIR indicates that, under the proposed project, earth moving equipment
during restoration activities would potentially generate major or substantial amounts of
nitrogen dioxide (NOx). For purposes of this EIS/EIR, “major or substantial emissions”
are emissions greater than 80 pounds per day. The Bay Area is a non-atiainment area for
ozone. The General Conformity requirement of the Clean Air Act (CAA) mandates that
the Federal Government not license, permit, or approve any activity not conforming to an
approved CAA implementation plan. Flowever, the Draft EIS/RIR does not include the
projected NOx emissions for the proposed project or indicate whether the project
conforms to the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Additional information is needed in the
Final EIS/EIR to demonstrate that the project conforms to the SIP,

Recommendation: The Final EIS/EIR should provide NOx emissions estimates
for the proposed project and discuss how the project conforms to the SIP. The
National Park Service should work with the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District to ensure that anticipated emissions from the proposed project are
consistent with the applicable SIP.

F‘.ad_
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California Native Plant Society

February 9, 2007 i -‘-“[‘”i l H ;1
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Don L. Neubacher, Superintendent ! g : E & % ; E 2 '31 ;—: :}E;
Attn: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project Bl ESBIERR | ;i <!
Point Reyes National Seashore % g S i BE
1 Bear Valley Road 1118 ]
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 o0 TN T O B R N LS B ;

Dear Superintendent Neubacher,

The Board of Directors, Marin Chapter, California Native Plant Society (CNPS),
strongly supports the adoption of Alternative D. We do so because it provides the
basis for the most complete restoration and continued protection of the area included
within the proposed project. Alternative C also provides almost equal recovery, but
the inclusion of a possible transportation corridor from Inverness Park to Point Reyes
Station could result in unwanted intrusion into sensitive areas. Alternatives, A and B
as well as the No Action alternative do not provide adequate recovery. If the preferred
Alternative C is adopted, measures should be taken to protect the area from off trail
public intrusion.

We note that under Alternative C and D considerable quantities (160,000 cubic
yards for Alternative D) of surplus soil are scheduled to be deposited in old quarries
located on Tomales Point within Point Reyes National Seashore. Some of these
quarries have CNPS listed plant species on their immediate borders. Protection of
these species during soil disposal and subsequent monitoring for invasive plant
species should be provided.

Sincerely,
it Souit>
Robert Soost

Board of Directors
Marin Chapter, CNPS
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Brannon ketcham T: Lormane Parsons PORE NP5 NPS
[
Subject: Fw: EAC Announcement: Gascomini Restoration Plan - Public mecfing
tomorros nighr,

252007 | 220 AM PST

Brannon Ketcham

Hydralogist.

Pomnt Reves Nanonal Seashore
Poini Reves Station, CA 94936
(415} dad-5192

windhod by Braneon Keteharn PORE NPS on 10-23 3007 1 1:19 AM e
"Fredervick Smith, Jr., [0 branmon Ketchama nps. gov
Envirenmental Action o kabkit comeast net
Committee of West Subject: EAC Announcement: Giaeomini Restoration Plan - Public meeting romorren
Marin™ “each svn.nel> night.

01242007 D32 PMPST

[ear Brannon and Kathleen.
Happy 2007 to all of you,

First let me say how happy [ am to be your new Exccutive Director at
Ure EAC of West Marin. [ only started my new position a few weeks
age but [ aleeady feel comfortable tharks in part 10 all of the

support 1 have received from the EAC membership. In particular, I'd
like o thank vur board members who put their heart and energy imto
helping to protect the best of West Marin for ourselves and Giture
Fenerulions o enjoy.

T thyis light. the Wauonal Sesshore’s Giacomini Wetlands Restoration
Project proposal is out for public review and the EAC is exeited to
se2 Point Reves National Seashore’s support for extensive restoration
of the werlands at the south end of Tomales Bav for the benefit of
wildlife, including Cohe salmen that spawn i Lagunitas and Clema
Crecks.

The EAC supports Alvernative D with one modification, hecause ir is
the alternative that provides for the most extensive restoration
potential. We support modifying Alternative D to inclode a bridee
over Lagunitas Creek, which would connecr the existing levees paths
on either side. This will create a continuous, law-impact trail
between the White House Pool parking lot and the Green Bridge.

Please atiend the Seashore’s public meeting wmorrow everung,
Thursday, January 23th ar 6:30 pom. at the Park Headquatters’ Red
Barn Classroom to inform the public and get mput on the plan.

The EAC beligves tha the Seashore's preferred Alternatve O while a
great step in the right direetion, is not the best option for a full
restoration of the wetlands, Alternanve 1, with the addition of the
bridae over Lagunilas Creek, is the best plan 10 fully restore the
wetlands and improve public access.



For more mfvrmation en the plan. go w:
http:www nps.gov pore parkmzmt/planning_giacomini wip ciseir_draft 2006 him

The Parck s accepting written lemers on this proposal until February
4. Please consider sending a letter or c-mail to:

Don Neobacher. Superintendsnt

Poun Reyes National Scashore

Point Reves, CA 249506

Antn: Chacomunt Wetlands Restoration Project
E-mail: parkplanningdnps gov

Thank vou all for vour support of the EAC of West Marin
For Truth, Justice and the Riparian Way.

Fred

Frederick Smith. Jr.
Executive Direcnr

Environmental Action Conmmaties of West Marin
Protectng West Mann singe 1971

Box 600

Point Reves Staton, CaA 94936

tel: 415-663-9312

fax: 415-662-3014

el cacii svn.met
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"Frederick Smith, Jr." To: pore_planning@nps.gov
<eac@svn.net> " cc:

02/14/2007 04:18 PM Subject: Attn: EAC's Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project Comments
PST

Hello,

Ed

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on behalf of the Envirdnme;ﬁal«AﬁE;&E(feggnﬁtee of
West Marin. Our comments are attached and pasted below. : i

| Y PN DRSO W

Sincerely,

it e el

FEBin:,

e ———— e

Frederick Smith

=

07.doc
February 14, 2007

Don Neubacher, Superintendent
Point Reyes National Seashore
1 Bear Valley Road

Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

BUDGE? .
' CFNTRR] SR
Attn: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project

Dear Superintendent Neubacher,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR). The
Environmental Action Committee of West Marin (EAC) wholeheartedly supports Point Reyes
National Seashore’s (PRNS) effort to restore much of the Giacomini Ranch property and Olema

restoration project a reality.

After careful thought and consideration, the EAC supports Alternative D because it is the best
alternative to ensure the largest restoration potential for the Tomales Bay wetlands and the
watershed. Alternative D is the Environmentally Preferred Alternative in the DEIS/DEIR for the
reason that it 1) provides the most extensive restoration of the system and 2) minimizes future
adverse effects to birds, salmon and other wildlife species from the baseline of natural habitat



February 14, 2007

Don Neubacher, Superintendent
Point Reyes National Seashore
1 Bear Valley Road v
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

- Attn: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project
Dear Superintendent Neubacher,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Drafi Environmental Impact Report



While Alternative C provides many of the ecological benefits in Alternative D, large
potential increases in human use adjacent to Tomocini and Lagunitas Creeks, could
negatively affect habitat use and quality. The fact is there are already abundant human
access points in Point Reyes National Seashore and within a few miles of the project area.
While improved access in the project area should be an important consideration, it should
not intrude upon the natural restoration of the Tomales Bay wetlands and Olema Marsh.

One thing that is missing from the DEIS/DEIR analysis is the potential effects of public
access to wildlife and ecological resources from a baseline of naturally occurring habitat
conditions, rather than its current altered state. Utilizing the DEIS/DEIR’s analysis
alone, it is difficult to assess the real, continuous impacts of increased human use and
trail intrusion into what could eventually be a naturally restored wetland system free from
intense human presence. Please consider including an analysis in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement/Report that looks at baseline conditions for these habitat
types and assesses the effects of increased human use upon wildlife and maintenance
funding concerns. This will help the public understand how PRNS’ support of
Alternative C ensures that future human activities in the project area are in harmony with
the area’s irreplaceable wildlife, scenic and other natural resources.

Also, please consider changing the name from the Giacomini wetlands to the Tomales
Bay wetlands, as the ranch itself is the impediment to recovery, not its solution.
Considering that this project stands to restore up to 50% of Tomales Bay’s wetlands, it
doesn’t sound unreasonable that it should be named after the bay. The new name is also
supported by a wide cross section of the local populace.

In conclusion, thanks you for your dedication to making this restoration process a reality.
It is truly one of the biggest legacies of your time as PRNS Superintendent. It both
excites and gives me hope that natural resource management in the United States is on
the right track. This restoration project is a role model to the United States and the world.

Sincerely,

Frederick M.R. Smith, Jr.
Executive Director



Collaborative Comments by the Marin County Bicycle Coalition, the Community

Pathways Committee, the Sierra Club, Access4Bikes, and Transportation

Alternatives for Marin on the Giacomini Ranch Wetlands Restoration Project DEIR

February 14, 2007

Superintendent Don Neubacher

Point Reyes National Seashore

Point Reyes, CA 94956

(This letter is also being postmarked and mailed today)

Attention: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan
Subject: DEIR comments
Dear Superintendent Neubacher:

The Marin County Bicycle Coalition, in partnership with the Sierra Club, the Community
Pathways Committee, Access 4 Bikes, and Transportation Alternatives for Marin have
reviewed the DEIR for the Giacomini Ranch Wetlands Restoration Project and
respectively request that the National Park Service (NPS) choose the following as its plan
for the restoration:

We recommend Alternative D with the addition of the Southern Perimeter Path as
noted in Alternative C and with the following additional considerations:

1. The multi-use pathway should extend all the way from Point Reyes Station to
Inverness Park and on to the North Levee.

2. The pathway should provide a safe, stable, permeable surface for bicycle and
pedestrian use, such as is provided by decomposed granite with a pine resin
binder.

3. Funding for the public access portion of the project should be secured
concurrently with the restoration funds, and should be installed simultaneously.

4. Design, funding and maintenance of non-NPS-owned land should be agreed to
in advance through a Memorandum of Understanding between the NPS and the
County of Marin (on whose lands the path will occur).

Throughout the past three years of public comment on this issue, NPS has seen
tremendous support for the Southern Perimeter Path from local residents. The idea of a
path in this area has a long history in West Marin, dating back more than 30 years to the
formation of the West Marin Paths group in the late 1970's.



This new path will link residences with schools and public services such as the post
office and library, and with local businesses, making it possible for people to travel safely
between Point Reyes Station and Inverness Park without walking or riding along narrow
country roads.

Environmental stewardship, walking and bicycling go hand-in-hand. The more
opportunities people have to walk and bike rather than drive, the more we reduce air
pollution, water pollution and runoff from parking lots and roads in our fragile local
ecology '

The Southern Perimeter Path will allow bike/ped access along the wetland’s perimeter, as
well as provide viewpoints for birding and observation of the newly restored wetland. In
this way, the path will expand NPS’s ability to provide public access to the publicly-
owned wetlands.

The Marin County Bicycle Coalition and its partners respectfully ask the NPS to make
intermodal transportation between Point Reyes Station and north of Inverness Park a
reality by including the Southern Perimeter Trail in the Final EIR, along with a pledge to
secure the funding for the project, and to work concurrently with the County of Marin on
an MOU. This collaborative agreement will improve public safety, help reduce motor
vehicle trips (which degrade wetlands,) and help fulfill an NPS mission of providing
public access to its lands.

Signed:

Kim Baenisch

Executive Director ,
Marin County Bicycle Coalition
P.O.Box 1115

Fairfax, CA 94978

Gordon Bennett
Chair, Marin Group
The Sierra Club

Dona Larkin

Community Pathways Committee
Pt. Reyes Station, CA

94956

Alex Burnham
President

Access 4 Bikes

P.O. Box 526

Pt. Reyes Station, CA
94956



Patrick Seidler

President

Transportation Alternatives for Marin
187 E. Blithedale Avenue

Mill Valley, CA 94941

Cc:  Steve Kinsey, Marin County Fourth District Supervisor
Farhad Mansourian, County of Marin Public Works Director
Congresswoman Lynn Woolsey
Senator Barbara Boxer
Senator Dianne Feinstein
Assemblyman Jared Huffman
Senator Carole Migden



Point Reyes Lodging Association

2/13/07
ATTN: Superintendent: re. Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project DEIS/EIR

Point Reyes Lodging is a group of seventeen professional lodging properties in the Point
Reyes area. As residents of the area and hosts to visitors year round to the Point Reyes
National Seashore area we would like to provide input on the selection of a preferred
option for the Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project.

Because many of our guests are interested in visiting and experiencing the natural beauty
of the area we support an option that would provide the most access for viewing and
interacting with the wetland area. Options A & B provide the most public access. Option
C, while not including the Eastern Perimeter trail on the railroad right of way does -

include the connection bridge at White House Pool and the option for extending the
Southemn path to Inverness Park.

Point Reyes Lodging urges the park to include public access that includes both viewing
the wetland area and helping to create a network of paths off-road between our
‘communities and urges the park to take into consideration the environmental benefits of

providing an alternative to driving motor vehicles around the wetland area and between
communities.

Thank you for consideration on this matter.

. RECEIVED .
Sincerely, , Point Reyes 5
Point Reyes Lodging ’ '

PO Box 878

Point Reyes Station, CA 94956
415-663-1872

T ————
CONTRACTING

2 | PERSONNE;
. ABUDGE: i
« 7 CENTRALFILES T

P.O. Box 878 ¢ Point Reves Station. T4 94950 ¢ (4151 663-1872 <« (800) 539-1872
www.ptreves.com
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Point Reyes Station Village Association W
P.0. Box 476 } AL
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 L ASCIENCE :
- JSPEC. PK. USES
February 12, 2007 - LAW ENFORC.
U ANAL RES,
RANGE ZONS. -

Superintendent Don Neubacher

|

Point Reyes National Seashore ¢ . JFIRE MGT,
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 3 INTERP
f . JCULT. RES.
Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan- Comments on Draft EIS/EIR ? e MAINT. o
: ! . JCONTRACTING
Dear Superintendent Neubacher: M PE NEL
; ET

The Point Reyes Station Village Association is a community forum for consicf’emg ARITRAL FILES
use proposals in the Point Reyes Station area. Through our Design Review Committee, "
we regularly provide comments on local development matters to the County of Marin and

other agencies. Our comments are guided by the Point Reyes Station Community Plan of

2001.

We agree with the references and interpretations of the Community Plan made in the
draft EIS/EIR. One goal of the Community Plan that is particularly relevant for the
project deserves repetition here. It is the goal of protecting the residential uses, next to
commercial and public uses, in the historic downtown area of Point Reyes Station. If
residential use is driven out by increased traffic, parking, noise and litter, the unique
character of our town will be lost. We appreciate the attention shown to this issue in the
draft EIS/EIR, but much of the detailed planning of the park-town interface must await
the outcome of the proposed land exchange of parcels along C Street.

Two minor corrections should be made: In some places, the year of the Community Plan

* is given as 2000. It should be 2001. The reference to the zoning designation of the parcels
on C Street (for instance, in the text on page 615), is incorrect. The zoning C-R-A:B-2 '
translates into Coastal Residential, Agricultural (10,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size), not into
“Commercial/Residential”, as stated.

We have followed this project from its inception and have previously commented on
various aspects of it. Information contained in the draft EIS/EIR has caused us to rethink
some of our earlier comments, and to confirm others.

As a result of our review, we support Alternative D, the environmentally preferred
alternative. Our specific comments on the proposals in the Draft EIS/EIR are as follows:

1. Restoration Measures. We support the restoration measures described in
Alternative D. The two main differences between C and D are (a) excavation to
inter-tidal elevations in the southern portion of the east pasture, and (b)
improvement of creek flow from Tomasini Creek by various measures. Taking the



long view, we find that the 20% increase in excavation volume (from 200,000
cubic yards in Alternative C to 251,000 cubic yards in Alternative D) is
acceptable. The advantages of Alternative D by better integrating Tomasini Creek
into the restoration are stated in the letter from Jules Evens, which we incorporate
in our letter.

. Public Access. We support the limited public access resources provided in
Alternative D, i.e., no bridge connection between the existing southern perimeter
footpath and the County’s White House Pool trail, and no Mesa Spur Trail. Our
specific comments on public access resources are as follows:

Southern Perimeter Trail (contemplated in Alternative C). As a concept, a safe
trail connection between Point Reyes Station and Inverness Park is popular and
reasonable. Upon closer examination of the surrounding facts, however, we are
unable to support the actual trail being proposed. Our opposition to the trail is
based on the following considerations (listed not necessarily in the order of
priority): '

e Length and height of bridge and its estimated cost are excessive in
relation to the proposed use.

e Introduction of man-made structure into area currently open and
devoid of man-made structures (other than the levee berms wh10h
are to be removed).

o Impacts on scenic views from White House Pool and other points.

e Potential for future changes in natural channel of Lagunitas Creek
and consequent need to regulate creek flow to fit the bndge instead
of encouraging natural creek flow.

¢ Question whether the proposed trail would significantly contribute
to reduced automobile use, given that it is less than one mile long
and that there are few potential users that live close to the traﬂhead
at either end.

e View that money and other resources necessary for the bridge and
path would be better spent on improving Levee Road which would
benefit more people. (The reasons given on page 88 of the EIS/EIR
for eliminating the alternative of “Routing the Proposed Southern
Perimeter Through-Trail over the Green Bridge” strike us as
unpersuasive, because even if the concerns stated were raised by
local residents, they are inherently not logical. Widening the
shoulder of Levee Road would increase, not decrease public safety
along that road, and would not generate additional traﬁic and noise
in Point Reyes Station.)



e [Ifthe trail improvement and construction of the bridge were
proposed on private property or on state or County-owned land, it
would violate the County’s policies on streamside conservation
areas, because there is the reasonable alternative of using Levee
Road. While technically exempt from these rules, the Park Service
should be held to the same standard. ‘

It seems clear that improving the existing bridge and road would have fewer impacts
on the environment than the proposed through-trail and would benefit more people.
We intend to initiate a broadly based, community-wide effort, working with county
and state agencies, to bring about improvements to the Green Bridge and Levee Road
that make them safe for non-motorized transportation.

Mesa Spur Trail (contemplated in Alternative C). As mentioned above, we do not
support the Mesa spur trail and overlook (near the duck club) proposed in Alternative
C. The Mesa spur is an out-of-the-way location the use of which would be difficult if
not impossible to police. If opened to public access, this location could easily turn
into an attractive nuisance generating trash and unsanitary conditions, as well as noise
and other conflicts with the residential uses above the trail. Vehicular access to the
existing road to the duck club should be blocked with a simple gate to prevent illegal
dumping of trash etc. The use of the existing utility parking area by local landscaping
businesses could be continued under lease if this use is compatible with the wetland
restoration in this location. Alternative sites for ADA access are mentioned below.

Trailhead at Green Bridge. We support the proposal to create improved trail
access at the Green Bridge. We hope to be included in the planning process for the
details of this proposal. We support the blocking off of direct access from the wetland
trail to Third Street.

Dairy Overlook; ADA Access. It occurs to us that ADA access to the dairy overlook
may be possible via a direct path from C Street (from a point between Fourth and
Sixth Streets) if the Park Service retains ownership of its land along C Street or
retains a road easement connecting C Street to the park land below. This more direct
access from downtown would increase the enjoyment of the overlook by local
residents and visitors and, if properly planned, including signage, would avoid the
overloading of Third Street which is our major concern. In addition, ADA access
could be created at the White House Pool County Park parking lot.

Thank you for considering our comments.
Respﬁﬂlﬁubnﬂtted by
- Uk Bukbaum

Wiebke Buxbaum,
Chairperson of the Design Review Committee

L2



SIERRA CLUB MARIN GROUP

COASTAL SECTION C/O GORDON BENNETT

-/ Box 3058 San Rafael CA 94912 40 Sunnyside Dr Inverness CA94937
S 1E RRA sanfranciscobay.sierraclub.org/marin 415-663-1881 gbatmuirb@aol.com
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FOUNDED 1892

February 12, 2007

Superintendent, Point Reyes National Seashore
1 Bear Valley Road, Point Reyes’ Station CA 94956

!

Re: Point Reyes National Seashore (PRNS)
Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project (Project)
Environmental Impact Statement / Report (EIS/R)

|
The Sierra Club, on behalf of its 7,000 Marin County members, wishes to

support Project Alternative D, which the EIS/R identifies as the
“Environmentally Preferred/Alternative” but modified as follows:

SW corner of East pasture

We suggest that Alternative D might be modified to excavate the SW corner of the
East pasture only to the extent that it may enhance the adaptively managed
restoration of the Olema Marsh. We acknowledge that returning the entire area to
historic conditions is both impractical and futile due to upstream land uses. So we
do not support the full excavation as proposed in Alternative D, since it seems that
the cost/benefit ratio is high and we believe that the money could be used to more
effective purposes (perhaps to purchase adjacent properties for restoration).

Nevertheless, the adaptively managed restoration of Olema Marsh does pose a
conundrum since it has r'ggh value yet it may be negatively impacted if this SW
corner of the East pasture is only “scraped” as Alternative C suggests rather than
excavated as in Alternative D. However, the Giacomini Marsh Restoration is due
to flood the area before the Olema Marsh project is completed. If there is any
chance that a fuller excavation of this area in the SW corner could enhance
restoration of Olema Marsh, then the only reasonable time to excavate would be
as part of the earlier Giacomini Marsh Restoration.

Thus our request that this area be analyzed for its potential to contribute to the
Olema Marsh Restoration and excavated in advance on the expectation that a full
restoration of Olema Marsh will be possible and to the extent that such excavation
would materially contribute to the Olema Marsh Restoration.




Tomasini Creek

We also support the full restoration of Tomasini Creek as proposed in Alternative
D but again we question the cost/benefit ratio of moving a creek into its historic
channel when that is likely to happen on its own. This money might be better
spent on more wetland restoration rather than historic channel restoration.

Furthermore, another major expense in the larger culvert. In all other cases, we
would likely support a larger culvert that would allow a more natural and fuller
connection between flows upstream of the culvert and those downstream. In this
case, however, we have upstream the former West Marin Landfill, whose
inevitable failure will discharge leachate into Tomasini Creek. From this
perspective, a smaller culvert may trap some of the high flows behind the culvert
where they may drop out instead of being conveyed directly to the Giacomini
Marsh with high flows that a large culvert might enable.

In summary, the former landfill strongly suggests the benefit of as much wetland
as possible in the Tomasini “Triangle” and upstream, where more extensive -

- Tomasini wetlands can filter out toxics as much as possible before they enter the
Giacomini wetlands or are conveyed directly into Tomales Bay.

Access Points

The Sierra Club supports Alternative D’s elimination of the Mesa spur trail /
viewing area (near the hunting lodge) as proposed in Alternative C. We believe
this would create an attractive nuisance that would conflict with nearby residences
above the trail, as well as needlessly impact wildlife. We support Alternative D’s
proposed Dairy Overlook (modified to be ADA compliant) via a direct path from C

Street, which we believe could avoid both wildlife impacts and traffic impact to
Third Street.

We also suggest that Alternative D be modified to eliminate the proposed spur trail
extending from Railroad Point south on the Right of Way (RoW). In the opinion of
the Sierra Club, by a pathway on the RoW, which runs through sensitive riparian/
wetland areas, would clearly impact restoration values. The Sierra Club has
previously defended this Mesa buffer from incursion by the Writers Refuge Cabins.
However, we acknowledge the desirability of pathway access from the town of
Point Reyes Station to the Martinelli tract without having to walk along Highway
One. Per our 2/23/04 scoping letter, we request the PRNS send a letter to |
property owners along the south boundary of the NPS tract and ask if there might
be any willing to sell an access easement. We also ask PRNS to construct a gate
at the SE corner of the NPs tract that would halve the distance now required to
walk next to Highway One.



Hunting

While we support the public’s opportunities to hunt, we are concerned about the
hunting currently aliowed on State Lands Commission property immediately to the
north of the Project Boundary. Once the north levee is removed, there will be no
‘easy way for hunters to determine the boundary between State Lands (where
hunting is allowed) and NPS lands (where hunting on or firing into is prohibited).
Furthermore, we suggest that allowing hunting adjacent to the residences of
Inverness is increasingly inappropriate. We would suggest instead that the
hunting area be moved north of the town of Inverness, perhaps as far as Walker
Creek, to provide a reasonable buffer.

Small Tributaries

The Restoration emphasizes enhancing the connectivity of the major tributaries
(Tomasini, Olema, Bear Valley) but numerous smaller creeks also flow into the
restoration area. Many of these creeks, particularly those on the west side of the
Restoration that pass under Sir Francis Drake, are culverted. The Sierra Club
urges that the scope of the Project be expanded and funds set aside for

opportunistic replacement of these culverts to enhance biological and hydrological
-connectivity. :

Summary

The Sierra Club congratulates PRNS on an overall well designed Project. With
few exceptions, as noted in our four comment letters, we concur regarding the
importance of the Restoration and look forward to its completion.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment dn the Giacomini Marsh Project and
please also see our three associated Project letters.

O Geme X

Gordon Bennett, Sierra Club Marin Group Conservation Chair
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FOUNDED 1892 ' February 12, 2007

Superintendent, Point Reyes National Seashore
1 Bear Valley Road, Point Reyes Station CA 94956

Marin County Parks and Open Space District (MCP&OSD)
Attn: Sharon McNamee

3501 Civic Center Drive, San Rafael, CA 94903

Wildlife Conservation Board,
Attn: John P. Donnelly

1807 13" St Suite 103
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Point Reyes National Seashore (PRNS)
Giacomini Wetland Restoration: Project (Project)
Environmental Impact Statement / Report (EIS/R)

The Sierra Club, on behalf of its 7,000 Marin County members urges PRNS,
MCP&OSD and the California Wildlife Conservation Board to establish a
more cooperative plan to benefit the public, the wildlife and the Project.

Olema Marsh

The DEIR/S page 86 notes that the construction of a causeway across the mouth
of Olema Marsh to increase hydrological connectivity with the Giacomini Marsh
was considered infeasible because the MCP&OSD “had concems about losing
some of the values of the existing park.” However, there is no indication that the
Wildlife Conservation Board, the owner of this property, was involved in the
planning. We wouid assume that if the causeway would contribute to wildlife
conservation, as the Sierra Club believes, then the Wildlife Conservation Board
should be willing to allow its land, currently a filled wetland, to be restored. - We
believe that restoration could be accomplished without losing any value or use of
the existing park. PRNS has indicated that the causeway would not impact the
parking area, so it would seem that the primary park element that would change if




a causeway were constructed would be a new pathway over a restored wetland
replacing the existing pathway over the filled wetland. Furthermore, this decision
by the MCOSD appears to have had a material impact on the design of the Project
yet, to our knowledge, was never discussed in any public venue. The public
should have an opportunity to weigh in on this important matter. In summary, we
urge that the causeway and the Wildlife Conservation Board land remain in play as
viable options if the adaptively managed restoration of Olema Marsh determines
that they would increase or facilitate the Project’s restoration goals.

Viewing Areas

The Sierra Club also desires to keep cumulative impacts from existing and
proposed County and NPS viewing sites to no more than exist now along the
southern edge of the Project. We have no problem with the two viewing areas
proposed by PRNS at the east and west corners of the north end of the
Restoration (Drakes View Drive and Railroad Grade). However, the existing
MCP&OSD parks on the south side of the Restoration already contain
approximately eight viewing areas. In addition along this southern edge, PRNS
proposes and we support the viewing area at C Street in Point Reyes Station.

The Sierra Club urges that the southern perimeter trail be routed across the Green
Bridge instead of across a new bridge at the site of the former dam, but regardiess
of which route is ultimately chosen, this trail will result in increased impacts from
existing viewing sites. If the new bridge is installed (which we urge it not be), then
the bridge itself will become a de-facto new viewing area with significant adverse
impacts on wildlife. We also believe that new nationally advertised NPS viewing
sites/trail will get significantly more use than the existing county sites. Thus even if
PRNS does not add any new “viewing sites”, we believe the increased impact of
the existing County Park sites will be an unacceptable impact on wildlife. These
potentially adverse cumulative impacts were inadequately studied by the DEIS/R.

Thus we call on MCP&OSD to recognize the increased impacts from their.viewing
areas as a result of the PRNS Project and to work with PRNS to establish a
coherent set of viewing areas along the southern edge of the Project. We further
suggest that a reasonable outcome may be that the number of County viewing
areas should be halved. The four County sites to be removed would be restored
and the four County sites remaining would be improved so that viewing areas’
signage and amenities would be generally consistent along this southern
perimeter path regardless of agency jurisdiction and regardless of the ultimate
routing of the perimeter trail




Trails

Regardless of where the perimeter trail is ultimately routed, existing trail segments
in the County Parks are roughly 4 feet wide and unimproved. We would urge

that this width not be increased in this sensitive area, but we do request that the
County consider adding decomposed granite (with pine resin binder) on its
segments so that they are consistent with PRNS trail segments in the same area.
Likewise we request that the County and PRNS cooperate to make signage,
maintenance and rules (e.g. dogs on leash) along all trail segments generally

consistent along this southern edge. We urge that the County designate its
official trails either vegetatively or with split-rail type fencing (as PRNS proposes to
do on its portions) to encourage users to stay on trails through areas that the
PRNS Restoration will make significantly more sensitive. We ask the County to
then close off and restore the remaining social trails on Wildlife Board land so that
these areas become an integral part of the wildlife restoration by channeling
human and dog use onto officially designated trails. Again, we find this DIES/R
deficient in assessing the cumulative impacts from the Project on existing County
trail segments. Lastly, the Sierra Club supports the PRNS proposal to create
improved access to the eastern County trail segment from the Green Bridge rather
than from Third Street in Point Reyes Station.

In summary, the Sierra Club believes that the DIES/R does not study nor
encourage better coordination between PRNS, MCP&OSD and the California

Wildlife Conservation Board and we thus urge that cooperative planning take place
as soon as possible.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Giacomini Marsh Project and
please also see our three associated Project letters

o Gemae X

Gordon Bennett, Sierra Club Marin Group Conservation Chair




Don Neubacher To: Ann Nelson/PORE/NPS@NPS

. cc:
228!11'4/2007 03:27 PM Subject: Sierra Club Giacomini comments

Don Neubacher
Superintendent
Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

415-464-5101 (office)
415-233-0303 (cell)
415-663-8132 (fax) -

The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American people so that all may

experience our heritage.
----- Forwarded by Don Neubacher/PORE/NPS on 02/14/2007 03:27 PM -----

gbatmuirb@aol.com ' To: don_neubacher@nps.gov
02/14/2007 05:53 PM CC
EST Subject: Sierra Club Giacomini comments

Check out the new AOL. Most comiiféhensive set of free safety and secunty toolls, free access
to millions of’_h_igh-quality videos from across the web, free AOL Mail and more.

07-02-SCMGtoPRNSreGiacominiDEIS . doc
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February 12, 2007

Superintendent, Point Reyes National Seashore
1 Bear Valley Road, Point Reyes Station CA 94956

Marin County Department of Public Works Attn: Farhad Mansourian
3501 Civic Center Drive, San Rafael, CA 94903

Re: Point Reyes National Seashore (PRNS)
Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project (Project)
Environmental Impact Statement / Report- (EIS/R)

The Sierra Club, on behalf of its 7,000 Marin County members, opposes -
locating the Project’s perimeter path through the SE corner of the Project.

We do however continue to support the concept of a proposed perimeter pathway
as described by the Dona Larkin of Community Pathways Committee: “a non-
motorized off-street path running parallel to Sir Francis Drake Blvd. along the
perimeter of the Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project to its northern border near
Drakes View Drive. We also believe that the County of Marin can assist in
providing the roadside portions of the path for public safety and safe routes to
school. We envision a perimeter path, six feet wide where possible, constructed of
a durable erosion-resistant, permeable surface such as decomposed granite with
pine resin binder. We understand that there are significant challenges to
constructing such a path. It would at times have to run on the Giacomini property,
and at times along the roadway which would then of course require a safe yet
aesthetically pleasing barrier between users and passing cars.”

We also have co-signed a letter with the Marin County Bicycle Coalition, the
Community Pathways Committee, Access4Biikes, and Transportation Alternative
for Marin that calls for prioritization of funding for this pathway and a memorandum
of understanding between PRNS and the County of Marin for its design,
construction and maintenance. However, we believe the proposed location at the
site of the former dam resulted from a lack of coordination between PRNS and the
County, rather than being the best transportation / restoration solution. We
continue to urge, per our prior scoping letter, that the perimeter path be routed
across the Green Bridge and then along Levee Road. However, the DEIR/S (pg
88) notes “this alignment raised substantial concerns from local residents
regarding public safety along Levee Road, which is one of the main County



thoroughfares in this area, and impacts from noise and traffic to landowners on
Levee Road and in the town of Point Reyes Station.” Contradicting these
concerns, however, is the certainty that Levee Road (and Sir Francis Drake

~ through to Drakes View Drive) will be redesigned to include bike paths and safely
improvements on both sides as are currently proposed for Sir Francis Drake
through SP Taylor Park. While these improvements to the Levee Road/ Drakes
View Drive section will not be easy, they will be significantly more so than those
planned through SP Taylor Park. Thus the issues of public safety, noise and
traffic along Levee Road must and will be successfully addressed regardless of
whether or not the perimeter path proposed is routed across the former dam site.

In fact, the Alternative C proposal will ultimately result in noise and traffic on both
sides of the landowners on Levee Road, as local pedestrians will use the
Alternative C path and road bikers will use bike lanes on Levee Road. Also, people
leaving or visiting these properties will still have to travel along Levee Road. Users
of the proposed perimeter path will also have to use Levee Road when the path
through the Restoration is flooded, as the DEIS/R notes will regularly occur.

The cost to the taxpayer of the proposed bridge at the dam site through the corner
of the Project is significant. Yet, as noted above, this proposed location would
become duplicative when the Levee Road bicycle improvements occur. As noted
in our concurrent comment letter to Marin County Open Space District, the Sierra
Club would not support widening the path through the MCP&OSD Park beyond the
roughly 4 feet that exist now due to impacts to the sensitive adjacent habitat. Thus
the Alternative C path constructed with the bridge across the former dam site will
be suitable as a “community path” but cannot (and should not) be part of the non-
motorized transportation network, as would paved bike paths along Levee Road.

We believe these two projects (the PRNS perimeter path and Levee Road bike
paths) should be planned together and sited together rather than separately. The
bridge proposed at the former dam site seems like a costly substitute for
cooperative planning between PRNS and DPW. The public should not bear the
burden of additionally paying for (nor should the marsh bear the burden of being
additionally impacted by) this bridge simply because two responsible agencies
(PRNS and DPW) have not been able to coordinate their project and funding
schedules. In summary, PRNS should move its proposed bridge funding to
improve the Green Bridge bike and pedestrian access as part of a cooperative
planning with DPW. Both agencies should work to create a multi-use pathway that
connects Point Reyes with Inverness Park largely along the existing road right-of-
way as proposed in the West Marin Pathways plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Giacomini Marsh Project and
please also see our three associated Project letters.

O Genmve

Gordon Bennett, Sierra Club Marin Group Conservation Chair
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Superintendent, Point Reyes National Seashore
1 Bear Valley Road, Point Reyes Station CA 94956

North Marin Water District (NMWD)
Attn: Chris DeGabriele, NMWD Board
PO Box 146 Novato, CA 94948-0146

Re: Point Reyes National Seashore (PRNS)
Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project (Project)
Environmental Impact Statement / Report (EIS/R)

The Sierra Club, on behalf of its 7,000 Marin County members, urges NMWD
to adopt the Department of Health Services (DHS) recommended “maximum
contaminant level”(MCL) for chlorine as 250 mg/L as the constraint for the
PRNS proposed adaptive management of the Olema Marsh Restoration.

The DEIS/R notes that a key constraint for restoration of Olema Marsh is the
potential that it may result in increased chlorine in the NMWD water that supplies
PRNS as well as the communities of Point Reyes Station, Olema, and Inverness
Park. This chiorine comes from high tides whose access to the well site may be
facilitated by the Olema Marsh Restoration. The Sierra Club certainly does not
want to trade off the health of these human communities for the health of the
Restoration. However, the DEIS/R (pg 304) notes that DHS has set the
recommended MCL of 250mg/L “primarily for aesthetic reasons”, the upper MCL is
500 mg/L. Regardiess, NMWD has established a limit of only 100 mg/L of chlorine
as its taste and odor threshold.

We have no problem with NMWD establishing whatsoever limit it cares to for
chlorine. If NMWD chooses a lower chlorine limit in excess of caution and as a
result incurs additional operational costs to maintain that lower limit, then that is an
issue for its ratepayers. However, when that lower limit triggers adverse
environmental impacts, then it does become the concern of the Sierra Club.

The Sierra Club and NMWD had had this same discussion once before in
negotiations regarding the transfer of location and use of the Giacomini water



rights. In that discussion, we expressed concern that MMWD’s 100 mg/L limit
might trigger the apparent need for NMWD to protect its water supply from saline
intrusion by erecting a dame across Lagunitas Creek. The State Water Board's
WR-95-17 ruling specified the adverse impacts on endangered species (shrimp,
salmon) of such a dam. Nevertheless, NMWD insisted during those negations of
its right to protect its water supplies by installing a dam based on its 100mg/L
chlorine threshold. _

It was, and remains, the Sierra Club’s position that a “need” with such negative
environmental consequences must be based on a commensurate and scientifically
demonstrated human “need.” In the opinion of the Sierra Club, such a low 100
mg/L chlorine threshold does not threaten human health. NMWD’s 100 mg/L is an
extreme aesthetic taste and odor threshold that only some individuals can
perceive. Thus NMWD’s 100 mg/L chlorine threshold should not mandate actions
that have an asymmetric impact on ecosystem health, including both the possible
dam across Lagunitas or as a possible constraint on the Olema Marsh
Restoration.

If the salt concern at any threshold level becomes an issue in the Olema Marsh
Restoration, then PRNS should weigh the value of contributing funds to NMWD's
Gallagher well project which would substantially reduce the tidal threat to the water
supply and thus mitigate for the adverse impacts of the Restoration.

In summary, the Sierra Club urges that NMWD agree that the appropriate
threshold constraint for the Olema Marsh Restoration should be the DHS
recommended 250 mg/L for chlorine, not NMWD'’s current 100 mg/L threshold. To
hold back further restoration of Olema Marsh for any lower threshold would be, in
our opinion, an asymmetrical and scientifically unjustified constraint.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Giacomini Marsh Project and
please also see our three associated Project letters.

2 Gemve

Gordon Bennett, Sierra Club Marin Group Conservation Chair
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Dear Don:

You and your staff have done an excellent overview of options on the prop
plan. As TBA was perhaps the first group out here to strongly encourage the bty
of the former Giacomini Ranch, dedicating an entire issue of our Tomales Bay Watershed as a digest
of the initial review by Phil Williams and Associates in order to help inform the public, we look
forward to the restoration both as it’s benefit to species habitat and for educational value for the
public.

We strongly urge the Park to implement Alternative C, which we believe is actually the better

“preferred environmental alternative” than the stated “environmental alternative” as it calls for
somewhat less extensive manipulation of natural processes while giving natural hydrology the
opportunity to self-restore, and it also includes the potential for educational viewing areas and

allows basic low impact transportation opportunities for non-motorized transportation.

With or without public access, there will clearly be a major increase in habitat for many special
status species in the restoration area. Including a fair-weather off road path along the western
perimeter of the western pasture will offer the best of all possible worlds, allowing people to view
the area in a more controlled way than without a designated path, and make a real alternative to the
automobile-dependent Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. The health of the bay and our ecosystem will
benefit by decreasing local car trips and increasing the public appreciation of the restoration project.

Considering that the Giacomini’s will retain the old duck clubhouse and road to it for at least
another 25 year, it makes good sense to have that be an area that the public can feel free to use and
monitor activities around the old clubhouse. ’

We urge implementing Alternative C, with the following emphasis:

1. Make elimination of the northern transecting dike of the western pasture the greatest
importance and first activity. (We recognize that lowering the levee near the mouth of Lagunitas
Creek at the same may be efficacious, but the transecting dike and destination-flocking by
humans is most disruptive for wildlife and we wish to emphasize the importance for its complete
removal as a top priority)

2. Build the channel-spanning bridge over Lagunitas Creek as soon as monies become available.
We note that those monies will come from a different source than the restoration monies, and
encourage you to seek such funding so as to undertake the restoration and development of the
trail concomitantly.



LI

. Emphasize for educational purposes the five major feeder streams into the marsh:: Lagunitas,

Bear Valley, Olema, Tomasini, and Fish Hatchery Creeks. Encourage limited public access,
allowing for the greatest possible vegetation and associated habitat improvement and minimize
informal tramping. Extend western perimeter trail to northern end of property, in conjunction
with the County of Marin, to allow basic transportation and promote education regarding the
importance of transitional wetlands. (We note that a great number of exiting trails in the park

pass over or are within wetland areas. E.g. Muddy Hollow trail, Bear Valley trail, the Estero
trails.)

Maximize opportunities for having an off-road separation of the trail along Sir Francis Drake
Boulevard where feasible, include sections with boardwalks such as found in the Everglades to
allow drainage, and continue trail toward Inverness along edge of property, where necessary in
cooperation with the County of Marin along the SFD easement, per the recommendations of the
1988 West Marin Pathway Feasibility Study.

. Consider in the future raising Mesa Road on a causeway rather than digging new alignment for

Tomasini Creek. In other words, allow nature to restore itself by removing the obstructions that
are currently preventing it, as a modification of option in Alternative D. We have no objections
to maintaining the spur trail in that area, as there is an existing road anyway. The spur from Mesa
Road will probably be visited most by local residents, although there is no need to advertise it.
(We note there have been very few nuisance problems with the remote parking at former Bear

Valley Stables site, which allows viewing of the Bear Valley Marsh, AKA Olema Marsh and has
a connecting trail to the levee road),

Utilize the filled land at corner of B-Street and Hiway One as a parking lot if it becomes
available and route the trail to avoid 3™ Street as a main destination. This will help relieve traffic

and parking congestion in Point Reyes Station that will get worse regardless of the restoration or
trails.

We encourage acquiring also the lands on the western pasture that ought to have been included in
the original purchase.

The Preferred Alternative has many of the aspects of Alternative D, but in a stronger public
educational and pedestrian-friendly form. This alternative meets all the goals of the park service’s
mission.

We appreciate your diligent work to procure funding to bring this important project to fruition, and

your commitment to working with the local population in order to bring about a more healthy, -
integrated community and ecosystem.

Sincerely,

oA P

Kenneth J. Fox, President



Individual Comments







nancy adess To: park_planning@nps.gov
<naedit@horizoncable.c cc: John_Jarvis@nps.gov
om> Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan

02/12/2007 10:37 AM
PST
Dear People,
I support the Park Service's evaluation of the best
the

: alternative for
Wetlands Restoration at Giacomini Marsh:

Plan C.
Nancy Adess
Point Reyes Station
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"Leslie Adler-ivanbrook" To: <Park_Planning@nps.gov> . . ]
<leslieai@horizoncable. cc: S
com> Subject: Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project

Leslie Adler-lvanbrook -
12340 Sir Francis Drake Blvd. N
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 : "

Dear Superintendent,

“

| am writing to comment on the proposed project alternatives for the Giacomini Wetland Réstq:atibn?
described in the DEIS. | would first like to commend the efforts of the Park Service in the preparatiorf of
the document, the comprehensive treatment of issues related to benefits and impacts of t e project, and
of the consideration of community concerns represented in the different Alternatives. Tho y '
preference from an ecological perspective is Alternative D, | would advocate the inclusion of the bridge to
connect the north and south trails along Lagunitas Creek, and the same provision for potential trail
extension up to Inverness Park as shown in Alternative C. Additional, more specific comments are

detailed below.

The current public use of the existing trails at the southern perimeter includes walkers, dog walkers,
bikers, and occasional equestrian riders. Of particular concern to me as a dog owner is that those trails
are one of the very few places in this locality that owners can take their dogs for a walk off leash, where
the dog can run free, meet other dogs, exercise and be happy. | am concerned that as a formal, public
pathway operated by the NPS, dogs will no longer be allowed to walk and run off leash. This is a huge
quality of life issue for me, and I'm sure, many other dog owners that have been using these paths for
years. | aiso really enjoy the current un-improved character of those pathways. | would advocate allowing
the existing trails to continue, but without formal improvement, except for the bridge to connect the N and
S paths. My hope is that without formal improvement (interpretive signs, surface preparation, etc.) dog
walking routines will be allowed to continue as they have been for many years on this property. | feel this
way, the current use and enjoyment of this site by residents with dogs will be protected. If the plan is to
continue to aliow the current use of the paths, then trail improvement would be acceptable, as long as itis
not widened beyond the existing boundaries, and grassy open areas and existing vegetation along the
western portion of the path remain intact. :

The trail on the north side of Lagunitas Creek connects to town at the current public access site near the
Green Bridge. | understand the purpose of this access point is to protect the residents near 3" Street from
increased pedestrian and vehicular traffic. However, there is no safe and easy walkway on Rt. 1to the
public access site from town. There is currently no sidewalk which leads from Main Street or B Street
along Rt. 1 to the access point. This is dangerous for pedestrians and bikers, especially for kids and
walkers with dogs. Also, it is further from the center of town, which makes the path less accessible for
some, particularly the seniors who currently use the trail. | suggest making trail access at 4" Street, and
have that be part of the negotiations for the future of the parcel along C Street.
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Additionally, | am concerned about the proposed fence along the north side of the trail for two reasons. |
believe a fence along a wetland, which is intended to be part of an integrated tidal system, will impede
wildlife access across the trail to Lagunitas Creek. Additionally, it could act as a debris trap during flood
events, and could impede hydrologic movement. On a personal note, walking along a wetland beside a
fence detracts from one's sense of open space and enjoyment of the location. | suggest the installation of
a vegetative barrier of native shrubs in place of a fence. Dense but low-lying native shrubs and vegetation
will act to deter human and canine crossing and will provide wildlife with protection from disturbance.

Also, | have a question: Will the existing public access trails will be closed during construction, or is there
some way to provide some trail access that is safely protected from truck traffic and construction impacts,
since construction activities will continue for many months per year, for 2 years or more?

In regards to flooding and changes in hydrologic processes, one concern | have is that the tidal inundation
of the west pasture in combination with regular smaller scale storm events, will affect the groundwater
elevation and in turn, may reduce the affectiveness of the septic system on the Gradjansky property where

| am currently living. What is your assessment of this situation. The leach field backs up to the freshwater
wetland at the east side of the property.

In regards to construction impacts on air quality and noise levels at the Gradjansky property, | fear that the
BMPs listed will not reduce the impact to the less-than-significant level. Living right next to an access point
for construction vehicles, it is the vehicular traffic passing through the access path which also affects air
quality. Having experienced a short-term earth-moving project on the Giacomini property this fall, with
vehicles passing by regularly for a week or two, | can tell you that it was noisy — particularly the effect of
the rumbling vibrations literally felt in the house, and triggering my dog to bark throughout the day as they
passed by. And this impact will last for months at a time as construction progresses. To address this, |
would like to see construction schedules with the expected number of large-size vehicular trips planned for
the access path next to and in back of the property. | also would like to request that construction activities
at this location start at 8 am rather than 7 am which is a bit early. To hear rumbling and barking at 7:00 am
on a daily basis for extended periods of time will definitely affect our quality of life. Also, a concern that |
haven't seen addressed in the DEIS is the potential for air quality impacts related to dust created during
dry months by trucks travelling over sandy pathways next to the Gradjansky property. Though the trees
will create somewhat of a barrier, suspension of dust in the air can travel toward the house and yard.

Would spraying the pathway with water be possible if particulates from the accessway become a
problem?

| am also concerned that my and my neighbor's young children and our dog sometimes play on/near the
pile of sand north of Fish Hatchery Creek adjacent to the Gradjansky property. | would like construction
fencing to be installed securely along the path planned for construction vehicles all the way past the
property line to prevent children and dog from entering a potentially dangerous situation.

In terms of the success of the marsh restoration, | advocate as much planting as possible be done to
revegetate the marsh after excavation, and also after existing vegetation die-off occurs if new tidally
adapted vegetation does not establish itself quickly enough. Restoration projects are most successful at
minimizing invasives if native species are planted before non-native varieties have a chance to colonize.



Thank you for considering these comments. (I might have had more if | had time to get through the whole
document.) | iook forward to your reply.

Sincerely,

Leslie Adler-lvanbrook



"Leslie Adler-lvanbrook” To: <Park_Planning@nps.gov>

<leslieai@horizoncable. cc:

com> ~ Subject: Giacomini Wetland-Restoration comments
02/15/2007 02:24 PM

PST

Dear Superintendent,
This is an addendum to my email | sent in last night. Here are a couple of points | forgot to include:

In the Alternatives B-D, the potential for the construction of a low berm in the west portion of the West
Pasture was noted to protect the private properties. This idea was not noted in the maps, so | am curious
as to what would trigger the implementation of this idea. Is funding included in the plan for that and what
would the berm look like (ie location, elevation, will there be outlet possibilities for drainage from the ridge,
etc). If it would help to protect the existing freshwater marsh vegetation and trees on site, it might be worth
looking at. The trees provide perching areas for many birds (predatory, vultures of course, song birds and
| have also seen great blue herons occasionally using the trees for a perch). They also act as a bit of a
wind break for the property.

Also, on the map for Alternative D, in the west, what is the purpose of installing a "fence to limit cattle
access" extending west-east to the creek if cattle will no longer be grazing on the pastures with this
alternative? Is that a typo? :

Thank you again, for your consideration of these and prior comments.
Sincerély,

Leslie Adler-lvanbrook

12340 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956
.415-663-8669



Point Reyes National Seashore
Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project Meeting
January 25, 2007

Please add any additional issues that were not brought up at this meeting:

As atenpnt \n Y G racl }'gg #ﬁéf }“K?Lﬂ’, Cﬁufcﬁ

WL @O+ Yk schdulls @r wiun il_fl? QLS
T WMCL w! alorg iy pmacﬁu,.an [coubfrert

| prapln %r%@h@m.\jﬁmé« m s ok

§1d£ gftrg@ PJLA_Q‘F“:&QJ? 51N h{q bids Lilde 1o

d’ga} Yt . e’;awg sew . THunks |



Feb.8,2007
Superintendent,

Point Reyes National Sesashore
Dear Superintendent:

I'm both a resident of Point Reyes Station and an environmentalis A
On both counts I would ask you to support Plan D ,and not Plan C, in the
Giacomini Wetlands Restoration project.

I feel Plan C will increase noise, traffic and congestion in
residential areas; I'm particularily concerned about the proposed parking lot
site on Mesa Road. This site could be a marvelous "transition " zone for
wildlife,and encourage Black Rails, Tidewater Gobies, and Red-legged Frogs
to make a comeback. Coho salmon would also benefiti this site is the mouth
of Tomasini Creek,and a transition zone here would enrich the wetlands
immensely. Please continue your wonderful support for wildlife,and reject
Plan C.

In my view, there are already access points available:
white House Pool and Tomales Bay Trail are existing sites with parking lots,
and Oleme HMarsh could easily be made ADA compliant.

I feel we need maximum restoration,more salmon,and less

parking lots.
/./ 7
Sincerely, 5
Elréry rs

P,0. Box 1267
Pt. Heyes Station
Ca. 94956
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Foint Reves Station
Jan. 15, 2007

Dear Don and Lorraine,

1 would like to sav that I concur completely with Hathaway Barry's letter being
sent to you regarding the Wetlands. That being said, | have other concerns to
which I would like response, and I understand there will be no public input on
the 25th. That may be just as well, considering the strong feelings in the
community and the rift it has generated.

Is there a difference in the missions of a public park and wetlands? | thought
that preservation and restoration for the future was the main aim of wetlands,
and public access and public good was the main aim of a park. As Hathaway
Barry notes in her letter, there are 72,000 acres nearby for public use.

My understanding is that the “Lodge” will remain in Glacomini custody for 25
yvears. If that is the case, and a public path goes right by it, who is responsible
for law enforcement? Until now, the occupancy of the trailers would have
discouraged strangers. Will the Park Service have regular inspections and
checks? Will there be assurance of funding for this bELul]t‘- until the “lodge”

no longer there? Who will be responsible for liability insurance for what laLes
place in the deserted lodge and its surroundings! Many years ago my niece,
with our permission, camped on our property. She started to walk up the path
and was chased off by Giacomini. She wasn’t even making noise, and surely
noise affects creatures as it affects humans. There is a current book in fact
about effects of noise in our modern environment. Did Giacomini care for his
cows? Does the Park Service care for the wetlands wildlife
preservation?

Sincerelv

-

Doris Allen - :
P.O. Box 610 1 !
Point Reyes Station - SPEC. PK.
California 94936custer@svn.net LAW EN




Daoris Allen 20 Park_Planning@nps.oov
<custeri01@amail.com co: jon_jarvis@nps.gov
> Subject: Giascomini Wetlands

01/26/2007 04:37 PM
PST

Dear Don ¢r Leorraine,
Thank vouw for the meeting last night. I founc It informative &nc
was
relieved that it was not as unpleasant as one of our prior meetings.
I had been sort ¢f dreading it. I think all of you helped to set the
tone

As you know, I am firmly feor Alternative D, DDDD! -- the
environmentally preferred slternative. I see no reason tc ge against
park tradition in not preferring the environmentally preferred
alternative ainly felt the sense of the group gathered at
the meeting f He same way. I was impresgsed by the
knowladgealb! ~mments, alsg.
di ffereance between accesgs [lmmediate
a legacy for the future = strixing.
BEng Thisg pe d3te, BNempy LX E 1z ha # e 4
tonguss. X1
trees, Docks
imcthe Fumning Drooxs; Sermoins LoD Stones,; ang OUCE
gy e e ey g gy e 1 g
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Shakespeare.

Because public input is important to the decision, I will
correspond
as I think of new input, Thanks agailn.
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Point Reyes Station
Feb. 7, 2007

Superintendent Don Neubacher
Giacomini Wetlands Restoration DEIS/EIR
Point Reyes National Seashore

1 Bear Valley Road

Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

Re: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project
Dear Don and Lorraine,

1 am writing once more to support Alternative D. It occurred to me that some
of the opponents are familiar with the public paths through private property
in England (“that happy isle”), but this is very different. There is a long culture
there of sharing the private lands for hikers, and one doesn’t hear of that
tradition being abused. This land,however, is public land which is being
restored as a natural wetland for posterity.

I do not anticipate hiking on many trails. At this point the earthquake trail is
about my capacity. I do care very much, however, about posterity and the

little bit of wildness available for future generations of man and beast, as well
as the health of the bay.

In Walden , Thoreau said -ra-A-—-ﬁ—*--——-v--E-ﬁ-n»

“A man is rich in proportion to the number of things he
afford to let alone”.

I think we can let these small wetlands be wetlands. FEB9 - '(/

Can Weotlass? Cranbhar

Sincerely |
Doris Allen
P.O. Box 610

Point Reyes Station, California
94956

custer@svn.net
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Francine Allen To: Park_Planning@nps.gov

<fa@horizoncable.com cc:
> Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration
02/11/2007 09:27 PM
PST
RECEIVED
I urge the Park to implement Alternative D.

Mabiana! Saarhern
Thank you for considering my endorsement.

FE———— R

Francine Allen

FEB12'07  §




"Sonja Anderson" To: <pore_planning@nps.gov>

<SonjaAnderson@iscw cc:

eb.com> Subject: Giacomini Restoration
02/11/2007 02:35 PM

PST

Superintendent Don Neubacher,

| am a resident of Inverness and | would like the Park to implement Plan D reather than C. | would like to
include the bridge and trail between Green Bridge and White House Pool but not the other public access

that is included on alternative C. At a later time access from the Bay trail and the railroad bed should be

discussed and considered, not at this time

Thank you,
Sonja Anderson

RECEIVED
Point Reyes
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February 12, 2007

Superintendent
Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reves, California

Dear Don,

With this letter we acain want to express our opinion relative to the
Giacomini Restoration Plan, We feel that “Alternative D' provides the
best ‘beginning’ for the wetlands. The natural processes will take some

time to get established. Access for people seems a bit premature. Lets
wait a few vears, then look at this issue again.

Thank you for your concideration,
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Harriet Barlow To: park_planning@nps.gov
<hbarlow@earthlink.net cc: jon_jarvis@nps.gov -

> Subject: Tomales Bay restoration and access

02/12/2007 06:07 PM
PST

Dear excellent public servants at the Park Service,

May I say first that I am deeply grateful for the work you do in
service to the Commons and to the present and future health of the
parks and environs in this region and nationally.

I am a home owner in Pt Reyes {(Los Reyes Drive). Full disclosure re:
self-interest requires that I admit that my own life-style will be
disadvantaged by your plans for "access" to the Bay. I walk,
hundreds of my neighbors, from and to town on Mesa Rd. As you are
aware, there is no side-walk to protect me or other walkers, their
children and their pets, from the dangers of increased traffic if the
parking lot is installed. As you realize, but I must include it
here, there is already access at Martinelli Open Space, Olema Marsh
and White House pool, away from town and residential areas.

as do

But aside from my personal concerns, I believe that the determination
that the Park Service made to restore the hydrologic and ecologic
functions of the Bay were entirely legitimate and DID NOT include
increasing human interaction with the Bay. We certainly don't want

another situation such as that which required the closing of the
salmon watching site in Lagunitas.

Of course I would be pleased to discuss this with you in person or to
contribute in any way to a constructive conversation about this
issue. Having spent many decades working on protecting the
Adirondack Park from overuse (a constant struggle which is only held
in balance by increasing the amount of acreage that is protected from
human overuse) I know how contentious these decisions can be. Given
that the original purpose of the restoration was for the health of
the bay, let's stick to that goal. There are plenty of opportunities

for people to enjoy the bay from other existing facilities and trails.

Thanks for taking my concerns into account.

Harriet S. Barlow
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Peter Barnes To: <park_planning@nps.gov>

<peter@tomales.org> cc o '
02/12/2007 08:35 PM Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration
PST

Dear Don

I am writing to say that I support Alternative D with no southern perimeter
path.

Congratulations for getting the money together for the restoration.

Regards
Peter Barnes

PO Box 237
Point Reyes Station
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Coeylen Barry To: park_planning@nps.gov ) E
<co_barry@yahoo.com cc: jon_jarvis@nps.gov - ,
> Subject: In put on wetlands F31 5
02/14/2007 02:05 PM
PST | e i —
| [ TECIENCE
Dear Don Neubacher, 1 SPEC PK. USES
I sent the following letter yesterday but then realized QOday AW ENEORC,
comments need to be submitted by this evening at 5:00 sof . La
email as well ' . : .
. RANGE CONS.
thank you ) FIRE 4GT,
Coeylen Barry INTERF
February 13, 2007 CULL3£§. E
MALM ,
gupeiiﬁtendegttpon Tegbacﬁer CONTRACTING 9
oin eyes Nationa eashore :
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 : PERSONNEL
ET
RE: Comments on the Draft EIR: Giacomini Wetlands Restora [ T TS T E

Dear Don Neubacher,
I would like to register my strong support for Alternative D.

As a Masters degree candidate in Environmental Studies, I am very focused on
what best serves the environment. I also have a Masters in Education and I ,
have been working to combine the two disciplines [in my life] to contribute in
whatever way I can to increasing awareness about taking care of this planet.
The wetlands restoration seems like just such an opportunity.

To this end, it seems to me that there is no choice but to go with the
"environmentally preferred" alternative D. I would like to see the wetlands
restoration proceed unimpeded by human access. This would be a model of
restoration, exemplifying the urgency of putting the hydrological and
ecological health of the bay first. This would provide a great example for
future projects.

There are already plenty of public access and observation sites for our local
wetlands.

I love Tomales Bay and, having grown up here and watched the water quality
deteriorate, I would like to do anything possible to restore its natural
function.

I support you to do whatever it takes to facilitate the free flowing
of Lagunitas and Tomasini Creeks into Tomales Bay!

Thank you for your amazing work.
Sincerely,
Coeylen Barry

p.o. box 157
Pt. Reyes, Ca.



5 Hrunivey
Point Reyes

Sladimma’ Manck ~%

Hathaway barrg

Superintendent
Pt. Reyes Natl. Seashore :
1 Bear Valley Rd. VAL e
Pt. Reyes, Ca. 94956 . CONTRACTING

' PERSONNE!
8

. : . 5 “FCENTRAL FILES
First, [ would like to thank you both. It is ever more clear to me what 2 monumental -

effort this Wetlands Restoration Project is and I appreciate your excellent leadership and
also, Lorraine, the beautiful way you led the public meeting (1/25/07). It certainly
appears that there is less divisiveness in the community than there was at earlier
meetings. I'm glad for this. May it extend to the implementation of the final restoration
plan!

Dear Don and Lorraine,

T rrsa——

As you know, I am wildly in favor of Alternative D, the "environmentally preferred”
option . Alternative C, the Park's "preferred alternative", increases public access thereby
compromising the environmental goals. This will draw a lot more people into Point
Reyes Station, which will create more noise, traffic, and congestion. I'm concerned for
the long-term impact on the bay, the wildlife and their habitat, and the community of us
who are trying to live respectfully nearby. Any increased human activity will detract
from what I understood to be the original intention of the project - the fullest restoration
of the wetlands and the hydrological activity of the once pristine bay. I would like to see
Lagunitas and Tomasini Creeks allowed to flow freely, unimpeded by human activity or
bridges. Who knows what creatures might take up residence?!

Since the earlier public meetings, Al Gore's film "An Inconvenient Truth" has come out
and highlighted the urgency for maximum restoration possible, wherever and whenever
possible. Noticing what's already here - 8 existing observation sites - I'm inclined to feel
that's enough. Especially if no one's clamoring for more. Access already exists at White
House Pool, Martinelli Open Space, and Olema Marsh (could easily be made ADA
compliant) - all with parking, multiple observation points, and trails to enjoy. All are 1)
away from town and residential areas 2) already existing and 3) require minimal financial
output. I would prefer that the money go towards full restoration.

As for the proposed spur trail, I would suggest putting up a large ranch gate at the
entrance on Mesa Rd. and leaving it to the wildlife. By the time the Giacomini's lease on
the hunt shack is up, global warming and/or an earthquake may well have put the old
railroad bed underwater anyway, and on its way back to riparian habitat! In addition to
being a serious fire hazard, a policing nightmare (vandalism & noise), a teen hang out
and all around attractive nuisance, the trail would be an invasion of the habitat of the
residents — human and wild (especially the endangered Tidewater Goby). As Lorraine
said at the Feb. 25® meeting, in response to why the southern trail didn’t continue north
from White House Pool to Inverness - “that would be looking into the people’s back
yards”. Surely that is the case on the proposed east side spur trail, too.



A couple of examples that have stimulated my concern:

* In Lagunitas, the spur trail off of Sir Francis Drake created to view salmon has
been so misused that it has now been closed off, except for a few months of the year.

* A cover story of the Marin 1J (5/9/05) read “Rare Frog Imperiled By Humans”
because visitors to a waterfall on Mt. Tam had inadvertently become a threat to the very
endangered species they were trying to protect. The article went on to say that the
visitors (and their dogs) to a waterfall on Mt. Tam watershed were “accidentally crushing
egg masses and disturbing mating habits.” “The eggs from the frogs — federally listed as
a species of concern — already face predation from California newts and non-native
bullfrogs. ... And now people are the concern.” ... The frogs are feeling the pressure of
being in a heavily recreated area,” said the natural resource specialist with the Water
District. “We want people to have a connection with nature, but sometimes there is too
much of a connection.”

When I heard/read these things I wondered — might this be a headline about the proposed
Tomales Bay Wetlands a few years down the road? And, with foresight, might we as a
community avoid creating this situation, by remembering that what is for us a desire, is,
for the wildlife, home. :

I appreciate the very real safety issues of Levee Rd. And perhaps these issues (of traffic
and speed) can be better solved by the county, rather than the wetlands.

In summary, I'm trusting the expert hydrologists, biologists, ecologists, (and all the other
"ologists") and engineers who have worked so hard on this Draft EIR/EIS and
concluded (as has the EAC, The Sierra Club, The Audubon Society, The Marin
Conservation Group) that the environmentally responsible alternative is Alternative D.
The benefit of the restoration for people is naturally secondary to that of the wetlands.

Thank you for all of your hard work!

with gratitude,

Hathaway Barry
Pt. Reyes Station

cC: jon_jarvis@nps.gov



Hathaway Barry o: park_planningi@nps.gov

<hath@harizencabie oo oo jonjanis@nps.gov
m> Subject re Glacomini Wetlands Restoration Bian
01/22/2007 12:40 PM
PST
January 21, 2007
Superintendent

Pt. Reves Natl, Seashore
1 Bear Valley Rd.
P1. Reyes Sta., CA 94956

Dear Don and Lorraine,

We recognize and respect the desire for public access Lo the proposed Giacomini Wetlands.
However, we feel these desires can be met in a way that does not set a precedent by
significantly altering the quality of life for current residents (as none of the other proposed paths
would), and are therefore opposed to the proposed “spur trail” on the southeastern perimeter.
There are some factors which likely only those who live here are aware of and which we feel are
essential to include in a complete EIR, so we feel obliged to share them with you.

As neighbors who would be most immediately and permanently impacted, our primary
concems are 1) NOISE 2) SAFETY 3) INCREASED TRAFFIC/PARKING CONGESTION
4) PROPERTY VALUES -ie. QUALITY OF LIFE. We are guessing that many people
don’t realize how intensely sound travels upward. When it's not windy and the cows are in the
nearby pasture, we can hear them chewing! And one of us even has a hearing aid! You know
how it feels on a bus or other public space when someone starts talking on their cell phone?
That's what it’s like living above the roadbed. Every conversation. Most of us moved hers
because we enjoy the quiet of rural life, If the proposed path 15 implemented it will change that
possibility forever. Tt would be especially intrusive on weekends when most of us are wishing
for the sanctuary of home and rest. We invite you to come and hear for vourselves.

f public access is granted, there will be no control over the amount and frequency and amplitude
of noise. This is a startling prospect. [ imagine the wildlife, if they were burdened with
forethought, might feel the same way, The roadbed affords a wildlife corridor and, as vou well
know. any increased human presence will diminish wildlife activity and habitai. Al ong meeting,
[Don spoke of his own experience of living far above Whitehouse pool parking iot and vet bemng



disturbed by the weekend noise coming Tom people gathered there,

Realistically, who would police the pathway? And what about the very real fire hazard of
smokers out for a stroll? Vandalism of the hunt shack? The inevitable roving dogs and their
effect on wildlife? People coming to drink, to argue, in search of better cell phone reception”
And where will they relieve themselves? Although the proposed pathway might be lovely for the
occasional silent birder, more realistically — oy! what an attractive nuisance. Having a public
rather than private neighbor is a vast quality of life change, and leaves us feeling very

vulnerable, And, of course, affects property values as well. We are asking you to feel how you
might feel if you lived here.

In addition, having a destinanion point here and vikes! — a possible parking lot , observation deck.
and pienic tabie?! — would exacerbate not only the noise but also increase the foot, bike, and car

iraffic on Mesa Rd., We feel sad and concerned about this prospect. We do not look forward to
more booming voices of bikers, as they zoom by, yelling back and forth to each other about their

jobs and their latest trips and their lives. Or vehicles parked all along the bottom of Mesa Rd. Or
cunous humans hopping fences.

There are 75.000 acres of Park for people to walk in and already several existing access points |
with parking) to the proposed Wetlands. Most of us don’t want to go to town any more on the
weekends because it has become so crowded. Must we let this crowdedness now spill over into
our residential neighborhood? New access points will create this. {Especially when they get
published in the next Secret Places of Pt. Reyes !) The roadbed is not going to become a through
pathway (although this might well be considered an invitation by thosec who would like it to), so
it seems a heavy cost for very little advantage. Let’s use the limited funds available for

restoration, not more public access. ADA access could easily be met at the White House Pool ¢
Dlema Marsh parking lot.

Please hear us! We are seriously and ardently trving 1o hold onto our neighborhood and a quality
of life that we cherish, Quiet

itself has become an endangered species and we humans are all suffering from the lack thereof.

As current residents, we are part of the existing environment so we are urgently requesung that
vou reconsider the proposed. unnecessary pathway and consider the habitat of those who already



live hers as seriously and heart-fully as the habitat of the rails and goby and red-legged frogs is
being considered.

Thank vou for yvour time and atiention.

Respectfully

{and with great appreciation for all the work you have done on
hehalf of the wetlands),

Marianne Sakellar Susie Logan Doris Allen Hathaway Barry
Justin Tibbitts Ben Logan  Nancy Sakellar Kai Barry
(Gabriel Tibbitts Nick Logan John Sakellar  Coeylen Barry
Kate Wilson

Maria Wilson



Kai Barry To: park_planning@nps.gov
<kaibarry@yahoo.com> _cc jop_jarv_is_@nps.gov .
02/13/2007 10:31 AM Subject: Giacomini Wetlands -- Alternative D
PST

February 13, 2007

Superintendent Don Neubacher

Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956
RE: Comments on the Draft EIR: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration.

Dear Don Neubacher:

I would like to express that I am strongly in favor of Alternative D
for the Giacomini Wetlands Restoration. I believe it's important to
restore the wetlands as much as we can and to keep human access to a
minimum. There are already plenty of access points.

I grew- up in Point Reyes and would not like to see the community so
drastically changed. Adding access points throughout the town and in
the Mesa neighborhood will welcome the park's tourists into our
sleepy community. Additional access points will only increase
traffic congestion and parking problems within the town.

It is important to remember the spirit of restoration and return

these wetlands to the animals and ecosystems we took them from in the
first place.

I am firmly in support of Alternative D. ...,—EECE|VED‘A_
Point

Moltone® Pamatines
Thank you for your time.

FEB135 77

.Kai Barry
Point Reyes Station.
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Julia Bartlett

To: <pore_planning@nps.gov>
<jujub@horizoncable.co cc:
m> Subject: Giacomini Restoration Plan Letters Due by Tuesday 2/14
02/13/2007 01:11 PM
PST

Subject:
2/14

EAC Announcement: Giacomini Restoration Plan Letters Due by Tuesday

Dear Don et al,

Thank you for asking us for our opinions on this important matter.
favor of plan D with the addition of the southern bridge.

I am in
Thank you.

Julia Bartlett
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THOMAS G, BATY

PG BON 534, INVERNESS,

L St o i@
EERABEEEE e
EA b P B e H-Jul
Superintendent Don Neubacher i bl § g = 5’?; D @ P;_g ﬁg
Point Reyes National Seashore Rt 2 ¥ 1 9
Point Reyes CA 94956 T & ][ g

Subject: Comments on Giacomini WetlandS Réstoration Project

Dear Don,

Here’s my bit of lay-wisdom on the Giacomini Project. I would like to offer a voice
of support for Alternative D with the addition of two significant changes.

The first is the widely-supported inclusion of the pedestrian footbridge over
Lagunitas Creek. Since Alternative D calls for spur trails from both sides of the
“Southern Perimeter,” bridging the two seems like a golden opportunity for non-vehicular
connectivity with minimal environmental downside. The price-tag of such a bridge
seems to be the only real deterrent, but wouldn’t this qualify the project for some
transportation-type funding? May I suggest that the NPS consider naming the bridge the
“Sis Arndt Memorial” in honor of her unwavering advocacy of this ecosystem for so
many years.

The second suggested change would be to reach further into your partnership with
the State Lands Commission on this project and secure the jurisdiction/management of
the northern half of the headwaters marsh—what is now the Tomales Bay Ecological
Reserve. While I strongly support the Park’s fairly recent limitations on hunting in the
Bay, this policy has caused a discernable concentration of hunting activity on the TBER.
Does it make much sense to spend millions of dollars on a marsh restoration to create
conditions that may well increase hunting pressure within the very marsh system we are
attempting to preserve and protect? There is a very real possibility that the improved
waterfowl habitat in the Giacomini Wetlands will increase hunting on the Bay. My
previous recommendations for a comprehensive marsh management plan were met by
obseryations from your staff that hunting/no hunting boundaries will always generate
greater hunting pressure, but this discussion took place well before the development of
your current policy.

Of course I realize the Giacomini Project is about far more than simply duck and
goose habitat. But yesterday morning I found myself thinking about the Giacomini
Wetlangds as I hiked out along Limantour Estero and marveled at the thousands of ducks
and geese feeding and loafing in that salt marsh system. Wouldn’t it be fine to truly
protect another “complete” marsh through this deal? Seems like a very choice
opportunity.

Sincerely, ,

Thomas G. Baty
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"Elsie Becker" To: pore_planning@nps.gov

<elsiebecker@gmail.co cc:

m> Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project
02/10/2007 10:36 AM

PST

Dear Superintendent Neubacher:

I am in favor of plan D for the restoration project since I feel that
t+here is so much public access in the Pt. Reyes Peninsula area that it
is time to give wildlife more access without human interference.

Also, for the same reason, I don't see the necessity of a trail
between the Green Bridge and White House Pool.

Sincerely,

Elsie Becker

" RECEIVED
Point Reyes
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February 11, 2007

Superintendent
Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes, CA 94956

Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan

Please support Plan D, WITHOUT the 100 ft long Bridge. It is crucial to maintain and
expand wetlands for bird migrations. Maintaining wetlands means a quiet place for

migrating birds to rest. The addition of the Bridge to Plan D breaks the barrier between
the goal of maintaining wetlands for mi grating birds and weekend TOURIST activities.

Sincerely,

John Becker ! RP%CMEWED ' 7
POBOX 1102 Nobinna? e chers )
Inverness, CA 949

Regional Director
National Park Service
1111 Jackson Street
Suite 700

Oakland, CA 94607
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P.O. Box 1147

Pt. Reyes Station, CA 94956
February 7, 2007

Superintendent
Pt. Reyes National Seashore
Pt. Reyes Station, CA 94956

Dear Superintendent Neubacher,

Regarding the Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan, | support Alternative D.

| feel strongly that as much of the former ranch as possible should be off limits to
people and domesticated animals. Since most of the thousands of acres of adjacent
National Seashore and GGNRA are accessible to the public, there is no reason to further

limit the “kidneys” of the bay.. Every bit of wetlands will help restore Tomales Bay to its
original pristine state .

This project can become a national model of responsible stewardship of our
environment. | hope that no special interest group will be allowed to diminish it.

T RECEIVED . Sincerely,
Point Reyes I
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"Winston Black”

To: pore_planning@nps.gov
<winstonblack@msn.co cc: ’ :
m> _ Subject: Bridge at Giacomini Old Dam Site
02/13/2007 11:10 PM
GMT

Dar Sir:

It is a good idea to consider the installation of a bridge at the site of
the old Giacomina Dam.

Best, Winston Black,

58 Drake Summit, Inverness
Mailing: P O Box 15,

Pt. Reyes Stn., CA 94956
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BBochte@aol.com To: park_planning@nps.gov

. cc: jon_Jarvis@nps.gov
228/'}2/2007 08:13PM - Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan

Dear Park Service,

| am a long time resident of Marin County, bike rider and hiker. | am emailing in response to your
considerations for the restoration of the Tomales Bay estuary. | am adamantly in favor of Alternative D to
allow for the optimal healing and vitality of this unique ecosystem. | know there are already miles and
miles of hiking and biking trails in Marin. An estuary is a biological nursery and needs to be treated like
one. Please consider Alternative D for the Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan.

Bruce Bochte

311 Rydal Avenue
Mill Valley, CA 94941
415-381-3456
bbochte@aol.com
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"Susan M. Brayton" To: <pore_planning@nps.gov>

<susanbrayton@horizo cc:
ncable.com> Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Project
02/12/2007 08:54 PM
MST
I support Plan C ... however,

At the January 25th meeting you passed out cards asking for comments on
additional issues that were not brought up at the meeting.

It is not clear from the maps I have looked at today if the County will

still maintain the current County Parks adjacent to the Giacomini Ranch and
at White House Pool. I would like (responsibly) to continue to walk my o
dog in this area, as presently permitted, as would other residents who have
companion animals. And in view of the proposed bridge & path to Point Reyes
Station, as well as pedestrians & cyclists, I hope it will be permissible

for those of us with dogs who also live in this area to walk from White

House Pool to town with our animals,

Thank you for your consideration.

RECEVED .

Susan brayton . Point :
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Superintendent
Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes, CA 94956

Dear Superintendent,

As a twenty-three year resident of West Marin, I am writing this letter in support of Plan
D. The reason so many of us live here is due to the beauty of the nature and the privilege
of living so close to wildlife. The site of the proposed parking lot on Mesa Road (Plan C)
is crucial to wildlife. After all the habitat that has been destroyed for our “conveniences,”
paving over an area used by other species can no longer be considered an option. I ask
you from my heart to please support Plan D.

Sincerely, Sucits

in ': ‘ ; _TJ

ICHON | T LLZ AL AA
Sharon Buquen L &
M_.A. Education

State of California Credentialed Teacher
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Ann Nelson

g .' O1/23:2007 11:26 AN PST

//'_ 2babedia earthlink.net
"’d (11:24°2007 10:36 PM EST

Tu
ce
Subject

o

Lotraine Parsons PORE NP5 NP5, Don Neubacher PORE NPS o NPS

Fw: From NPS v Chdcomini Wetlands Restoration Project

- pore_planningia nps.go

o

Subject

- From MPS. gov: Giscomimi Wetlands Restaration Project

Email submitted from: /pore/parkmgmt/planning_giacomini_wrp_eiscir draft 2006.him

1 support EAC's proposal of Plan D with a bridge over the creek. As a user of both ends of this
trail, I would be delighted to make the walk without detouring to Levee Road,

Thank you for your consideration. [ am sorry not to be free to attend the meeting on Thursday the

25th.

Barbara Carlitz
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February 12, 2007

Superintendent Don Neubacher
Point Reyes Natinal Seashore
Point Reyes, CA 94956

via email: park_planning@nps.gov

Re: Draft EIR, Giacomini Wetlands Restoration

Dear Superintendent Neubacher,

| want express my support for Alternative D, the environmentally preferred alternative, of
the Draft EIR. Wetland and creek restoration and wildlife protection should be the
overriding values of this restoration project. Public access, education, views, etc, should
take second place to these priorities. | am especially concerned about the negative
impacts of placing a bridge in the stream buffer zone of Lagunitas Creek, perhaps the
most important salmon creek in Marin County, and one that has suffered much abuse
and needs all the restoration it can get.

| support the arguments of others, more qualified than | to make them, regarding the
ways in which Alternative D would be more successful than Alternative C in achieving
the primary goal of ecosystem restoration and | wish to register my strong support for
their conclusions and for Alternative D.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

/ 4 ey
/g-/LMé-f'JMC ::J: \.e_(.f

Catherine Caufield
cc: Jon Jarvis



L [}

1 am voting strongly for Proposal D

1. Proposal D is consistent with the values of our community. It asks that we do
the uttermost for the restoration, preservation and protection of our natural
environment.

Public access can always be considered in a second stage, later on, when we have
seen how successful the restoration process turns out to be. whether it requires
more money and time and therefore more focused energy than presently
imagined.

I strongly disagree with the proposals from the Sierra Club and the Biking Club,
that we undertake considerable public access as a modification of Plan D.Two
reasons for this: aesthetic and aesthetic It is certainly a lovely idea to link our
communities, but a structure like the bridge, prominently positioned at the
entrance to a beautifully preserved wilderness area is bound to give us the look of
artificiality—as if we were a golf course or worse vet, a kind of Wilderness
Theme Park. It is very difficult to preserve, quite easy to destroy, the integrity of
a place like Point Reves.

Preservation/restoration is headed in a direction that restores the naturai flow and
shape of our land. The public access, as presently conceived. seems to move in
the opposite direction—adding structures that are not and have never been part of
our natural terrain.

There are so many miles of trails for bikes and horses and walkers in Point Reyves.
Why is it necessary to take this area so close to town and introduce what is bound
to occasion at least some added congestion, privacy issues, parking problems?
Let us concentrate our energy, our money, our planning capacity on the
environment.

Proposal D is what the Point Reyes Peninsula is! The other proposals do
not do it justice.

Kim Chernin, 704 B Street, Point Reves Station, CA 94956 663 9511

e



gchisholm@audubon.or To: pore_planning@nps.gov

g cc:

02/12/2007 01:35 AM Subject: From NPS.gov: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration EIR/EIS
EST

Email submitted from: /pore/parkmgmt/planning_giacomini_wrp_eiseir draft 2006.htm

Dear Don Neubacher:

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Giacomini Wetlands Restoration

Project. We are supportive of the Altematlve C and pleased to see this important restoration
project get underway. )

As a neighbor I would like to bring several issues to you and your staff’s attention along our
common property boundary just north of the Giacomini Clubhouse.

We have a number of eucalyptus trees along our boundary though I am not sure of the exact line
between our property and NPS managed land. We would be supportive of the removal of the
boundary eucalyptus and working together on the removal of eucalyptus on our hillside along
with the restoration of native upland habitat on both our land and the old railroad grade next to

the pasture. We would be interested in undertaking a collaborative project to restore native
habitat.

In addition, prior to full transfer of the property I would like to ask that the sizeable pile of
irrigation pipes that have been abandoned for a long time along our property line be removed and

that an abandoned shack on our common property boundary be removed and that the electric line
to the shack be shut down to reduce fire risk.

I appreciate your attention to these details and look forward to working with you and your staff to
seeing this project succeed. : RECEIVED
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- Mablome’ Canehaesy
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Kay Clements To: pore_planning@nps.gov

<kay@kwmr.org> _cc .
02/12/2007 12:35 PM Subject: wetlands restoration

PST

Hi,
I just wanted to comment briefly on the proposed trail connecting ‘
Inverness Park with Point Reyes Station. I believe access to Pt Reyes
via an off road trail would be used by many residents and kids on bikes
and a good idea. What I would like to see is the trail as a throughway,
not

a freeway for weekend bicyclists.

I believe that visitors to the area bring a different sensibility -
not to say they don't appreciate what is here, but I think it is a
little removed from the community and not always as
conscientious. When you are on a trail and see your neighbor, you make

the extra :
effort to call out or move aside. If a trail is going to connect IP and

PRS, let it
be to facilitate and protect local traffic, not provide another raceway

for
the bicyclists to group up and dominate.

thanks for your consideration.
Kay Clements '
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Ann Nelson - To: Brannon Ketcham/PORE/NPS@NPS, Lorraine Parsons/PORE/NPS@NPS

cc:
01/11/2007 03:24 PM PST Subject: Fw: From NPS.gov: Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project: Draft

Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report

FY1

gerry@horizoncable.com To: pore_planning@nps.gov

01/11/2007 06:01 PM EST e . )
Subject: From NPS.gov: Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project: Draft Environmental

Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report

Email submitted from: /pore/parkmgmt/planning_giacomini_wrp_eiseir_draft 2006.htm

Having such short notice to address my concerns about the subject Project please know that these
matters are not all of them: '

I object to the fact that the local newspaper of record, either in the County of Marin or in West
Marin did not report your deadline being today for the deadline to comment on the subject study
plan.

The study does not describe why the CALTRANS money has a link to being used to consider
“Transportation” issues on and near the subject property.

The study/report contains no cost estimates for each of the four proposals. There is no
cost/benefit analysis for each of the four proposals.

The report presents little to no summary information showing how using the property’s edges for
public enjoyment and transportation had no negative impact on restoring the property’s wetland
features.

The report has little to no information that deals with important matters concerned about:

(a2) Bicyclist safety 1ssues including accidents in the area; (b) Why bicyclist use in the area is
discouraged due to poor conditions for safety and enjoyment (very narrow roads, heavy
motorized traffic, etc.) (c) Motorized traffic patterns between towns and neighborhoods
bordering the property to show that such traffic is increasing: (d) There is no safe way to travel
by foot or bicycle north of Point Reyes Station to the Martinelli Park. (roadway there has little to
no shoulder space) (¢) Explaining why the nearby town’s community plan shows no interest in
reopening the nearby Abandoned Railroad Right-Of-Way (ARROW). This includes why it has
little giving local residents easy access to the property’s easterly side, to other neighborhoods,
and to the area south of the subject property. (f) That the property’s ARROW connects to the
ARROW on the east side of the nearby town that also connects to the ARROW at Tocaloma that
has been reopened. Omitting this significant off-road transportation system information misleads
the reader who does not know the area on an intimate basis. (g) No mention is made about the
fact that for the past 27 years the local community has shown an interest in having this ARROW
reopened while at the same time well connected residents living on the hill adjacent to the



ARROW have done what they can to defeat its reopening; (h) No analysis shows how the
ARROW uses none of the dry land near what had been wetland before the ARROW was
constructed over a hundred years ago: (i) Why the restoration project must include transportation
issues in the area of the subject property. If its edges are not considered for public use (bike and
walking paths) then an important opportunity is abandoned. (j) The Olema Marsh public access
path issue should be considered in all four options and so it is included in the option settled on.
(k) Dating back 27 years (1980) it has made been known at public meetings and in public reports
that it wants the subject property's ARROW reopened so it connects to the ARROW on Point
Reyes Station's east ide all the way to the ARROW at Tocaloma that is in use for the public's
safety and enjoyment benefit.

Lastly, it must be noted that none of the public hearings about a matter of this importance that
concerns the public at large (those residing outside of West Marin) was never held outside of
West Marin - even though it is known this public uses their federal parks here in West Marin on
a basis that represent 82% of the users from the Bay Area and beyond.

For all these and more reasons it must be known that the subject study was biased in favor of
only restoring the property to a wetland while it ignored how public access can coexist along
with wetland restoration.

Gerry Coles PO Box 353, Bolinas, CA 94924 (tele: 868-1108)



Gerry Cirincione-Coles To: park_planning@nps.gov™™—

<gerry@mermaidhill.co cc: lorraine_parsons@nps.gov

m> Smwd:@mm'me@mﬁﬁmmMnﬁqpt
02/14/2007 08:27 PM TR o
PST

Sy

Please be advised that your subject"nEIR‘iSFinjomplete‘unéil;it deals
with the following matters: N o

IR TR
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(a) As the dire effect Global Warming will surely have on the
restoration project, and the data presented in the EIR now does not
deal with how the additional height of two more feet over previous
expectations - means the EIR is insufficient in this regard.

(b) That it was most arbitrary (slanted to favor Alternative C) how the
study dealt with various schemes to allow public access, but did not
show, for example that the abandoned railroad right-of-way (ARROW)
could be restored to public use (as proposed in Alternative A) along
with having the maximum method of restoring the property to a wetland
(as proposed in Alternative C or D) - even a casual reader of the EIR
will easily note its bias that favors Alternatives C and D, but don't
consider opening the ARROW to public use.

(c)} That no public meetings to encourage public comment were held
outside of West Marin shows an intent to influence the results of the
EIR to favor Alternative C (aka: the "Preferred Alternative) even
though a NPS study proved that more than 80% of the public who frequent
the federal parks in West Marin actually reside outside of Marin
County. The NPS made no effort to solicit public comments from the
public who use their parks in West Marin because it hosted no public
meetings outside of West Marin means that the subject EIR has not had a
fair hearing as far as the greater public is concerned. Considering
that the public who attended the public meetings on this subject are
locals who are well known to not be receptive to having 3 million
visitors in their area - thus the results of the meetings reflect the
EIR report's bias, which results in their not being receptive to making
the subject property being made more attractive to visitors. In this
regard the EIR should cite the fact that the West Marin Chamber of
Commerce (WMCC) is not a member of the Marin County Visitors and
Convention Bureau because the latter wants to service the needs of
visitors to Marin County and while the WMCC, like the local residents
has not shown this interest on a local basis.

(d) Considering that the town of Point Reyes Station borders the
subject property, but has nothing in its General Plan that proposes any
convenient access for its residents on the subject property or to the
federal park to its north that has no access but from Highway One -
proves a local bias against giving this matter a thorough hearing at
the local level, which is the only feedback the NPS seems to have
relied on in its EIR with regards to ordinary civilian input that isn't
scientific.

(e) While several consultants whose Literature is cited in the EIR
(J.G. Evens, PWA, etc), and it is well known that their bias did not
support opening the ARROW, means that the EIR's Literature information
does not cite that of any known supporter for opening the ARROW.

(f) With regards to the List of Preparers, it can Dbe substantiated that
one person who contributed to the EIR at this level (Jules Evens) has




made it clear in a public record (Point Reyes Light) that he is against
opening the ARROW to public use. That this EIR used no consultants who
understand the benefits of wetlands coexisting with ARROWs, Alternative
Transportation, etc. shows its bias that favors a maximum wetland
restoration with an a minimum of public access.

(g) With regards to Public Safety: the fact that the EIR concerned with
a property that borders a town that has the most residents of any town
in West Marin needs additional information about an issue of vital
importance considering that all roads bordering the subject property,
and the town nearest it, are narrow two lane roads that must
accommodate about 3 million visitors (1 million cars?). This EIR must
have project how public safety would be improved if the 550 acre
property's ARROW is reopened, and it had off-road paths along its
southern and western edges for the benefit of bicyclists and hikers so
they could travel away from high speed motorized traffic. '

(h) With regards to CALTRANS contributing the greatest share of
purchase monies to acquire the property the EIR explains almost nothing
about the "....legal agreement between CalTrans and the park, which
only obliges the park to mitigate 3.6 acres, all agencies agreed that
more fully restoring lands on the acquired property was the ultimate
goal, and the MOU called for restoration of a 'significant portion' of
the historic marsh."™ Why isn't the MOU in ‘the EIR? Does "significant
portion" mean 80% (440 acres) or 90% (495 acres)? In either case it
easily leaves enough land to be set aside for public access: 440 acres
in wetland leaves 110 acres for public access, or 495 acres restored to
wetland still leaves 105 acres for public access. Considering that the
EIR contains no analysis that shows any computations for how much land
would be used for public access in any of its alternatives means the
EIR is totally inadequate with regards to its meaning of: "significant
portion".

(i) Considering that the ARROW had been in historical "transportation”
use for many decades, that the public roads near the subject property
are not safe for bicyclists and pedestrians, it doesn't take a rocket
scientist to conclude that the property can be restored to wetland, but
‘at the same time must also accommodate the public's transportation
(aka: safety) needs. And this is what the ARROW would accomplish as
would construction of other off-road paths near its southern and '
western edges.

Gerry Coles
PO Box 353, Bolinas, CA 94924
(tele: 415-868-1108)



Rigdon Currie To: pore_planning@nps.gov

<rigdon@horizoncable. cc: Johnson Trish <patrish@horizoncable.com>
com> Subject: Giacomini Property

02/09/2007 03:26 PM

PST

I like Plan C with the additiocnal access and the bridge.

Rigdon Currie

1 Balboa Ave., P.0O. Box 1120

Point Reyes Station, CA 94856-1120
415-663-1755

415-663-1756 (fax)

415-969-5855 (mobile)
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Kathryn de Laszlo

To: pore_planning@nps.gov
<delaszlo@svn.net> cc . .
02/12/2007 09:59 PM Subject: bridge over creek for Inverness Park/Point Reyes Station
PST

Dear Mr. Neubacher,

The reply to a bridge or no bridge is, from our household, a
resounding yes!

There is no better way to preserve the majority of
our natural habitat than to create viable alternatives to vehicle
transportation. Families and all those inclined to seek out
alternative modes of traveling locally will benefit and be given the
great gift of a close up reminder of the fragility and rarity of our
landscape.

there is nothing like getting out of the car and passing
slowly through our immediate environment to remind us of what needs

preserving for the future. Kathryn de Laszlo, Stephen Marshall
and daughters. (415) 663-1964 email:delaszlo@svn.net
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Barbara Deutsch To: park_planning@nps.gov

<undone@lmi.net> cc: jon_jarvis@nps.gov

Subject: explaini ing duplication | FEB 14 ¢/
02/14/2007 12:56 AM ubject: explaining a seeming duplicatio j
T supT. |
SCIENCE \_
Dear Superintendent Neubacher and Regional Director Jarvis: SPEC. PK. USES
mw

LAW ENFORC. .
I sent this earlier today (now yesterday) from my husband's computer (his ¢- addre KA! RES, _

Barry@ddw.com) forgetting to identify it as my comment, not a second from h1m

E0ONS.
own comment from that e-address earlier this week)~0" Ko D 3/ ‘17/ of~ FIRE MGT.
i |INTERR
I re-send mine now from this computer, to correct mis- impression -- and, I hope, f‘ L. RES.
confusion.

: MAIN1. !
- 1 JCONTRACTING
Yours irregularly, but less so than before, -

Barbara Deutsch (resident of levee road, Pt. Reyes Station) A
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comment in favor of alternative D, un-a-briDgeD

I'am among those many who Do not want to see commercial exploitation or any carelessness in

the implementation of a wetlanDs restoration project maDe financially possible by professional
generosity and environmental conscientiousness.

who aDvocate the alternative most Desirable in terms of habitat restoratior,

who wish human presence NOT to Degrade wilDlife habitat OR opportunities for other
humans to enjoy and learn from unDisturBeD wilDlife presence

and who Desire that whatever is Done, be Done so as to restore where absent and safeguarD
where present:

integrity of eDge, especially the water's eDge, but also the eDges of pathways

full, continuous, complex riparian habitat in the estuarine eco-tone, with optimizeD

structural Depth and Density, in orDer to proviDe the concentration of resources that will
naturally be sought there

effective buffering for wilDlife Dispersal corriDors
alreaDy establisheD wilDlife, and natural recovery alreaDy unDerway

maximum potential retrieval of natural sounDscape

least possible Disruption to visual fielD (e.g., Disallowing human intrusion in an

unnaturally elevateD or accelerateD manner, or with what appear to be preDators, causing fright
and other stress to wilDlife)



provision for choice for both wilD and human beings, incluDing the cho1ce tobeina
place free from DomesticateD or mechanizeD artifacts

and for the assurance wilDlife (and humans with sensitive awareness, itself in great
neeD of restoration) Derive from limiteD and muteD human access

expanDeD amplituDe for re-ascenDance of natural patterns and rhythms

the full complement of Diversity, re- -enDoweD with capacious amplituDe for evolveD
inter-relationship

future opportunities for expanDeD and integrateD habitat recovery

the capacity of animals (the overwhelming majority of whom are invertebrates; "on
thousands of whose backs every step is taken"), Distinguished from us and our Domestic subjects
above all by their evolveD perfection, to live as fully as possible in what is after all their worlD,
not ours; -- and, by that means, safeguarDing for ourselves the possibility of authentically
knowing them -- a knowleDge that brought us into being, and that may yet rescue us from our
present uncertainties about ourselves

and our own recovery of the awareness of who we truly are:

one recent and not yet reliable occupant of "a world of beings, in infinite and
mysterious acts of connection, created from the earth, itself a being."

[quoted from Paul Shepard's "Digging for Our Roots," Encounters with Nature, p. 114]



Barry Deutsch To: park_planning@nps.gov
<barry@ddw.com> cer 1
02/11/2007 06:04 PM Subject: Giacomini Wetland - Plan D

PST

Dear Superintendent Don Neubacher:

Please follow the goals and purpose of the Restoration. This
considerable and unusual opportunity can be THE example for future
projects on how to bring back native wildlife and increase the
habitat for creatures - other than our species! As a property owner
and resident of Pt. Reyes Station, I'm particularly conscious of the
sensitive nature of the wetland's edge. The impact of human
disturbance on the river, birds, turtles, mammals, and all the other
creatures is painfully obvious. The joy of seeing a Green Backed
Heron or a Great Blue waiting... and wading in Lagunitas Creek is
memorable - alas, so is their flight, caused by unleashed dog/s being
"walked" along the bank while their owners chat obliviously.

Being conscious of the needs and political pressures of the
situation, I strongly endorse PLAN D as is: WITH NO BRIDGE. I
suggest you use the $800,000+ estimated cost of that bridge toward

making the South Side of the Levee Road safe for bicycle an

]

Q.

horseback riders, or find some other way to relieve the pressures on

wild creatures, to whom we owe at least that.

Sincerely,

Barry DeJtSFr o -
11270 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 2 RECEIVED
Pt Reyes Station

% Alablamal Oamphar
;
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Don Neubacher To: Ann Nelson/PORE/NPS@NPS : PR

: s
02/12/2007 03:55 PM Sub'ecc(i: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan RECElVED
PST ject: Giacomini Wetlands Restorati ‘ N._.fﬁ'!t-m...

Don Neubacher < ISubT,
Superintendent : : SCIENCE i
Point Reyes National Seashore SPEC. PK. USES
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

. 1LAW ENFORC.

415-464-5101 (office) L JNAL RES,

415-233-0303 (cell) | RANGE CONS. -
415-663-8132 (fax) _ FIRE MGY.
INTERE
The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American peoplg so T i :
experience our heritage. m )
— Forwarded by Don Neubacher/PORE/NPS on 02/12/2007 03:55 PM - - :
CONTRACTING
cornelia@horizoncable. To: don_neubacher@nps.gov PERSONNEL P
com ce: DGET ;
. Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan =
22’42:’2007 06:13 PM d e _(_‘.g!_lnj “!. L f!LES ~ i

gy ek

Dear Mr Neubacher

I am writing to tell you that I very strongly support Plan D with no
mutli use path along Lagunitas Creek.

I gathered at the meeting that you have been under a- lot of pressure
from the Marin Bike Coalition and others to put in the multi use path
along Levee road.

I am probably one of the few local people who bikes regularly along
Levee Road. I do it about 5 times a week and usually during peak

hours. I think it is one of the safest stretches to bike around here
because the road is wide and straight.

If people want to make it safer then all the county needs to do is’
mark off part of the hardtop for a bike path as they are doing in
Fairfax. This would slow the traffic down a bit too.

The proposed multi use path will be so wide it will cut through prime
riparian habitat and create noise and pollution along the waters edge.

It also attract weekend road bikers who will come down there in groups
and at speed making everyone jump out of their way. I regularly walk
the Samuel P Taylor multi use trail and it's positively hazardous,

especially for children or seniors. They come at you at 20 miles an
hour or more.

Please change your recommendation to Plan D.

Thank you very much,



Best wishes

Cornelia Durrant
9 Los Reyes Drive
Point Reyes Station




"MikeBin" To: <Park_Planning@nps.gov>
<mikebin@svn.net> _cc <mmery@horizoncable.com>
02/11/2007 10:31 PM Subject: Marsh Option D

PST

Agree with Michael Mery's analysis and comment. C would be ok, but D is preferred as it emphasizes
restoration over access....of which there is enough. Mike Durrie, Inverness

(" REGENED
Point

Matians! Sanahass

FEB 12 '07
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[ ALICE HART ECKART ’ FEB9 - o7

. Box 1090, 11 Mesa Road, Point Reyes, CA 94956 415 663-9016 e%kart@horiza om

. . JEE g ,

February 7, 2007

Mr. Don Neubacher, Superintendent
Point Reyes National Seashore

1 Bear Valley Road

Point Reyes, CA 94956

Re: Tomales Bay Wetlands Restoration Plan

Dear Mr. Neubacher:

Congratulations on the excellence and timing of the Draft Environmental Report on the
Tomales Bay Wetland Restoration Project. I attended the public meeting and found the
presentation informative and thorough.

After reviewing the details | am convinced that the choice should be Alternative D. It
best meets the primary purpose of restoring natural hydrologic processes and wildlife
habitat in the entire Tomales Bay watershed. Public access is a secondary issue.

1 am particularly opposed to any development leading to an Eastern Perimeter trail that
could eventually connect Mesa Road and the Martinelli Open Space to the north.
Opening this area to hikers, bikers, dogs and horses would contradict the intent of
renovation of natural habitat and restoration of the wetlands. It also would negatively
effect the downtown Point Reyes Station, Overlook and Mesa Road residents with
increased traffic and parking problems, and present privacy, security and noise
concerns. I also wish to point out that our Community Plan specifically calls for
protection of the Mesa bluff and a trail at its base would be a negative impact.

Neither do I encourage the Southern Perimeter trail and bridge because it would
benefit so few people for such a short distance for a very large expenditure, and seems
to counter the primary objective of restoration of the wetlands.

Sincerely,

oAt o

Alice Hart Eckart

cc: Jon Jarvis, Regional Director
National Park Service

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607
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REAR VALLEY INN

2/12/07 BRED & RREAKFAST

ATTN: Superintendent
RE: Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project DEIS/EIR

After careful consideration of the materials provided to the public for the Giacomini Wetland
Restoration Project and attending the public meeting on January 25, 2007, I feel that there is a
significant gap regarding public access and transportation around the Giacomini Wetland
Restoration Project.

In 2005, new Transportation Legislation for the National Park Service was passed into law as part
of the SAFET-LU bill. These legislation funding changes do not appear to have been accounted
for in the current DEIR. hitp://www.nps.gov/transportation/alt/ is link where I read the
information

Has the park considered these new funding opportunities including Alternative Transportation in
Parks and Public Lands and a Recreational Trails Program. As of 2006, the details were still
being worked out on this program. Now is the time for the Park Service to get involved and
secure funding for better public access for residents and visitors.

The southern perimeter trail shown in Options A, B & C is crucial to the local residents in terms
of moving between towns, and will likely reduce vehicle trips around the Giacomini wetlands.
Regardless of the chosen option, it should include not only the bridge at White House Pool, but
also the establishment of a Memorandum of Understanding with Marin County Public Works to
extend the path from White House Pool to Inverness Park.

I prefer Options A & B because they include more comprehensive public access for the
_community. A connection to Railroad Point would enhance foot travel throughout this area. To
not maintain hiking access to the railroad right of way is a loss to the community.

Future acquisitions including the railroad right of way as a continuation of the Cross Marin Trail
into Point Reyes Station would go a long way towards moving people with an alternative to
automobiles in the area.

Automobile emissions are one of the most destructive sources of single point pollution that exist.
Reducing auto trips is crucial to the health of the wetlands as well as the plant, animal and human
life in the area.

The park would do well to consider the larger picture in making your final determination
regarding the option that is really best for the environment.

Sincerely,

s o SR % b o P
Amanda Eichstaedt : I PS Bl
Bear Valiey Inn ‘: _ 3\ ! ‘ .
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"Bart Eisenberg" To: <Park_Planning@nps.gov>

<barteisenberg@comca cc:

st.net> Subject: Giacomini Marsh comment
02/12/2007 11:30 AM

PST

Bart Eisenberg

Box 250

20 Sinaloa Ave.

Forest Knolls, CA 94933

February 11, 2007

Dear Superintendent Neubacher

| want to express my support for alternative D in the restoration of the wetlands. Given the scarcity of
wetlands in general and the abundance of recreational opportunities in West Marin, | believe that the
balance should be tipped toward reviving this nearly lost ecosystem. Of course, the restoration itself also
represents an educational opportunity—but that, rather than recreation, per se, is where hope the
emphasis will go. In an era when so much wildlife habitat is lost, what a treat it will be to watch a bit of it
be regained.

Thanks to you and your staff for this great stewardship. The word is overused, but in this case, it's
completely apt.

P

Sincerely, REC EIV-E—D.-. 2
Bart Eisenberg l M_EPI_!E %“1 ]
| mlzy f
.f i

" / §
PUAJSUpE T e,
| SCIENCE :
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Gayanne G. Enquist i ol \‘
P.O. Box 577 - 15 Via de la Vista ‘
Inverness, CA 94937 FEB 140/ ‘
L
“CASuPL,
SCIENCE

SPEC, PK, USES _
LAW ENFORC.

NAT RES. .
RANGE CONS. _

February 11, 2007

Superintendent Don Neubacher

THILE

Point Reyes National Seashore v FIRE MGT.
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 ‘ ! INTERP.
CULL. RES. .
RE: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan MAINT. !
CONTRACTING
Dear Don, L MREL

| urge the Park to implement Alternative D, which for me is “what’s best f@_r_ 3 B@*;NPAL"&E%
The ecological restoration is primary and all the other interests are secondary because

of the rarity of wetlands (in general) and the overall health of the Bay and our entire
ecosystem. '

My grown daughters, who grew up in Inverness, remember and often brag to faraway
family and friends that “Tomales Bay is one of few remaining pristine bodies of water—

aren’'t we lucky?” How long ago was that a reality? | need to remind them that this isn’t
the case now.

Eliminate the access point parking area at the former worker housing site on Mesa
Road. Access already exists at White House Pool, Martinelli Open Space and Olema
Marsh. These trails, parking, etc. could be made ADA compliant. The Ag zoned property

on the East side of the marsh should be in public ownership with removal of all barns,
etc.

| am a long-time birder and believe that any increased human presence will impact the

birds, wetlands and all other wild life. Please help to protect this environment with the
most complete restoration possible.

Thanks to you and your staff for a strong evaluation and analyses, and for the
opportunity to comment. '

Sincerely,

Gayanfe G. Enquist
Cc: NPS-J. Jarvis



RECEINED
Point feves

e

Jules Evens i

id

.C). Box 839, Point Reyes Station
T e California 94956 USA
: SCIENCE telephone 415/663-1148
T JSPEC_PK USES fax 415/663-9235
Lawy ENMFORT, e-tnail jevensiisvinet
, BES o
RemiGe 05
FIRE %G1
NTERF
COLL RES.

g

Fﬁ

-

L

February 6, 2007

Superintendent Don Neubacher
Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reves Station, CA 94956

.

RE: Comments on the Draft EIR: Gihcass

Dear Don: CENTFAL FILES

Although T worked on the compliance phase of the Giacomini Restoration Project as &
wildlife biologist. I am submitting these comments as a private citizen, a long-ume
resident of Pomnt Reves Stanon, and a naturalist mtimately familiar with the wetlands o1
Tomales Bayv.

First, I appreciate the excelient evaluation provided by the Draft EIR and the thorough
work that vour staff has provided, You have cultivated perhaps of the best natural
resources staff in the country and their excellence is reflected in the depth of the Drait
EIR. I look forward to watching the restoration proceed and the health of the bay
improve.

1 would like to 1ake this opportunity to urge that the Park implement Alternative D, “the
environmentally preferred alternative.” Because the entire impetus of this project was
ecological restoration, 1 feel strongly that all other considerations (public access,
education, viewscapes, eic.) should be secondary to that restoration process. The Park has
a responsibility to protect and enhance habitats that sustain and support special status
species. This can be accomplished onlv by advancing the most extensive restoration effort
available given the constraints of the watershed and the site.

Toward that end. I hope the Park will incorporate the following goals imao the Final EIR:

1) Implement Altemative D, without a bridge across Lagunitas Creek (as has been
suggested by some advocates of public access).

2) Focus restoration efforts on the downstream portions of Lagunitas. Bear Valley.

Olemia, and Tomasini creeks. This requires limiting public access so that npanan and

transitional marsh vegeranon can des elop fully at the resh'brackish saline intertace: this
al 1

area i3 the most eritical transttion zone for numerous hsted gpecies. ncluding salmomds



3) Maximize tidal action and tidal access to the estuarine reaches of all drainages that
feed into the south-end of Tomales Bay. This last goal argues for the various elements of
Alternative D summarized in pages 77-80 of the Draft EIR. Of particular ecological
importance is the adaptive restoration of Olema Marsh (pg, 79).

Alternative C, the Park’s “preferred alternative,” addresses some of these goals, but only
as half-measures. Alternative D provides a more environmentally comprehensive
approach, and, once implemented, will result in a more hydrologically dynamic and
ecologically functional restoration.

Finally, I would like to suggest that the Park consider renaming the project and the site.
Although the Giacomini family has made important contributions to the social and
economic fabric of West Marin, the “reclamation” of the tidal wetlands at the south end
of Tomales Bay, beginning in 1947, to create the Giacomini Ranch did more to degrade
the ecology of the bay than any other modification, before or since. A more appropriate
name would be “Tomlaes Bay Wetland Restoration.”

Again, thank you for your dedication to the natural environment of Point Reyes and
Tomales Bay and for leading the Park Service forward in the spirit of restoration. I look
forward to the day when clapper rails again nest and in these wetlands, when night-herons
roost undisturbed in willows overhanging salmon swollen waters. Maybe someday we’ll

S, Ulaliib JUU I RS S LR Y W WL St R S L ARA R

Naturally,
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Jules Evens
P.0O. Box 839

Point Reyes Station, CA 94936.
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SCIENCE
February 11, 2007 [ JSPEC_PK. USES

A, JLAW ENFORC,
Don Neubacher, Superintendent AL REY.
Point Reyes National Seashore RANGE OUS.

: FRE MGT
Point Reyes, CA 94956 - MYERF

Attention: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project | TR

MANT.
Dear Don Neubacher, : CONTRACTING

PERSO EL

Thank you for your support of extensive wetlands restorat
Giacomini Ranch at Tomales Bay. I am glad that the Park has taken-a strong
stand for the restoration of these cnitical wetlands.

However, I support even greater restoration of the wetlands than the
Park’s current plan of Alternative C. I believe that Alternative C is
msufficient because it allows too many new access-related impacts. We
must do all that we can to maximize restoration of the wetlands.

I support Alternative D, because it will minimize adverse impact on
the wetlands and goes the farthest i restoring the natural character of the
region. [ also support the construction of a bridge over Lagunitas Creek and
the trail connection between Green Bridge and White House Pool, because
of the contribution they will make to minmimizing impact on the wetlands.

Thank you for your consideration,

= _

Tom Faulk

Tom G. Faulk
901 Lark Court
Novato, CA 94947

c ww FILES



Jeff Felix To: Park_Planning@nps.gov

<bonnandjef@horizonc cc:

able.com> Subject: Giacomini wetlands restoration
02/11/2007 04:32 PM

PST

Dear Park Planning Team,

I am in complete support of the position put forth in Michael Mery's
recent letter to you. Most importantly, I wurge the Park to adopt
Alternative D, which makes environmental needs and concerns the
priority.

Thank you very much for seriously considering my point of view, along
with that of others who are concerned enough to make their views known.

Bonnie Felix

POB 935

Point Reyes Station
Ca. 94856
414-663-1867
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Jeff Felix To: pore_planning@nps.gov

<bonnandjef@horizonc cc:
able.com> Subject: Plan D
02/09/2007 06:32 PM

PST

We, two residents of Pt. Reyes Station, vote for Plan D. Plan C with a
parking lot off of Mesa Road

is unacceptable as it will invite intrusion into the natural habitat
defeating the whole purpose of the

project. We hope that you will not give in to the special interest
groups which have a stake in getting

Plan C through but prevail for the wild life, who are not organized
pain in the asses, and implement
Plan D.

Thanks,

Jeff & Bonnie Felix

171 Mesa Road

Pt. Reyes Station, Ca 94956
415 663-1867
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; MAINT. :
Point Reyes National Seashore i CONTRACTING -
National Park Service ' ——'m :
RE: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Sroncasenmed 5 :
kD e
I am very pleased that the Park Service is proceeding to restore the wetlands. [ do have sevéra) GENT RAL i"'l-’}—w

and recommendations with regard to the alternatives presented in the EIR.

Public Access: I support Plan C: vet with the deletion of the parking and trail at Mesa Road.
» Encouraging pedestrian access from Point Reyes Station to the wetlands is very important. To

increase pedestrian accessibility, extending the trail system from the observation area overlooking

the wetland north along the edge of the wetlands and joining with 3™ street should be considered.

With a town edged loop trail system, the parking and limited trail system that is north of the green
barn off of Mesa Road should be deleted. Eliminating this parking and trail could reduce extra

automobile trips that will occur from the town to the Mesa Road parking area and help create fresh
water marsh with less disturbance.

The wetlands and trail systems will likely increase visitor use and parking in the town. This
increase will in turn add to already limited parking. To maintain a pedestrian, bike, and equestrian
accessible town, the NPS needs to study traffic and parking impacts in the town and recommend
mitigations, such as parking, shuttle access from existing park visitor sites, etc.

Urban Stormn Water Runoff: This is not directly addressed in any alternative.

o The towns (Point Reyes Station and Inverness Park) will likely generate storm water runoff that
includes sediments, nutrients, oil, heavy metals, pesticides and pathogens. A combination of
grease/oil traps, primary settlement ponds, and the wetlands themselves should reduce these

pollutants before entering the Bay. The NPS should monitor current poliutant loads; and with the
County involvement, address urban runoff.

Pollutant Removal bv the Wetlands

It was mentioned in the public meeting that presented the alternatives: that the restored wetlands
will have the capacity to remove 2 to 18% of pollutants entering into the wetlands from the
surrounding watershed. While this may be reasonable, I am surprised that the wetlands would not
remove higher percentages of pollutants. From my urban storm water experience, I understand
that bio retention systems can remove 68 to 90% of pollutants. Perhaps the NPS could increase

the performance standards of the alternatives, and adjust wetiand configurations as necessary to
maximize pollutant uptake efficiency.

W

Randall Fleming




forester@sonic.net To: pore_planning@nps.gov

. cc:
gZS/_:_3/2007 03:04 PM Subject: Giacomini Restoration Plan

Dear Mr. Neubacher,

Unfortunately my husband and I were unable to attend the Jan. 25 public
meeting, and we would like to voice our concern now.

Alternative D certainly provides the most extensive restoration potential
for the benefit of wildlife, whereas Alterative C allows too much public
access at the expense of wildlife.

EAC has the great idea of modifiying Alterative D to include a bridge
over Lagunitas Creek,. which would provide low-impact public access by
creating a continuous trail betweéen White Housse Pool parking lot and the
Green Bridge. This is our preferred solution.

Thank you for reading and considering our view.
Lynne and Phil Forester (Tomales residents)
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Kenneth Fox /éC '

P.0 Box 87 Point Reyes Station 94956
F E 8 182

£ 3 &Tebmaty 2007
Park _Planning{@nps.gov

Atin: Superintendent Don Neubacher

Point Reyes National Seashore

Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

RE: Comments on Giacomini Wetlands Restoration.
Dear Don:

Thanks for the hard work on this plan. I wanted to add a personal note as well. As you know, I worked a long time
to get people out of their cars and have a decent alternative to the motorized method of transportation. I firmly
believe that people will be more appreciative and have better understanding of nature if you get them out of their
cars and into nature. I know that there are impacts to all our activities, but the impact of automobiles is seriously
underestimated. I strongly support both the restoration both as it’s benefit to species habitat and development of a

formal trail for educational value for the public. Informal tx?.ils also have their purpose and can be accommodated in
some areas.

1 support a modified version of Alternative C. You have struck a good balance in general with Alternative C, and
that it is really the “preferred environmental alternative” than considering that it calls for a huge amount of
restoration and at the same time includes educational opportunities and allows basic transportation for non-
motorized transportation, something that many of the self-crowned environmentalists seem to ignore as they drive
gas-guzzling pollution spewing SUVs to take care of their second or third properties or drink PC Latte’s.

Considering that the Giacomini will retain the old duck clubhouse and road to it for at least another 25 years, it
makes good sense to have that be an area that the public can feel free to use and monitor activities around the old
clubhouse. Remember that the public was swindled by a convicted was-time profiteer who grabbed the land and had

the public pay for illegal reinforcement of his levees, and after all that the public had to pay over 5 million dollars
for the land,

I recommend implementing Alternative C, with the following emphasis:
1. Make elimination of the northern transecting dike of the western pasture highest priority.

2 Build a full-spanning bridge over Lagunitas Creek as soon as monies become available (we note that those
monies are coming from a different source than restoration fund. Those who say that those monies would be more
wisely spent on improving the connectivity between the Olema and Giacomini marshes are being disingenuous,
Think of how much money it would take to remove the levee road entirely?. Undertake the restoration and
development of the trail concomitantly. Furthermore, the funding necessary to alter Levee Road in order to fully

restore connectivity between Bear Valley/O lema Marsh and Lagunitas Creek may be much more than the pedestrian
bridge.

3. FExtend the trail along the western pasture utilizing both the park lands and the county easement on SFD.
Extending western perimeter trail to allow basic transportation and promote education regarding the importance of
transitional wetlands. (Remember, a great number of exiting trails in the park pass over or are within wetland areas.
E.g. Muddy hollow trail, bear valley trail, Estero trail. And the Limantour road was built by the park through some
pretty sensitive habitat in the name of fulfilling park priorities)

4. Utilize the old Inverness Park post office as an educational tool for teaching both history and the importance of
the restoration.

5. Include the access point parking area at the farm worker housing on Mesa Road and maintain existing ranch
road as an viewing access trail. Consider raising Mesa Road on a causeway rather than digging new alignment for
Tomasini Creek. (Eliminate Mesa Road altogether in favor of lighter use trail?...)

6. Buy the property at the corner of B street and Highway One for a parking area and have a traithead there that
connects to trail toward the dance palace. The since visitors and residents can easily walk from town just as the
farm worker housing site where there is very good pedestrian access from Mesa Road. Michael Mery is wrong
about this, many people walk along mesa road Maybe he doesn’t want the general public to know that he lives near
there? The parking lot at the old Ken Parr/ Bear Valley Stables is underutilized and I have not seen or heard much
problems from it, so I don’t see that there will be a great problem with other smaller parking lots.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. é ;
en Fox E



O vaun - TN N
-CEiVES
Poiet! RS

S e
PHILIP L. FRADKIN . .
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415-663-8733

T

philfradéearthlink.net/wwuw.phil
o C. P¥. L ';-__ -
- f LAW ENFORC. .
i : 1, RES. )
Supt. Don Neubacher e 3 TNGE 3 :)
Attn. Giacomini Wetlands Plan _ k- e
Pt. Reyes National Seashore T I >
Pt. Reyes Station, CA 94956 A
MAINT.
January EE‘; 2007 --_———F-I-"El—r
% PERSOMNNEL
Dear Don: J— T
" 3 1-r_q"'""
Great planning jobil § 7 |CENTRAL FILTS

T faver Rlternative C rather than D for the following reasons. I
don‘t agree that D ie the most environmentally sensitive
zlternavive. The more extensive grading will be disruptive to
wildlife and humans, the transition from marsh to grasslands is
& more natural environment both in wvisual terms and as & way to
provide habitat for more diversified species, and there is no
way that you are going to cantrol the outflow of Tomasini Creek
in big storms, regardless what course you choose for it. Humans
are part of the environment too, and the bridge will be an
environmental enhancement in terms of the leisurely pleasures of
walking and biking and diminished use of vehicles for those of
us who live in West Marin.

I would only add, as I have at each workshop and hearing, that
it makes no sense to provide a huge, new refuge for waterfowl

and still permit hunters to set up on the northern edge and bang
away at the incoming ducks.

Sinceraly,

Aon
£, Eﬂ
hilip Y. Fradiin
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Wedtoo ot Prarhore
The Dance Palace To: park_planning@nps.gov FEB157
<dance@bhorizoncable.c cc: wbuxbaum@svn.net %
om> Subject: Giacomini wetlands restoration ‘ o v
02/13/2007 11:55 AM ' _ ETTSueT, x
PST . . |SCIENCE
_ _ T YSPEC, PK. USES
' LAW ENFORC.
Don Neubacher : 'fc L REC,
Point Reyes National Seashore RANGE CONS
Point Reyes, California 94956 N T A
i INTERP
February 13, 2007 i CULT. RES.
Dear Don: ¢

area: that of the children in Dance Palace Camp.

Generations of kids have participated in this camp (the only ongoing day camp in the Point
Reyes/Inverness area) since its inception in 1980. Over 70 children ages 614 attend camp each
summer, with 35% of those kids receiving scholarship assistance. Activities include art,
ceramics, theater, music, martial arts, and more; but one of the very basic activities at camp 1s
called outdoor adventures — and these adventures have always centered around hikes and
programs in the area around the creek.

Our outdoor adventure program expands the knowledge of our campers about West Marin’s
unique ecosystems; teaches basic information about local wildlife, plants, and the ecological
diversity of our local riparian areas as well as the challenges of conservation and preservation,
and encourages West Marin youth to take a greater interest in science and environmental
stewardship. Age appropriate activities reinforce their school-year biology studies and teach them

about habitat requirements, life cycles, creek ecology, and each child’s important role in helping
preserve our special local environment.

Every day during the camp season for the past 26 years, kids from camp have walked down to the
creek from the Dance Palace, using the access at Third Street. This magical outdoor space has
indeed been their extended playground and learning area. I strongly urge you to consider
including public access to the wetlands area that is quickly, easily, and safely accessible to the
kids in Dance Palace Camp (and indeed for all users of the Dance Palace Community Center) as
you move forward with your plans for the Giacomini wetlands restoration.

Sincerely,

Carol J. Friedman
Executive Director, The Dance Palace Community Center




LYNNFRANCO@aol.co To: Park_Planning@nps.gov

m cc: LYNNFRANCO@aol.com

02/12/2007 05:56 PM Subject: Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project - Comment
EST ’

Dear Sir; You and your staff are to be commended for the effort necessary to procure and develop the plans for
restoring the Giacomini wetlands. Plan C seems unique in providing 51gn1ﬁcant public access while maintaining
99% of the ecological benefit.

We have a home on the wetlands outside the boundary area marked red in your presentation There is question of
concern which would effect a small number of homes on the wetland between Inverness Park and InvernessWe
were hoping for clarification about your description of increased potential for flooding due to an elevation of.6 to
1.6 ft of water during a 12 year flood event on the western side of the restoration Since our home foundation is on
poles in the mud flats and the Jan 1st 2006 waters reached within a few inches of flooding the housg we wanted to
know did your Hydrologists evaluate the expected rise in water outside the immediate adjacent private properties
Your report indicates the immediately adjacent homes are on raised fill Since ours is not; did you consider the
possibility of mitigating any danger to our and other homes at greater risk of flooding What would be the expected

drop off in water highth as one moved closer to Invernes? Do you consider the Jan 1st 2006 flooding as a 12 year
event. Thank you for your consideration and reply.

Nathan Kaufman 510-5482500

e-mail lynnfranco@aol.com
12660 Sir Francis Drake Blvd, Inverness Ca
P.O. Box 567, Inverness Ca,

94937
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llouisefranklin@aol.com To: Park_Planning@nps.gov

) [+ 7%
225’;2&007 HATAN Subject: Giacomini Marsh input

Superintendent Don Neubacher
Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

Dear Don: I want to cast my vote for Plan D. I feel strongloy that there is quite enough public
access, and the primary goal should prioitize full wetland restoration. Wetlands are extremely
precious and vulnerable ecosystems and I am especially concerned about ground nesting birds
such as the plover. Everything and anything that assists wild species here is vitally important
Easy public accessibility means dogs, and more dangers for vulnerable species. The public
comes here to view and enjoy and become educated about wild life and wild lands. Lets ensure
that this area becomes a prime example of a true wetland. This will, in the long run, contribute
the most to the goals of the Point Reyes National Seashore. Thank you for all of the work you
and your staff have done. I most appreciate your efforts to provide us with all of the variables.

Sincerely,
Louise Franklin
Resident, Inverness

Check out the new AOL. Most comprehensive set of free safety and security tools, free access
to millions of high-quality videos from across the web, free AOL Mail and more.
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"Tom Gaman" To: <pore_planning@nps.gov>
<tgaman@forestdata.co cc:

m> Subject: Tomales Bay Wetlands Restoration
02/14/2007 06:13 PM

PST

14 February

Don Neubacher

Alternative D sounds to me like the best option. There are few coastal wetlands in Califofnia, and the
south end of Tomales Bay is under increasing visitor pressure every year. While we have lived in

Inverness the visitation has increased dramatically. Therefore | support the "environmentally preferred
alternative". Thank you.

Tom Gaman
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‘nn Nelson [0 Lorraine Parsons PORE NP5 NPS
; . o
; 13/2007 03 : : 3 =
g.;l'-. " 01/332007 03:10 Pk PST Subject: Fw: From NPS.gov: Giacomini Wetlands

Do we have a draft. or final. tmeline? Would you please copy me on response or let mie know if I may do anything
10 assist.

Anim

/,"' B aletaia Imi.net Fo: pore_planningidnps.gov
&
'-?"ﬁ 01/23:2007 03:47 PM EST 3

e Subject: From NP5 goyv: Giacoming Wetlands

Email submitted from: /pore/parkmgmt/planning_giacomini_wrp_eiscir drafi_2006.htm

| write for Bay Nature magazine and we want to track the progress of this project. Can you please
tell me the timeline once the public comment period is over? What are the next steps?

Thank you,

Aleta George Ear to the Ground, Bay Nature Home office: 707.429.3529 E: aleta@ Imi.net



"Ann" To: <pore_planning@nps.gov>

<agessen@svn.net> ~cc
02/12/2007 07:11 PM Subject: preference for wetlands
PST

To Whom.....

I would like my voice counted among those who support Plan D for the Giacomini Wetlands.

I support the most environmentally protective plan, even if it means some inconvenience to
humans and human traffic. I support the most extensive protection of the wetlands that is
possible. However, I do also support footpath connection between the green bridge and the
white house pool area, which I believe means a bridge being built.

Thank you for adding my thoughts to the many you have already received

Ann Gessert
Inverness
669-1544
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"Aaron W. Gilliam" To: park_planning@nps.gov

<agcypress@gmail.com cc:

> _ Subject: Wetland restoration comment
02/14/2007 09:04 AM '

PST

I am a community member in Pt Reyes Station and i hope that the parks will choose a plan that
provides human interaction with the proposed wetlands. Humans have been part of this landscape
for much longer than or short period of European colonization and should continue to be a part of
the land so long as we participate in a conscious way with respect for the other native flora and
fauna.

I would also like to share my sentiment of frustration on the fact we are about to loose some of
the best agricultural land in the entire county. Yes the birds, frogs, fish, plants and many others
will inherit the space to live in, but i find it a bit hypocritical to hear all the people who are
ranting on about "localization," and "self-dependent economies” turn around and demand that
their productive (or potentially productive) fields should be returned to the animals that have
evidently adapted to the agricultural border around their wetland homes.

thank you for reading my comments,
sincerely,

Aaron Gilliam
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John Gouldthorpe To: park_planning@nps.gov

<john_gouldthorpe@ya cc:

hoo.com> Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project
02/14/2007 06:44 AM

PST

To the Giacomini project management team:

After reviewing the EIR and visiting the sites
proposed to be developed under Alternative C what
makes the most sense to me is Alternative D, with the
addition of a bridge across Lagunitas Creek.

Thank you

John Gouldthorpe
PO Box 879
Marshall, CA 94940
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Ann Sheree Greenbaum To: park_planning@nps.gov Reyes
<asg_yoga@yahoo.com . cc i O
> Subject: wetland restoration i
02/12/2007 02:33 PM . FEB 1357
PST /
. 55 / I e
C{suri. !
Dear Don, weme
I very much appreciate the efforts of the Park to (I SPEC_PK, USES
thoroughly consider appropriate ways for administering i LAW ENFORC,
the restoration of the Giacomini property. 5ZZ 'NAT RES.
It is clear to me that it is imperative for the RANGE CONS.
restoration to be the most ecologically sound approach FIRE MGT.
possible. Given the proposals currently being INTERE
considered, I implore you to choose Plan D. ) CULT. RES
I would also appreciate your consideration of the idea i MAINT. i
of burying the utility pole lines along the levee road CONTRACTING
and the land atop them becoming a foot path from SON
Inverness Part to Point Reyes Station. I was told : PER NEL
this idea was mentioned at the last public meeting
regarding the restoration along with a funding source _T:/‘CENTRAkﬂLES

for such a project.

I offer my gratitude to you and your staff for your
conscietious determination in this matter.

Sincerely,

Ann Sheree Greenbaum

Need Mail bonding?
Go to the Yahoo! Mail Q&A for great tips from Yahoo! Answers users.
http://answers.yahoo.com/dir/?link=1ist&sid=396546091



WETLAND RESTORATION PLANS A, B, C, D

Since moving to Walnut Place Senior Housing in Pt. Reyes Station five
years ago, | found it odd that you could not walk out into our wonderful,
nearby parkland without walking on the road. | tried this numMerous
times—along the Levee Road (Sir Francis Drake) and Hwy. 1—and found it
dangerous to do this and also not very pleasant.

What | and others who either don’t drive or don’t care to hop in a car
every time we wish to be out in a natural (not man-made) environment
really need are paths into natural habitats in the area.

| like the plans that include a bridge across Lagunitas Creek and a trail
that connects it to the one that extends east of Whitehouse Pool. It could
be if “D” is the preferred one----it could include the bridge and path
along this creek....as some organizations (Bicycle group, Sierra Club) have
advocated.

We walkers and bicyclists need safe paths within a natural setting. Please
do include them for we who love to be in nature and love to walk or ride
bikes. Think of the youth and the seniors.

Sincerely,

Gail Greenlees (Walnut Place resident)
PO Box 567
Pt. Reyes Station, CA 94956
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Sadja Greenwood To: Park_Planning@nps.gov

<sadjagreenwood@yah cc:

o0o.com> Subject: my vote is for plan D
02/12/2007 06:39 PM '

PST

I second the remarks by Michael Mery in his letter to
you. Sadja Greenwood, 440 Birch Rd. Bolinas.

The fish are biting.
Get more visitors on your site using Yahoo! Search Marketing.
http://searchmarketing.yahoo.com/arp/sponsoredsearch v2.php
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TonyGrif@aol.com To: park_planning

o S o R R CCo jon_jarvisiinps.oc
s AU s A - i et I TRt i )
EsT Subject: Laguinitas Lraek - AL U

| am & registered voter and resident of Inverness CA and I am in favor of what is currentlly call” Alternative D",
which calls for no trail and no wail over Laguinitas Creek The proposed bridge and trail are inconsistent with
"original wetlands” purpose of the project.

In short. | am against Alternative C, which is reported to be the preference of your depariment

Anthonv Griffin
2 Camerson
Inverness, CA 94937
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doug@yosemitecreek.c To: pore_planning@nps.gov, pore@yosemitecreek.com
om cc:
02/14/2007 09: 42 AM Subject: Wetlands Recommendation

MST

I would like to voice my support for Alternative D for the Giacomini Wetlands.
Originally T favored C, preferring increased access, particularly at Mesa
Road. As a resident at 65 Mesa Road and and as a walker I thought the easier
access would be preferable, especially for those of us who live here. After
talking with my neighbors I have changed my mind. The feeling here seems to be
that bringing increased traffic and visitors to the edge of a residential area
is not desirable and that access should be gained in areas away from
residential areas so as not to impact those of us who live here. I am not
against increased access for people coming here to visit but we should not
increase their incursion into residential areas.

In addition, I would like to have a pedestrian bridge over Papermill Creek at
White House Pool. Anything that makes travel between Pt. Reyes and Inverness

Park safer for our children and ourselves should be encouraged. Done well, a

minimal bridge would not have a deleterious effect on the environment. In the
spirit of compromise, I hope the NPS will consider those of us who live here

as part of the environment as well.

Doug Haner

65 Mesa Road .
Pt. Reyes Station, CA. 94956 : e
(415)663-8571




Point Reyes National Seashore Park Hea qudrl irtérs TTY ‘c&gri ! ;

E N t BN
Point Reyes, CA 94956 ":.,'-'.-\:_-'_'5’;.'-" : &N e E/
December 14, 2006 i P % | =

Superintendent: 3 S ;

My husband and I enjoy birding. During the recent high tide December 4 on a
gorgeous morning we made our way out on to "Waldo's dike" to look for rails and
other exciting birds pushed out of the wetlands and fleeing the herons and egrets.
We joined an informal group of birders including locals like David Wimpfheimer
and some members of Audubon Society who had come all the way from Santa
Barbara. We spoke with the folks widening a portion of the dike along the creek
and prepping it for replanting with native flora. We are all hoping that the
portion of the dike we were using would somehow be salvaged for future nature
lovers. Can you tell me what the plans are for Waldo's Dike and the public
access to it off Sir Francis Drake near Drakes' View Street in Inverness?

I believe that continued public access would guarantee the bonding of people with
you can stand out there at high tide and count 40 snipe Ilying by to dryer ground,

watch rails being eating by egrets and great blue herons, and see your first ever
Swamp Sparrow as we did, it comes to mean so much more. This is potentially a
place for ranger led walks to teach people about the life hidden in the
pickleweed. If the dike needs to be breached for the restoration project, could
you include culverts or a bridge in the plan so we can still walk out there and feel
ourselves part of the life of the marsh?

Thanks for your attention to this and for buying and restoring the ranch lands to
wetlands!

Sincerely,

N\ r s —

Nancy Prince Hanson 488-4202

TO Bex WEH D
Weed acre (A 24975




"Roger D. Harris" To: <pore_planning@nps.gov>
<busirh@comcast.net> cc:

02/12/2007 09:56 PM Subject: Support Alternative D for the Tomales Bay Restoration
PST

NPS:

Please support alternative D for the Tamales Bay Restoration.

Roger D. Harris
10 Echo Ave
Corte Madera, CA 94925
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Superintendent Don Neubacher ; | |& &y 18 @ : 3
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i _

Point Reyes National Seashore BERE :
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 S UL L S .

1

RE: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan - Comments on Draft EIS/EIR

Dear Don,

Having read and reread the excellent letters created by Jules Evens, Hathaway
Barry, and Wiebke Buxbaum I know they have said everything I would write if I
only could do it as well. Since they have paved the way, my message will be
simple, brief, and to the point.

I live on the Point Reyes Mesa, Cypress Road, at the edge of the bluff overlooking
the former Giacomini ranch lands. I have resided here for thirty five years. So, I
know very well this special place under consideration.

We have a very serious mission to restore these wetlands. As you and I each
stated during the public meeting, “The United States wetlands have suffered a
37% loss, while the wetlands of Tomales Bay have been diminished by 50%!

Frankly, I think the handwriting is on the wall, Don. Considering the global
warming catastrophe confronting every living being we must do anything and
everything we can to help control the impending worldwide disaster.

The most obvious, and therefore the first thing we can do for this restoration
project is to keep it simple and restore every square foot we can. Bridges and new
trails going almost no where are not necessary. We have a long way to go just to
reach the United States statistic of 37% wetland loss, when we really should be
striving for 100% restoration.

For the record, I am in complete agreement with the Point Reyes Village
Association - Design Review Committee's recommendations.

Very truly,
<
Patricia Healy

P. o. Box 429
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956
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WADE B. HOLLAND
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PosT OFFICE Box 87 i
INVERNESS, CA 84937 USA i
: |

(415) 669-1631 » FAX (415) 669-1460 « wade@svn.net

5

Y suer. b
T |SCIENCE ?
H RANGE CONS.
FIRE MGT.
February 9, 2007 INTERP.
CULT. RES.
i |CONTRACTING -
y NEL
Superintendent g' DGEY L
Point Reyes National Seashore § — |CENTRALFHES !
Attn: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project =

Pt. Reyes Station, CA 94956

After a more-than-cursory reading of the DEIR/DEIS for the Giacomini Wetlands
Restoration Project, attendance at the public workshop on January 25, and careful
consideration of the project and the Alternatives, I wish to express my support for

proceeding with the Project on the basis of implementing Alternative D, the environ-
mentally preferred alternative.

However, I also feel that Alternative D should be amended to include the bridge
over Lagunitas Creek to connect the two segments of the Green Bridge to White-
house Pool trail. Without the bridge connection, you would essentially have two or-
phaned trail segments that go nowhere, at the same time that you would be forcing
the through users of the route to resort to the shoulder along the Levee Road. I be-

lieve strongly that the bridge is essential, but in conjunction with adopting (and as an
amendment to) Alternative D.

Lordially,

Véci/?a / g / “‘/aﬁ-’/’ % =’L

Wade B. Holland



"Madeline Hope"

To: <park_planning@nps.gov>
<hopexing@HorizonCa cc:
ble.com> Subject: Alternative D with a bridge connector to PRSta
02/12/2007 09:20 AM
PST

Please know that | am in full support of alternative D with the bridge connector to PRSta For the safe route

to school for young people and local citizenry we need more bike AND pedestrian paths. Thank you
Madeline Hope Shoreline Unified School District Trustee

“~"RECENVED
E Madiama’ e ]
FEB 12 '07

i 7| CENTRAL FILES



Point Reyes National Seashore
Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project Meeting
January 25, 2007

Please add any additional issues that were not brought up at this meeting:
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Cxi777@aol.com To: Park_Planning@nps.gov

.03 cc:
02/14/2007 09:03 PM Subject: Giacomini Marsh

Superintendent Don Neubacher:

Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

The undersigned would like to see "Alternative D" implemente&'.

Sincerely, ' S

Drayton and Joyce Howe (L/ ;
Point Reyes Station . %

/
PRV NN

EST e
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- Superintendent N_—. u»‘f'»-m‘:;-----— “ R R e

Point Reyes National Seashore %

Point Reyes Station CA 94956 R N T ° T

Attention: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Pidi 21&|SI& é % F: ?{ 3 = 2@
r.; B EIA R ) Ui ),”l'zﬂ

February 9 2oq7 J ’ @ § é ¥ .~ %ﬁ 5

Louis Jaffe <louis@overlookmedia.com> £ : 4 :

PO Box 235 wg = i

i

“Point Reyes Station CA 94956 EE
To the Giacomini project management team:

| am a homeowner on the Point Reyes Mesa bluff who attended the January 5 2007 -

informational meeting on the Giacomini Wetlands restoration plan, and | have studied
the full EIS / EIR. .

Regarding the choice of alternative, | agree with the advocacy groups including the
Sierra Club, the Environmental Action Committee of West Marin and others:

Alternative D, the environmentally preferred alternative, would be my preference.
However, | would like to see the pedestrian / bike bridge over Lagunitas Creek added to
Alternative D (as described in Alternatives A through C), to connect the important
southern perimeter trail corridor. '

If it's not possible to add the bridge to Alternative D, then | would prefer Alternative C.

Regardless of which alternative is finally implemented, | would like to bring your
attention to an area of invasive vegetation not currently identified in the project mapping

that urgently needs clearing. It is along the Tomasini Creek slough, immediately south of
the Martinelli Ranch. '

This backwater slough with its levee is retained in all planning alternatives as habitat for
the endangered Tidewater Gobi. Within view of my property on Point Reyes Mesa biuff,
eucalyptus trees have taken root and are growing to large size on the levee itself. They
may threaten the structural integrity of the levee. ,

On the historic railroad grade along the east side of Tomasini Creek a dense grove of

eucalyptus has become established, continuing on private property ascending the bluff.
French broom infestation is also extensive in this area.

I've spoken to the other adjacent property owners, and we would like to coordinate
efforts with the Park Service to remove invasives and restore native habitat on the

privately owned section of the Point Reyes Mesa Bluff bordering the historic railroad
grade. '

Please add rémoval of these invasives from the Tomasini Creek levee and historic

railroad grade to any restoration plan. To document this issue, a map and photos of the
area described are included with this letter. '

Louis Jaffe vV

S

[
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Giacomini Wetlands restoration area:

Invasive non-native vegetation on Tomasini
Creek levee and historic railroad grade, adjacent
to Point Reyes Mesa Biuff, off Overlook Road
(near boundary of Martinelli Ranch).

Photographed January 29,2007 by Louis Jaffe.

Recently fallen sapling on bank of slough. Larger tree in background

Closeup of eucalyptus on levee. High tide in the slough inundates
‘ell across slough, bridging from east bank to levee.

the base of the tree. :




Project Area
Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project

tand Owmnership
ACR: Audubon Canyon Ranch
WCB: Wildlife Conservation Board

= Restoration Project Outline

Detail from Project Area map, Giacomini Wetlands project EIS / EIR with emphasis
added to pinpoint area of invasive plants on berm and historic railroad grade

Current Google Earth imagery showing eucalyptus on Tomasini Creek berm and Point
Reyes Mesa bluff. Martinelli tract at upper left; Overlook Road mid right.



 Comments from Rick Johnson February 12, 2007

ATTN: Superintendent

Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project | ~ : . o

Point Reyes National Seashore i< N I B0 W

1 Bear Valley Road = o . 1 _

Point R Station, CA 94956 2 ZIC ' z

oint Reyes § g g g 5 g b g g :‘ié

_ 1 [ Ar e b C\

Dear Don, _ 5 ; g § HELR i w3 i s
g -3 3
m. : i § g " r

I am writing to support selection of Altéfatjved as ghefpref ide. [Based on J E"

the alternatives offered in the DEIR, D-seést+nakirhizks fhedhabitht forinakivg pfants and !

wildlife, and D provides viewing areas -- which I believe are the best way to providetow——-"

impact public access, consistent with a sound environmental educational message.
My remaining comments are-aimed at strengthening the definition of D to

Assure that D is the best environmental alternative
Assure that public access in D is satisfactory, and at least from some perspectives,

superior to the other options
Improve the evaluation of alternatives to fairly consider Alternative D.

Add an ADA compliant trail to Alternative D

Probably the most important and easiest way to enhance Alternative D 1s to put in the
ADA compliant access included in alternative A. D already includes the Dairy Mesa
viewpoint. To enhance D use the option as defined in A: " A decomposed granite trail
that would be compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act would be constructed
from C Street in the vicinity of 3rd Street along an easement to the edge of the Dairy
Mesa, where there would be a viewing area to allow the public to experience and enjoy
the restoration project and views of Tomales Bay... This viewing area would consist of
simple facilities such as benches, picnic table, and interpretative exhibits." (page 49)

Alternative D is faulted for lack of ADA-compliant access in several places where the
alternatives are compared:

Criterion 5 of section 101(b) and 102(1) - "Alternative C would appear to offer
the best benefits ... including an ADA-compliant access component" (see page

96)

The Preferred alternative selection: "Alternative C offers the best combination of
restoration and public access benefits ... and incorporates an ADA-compliant
access component." (see page 96)

Table 1: Incorporate opportunities for the public to experience and enjoy the
restoration process — In alternative D "there would be no through-trail or ADA-

complaint access components" (see page 99)

T tertvire yp g



- Comments from Rick Johnson February 12, 2007

Those statements are an unfair evaluation since it easy to add an ADA-compliant
component to D without sacrificing the environmental benefits of D.

Impacts of spur trails and a through trail

There is much discussion in the DEIR about the desirability of having spur trails and a
through trail. Many people would like spur trails and many would like to ride bikes from
Inverness to Point Reyes Station. But, these desires do not enhance the restoration and
they are not necessary for the public to experience and enjoy the restoration process.

Despite all the attention given to spur and through trails in the DEIR, the negative
impacts of the recommended trails are omitted or the discussion is incomplete. Here are
some of the impacts that should be considered in the final EIR:

Dogs in the wetlands and buffer areas. Where there are trails, there will be some
who abuse the privilege and let their dogs, even encourage their dogs, to disturb
wildlife and some dogs will carry diseases into wildlife habitat.

Disturbance occurs along trails especially ones that combine multiple modes of
travel

Habitat is directly impacted by trails and their maintenance. Most of the spur trails
intrude in the SCA riparian areas protected in the LCP (There is no discussion that
I could find of this conflict of Alternative C and D with the LCP).

I object to the portion of the south perimeter trail included in both alternative C and D.
(Creation of Southern Perimeter Spur Trail from Point Reyes Station to Location of
Former Summer Dam including a new entrance area at Green Bridge County Park). This
area has riparian habitat and has the potential for improved riparian habitat and associated
buffer zones. This area should be restored for maximum habitat value and flood
protection values. Planning the south perimeter trail through here I think violates the
guideline on the project's purpose: "public access opportunities should not conflict
with the project’s purpose of restoring natural hydrologic and ecological processes
and functions" (page 30)

About two thirds of that south perimeter trail along the east pasture falls within the
SCA/LCP riparian zone and the graded entrance area is entirely located within scrub-
shrub riparian habitat, designated as CDFG Riparian (see figure 34). Degrading these
riparian areas 1s not discussed anywhere in the DEIR, so far as I could see.

What is appropriate and satisfactory public access?
Viewing areas will allow people to enjoy and experience the restoration without intruding

into it. An associated interpretive message can reinforce the need to protect wildlife and
habitat, and minimize disturbances.



_ Comments from Rick Johnson February 12, 2007

If the spur trails are eliminated from Alternative D, public access still will be available at
three viewing areas:

Easy access at the west end of the existing north levee

Hike in, trail access to a viewing area along the existing Tomales Bay Trail at the
top of Railroad Point o

Dairy Mesa viewing area (with ADA-compliant access as discussed in this letter)

These access points and trails satisfy the objective of the project: "The Park Service and
the CSLC have committed to incorporating opportunities for the public to learn about the
value of wetlands, the problems facing Tomales Bay, and the restoration process through

trails, viewing areas, interpretative exhibits, and volunteer/educational opportunities.”
(Page 12)

Excavation of the south west corner of the east pasture

Alternative D includes a restoration step titled: Excavation of Southwestern Portion of
East Pasture to Intertidal Elevations (Figure 16). This step appears to reach the limit of
diminishing returns. 50,000 cubic yards would be excavated to convert 8.4 acres of
grassland to tidal marsh. This spot will likely be inundated anyway as the sea level rises
~ due to global warming. The excavation seems to offer a low return in a project restoring
more than 350 acres of low-, mid- and high Tidal Salt Marsh (acreage from page 546).

Alternative D is supposed to describe the Environmentally Preferred Alternative, yet
Alternative D is faulted for this excavation. See the comments comparing Alternative C
and D; e.g. Alternative C " provides other environmental benefits by decreasing the
amount of excavated sediment that would be disposed of off-site and thereby minimizing
impacts on air quality, demand for non-renewable energy resources, and traffic in the
local community and region." (Page 96) This fault in D is sprinkled through the
evaluation in the same way that lack of ADA-compliant access is touted.

For the final EIR, I would expect the project planners to decide if the excavation is worth
the effort. If it is, then it should be included and not listed as a negative. If it is not worth
the effort because of the damaging side effects, then remove it from the environmentally
preferred Alternative D. (Here is a similar kind of trade off to illustrate the process:
Round-up would be a great way to kill invasive plants, but it would have terrible side

effects in this wetland restoration.)

Starter channel

Alternative C includes a good restoration item: " Creation of New Lagunitas Creek Tidal
Channel (Create Tidal Channel; Figure 14)" I did not understand why that is not included

in Alternative D, too.

Another Starter Channel



. Comments from Rick Johnson February 12, 2007

Alternatives B, C and D include a restoration step of "Removal of Riprap and Regrading
of Creek Bank in southern portion of East Pasture (Remove or Breach Levee; Figure 11)"
Since this is an area where the creek will rise over the bank, and hydrologists have
debated whether Lagunitas Creek will "dramatically change course in the future by
cutting through the East Pasture in this location." (page 56). Creating a starter channel
~ here might be a win win step which creates flood reduction benefits and environmental
‘benefits (more area for riparian habitat, some seasonal wetlands, and isolation of
important riparian and buffer areas from disturbance). Idon't know what the right size
would be, but I imagine a 100 foot wide swale graded and planted with willows and
alders, at around 10' NAVD88 and running west until the slope takes over. One of the
-objectives of the DEIR is stated as "emphasis was placed on those alternatives that would
create the most sustainable and dynamic ecosystems." (page 30)

More Island-like Refugia

The DEIR describes high tide refugia of 1.1 acres at the north levee (page 36). This will
be highly valuable habitat since shore side high tide areas are more subject to disturbance
by land predators and human caused factors. I found it remarkable that the fill for the
refugia had to be mitigated with wetland creation in a project that is creating about 350
acres of new salt marsh. low-, mid- and high Tidal Salt Marsh.

If 1.1 acres is appropriate for the existing salt marsh by the north levee, how much
isolated refugia area is needed for the whole 350 acre salt marsh restoration? There are
planned refugia on berms in the project, but there are no additional isolated, island-like
refugia. If another 5 acres of such refugia were created, perhaps more excavated fill can
be used on site, and valuable habitat can be created.

Figures and Tables in Chapter 4

It is difficult to follow the changes under the different alternatives. Chapter 3 has
extensive figures and tables on existing conditions. There are no figures in Chapter 4
illustrating what the restoration might be like. The tables that are in Chapter 4 show
summary qualitative descriptions such as "major beneficial". But, it is hard to make
before and after comparisons when the data is scattered in the text.

Some of the ones that might be useful are listed here

Table 10 shows acreage of most dominant vegetation type. There should be such
a table for each alternative.

Table 14 shows the estimated frequency of flooding and vertical flood elevation
for key locations. There should be such a table for each alternative.

A version of Figure 28 for estimating the height of the southern end of the east
pasture after restoration.




. Comments from Rick Johnson February 12, 2007

I realize that the models have much uncertainty, but the text says that the conclusions are
based on maps and predictions. "Analysis of potential changes in cover or areal extent
of native vegetation communities with implementation of the various alternatives is based
on maps that predict long-term changes in vegetation communities in the Project Area
once equilibrium, or, more accurately, dynamic equilibrium conditions have been
reached." (See for example, page 453)

Thank you for considering my comments. The DEIR contains exbellcnt information and
analysis. The project team should be commended for their work. I appreciate the
opportunity to participate.

Sincerely,
Rick Johnson

PO Box 981
Inverness, CA 94937






Richard Kirschman To: "Frederick Smith, Jr., Environmental Action Committee of West Marin

Ve <kirschman@marincoun <eac@svn.net>
ty.net> cc: pore_planning@nps.gov
X Subject: EAC Announcement: Giacomini Restoration Plan Letters Due by
02/12/2007 11:52 AM Tuesday 2/14
PST
Fred,

The more public access the better. Access is very educational. Compared
to the current status of these lands, either alternative "C" or "D"
represents a gigantic step in the right direction.

Richard Kirschman

Feb 9, 2007, at 2:12 PM, Frederick Smith, Jr., Environmental Action

Committee of West Marin wrote:

VOV VY VYV YN Y YV Y Y VYV YV YV VYV Y VY Y VYV Y VN Y

Dear Richard,

This is Fred at the EAC reminding you that written letters on the
Tomales Bay Wetlands Restoration project on the old Giacomini ranch
are due by this Tuesday, February 14.

The EAC is excited to see Point Reyes National Seashore's support for
extensive restoration of the wetlands at the south end of Tomales Bay
for the benefit of wildlife, including Ccho salmon that spawn in

Lagunitas and Olema Creeks. No matter what the outcome, the wetlands
will be restored!

But we are concerned about the Park's support of Alternative C, which
calls too much public access at the expense of wildlife. The EAC
supports Alternative D because it is the Environmentally Preferred
alternative that provides for the most extensive restoration of the
Tomales Bay wetlands. Also, please include in your letter whether you
think that the bridge over Lagunitas Creek and trail connection
between the Green Bridge and the White House Pool is a good idea.

Remember, if the Seashore does not get enough support for Alternative
D, we could end up with a restoration plan that includes too many new

access-related impacts. So please write your letters in support of
Alternative D to the address or e-mail below.

Remember, we'll conly end up with a plan we like if we ask for it.

The Park is accepting written letters on this proposal until next
Tuesday February 14. Please send your letter or e-mail to:

Don Neubacher, Superintendent
Point Reyes National Seashore

Point Reyes, CA 94956

Attn: Giacomini Wetlands Restorationlﬁﬁﬁa c w Ef?l i i:% ‘
E-mail: pore planning@nps.gov i i o, t
% =t olz|zlziz|5]2l4 & izm
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"Jane Kriss" To: pore_planning@nps.gov

<janekriss@gmail.com> cc. p
02/12/2007 11:58 AM Subject: Giacomini Wetlands
PST

Please respond to jane

Don Neubacher, Superintendent
Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes, CA 94956

Dear Don:

I'd like to weigh in on the Giacomini Wetland restoration project.

I fully support Alternative D, since I would like to see the maximum amount of restoration
possible. Horses and dogs especially do not belong in the wetlands or near the creek, and there
would be a major enforcement challenge if a path were there ostensibly for people only. It's
delicate, precious habitat, that we have the opportunity to save for the species that need our
protection. Walking and biking paths (and we need both...) should be addressed as a separate

issue, away from the waterways. bl b cab il
o * RECEIVED

, Point Reyes
Sincerely, Mabia==! Snagham
Jane Kriss

Inverness resident

Jane Kriss
415.669.7331
www.janekriss.com
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B Point Reyes
Rhonda Kutter To: park_planning@nps.gov BInbiar et Somnteren |
<rlkutter@horizoncable. cc: i
com> Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Pla’:;p FEB 14 N7 }
02/13/2007 10:35 p ' |
PST iy
Uisue, ~
| e SENGE
Rhonda Kutter . SBEC. PK. USTS ‘
PO BOX 876 i LAW ENFORD,
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 j"z 2 NAL RES,
415.663.5451 L TR g, .
' JHRE MGY
February 13, 2007 i KToRE
| 7 il RES,
Superintendent Don Neubacher , i_ ii«%‘
Point Reyes Nationa] Seashore : CONTRESTNG
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 i  PERSORIEL
Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan } \/!%;?ff:i )

Dear Superintendent Neubacher:



perhaps equestrian t00), and then have the bike access be part of the Levee Rq. widening
project (or Visa-versa)?

Rhonda Kutter
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"Kevin Lawson" To: <pore_plaﬁning@nps.gov>

<yes@svn.net> cer . _ .
02/13/2007 09:36 AM Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project
PST

Don Neubacher,

To make this area really accessible and useful to the public, we need to be able to walk

(or bike) from White House Pool to Point Reyes. A foot brldge across the creek where
the dam used to be would be brilliant.

Thanks,

Kevin Lawson

Home: (415) 663-9210
Cell: (630) 545-2730

Fax: (415) 873-1949 f--“ﬁ-ECEIVE;BM—
P.O. Box 1293 _ Point Reyes |
Point Reyes, CA 94956 Motiomst Aarab s |
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"Vicki Leeds" To: <park_p!anning@nps.gov>
<cabaline@svn.net> CC: <jon _jarvis@nps.gov>

02/13/2007 11:23 PM Subject: Giacomini Ranch Property/Wetlands Restoration
PST

Please respond to "Vicki

Leeds”

To whom it may concern,
My vote is for a creative combin

- I would like to see the wetlands restored as
much as possible to pre dairy ranch conditions, as wel| ag toh i

connecting Inverness Park
It would be great if this p
walkers, bicyclists or equestrians,
Thank you very much
Sincerely yours,

Vicki Leeds

PO Box 398

Pt. Reyes Station, CA 94956
(Business owner in pt. Reyes St
environmental organizations, &

ute for locals of g ages, whether they be
for your Consideration on this very important matter.

ation for 30 years,

resident for 35 years, member of variods local
outdoor enthusiast)
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Ellen Lesh G park_glanningEnpe.go.
<glasli@vahoo.coms _ o _--::-n_..,l.':lr.'ls.ﬁz ps.oov e
02/04/2007 01:33 PA: Sugject; attn: Siecomini Waetlanas Restorauantiar
PST

Ellen Leslii

PO Box 306

Inverness, CA 94937
Email : elesli@vahoo.com
Feb. 4, 2007

Park Planning — Jon Jarvis
Re : Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan

| have been a resident of the Point Reyes area for over 32 years

RECEIVED

WS v

= e 2
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o -~ say paiaas
LR,
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SCIENCE

SPEC. PX USES

PERSOMME:
s

In that time | have watched this area become more and more popuiated

And built up.

CENTRA! SjLER

| am in support of what is best for the bay. the preservation and restoration of the fragile

ecological balance of the bay and the surrounding areas.

| strongly urge the park to support ALTERNATIVE D . We have to preserve this unigue

area. There are so few “wild” areas left on this planet.

The public has more than enough access te this 75,000 acre park

Any more access would be adding to the erosion of the very quality that attracts people

to this area.
Thank You for listening,
Ellen Lesli

Ir's here! Your new message!
Get new email alerts with the free Yahoo! Toolbar.




"Ken Levin" To: <park_planning@nps.gov>

<klevin@horizoncable.c cc:

‘om> Subject: (Giacomini) Tomales Bay Wetainds Restoration
02/13/2007 08:35 AM

PST

This letter is in strong support of Alternative D . Alternative D is the plan most likely to restore the

hydrologic and ecologic function of Tomales Bay and return the reclaimed cow pasture to a beautiful
marsh.

The fewer "visitor serving” facilities or amendments included in the pian, the better. There are already
enough in the area to provide access and views. In this particular situation nature must come first; it is
important to give highest priority to restoration of the environment.

~ Particularly, no bridge over Lagunitas Creek. This would be a visual, environmental and financial disaster.

Ken Levin
Point Reyes Station

" RECEIVED ~ '{
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Diana Levy
<diane@oianelevy com
-

02/04/2007 0610 PM
FET

pat_pienninoi@nps. gov
jon_Jarvis@nps.gov

Siacomini Wetlands Restoration Flar

Bar Sugsrintendsnt Hevoacher,

1 &m very concarnaefd about the weclends restoraticn plan in Boin
Rayes. Plan D is the least worrisome of the optione presentsd. Please
maxe this V.

The origin of uPE plan was to restore hydrolegic and ecolo
function of the bay. Flan D accomplishes this in the most zos:
gffectiva and ecclogical manner.

e access to the & "

establ s5i t provide parki:

clisery it Paol, Mazrtinel

Sleme = o 1=

o dre n =

restor £ =

erobler 4 re
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of nop-nati the culling
;:ﬁse"tz th ons sightmare.
time for a present, wis
the future € deer, wWhen more
would have less is best!!!

Please use Plan D, perhaps with a bridge across Papermill Creesk
as a
concession to access, but no mere than that. Plan D i

option for

intended goals of

2
L=

the restoration Dr&
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John Lewy To: Qi
<johnlevvi@es stanford. Ce: un 4dl"-l'IE| @nps.oo
ady> Subiect Grac,-:ufnln Wetiancs Restoration Flan comment

02/04/2007 04:33 PM
PST

Superintendent, Pi. Reves National Seashore:

Regarding the proposals for restoration of the Giacomini Wetlands, I would like to note my
strong preference for Alternative D.

The restoration of the wetlands is an important step in furthering the ecosystem represented by
the National Seashore. In Alternative C, the inclusion of a bridge over Lagunitas Creek and the
improvement of trails to ADA compliance level would add to the intensity of public use in the
immediate area of the wetlands, threatening the effectiveness of the restoration in the most

popular areas.

While we in the commumty surrounding the Point Reves National Seashore welcome the
seasonal armval of millions of visitors to the park and 10 our community, I believe we must
anticipate a sieady increase in the pressure of visitors to the area and therefore minimize the
pumber of access points in this very sensitive area. 4: a result, Alternative D 1s the best choice.

Thank vou for vou attention.

Sincerely vours,
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Barry Linder To: pore_planning@nps.gov

<barrylinda@earthlink.n cc:

et> Subject: Tomales Bay restoration
02/09/2007 07:16 PM

PST

Lets have plan D. Lets have bridge over creek so we can use the path

to PRS. Thanks Linda Linder
RECHVED |
i Point Reyes
1 Mablame’ Nampbasy
' Blz (7
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Michad Linvill
1317 Lincoln Avenue, #15
San Rafadl, CA 94901

(415) 453-4003 | o
mikelinvill@yahoo.com o
O Eom RES

February 11,2007 T fan: ool
Don Neubacher, Superintendent s “i;fn :
Point Reyes National Seashore 3 AT ~
Point Reyes, CA 94956 -
Regarding: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project ggum;—.{:ﬁ»g i
. I
Dear Mr. Neubacher. I CENTRALFILES |

i s e £ P e

| first moved to Marin County from San Francisco when | was 10 yearsold in 1971. My
parents came herein large part because of Marin's extraordinary scenery and unique
balance of nature and people. | believethat it isa priority to not only preservewhat is

left of Marin's natural heritage, but aso to restoreas much of it as possible.

Thank you for your support of wetlandsrestoration at the south end of TomalesBay. The
restorationwill help to sustain numerousthreatened wildlife species, particularly Coho
samon which cometo spawn in the Olemaand Lagunitascreeks. However, | am
concerned about the park's support of Alternative C, whichwill allow too much public

accessat the expense of wildlife.

Please reconsider your position and support Alternative D, the environmentally preferred
aternative, because it providesfor the most extensiverestoration of the wetlands and will
benefit wildlifethe most. | n addition, please providefor abridgeover LagunitasCreek
and thetrail connection between Green Bridgeand WhiteHouse Pool. Thank you.

Tl il

ichael Linvil




T RECEIVED
il ondl
D
Ruth Linvill s
100 Thorndale, #106 ’: —_
San Rafael, CA 94903 o
ruthlinvill@aol.com TRe T
N
February 10,2007 ': FIRE MGT, :
INTERP, |
Don Neubacher, Superintendent m—; T"“ES~

Point Reyes National Seashore SO
Point Reyes, CA 94956 T IPeRsonnEL
i _suneer ;
Dear Mr. Neubacher: B~ _VCENTRALFILES !

| am writing to you because | support Alternative D as the plan that
should be implemented in restoring the wetlands at Giacomini. Although
the plan supported by your office isagood one, it doesn't go far enough in
reducing human intrusion on the wetlands. | aso support a bridge over
Lagunitas creek and thetrail connection between Green Bridge and
Whitehouse Pool. Thank you for hearing my comments.

;’)‘t ! '4 4

[FEEL L)Y VIJ s

Ruth Linvill



Dewey Livingston To: Park_Planning@nps.gov

<dlive@svn.net> _cc e
02/14/2007 10:51 AM Subject: C_?‘“aﬁo AT raesh K T R e
d
= ¥ Slalzizicialale T = T_—
als BEERSEE © 3l
February 14, 2007 2 -1 P SR 10 I A b d "32O
;i et i B : - m
=149 ALiElRR L o Fe
Superintendent Don Neubacher fi;: £ ,g s S Ul
Point Reyes National Seashore > I § ’

Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

|
{
|
|

Re: Comments on the Draft EIR, Giacomini Wetlands Restoration

Dear Don:

I appreciate the chance to comment on the EIR, as this is a very important and historic
undertaking. For the most part, the document appears to be very good and thorough.

I support a combination of Alternatives B through D, with the following comments:

1. The proposed bridge would sit like a sore thumb in a critical section of the restoration
project with its over-engineered abutments and approaches; the needed berm/levee to
support a multi-use trail on either side would be a hindrance to proper restoration; and
it would be too costly. As an alternative, we -would propose a seasonal bridge that could
be lifted into place with a crane in the spring and removed in the late fall, connecting a
small, seasonal trail. This should be less costly, but I realize it probably wouldn't pass
muster with all the regulations of this over-regulated society. :

2. The whole project is impeded by the existence of the Levee Road: it is like leaving a
piece of rotten meat in your newly cleaned refrigerator. Yes, another impossibility:
replace most of the road with an elevated roadway. At the least, provide more than one
new break in the road, possibly three to five; otherwise the project, especially involving
Olema Marsh, will be compromised. Why such a big compromise when so much money
and energy is being poured into this project?

3. ‘A small trail along the east side railroad grade should be included: not a developed,
wide, multi-use trail, but limited access (no bikes, pets, etc.). At the least, there should
be no barriers of access to the area, as we doubt that individuals using a minor,
unmarked and unpublicized trail have the potential to cause harm.

4. 1 am concerned about the fate of the original Inverness Park Store building. I
acknowledge that it is in terrible condition and may not meet the criteria for the
National Register, but it is a unique old structure being the only surviving historic
commercial building in IP. I suggest that its shell be rehabbed into a small, unmanned
visitor center/museum that could be opened by a passing ranger in the morning and
closed up in the evening (seeing how dozens of park staff pass the place daily, and

g



many of them stop at Perry's!).

5. I am also concerned about creating a trailhead in Point Reyes Station without
adeguate parking. '

As an aside, did you know that about 100 years ago, there was an elevated boardwalk
along the creek at the road bend at the bottom of Balboa Road? A structural precedent
for a trail to IP! *

Thank you for this opportunity to comment, and good luck.

Dewey Livingston
P.O. Box 296
Inverness, CA 94937
415-669-7706
dlive@svn.net




"Jack Long" To: <park_planning@nps.gov>

<jack@creeksidebirds.c cc:

om> Subject: You have received photos from Adobe Photoshop Album
02/14/2007 05:38 PM

PST

LETS STAY WITH ALTERNATIVE D WE DO NOT NEED MORE CARS OR PARKED CARS ON THE
LEVEE ROAD | WOULD FEEL SAFER ON A FREEWAY THAN WALKING ON THE LEVEE ROAD SIR
FRANCIS DRAKE BLVD. DOCTORS TELL US TO WALK MORE , IN THIS CASE WALKING COULD
KILL YOU . THIS PICTURE TELLS IT ALL 35 YEARS LIVING HERE | HAVE SEENITALL |IF
ALTERNATIVE D IS THE BEST CHOICE THEN STAY WITHIT JACK LONG

BN

Download Photoshop(R) Album 2.0 Starter Edition free to create your own photo slideshows!

http://www.adobe.com/getstarteredition scan001001_edited.jpg

( RECEWED

Nottar ot Aoasthron,
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“John Lopez \(hm ofc\)" To: <park_planning@nps.gov>

<mecoak@hotmail.com cc. <Jon_Jarvis@nps.gov>

> Subject: Gacomini wetlands Alternative D w/bridge & change of parking
02/12/2007 04:56 PM '

PST

To Planning committee:

With discussions with my family (Three children who use trails) our neighbors and community members

~ there is debate of how best to give input for our National Park. We in the community do understand that
the whole nation is paying for our beautiful backyard. | would like to put my vote for the limited access to
the new wetlands but with a multiuse trail for pedestrian, equestrians and bicyclist (of course some info for
use and right of way). With a bridge put at the point of the old Gacomini seasonal dam. This bridge would
produce a continuous link to/from the park and Point Reyes Station and Inverness Park.

So while | would approve Alternative C because of the bridge, | would like to vote for Alternate D with
the addition of bridge. | would also like to suggest changing the parking from near the Green
. Barn(Red Barn) current housing area to Park owned land in the current Gacomini dairy ranch area.

Thank you so much for allowing for our input.

John Lopez :
11190 Sir Francis Drake (Levee Rd.) (0 PR
Point Reyes Station RECEIVED

415-663-8801 | . Foint Reyes
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"Ruth Kantor Lopez" To: <park_planning@nps.gov>
<Bookworm@svn.net> cc: <Jon_Jarvis@nps.gov>
02/12/2007 03:17 AM Subject: wetlands restoration plans

PST

After reviewing plans C and D for the wetlands restoration at Point Reyes National Seashore, | would like
to urge the park to adopt plan D with the addition of the bridge over the creek. The bridge is much needed
by the community, but the other access components of plan C | fear will cause undesirable development
and related problems.

RECEIVED

Nntinm ! Ammahnra

FEB12 ‘07

Thank you for your consideration,

Ruth Kantor Lopez
Levee road resident, Point Reyes Station
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“fMalisss Lyckberg [o: =park
<gratitude(@saber. niet>

Q21072007 08:24 Al = UDjed
PST e
. RECEWED |

i

Hello — | want plan D not plan C.

Bruce Lyckberg
BB3-1988
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a To: <park_planning@nps gove

“Melissa Lyckbarg
<gratitude@saber net=
020772007 08:23 AM
PST

Subject support of plan G
|

| support plan D. | live on Los Reyes Drive, near Mesa Roar in Point Reyes Station.

| DO NOT WANT PLAN C! e
RECEIVED
Point

Melissa Lyckberg Reyes
4 . . Mabim=at Sanghom
Frank Howard Allen Realtors
511 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard : FEQ ]
Greenbrae, CA 94904 ; (=7
415-925-3262 direct o e

415-309-5799 mobile %:T -

www . MoveToMann.com _ JSCIENCE
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"Jay MacMahon" To: <park_planning@nps.gov>
<jmacmahon@freitasla cc: <jon_Jarvis@nps.gov>
w.com> Subject: ALTERNATIVE D - GIACOMINI WETLANDS RESTORATION PLAN

02/12/2007 11:10 AM
PST

| own the improved residential property at 11150 and 11160 Sir
Francis Drake Blvd. (Levee Road) since 1974, as well as 21+ acres of
unimproved property at the end of Fox Drive in the Bear Valley Property

Owners subdivision since 1960.
| support ALTERNATIVE D over ALTERNATIVE C

Sincerely, Jay & Gloria MacMahon.

= JCENTRALFILES



Melanie Matheson
1317 Lincoln Avenue, #4 BT
San Rafael, CA 94901 ;o '

"February 12, 2007
Don Neubacher, Superintendent CQ/ o :

Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes, CA 94956

Dear Mr. Neubacher:

I support full restoration of the wetlands at Tomales Bay, speciﬁc_gliy_ those
at the southern end of the bay because of their importance as a home for wildlife.
Salmon, in particular, depend on the creeks in the area as a place1o/épawn. "

I have lived in Marin since childhood and am proud of Marin’s commitment
to preserving the natural beauty and wildlife over the years. To that end, | think
that the plan your service has decided to utilize to restore the wetlands, although
constructive in helping reverse the damage to the wetlands, will not be sufficient.
| believe that Alternative D is better because it will be the most effective in
reducing human impacts on the fragile wetlands. As part of a comprehensive
plan to save the wetlands, | also support a bridge over Lagunitas Creek and the
trail connection between Green Bridge and White House Pool.

Thank you for yoUr continued watch over Tomales Bay, and please bolster
your effort by adopting Alternative D to restore the Giacomini Wetlands.

Sincerely,

Mela lie Matii‘eson
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Trish McEneany - To: Park_planning@nps.gov
<mceneany@svn_net> cc: Icrosse@co.marin.ca.us

02/13/2007 10:29 AM Subjgct: Giacommini Marsh Restoration @ Point Reyes National Seashore
PST

Regarding the creation of a bicycle ang pPedestrian path from Inverness
to Point Reyes Station:

In two previous comments submitteq to the Superintendent

Michael McEneany
Inverness,CA
415-669-1868
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kaymcmahon@svn.net To: pore_planning@nps.gov

. cc:
223/.:_3/2007 11:09 PM Subject; From NPS.gov:_Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project

Email submitted from: /pore/parkmgmt/planning__giacomini_wrp_eiseir_draft_Z006.htm

Dear Superintendent Don Neubacher - I would like to thank you, and all of the other Park Service
employees, consultants and volunteers, for the many years of hard work and dedicated effort to
move forward the Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project. My support is for Alternative D, with

a little modification as is possible. Sincerely Yours, Kay McMahon 81 Dover Road (Box 201)
Inverness CA 94937 '
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"Jerry Meral" To: <pore_planning@nps.gov>

<jmeral@horizoncable.c cc:

om> Subject: Papermill Creek wetlands restoration
02/10/2007 08:05 AM

PST

February 10, 2007

Superintendent Don Neubacher
Point Reyes National Seashore

Dear Don:

I support the selection of Alternative D, the Environmentally Preferred
alternative that provides for the most extensive restoration of the
Tomales Bay wetlands. There are three reasons:

ise, it is important to maximize wetlands productivity,
ation can "keep up" with the rising sea level.

re very scarce in California, so it is important to

a 11 benefit from restoration, since
ctivity for tourists here.

-

I support the position of the Environmental Action Committee of West Marin
regarding the bridge over Lagunitas Creek and trail connection between the
Green Bridge and the White House Pool.

Best regards,

;;“‘—-_... r‘ _'-_x_ LS
Jerry Meral H RECEIVED I
Mablome? ™ bhnen
Gerald H. Meral, Ph.D.
PO 1103 e
Inverness, CAR 94937 | FEB1:z 7
phone/fax 415-669-9883 . 1
mobile: 415-717-8412 s
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"Connie Mery" To: <pore_planning@nps.gov>
<cmery@horizoncable.c cc:

om> Subject: marsh restoration
02/08/2007 10:47 PM

PST

Dear Don,

| think it would be best to have the maximum wildlife protected.
Maybe that expensive bridge is unecessary.

thanks

connie mery
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Michael Mery

February 11, 2007

Superintendent Don Neubacher
Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

RE: Comments on the Draft EIR: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration.
Dear Don:

You and the Seashore staff have done a first rate evaluation of the proposed wetland
restoration, the excellence being reflected by the depth of the analyses in the draft EIS. |
look forward with anticipation to watching the restoration proceed with the fascinating
changes in vegetation and the various wild species that will benefit from the marsh.

I urge the Park to implement Alternative D, the “preferred environmental alternative.” In
my view, ecological restoration is primary and all other interests are secondary because of
the rarity of wetlands, in general, and the health of the bay and our ecosystem, in
particular. There are many special status species in the restoration area and that, too,
calls for the best possible restoration effort.

I urge the following:

=

Implement Alternative D.

2. Eliminate the bridge over Lagunitas Creek because of excessive costs and budget
limitations. Those monies would be more wisely spent on improving the
connectivity between the Olema and Giacomini marshes.

3. Greater emphasis on the four major feeder streams: Lagunitas, Bear Valley,

Olema and Tomasini Creeks. Limit public access to the riparian areas including the

transitional zones allowing for the greatest possible vegetation and associated

habitat improvement.

Maximize tidal access for all the drainages as per the description in Alternative D.

Eliminate the access point parking area at the farm worker housing on Mesa Road.

This site will likely pose management problems for the Seashore as it will become a

destination. The access in town near the ranch housing is much more desirable

since visitors and residents can easily walk from town unlike the farm worker
housing site where there is very poor pedestrian access from Mesa Road.

6. The Ag zoned property on the East side of the marsh should be in public ownership

leading to the removal of all barns, etc.

o H

The Preferred Alternative has many of the aspects of Alternative D, but in a weaker form.
Because of the importance of the marsh and the unusual nature of this opportunity, doing
the most complete restoration possible should be the goal.

P.O. Box 729, 64 Knob Hill Road, Pt. Reyes Station, CA 94956
Voice: 415/663-1623 Fax: 415/663-1623 Email: mmery@horizoncable.com



My heartfelt thanks to you and your staff for your dedication to the ecosystem we share.
The public/private partnership in which so many participate is possible because of the
openness and professionalism of Park Service staff. | and many others look forward to the
changes as the marsh evolves, as we watch the creatures and plant life with which we
share this ecosystem become reestablished in their, and our, recovering wetland.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

Respectfully,

/)1

;J:/.r *"i; |f:":: f.-- i

Michael Mery

P.O. Box 729 Pt. Reyes Station, CA 94956
Voice: 415/663-1623 Fax: 415/663-5403 Email: mmery@horizoncable.com



Michael Mery

February 12, 2007

Superintendent Don Neubacher
Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

RE: Additional Comments on the Draft EIR: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration.
Dear Don:

To my prior comments | would like to add the following:

1. Please negotiate a management agreement with the California State Lands
Commission to take on the responsibility for their 500+ acre parcel so as to
integrate that management with the marsh restoration.

2. To facilitate foot and bicycle traffic from PRS to Inverness Park, please consider
widening the SFD Blvd. from the Green Bridge west. Widen the southern
portion so as to allow a bicycle and foot lane on the northern side of the road to
the point where the path along the creek begins.

3. | add my support to the PRS Village Association letter, enclosed.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

Respectfully,

VI

4/ Levy

Michael Mery

P.O. Box 729, 64 Knob Hill Road, Pt. Reyes Station, CA 94956
Voice: 415/663-1623 Fax: 415/663-1623 Email: mmery@horizoncable.com



BRIDGER M. MITCHELL

290 Camino del Mar
Inverness, CA

February 14, 2007

Superintendent Don Neubacher L
Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 ! =

¥

: ?»H\ e . K
re: Comments on the Draft EIR: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration

Dear Don,

| commend the Park Service and your team for the high-quality Draft EIR and for
undertaking the public consultation process.

| have not had the opportunity to read the entire draft report, but have selectively
reviewed the executive summary and descriptions of Alternatives C and D. | trust that
the final decision need not be constrained to the precise alternatives contained in the
report, but can be further developed and fine-tuned to reflect comments from this
consultation. | have read the thoughtful and constructive comments of the Point Reyes
Station Village Association and the Sierra Club and find them well considered.

In preparing the report staff has clearly considered a great many factors, and has been
attentive to community comment. This is particularly evident in the components for
public access included in Alternative C.

Nevertheless, | believe adequate access can be achieved at lower cost and with greater
environmental benefits by moving toward a restoration plan constructed around
Alternative D. | support Alternative D.

In particular, the perimeter trail along the southern boundary of the Giacomini Wetlands
can be better achieved, at lower cost, by not installing a very costly pedestrian bridge.
Instead, alternative D can be improved by widening the shoulders of the Levee Road to
safely accommodate pedestrian and bicycle travel, improving connectivity between Point
Reyes Station and Inverness.

Restoration of a single, interconnected wetlands area encompassing both the Giacomini
fields and Olema Marsh is, to my mind, the component of the project that is least
advanced. Clearly, reconception of the Levee Road as a causeway will involve other
agencies. Nevertheless, funds not expended on the proposed bridge should be
redirected to restoring the hydraulic connectivity of the Wetlands with the Olema Marsh.

| encourage you to continue to envision a restoration effort that transcends just the NPS
and to work for coordinated and cooperative solutions with the County, ACR, and other
affected organizations. The project will be more successful as a result of conceiving the
environment at the southern end of Tomales Bay holistically.

/o JhALel

Sincerely yours,



7 “Jim Monson" To: <pore_planning@nps.gov>
&

¥ <jamesmon@svn.net> _cc: "Julie” <juliemon@svn.net> |
02/09/2007 03:45 PM Subject: Attn: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project
PST

Superintendent Neubacher and staff,

Thanks so much for all of the work that you have done in planning to make
the wetlands restoration project serve community and environmental needs. I
particularly appreciate the public meeting that you held at the Red Barn a
few weeks ago. The presentation was very clear, and you did everything
possible to give everyone a chance to hear and be heard.

Julie and I would like to indicate our preference among the various
alternatives presented. We favor the EAC proposal presented at the
meeting - i.e., alternative D, modified to include a bridge across the creek
that would enable trail access from White House Pool to Point Reyes Station.

We feel that this plan would give maximum environmental protection, while

giving people access to the wetlands and providing a safe pedestrian walkway
all the way to Point Reyes Station from White House Pool.

We look forward to the next steps in the restoration of the wetlands.

All the best,
Jim Monsan

40 Fox Drive
Point Reyes Station
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RECEIVED
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Point Reyes ﬁ
é Matinm=! Camelr o i
bRz |
SharonMooney To: Park_Planning@nps.gov § i
<smooney@svn.net> cc vl 3 N P
02/11/2007 03:51 PM Subject: Giacomini Marsh ”E?' SUPT. W o

BT SCIENCE
| SPEC. PK. USES

: : LAW ENFORC.

I am in support of the proposal below suggested by Michael Mery: E T
RANGE CONS. |
uperintendent Don Neubacher -2 i liGT S -
Point Reyes National Seashore ; NTERE : :

Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 CULT RES.
) " h L MAINT.

RE: Comments on the Draft EIR: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration. 5
Dear Don: MEL
You and the Seashore staff have done a first rate evaluation of the pF e

restoration, the excellence being reflected by the depth of the analyses in the draft EIS.
I look forward with anticipation to watching the restoration proceed with the fascinating
changes in vegetation and the various wild species that will benefit from the marsh.

I urge the Park to implement Alternative D, the “preferred environmental alternative.”
In my view, ecological restoration is primary and all other interests are secondary
because of the rarity of wetlands, in general, and the health of the bay and our
ecosystem, in particular. There are many special status species in the restoration area
and that, too, calls for the best possible restoration effort.

I urge the following:

1. Implement Alternative D.

2. Eliminate the bridge over Lagunitas Creek because of excessive costs and
budget limitations. Those monies would be more wisely spent on improving the
connectivity between the Olema and Giacomini marshes.

3. Greater emphasis on the four major feeder streams: Lagunitas, Bear Valley,
Olema and Tomasini Creeks. Limit public access to the riparian areas including
the transitional zones allowing for the greatest possible vegetation and
associated habitat improvement.

4. Maximize tidal access for all the drainages as per the description in
Alternative D.

5. Eliminate the access point parking area at the farm worker housing on Mesa
Road. This site will likely pose management problems for the Seashore as it will
become a destination. The access in town near the ranch housing is much more
desirable since visitors and residents can easily walk from town unlike the farm
worker housing site where there is very poor pedestrian access from Mesa Road.
6. The Ag zoned property on the East side of the marsh should be in public
ownership leading to the removal of all barns, etc.



The Preferred Alternative has many of the aspects of Alternative D, but in a weaker
form. Because of the importance of the marsh and the unusual nature of this
opportunity, doing the most complete restoration possible should be the goal.

My heartfelt thanks to you and your staff for your dedication to the ecosystem we
share. The public/private partnership in which so many participate is possible because
of the openness and professionalism of Park Service staff. I and many others look
forward to the changes as the marsh evolves, as we watch the creatures and plant life
with which we share this ecosystem become reestablished in their, and our, recovering
wetland.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

Respectfully,

[ {
WOrrs,
L/ 4"/ 7l
L2 'l.: &2 + -.e{

Michael Mery
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Ann Nelson To: file

AT ' el
gl;u.zac. 09:38 Al Sumpect: Fw: Atin: Giacomini Wetiands Restoration Project

MM
<marinspin@yahoo.com

o
> Subject: Fwd: Aftn: Giacomini Wetiands Resloration Project
01/2972007 05:46 PM

-

(=]

: pore_planmng@nps.gov

crwarded bt--- M M <marinspin@yzhoo.com> wrote:

> Date: Sun, 28 Jan 2047 15:07:42 -0800 [PET)
S From: M M <maringpin€yahoo.comn>
» Subject: Bttn: Giacominl Wetlands Restoratlion
» Frodect

I'o: parkplanning¥nps.gc

e S S R il SRy

2 Ln - /8 B -

" RECEWED
5 Mlabiamat Mamnk v

: T

. 1 wdmﬁo '-..'.-’-3‘
: ) e ket
; Frodect FL
= N
> I would like the park to go with plan D because of L SPEC. P% LISES
> the
> fallowing reasons: = ENFORC.
> (LK Ags
» O will provide more habitat for more ReMIES I
» wetland-dependent F Ty
> species, more natural hydrological funcrion, and il
> mOre i :
> extensive restoratien of riparian habitats in the i ALY
» Lagunitas Creek delta and at the mouth of Temasini ;
» Creek, Ultimately, these factors will contribute to 8 -
i E * | Sl
> er Tomales bay and greater bicdiversity slong =2l




"Marbie Marble" To: park_planning@nps.gov

<marble74@hotmail.co cc: jon_jarvis@nps.gov

m> Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration: In Favor of ALTERNATIVE D
02/14/2007 12:04 AM

GMT

To allConcerned, I am STRONGLY in favor of measure D as written (without the modification
of the bridge). The opportunity to restore these wetlands and grasslands should be pursued
whole-heartedly and recognized as the special and necessary contribution this would make to the
Tomales Bay ecosystem. Any paths (particularly those including dogs, horses and bicycles) are
antithetical to this purpose as they would disrupt and impinge on returning birds and other
animals and plants. Who would supervise the functioning of the proposed path, who would pick
up the dog and horse feces (which contain contaminants and seeds from invasive plant species)
left behind; who would insure that the dogs were not on leash and not routing birds, etc?; who
would pick up the garbage left by humans?

In short, I feel the best policy is that which would contribute to the most efficient healthful
functioning of Tomales Bay: ALTERNATIVE D.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Sincerely, Mary Moser

Search for grocery stores. Find gratitude. Turn a simple search into somethine more.
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Point Reyes
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terry nordove Ta: perk_glanning@nps. ooy

=terry@visionroad . us> co: on_jarvisi@nps.ooy
01/31/2007 10:28PM 0
PET

Giacomini Restoration

Y To the Editor of the Point Reves Light From Terry Nordbve- Inverness

The proposed plans for the Giacomim wetlands include possible -bike, horse, and foot frails, a very big bridge, a
boardwalk. parking spaces and more.

The bike path proponents say that bike trails will get people out of their cars | agree but that is only after they drove
the sixty miles to get to the path The trail would be dirt and those skinny tire bikes will not be on the trail People do
riot bicycle out here on dirt bikes from Fairfax or Fairfield they carry them on their cars and SUV's

The proposed board- walk would go through the old railroad right of way Most people have probably never foraged
through tius seggy over grown riparian area because since the trans stopped it has grown back to thick and rich and
hidden habitat for many a critters Bringing in structuresvoardwalks and people would be an irreversible disruption
1o wildlife, z visual insult the human eve and provide the park with an endless and expensive maintenance project

Fhe bridge. according to Don Neaubacher. would cost around $800,000- big and strong enough to withstand the
powers of flooding and earthquake. Now even in Gov't doilars, $800.000 is a lot of bridge to look at. And then of
course there is § maintenance.

If you build it, they will come.
Be aware that “these charming wildlife trails” will likely end up on Bay Area Back Roads and in Sunset Magazine
and will atiract many more visitors and their cars to our already overcrowded town

Globally, plant and animal species are losing ground dying off and becoming extinct The main reason for loss of
species is loss of habitat. The main reason for loss of habitat is that humans always want a small piece of whatever i
left, In the Giacomini wetland restoration- what is the right balance between pure restoration and our human “need’
for access? . The more trails, bikes, horses, brigdes, construction, the less habitat, peace and ground for wildlife. All
our demands are met at a cost 1o wildlife

This restored wetland will be a thing of beaury, a gift for the wild things and a centerprece for Point Reves Station.
Does that not provide enough for our human need$’ Can't untouched beauty satisfv our human need®’ Could we
accept that we don't have 1o do something to have something, to use something just because it is there?

Beauty does not have 10 be used: our lives and our soui can be enriched just by knowing it is there

Termry Nardbve




terry nordbye To: pore_planning@nps.gov

<terry@visionroad.us> _cc
02/11/2007 07:44 Py Sublect: wetlands
PST

Please leave the wetlands to the wildlife. We (humans) have enough
recreational things and toys and trails. Please keep people,dogs,
bikes, strollers, picnicers. etc out of the wetlands, that would
include bridges, paths and boardwalks. I am sure I don't have to
remind you how much habitat has been irreversibly already taken. Your
restoration project is a great and commendable endeavor, please keep
it as "pure" as possible.

Sincerely, Terry Nordbye- Inverness

PS I ride a bicycle, I spend a lot of days and time walking the
trails of the park in my 30 plus years in Inverness.
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February 13, 2007 L, 4 Sentisg LE

Aecy)
FEB 20U 2007

Superintendent Don Neubacher
Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes Station, Ca. 94956

RE: comments on the Draft EIS: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration.
Dear Mr. Neubacher,
Having been a resident of Inverness for many years, | have been extremely pleased with
the proposed wetland restoration. It will be exciting to return to Point Reyes and see the
changes in vegetation and various wild species that will benefit from the marsh.
I the Park to implement Alternative D, the “preferred environmental alternative.”
ical restoration is primary and all other interests are secondary because of the rarity of
wetlands, in general, and the health of the bay and the ecosystem, in particular.
Thank you for the opportupity to send you my comments.
sl
1 ree ]
5317 Thompsn Creek Road
Applegate, Oregon 97530



Richard Plant To: Park_PIanning@nps.gov

<rip@svn.net> ce N
02/12/2007 12:33 PM Subject: Giacomini Marsh
PST

Dear National Park Officials,

ansportation. Additionally,

ily in the Park and it is desirable for
the public to be able to directly €xXperience, when reasonably

pPossible, that which they have funded. The concept helps to build
support for future Projects of a similar nature.

Sincerely,

Richard Plant
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pontacq@horizoncable. To: pore_planning@nps.gov
com cc:

02/15/2007 03:19 AM
EST

Subject; From NPS.gov: Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project

Email submitted from: /pore/parkmgmt/planning_giacomini_wrp_eiseir_draft_2006.htm

As a resident of Point Reyes Station interested in the viability of the restoration of the Tomales
Bay wetlands (also called the Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project), I VOTE FOR OPTION
D. ‘

I do NOT support a bridge or multi-use trail on either the east or west side of the wetlands.

I support an unimproved viewing trail for locals all the west side, if possible.

Jeanette Pontacq 415 663 1700 Box 1237/PRS 94956 pontacq@horizoncable.com




Comments on the Giacomini Wetland Restoration Plan:
2/8/07

I am writing to express my concerns about the Preferred Alternative C of the Giacomini
Wetland Restoration Project. 1live on the Levee Road and currently use the informal
footpath already established in the designated area. I often walk from the Green Bridge
access, through the Marin County Open Space area and along Lagunitas Creek between
the stream and the pasture land.

Over the decades, since it was a natural wetland, this area has gone through many
changes. In the past 30 years, we have seen an over-grazed monoculture returned to a
diverse forest in the Marin County Open Space plot adjacent to the Green Bridge. We
have also seen the streamside area alongside the Giacomini pasture become further
degraded as the ranch sent in dozens of truckloads of dirt to repair the breached levees
created after last years floods.

Now there is an opportunity to return much of this land to a viable wetland. Lagunitas
Creek needs to be considered a key part of this! At the moment, there are many wild
creatures still using the creek. To name a few: black crowned night, great blue and
green herons, kingfishers, river otters, and western pond turtles. All these animals are
very sensitive to human disturbance. (Those of us, who have an ongoing relationship
with the creek, know that they tend to stay away from people, dogs and vehicles and
congregate in the more secluded spots.) The trail, as proposed, would potentially bring
in way too much use for this very fragile area. Many of us are sure that creating a large
boulevard, encouraging multiple uses, will put it way over a sustainable threshold.

“Build it and they will come.” We suspect that this trail will not be used to facilitate
local mobility. That is not even feasible as there is no plan to be able to get farther north
than White House Pool. But instead, it will become a way for horses and bikes to
connect up with the Bear Valley trail system. This is a logical use as the current
connection through Olema Marsh has to be accessed from the dangerous Levee Road.
(This, by the way, remains a real issue but it is not an appropriate responsibility of the
Restoration Project.) We also see the inevitability of the Lagunitas trail being used by
tourists who want to get out and see the Wetlands on a short, convenient walk from
town.

All such use will have a very negative impact on the delicate creek ecosystem. I raised
this concern during the last public meeting (1/25/07). The response was that compared
to current conditions, which is a leveed ranch, the habitat will be better. I would like to
point out that we are not trying to improve on a bad situation. We are trying to restore a
wetland and riparian habitat to the way it was pre-ranch!

My recommendation then is that, unless Alternative C can be adapted to include a small
footpath and a simple one-lane footbridge, there should be no change in the current

accessibility along Lagunitas Creek. If this js not.possible, Alternative D - the

Environmental option - is the best and only ¢hdicq.
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William Prince

To: park_planning@nps.gov
<princew@horizoncable cc:
-com> Subject: alternative D
02/13/2007 10:26 PM '
PST

> Superintendent, Pt. Reyes National Seashore
> 94956 Attn:

Point Reyes, Ca.
Giacomini Wetlands Restoration P
>

lan

I support Alternative D

for the Wetlands Restoration Project. Please
choose to protect our most valuable resource in this way.

Sincerely,
William Prince

SRS
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CHRIS REDING

Post Office Box 252
36 Cypress Road
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

415 663-8266

February 14, 2007

Point Reyes National Seashore
National Park Service

RE: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration

I' support Plan D as [ am concerned that the traffic and parking issues that could arise from the
Wetlands restoration and public access in the Vicinity of the town may degrade the pedestrian
character of the community and our quality of life.

e

e

" RECENVED ™
Point

LRSI S

FE:

Sincerely,

s,

Chris Reding
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"Lisa Ridge" To: pore_planning@nps.gov
<lisa.ridge@gmail.com> _cc: .
02/14/2007 08:07 PM Subject: wetland restoration

PST

Dear Mr. Neubacher:

I am writing to you about the Giacomini Restoration Plan at Tomales Bay. As a long-time
resident of Marin (my parents also live in Point Reyes) I cannot emphasize the importance of
Western Marin's world-famous beauty and diverse wildlife. Accordingly, I appreciate Point
Reyes National Seashore's plan to restore the wetlands at Tomales Bay, which will do so much to

enhance local wildlife.

But I think we should do as much as possible to save the wetlands, so I hope you will support
Alternative D. I support Alternative D because it goes a step further in restoring the wetlands
and, concomitantly, the wildlife that they sustain.

In addition, I support the construction of a bridge over Lagunitas Creek and the trail connection
between Green Bridge and White House Pool, as part of the restoration plan. Thank you.

C..
B

Sincerely, [ T
i . ";\,.-‘ - ‘_""!

Lisa Ridge .
Novato, CA 94947 (formerly in Inverness) ' '

e N S



Russell Ridge To: <pore_planning@nps.gov>

<theridges@telescience cc: :

.net> : Subject: Tomales Bay Wetlands Restoration Project
02/13/2007 10:20 AM

PST

To Don Neubacher, Supt.
Point Reyes National Seashore

Dear Don,

Sorry to be so late in submitting our comments.
respectfully ask that the park service su
wetlands restoration: maximize marsh deve
'footprints' on a nature area.

My wife and I would
pport Alternative D for the
lopment and minimize human

I(Russell) am a retired professor of biology,
biology 'heroes', Garrett Hardin of U.C.

child. T was impressed when he stood with
hearing and defended wilderness areas.

limited access." He would deny access to himself, but knowing that they
existed was the greater good. This is the opposite attitude of the person
from Novato(whose name T won't list) who got up at a public hearing in the
early days of The Pt. Reyes Nat'l Seashore, and pleaded for a road through
the middle of the seashore (now designated as 'wilderness), so that he could
drive his elderly grandmother through the area. "We're paying for this park,

SO0 we should be able to use it", What a lack of understanding for the
integrity of nature areas!

College of Marin. One of my
Santa Barbara, had polio as a
the aid of crutches at an open
"These are areas that should have

Sincerely,
Russell and Margaret Ridge

Inverness Park | RECE'VED

P.0. Boox 396, Pt. Reyes Sta. [ R CMPRY JRATIPES
663-1716 :
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February 13, 2007 AL
Don Neubacher, Superintendent FIRE MG,
Point Reyes National Seashore IST.ERR
Point Reyes Station, CA. 94956 i CULT. RES.

z ) MAINI.

i
A

Regarding: Giacomini Wetland Restoration

Dear Don, ' ' f
K

“JCENTRAL FILES

First of all we would like to thank the park for having this public dialog rel.a;ced to
addressing alternatives for the Giacomini Wetland Restoration. Your process has proven

to be through, educational, and a very transparent process. You and your staff should be
thanked for this effort.

We believe that Alternative D provides us with the best possible wetland restoration with
the most benefit for our environment and surrounding communities.

Some of the other alternatives discuss access possibilities, but our preference would be to
provide the very best possible wetland restoration, with viewing areas for education and
enjoyment, but very little human footprint into the wetlands

Sincerely

Dennis and Judy Rodoni
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February 10, 2007 INTERP. !
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MAINT, i

CONTRACTING .

Superintendent | PE| i
Point Reyes National Seashore AN ;
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 { — |CEMTRAL FILES |

Dear Sir:

=R

My family settled in Bodega in 1851, establishing ranches in the area, and
building summer homes at Dillon Beach, which we visit regularly.

As an educator and writer, | have written numerous articles about the history,
wildlife, and birds of the area in national and regional magazines.

| am thrilled that the Giacomini pastures will be restored to Wetlands. However, |
am strongly in support of Plan D, which | believe will increase and protect
habitat, as well as a free-flowing stream. Plan C would increase traffic, noise,
and congestion, that will infringe upon the delicate, ecological setting.

Sincerely,

[ WL &7
Kenn S. Roe

3325 Saint Moritz Court
Redding, CA 96002

cc: Jon Jarvis



"Mark Ropers" To: <Park_Planning@nps.gov>
<mcropers@bhorizoncab cc:

le.com> Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration - Alternative D
02/14/2007 11:18 AM '
PST

Dear Superintendent Don Neubacher:

Having read about the various alternatives in aregard to the restoration of the Giocamini Wetlands. | have
also read in The Point Reyes Light that The Park seems intent on impiementing Alternative C. | request
that you give such a leaning further thought and instead implement Alternative D.

Alternative D is the more pure avenue to take and one which still allows us to enjoy the restorned wetlands

- only in @ more pure fashion. And pure fashion appears to be the vision of the Park on so many other
matters! Thus it should be a natural for you to choose.

| really hope that you do not build a bridge across Lagunitas Creek. That option simply is an expenditure
of money you do not need and it would detract from the beauty of the restored wetlands. As much as we

are looking forward to the restoration of the wetlands, we do not want it to become an amusement park
with parking problems, crowds, etc.

Please implement Alternative D.
Very truly yours,

Mark Ropers
P.O. Box 883

Inverness, CA 94937 =
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Charles Gay/Pamela

To: pore_planning@nps.gov
Ross ccC:
<rossgay@mos.com.np  Subject: Giacomini Wetlands
>
02/14/2007 10:13 AM
ZE5C

Dear Don,

Although we live on Inverness Ridge for only half the year and are
currently at our winter home in Kathmandu, Nepal, we have been

following the Giacomini Wetlands restoration proposals online and want
to add our comments on the various alternatives presented.

We are in favor of Alternative D, with the addition of a bridge to make

a trail connection from White House Pool to Green Bridge. In general
we support the most extensive possible restoration of the Tomales Bay
wetlands, and are willing to give up most public access in order to
achieve that restoration. But we also believe that the trail
connection would be of enormous value to our communities, and that it

could be designed in such a way as to encourage walking use only and
discourage or prohibit other use (i.e., bicycles). A bicycle lane on
Levee Road would be a safe and useful addition.

Thank you,

Pamela Ross & Charles Gay )
60 Drake Summit Rd.
Inverness CA 94956 _ 'of
DO Qe @h
PS--Please cancel our email of Feb.

13--it was sent in error before we
had fully understood the alternatives. Thanks.
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Jonathan Rowe To: park_planning@hps.gov, jon.Jawis@nps?ov
<jonrowe@earthlink.net cc: : ¢ FEB 107
> Subject: Giacomini Wetlands -- For Alt. D % ¢
02/13/2007 11:28 PM _ A
PST “TAsurt. il

SCIENCE
SPEC. PK, USES

resm s o
LAWY ENFORC,
February 13, 2007 : ?2? NAT, RES.

RANGE CONS,
FIRE MGT,
{NTERE
Superintendent ; MAKEL. ——
Point Reyes National Seashore } e SONTRACYING
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 _ 3 2l ;
N ,-_._m N > g
Dear Superintendent: : L/AT‘ DGET S
1 <7 NCENTRAL P

I have to support PLAN D for the Giacomini Wetlands. This 1is néfwbecause
I am against public access, but because the alternative - Plan C - is
unfitting both for this community and for the wetlands themselves.

For example, it would be good to have a footpath to connect Inverness
Park to Point Reyes Station. However, as I understand it, Plan C would
give us not a footpath but rather something approaching a narrow road.
This likely would become a highway for bicycles on weekends. What about
people who walk, especially small children?

Already we have to dodge the bikes that come at us two and three abreast
as we walk along local roads. Now we could have the same experience in
what is supposed to be a quiet and natural wetlands?

The same question applies to the parking area and access point proposed
for the area that is now farm worker housing off of Mesa Road. Perhaps
you are not aware that Mesa Road is much used by walkers. People walk
their dogs and walk to town; some walk just for the fun of it. Most days

I walk my son, who is four years old, to preschool, and then back again
in the afternoon.

Now you are proposing to put a parking area along this road that many
people are walking? I'm going to have to contend with park traffic as I
walk my son to school? Walking is something to be encouraged, not run
off the road. I hope you are prepared to install a sidewalk along Mesa
Road - currently there is none - because we residents are going to need
one if we have to face park traffic in the street. '
Please pause a moment to reflect upon the irony. As part of a project to
restore a wetlands to its natural state, you are proposing to increase
automotive traffic in a residential area next to that wetland. You do
not need to do this. There is parking already at the elementary school

on weekends. More parking is coming soon on the new lot behind main
street on the Ecumenical Housing site.

Both of these lots are just a short walk away. They exist already (or
will shortly, in the case of the EAC site) -- as do the lots at White
House Pool and the Olema Marsh. How much more parking and access do you



need for this one wetlands, especially considering the spacious National
Seashore parklands (and parking) that are nearby?

For these reasons among others, I urge you to go with the plan that does

the most to advance the core purpose of this restoration project - that
is, Alternative D.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Rowe



Point Reyes StatiOlflM.__ﬂ.,_ P
Feb. 7, zao'a“‘ l | i i

Superintendent Don Neubacher i

Giacomini Wetlands Restoration DEIS/EIR i 5 g a
Point Reyes National Seashore é - b )
1 Bear Valley Road ‘> o N |
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 E 4

Re: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project e . l

Dear Superintendent Neubacher,

As a long time resident on Mesa Road, I am advocating the implementation of
Alternative D for the following reasons:

1- The area where Tomasini Careek enters the bay has a distinctive
riparian habitat condusive to the preservation of red-legged frogs, tide-water
goby and steelhead trout. If a walking trail is installed, that, and a parking
area and toilet may upset this delicate balance.

2- The proposed walking trail will destroy the quality of life - quietude
and privacy of those residents on the bluffs and plateaus above.

3- The hunting shack may invite vandalism and parties by teenager and
others looking for a place to do so. Also this area may be difficult to police and
enforce against trouble-makers and vandals.

4- The NOISE generated by large groups of people will inhibit the
finding of a new protected home to the thousands of animals and birds who
will find a sanctuary here.

As a hiker of all the trails in Marin County, I have discovered there are trails
for everyone: horseback riders, cyclists, day hikers, bird-watchers and

overnight back-packers camping out. How about an area specifically for the
birds and beasts?

The Olema Marsh has one fine overlook, a viewpoint from the bluff above that
lets the animal and birdlife go about their business down below, as observers
(humans) above can observe them in quiet. A perfect arrangement of live-
and-let-live exists between the human and animal kingdoms without the birds
and animals being disturbed.

Cannot the same thing be made of the Martinelli Ranch trail? It is accessed by
way of Hwy. 1, north of town. It has a parking lot and well out of the way of
residential areas, thus avoiding traffic and pedestrian congestion. It offers
from the bluff above, as at the Olema Marsh, a magnificent overview of the
bay below, much grander in fact, because the bluff or plateau above it is at a
highter altitude, affording the observer magnificent views all the way to the
North where the mouth of Tomales Bay breaks into the Pacific and to the South
and across to the Shoreline on the West, encompassing from this vantage point
all therein (birds and animals) which the restored wetlands will contain.

Thank you for your consideration. Regards,
™~

John C. Sakellar (resident Mesa Rd.)
P.O. Box 610

Point Reyes Station, California p
94956

(custer@svn.net)

cc: Jon Jarvis
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January 22, 2007

- :
Superintendent 3 \?\ R %
Pt. Reves Natl. Seashore L% 7S
| Bear Valley Road : \ i

Pt. Reves Station, CA. 94956

Dear Don and Lorraine,

My name is Marianne Sakellar, and 1 live at 350 Mesa Rd, on the hill directly above the
proposed wetlands restoration at the southeastern perimeter in Pt. Reyes Station. Thank
you for sending me the letter # L7617 regarding the Giacomini Wetlands Restoration
Plan, which I have read and understand. However, I fail to understand why there isn’t a
plan that suggests NO public access. 1 thought that the wetlands restoration was for the
benefit of wildlife. plant and animal in general, and the endangered tidewater goby. in
particular, as well as the red-legged frog. and steelhead trout. Public access, by
definition, would disturb that verv noble goal. We have so many thousands of acres of
public access here in Marin, with trails, facilities, parking extant, we do not need more.
Please leave the amimals alone. Thev will thrive without human encroachment, but wiil
be slower to nest, slower to breed. slower to feed while subject to our presence and our
noise.

To my knowledge, in Marin we do not have public access this close to homes.
Because my neighbors and I would feel the brunt and dangers of public access, 1 am
very worried about the close proximity to our homes of this proposed spur trail on
the southeastern perimeter. I worry about safety, noise levels, and loss of privacy. 1

actually think these would be the personal concerns of the wetlands wildlife, as well,
if they had a voice.

1 worry about fire. Our prevailing winds are from the southwest. Groups of walkers,
birders, bicyclists who would come in the daylight or teenagers there at night partying
could easily start a fire that would sweep up this hillside very quickly. Because of the
very private location and easy access from Mesa Rd., a spur trail would invite activity
down there, particularly at night, but also in the daytime, that would endanger our safety.
It only takes a burning cigarette carelessly discarded. We have elderly, children, animals.
and numbers of folks who might just be sleeping. We could easily suffer loss of life and
destruction of property We have thus far had to monitor occasional bonfires on that trail
late at night — illegal. but not overseen by law enforcement. Please check the police
reports. How would this proposed spur be policed? How could 1t be”

My second concern is noise. There have literally been countless times that we on the
hillside have had to stay inside with our windows shut because of the noise coming from
the trailers. This is hard on summer davs | have discovered that sound travels upward
and again, with the prevailing breezes. the sound is further carried right into our homes



Conversations. music. velling, laughter, kids. dogs, arguments ... we get it all, day and
night It is hard to be assailed by other peoples’ noise when we ourselves seek the quiet.
We've paid our dues. believe me. Being forced to hear music and conversations,
particularly among groups of people is disturbing, and if 1 am disturbed by it, imagine
how the wild animals will react. My hunch is they will make themselves scarce.

i also am very concerned about my family’s loss of privacy. We will be entirely visible,
and for those of us who live outside the town and enjoy the privacy this affords, the
proposed spur trail will be an invasion. Tam particularly worried about a possible
parking lot and latrine, and the attendant traffic that this would attract on Mesa. Visitors
to Pt. Reyes would come to use the latrine to compensate for the single public bathroom
in the town. Tt would increase traffic and noise on Mesa. It might just smell awful, too.
1t would be a sensory blight and would. 1 am sure, drive down our property values.

in conclusion, I ask you to please propose a No Public Access Plan in consideration of
the wildlife we hope to preserve in the wetlands, and in consideration of the families here
that a proposed spur trail would so negatively effect. I refer you to the enclosed paper
authored by Gordon Bennett. representing the Sierra Club, dated July 2004, most
particularly to the last paragraph on page two

1 am with respect, P L
7/ DY, PR }J#ﬂ*"{‘f o
Marianne Sakellar

msakellar@marin k12 ca us

cc: Jon Jarvis
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Superintendent ~YSPEC. PK. USEE '
Pt. Reyes National Seashore TCENAL

1 Bear Valley Road
Pt. Reyes Station, CA. 94956

Dear Don and Lorraine,

Thank you for such an informative and well-run meeting. t
I still do not understand why public access should be part of this™
equation in planning for restoration of the Giacomini Wetlands. It was
not part of the original charge of the park service, and I’m sorry that
public pressure is making inroads. I see our lovely community going
the way of Sedona, Arizona and Moab, Utah ... completely taken over
by tourism and special interests such as bike coalitions.

Since you advised us to write our choices, here are mine:

First choice: Leave the Wetlands alone

Second Choice: Proposition D

Please do not put a spur trail on Mesa.

Thank you,
Marianne Sa!(ellar

7 oy =
£ et et il A v ST S o o

350 Mesa Rd.
Pt. Reyes Station
msakellar@horizoncable.com




Point Reves Station

jan. 15, 2007

Dear Don and Lorraine,

I welcome the idea of a public path along the old railroad right of way. So
it was with surprise that I learned from the Coastal Post that a public
parking lot is planned off Mesa Road.

| feel | speak tor manyv Pt. Reves residents who welcome Park visitors.
Local businesses and emplovees depend upon them. However, many of us
feel pushed out of these places especially on busy weekends. Considering
the wealth of resources in the nearby Park, [ would appreciate vour
consideration of a modest, of interest 1o wildlife watchers, non-vehicular
resource of interest mostly to residents.

Sincerely

i

RS TR ~ " RECEINED
Nancy Sakellar e

P.O. Box 610

Point Reyes Station
California

94956

custer@svn.net




Point Reyes Station
Feb. 7, 2007

Superintendent Don Neubacher
Giacomini Wetlands Restoration DEIS/EIR
Point Reyes National Seashore

1 Bear Valley Road

Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

Re: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project
Dear Don and Lorraine,

I strongly support the adoption of Alternative D, the environmentally preferred
option.

The Public Access portion of Alternative C would lead to unacceptable levels of
traffic, noise, pollution, and interference with the project aim, that is
restoration of the wetlands and protection of habitat for the species that live
there.

I thought the mood of the January 25 community meeting was definitely for
Alternative D.

Jhsntor "~~~ RECENED ~
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cc: Jon Jarvis
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Point Reyes National Seashore - Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project: Draft tnvirognt:;‘%ﬁﬁfﬁ' TN
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request this prominently at the beginning of your comments. Please include a I'alionalg for FEB G - (7

your personal information being withheld from public review that demonstrates discldsure

would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of privacy. Unsupported assertions willnot o
] SUPT,

meet this burden. In the absence of exceptional, documentable circumstances, this

information will be released. Submissions from organizations or businesses, and from:; SCIENCE E
individuals identifving themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or :_ SPEC. PK. USES
businesses, will always be made available for public review in their entirety. T TLAW ENFORC.

3 RES.
Address written comments to: ATTN: Superintendent, Giacomini Wetland Restoratio. ,
Pggject DEIS/EIR, Point Reyes National Seashore. 1 Bear Valley oad. 'POiﬁiR'éz??f'i
Station, CA §4§5:6 You may also email your comments. Please reference the Giacomj

Wetland Restoration Project in the subject line, 1

A Notice of Availability (61 KB PDF) has been published in the Federal Register and
December 13, 2006. Superintendent Don Neubacher issued a letter (20 KB PDF) notifs
interested parties that this DEIS/EIR was available for review and comment.

Top oi.

Complete Document PDF (146 MB) (coming as soon as we can get it uploaded)

This document has been divided into smaller-sized files so that visitors
connections have the option of downloading desired chapters and/or fig
they do not wish to download the complete document as a single large f

Ath slower internet
res separately if
le.

Document Chapters (Figures Included)

Cover (1.053 KB PDF)

Abstract/Executive Summary (pp. i - xlviii) (20,078 KB PDF)
Table of Contents (pp. il - Ivi) (73 KB PDF)

Acrouyms (pp. lvii - Ix) (53 KB PDF)

Chapter 1: Purpose and Need for Action (pp. 1 - 26) (3,171 KB PDF)

Chapter 2: Alternatives, Including the Preferred Alternative (pp. 27|- 126) (35.899 KB h:]
PDF)

Chapter 3: Affected Environment (pp. 127 - 330) (46,458 KB PDF)

Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences (pp. 331 - 640) (5.995 KB I#DF)

Chapter 5: Consultation and Coordination (pp. 641 - 654) (440 KB PDF) 1
Literature Cited (pp. 655 - 676) (142 KB PDF)

Index (pp. 677 - 684) (53 KB PDF) \

Appendices (pp. A-1 - A-12, B-1 - B-28, C-1 - C-17) (5.927 KB PDF) \

Top of Page
Document Chapters (text and figures separate)
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Acronyms (pp. Ivii - Ix) (53 KB PDF) California 949

Chapter 1: Purpose and Need for Action (pp. 1 - 26) (278 KB PDF)
Chapter 2: Alternatives, Including the Preferred Alternative (pp. 27 - 126) (875 KB
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Wendy Schwartz To: <Park_Planning@nps.gov>

<wenpaint@horizoncabl cc:

e.com> Subject: The Giacomini Marsh
02/11/2007 03:32 PM

PST

Dear Don,

1 don’t do well with letters like these, so I'll just say I am strongly in favor of Alternative D—more

emphasis on environmental restoration and less on human access. There is already enough of the
latter.

Keep up the good work!

Wendy Schwartz | RFE?IEVED |

N
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"Rishi Schweig"

<rishi.schweig@gmail.c

om>

Ccc:

To: Park_Planning@nps.gov

Subject: Giacomini restoration

02/13/2007 01:48 AM

PST
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Moreva Seichje To: park_planning@_nps.gov

<mselchie@horizoncap| ce: jon_Jarvis@nps.gov

e.com> Subject: Attn Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan
02/13/2007 11:05 pMm

PST

Moreva Selchie, PO Box 82, Inverness

|
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- RECEWED
g Toint Reyes :

Y]
Marie Yvonne Severitti 1 FE315 7 |
20 Tomasinj Canyon Road : g S
P.0. Box 1166 e SUPT.
Point Reyes sta., CA 94956 j %@"
(415) 663-9293 :“;- LAW ENFORG N
VAL RES. _
February 12, 2007 RANGE CONS.
» I
Superintendent of Point Reyes National Seashore : INTERF
Point Reyes, Sta., CA 94956 CULT. RES,
MAINT, :
Re: EIS/EIR: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan CONTRACTING
PERSONNEL !
| YBUDGEY
Dear Superintendent- | CENTRAL FiLES .

Marie Y. Severietti




"Susan Seymour" To: <park_planning@nps.gov>
<Susan_Seymour@pitz cc: <Jon_Jarvis@nps.gov>

er.edu> Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Plan
02/13/2007 03:16 PM

PST

We strongly favor Plan D for the Giacomini Wetlands Restoration

We live in Inverness Park where we look down on the tobe

-restored wetlands, which we have been
looking forward to for the past 25 years--ever since the park

made this critical property part of its desired
expansion. Now it should be restored in a way that best pro
full access to an area that is so en

tects threatened wildlife Humans to not need
vironmentally sensitive-and criti
the Coho salmon, etc. We alread

y have an incredible luxury of trails in the park

Thank you for your consideration

Susan Seymour & Laurence Graham
57 Laure] St.

Inverness Park, CA
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have worked for many years as a landsc@ﬂ,
EAC board for 4 years, and am very activé
community.

I strongly support a bridge connecting the white house pool area with
the trail into the Marsh. )

All of the residents of Inverness and Inverness Park rely mainly on the
town of Pt. Reyes for supplies, community and health. Of necessity, we
are the major users:-of automobiles in Pt. Reyes. As the town grows, it
‘becomes more and more important to connect the Inverness users to Pt.
Reyes by means ‘other than cars. Parking lots are not what the people
of Pt. Reyes want to see! .

Parking at White House Pool, and traveling by foot or bicycle to Pt.
Reyes would mean a bird watching opportunity in a day of errands! It
would also connect school children from Inverness Park to the School.
It would mean a lot to middle and high school children who might want
to stay in town after school for activities, but would miss the bus as
a result. I know as a parent that I would have felt a lot more
comfortable with my child walking in a marsh rather than a busy
highway.

nancy stein To pore_| p{ggimi@ri: %O\ i
<nanstein@svn.net> 8 % {,n’
02/12/2007 11:51 AM Subject G'aCO“@ j ,; dlals
PST = : - |2 |
.2 ' . ﬁ ~ ¥
e L by c I
i‘"- 1z § : b7 %
I am a 30 year resident of West Marin.,mj o ' ﬂy l }ni
get. ha *

environmental

I oppose the use of the Green Bridge as the access point to Pt. Reyes.
The proposed trail into Pt. Reyes via the Green Bridge would mean many
problems such as widening the road; and it is a much less desirable way
to access the town. It could never provide the safety and enjoyment
that the bridge across the creek that would connect to the trail
leading into town would give. Because of this, a "bike trail"” into
town along Sir Francis Drake is not going to get the use of children
and people like myself, 60 years old...I simply do not feel safe riding
a bike along the highway, no matter how wide the trail!
It seems to me that the Giacomini Marsh was purchased by the National
Park, not the Nature Conservancy. I believe that the public can
- interface with wildlife in ways that benefit both; and that with proper
engineering, the humans using the trail will not harm the birds and
wildlife in the marsh, and may in fact, become more knowledgable and
interested in protecting the environment, because they use it. Closing
people out of the wetlands in a place.so close to town, a place that is
caught between heavy traffic and development seems wrong to me.
4th street also seems like a better access point to the wetlands than
3rd, since it's already a commercial street, which passes by the fire
station and the storage unit.
Please consider the Martinelli property just outside of Pt. Reyes
Station. Although it has a long trail, accessed by foot traffic and
horses, it's been a great connection to the bay and the wildlife alcng
that corridor, and I am not aware of any heavy or inappropriate use by
humans.
I understand that the people living on the bluff above the bay may not
want a trail along the old railway right of way. With the exception of
that piece of trail, I fully support Alternative C and the multiple use
of the wetlands.
I do believe that the citizens of Pt. Reyes have the right to complain
about the "outsiders" who come to our area. The National Seashore
belongs to all the people in the world who come here, and I for one,
think those people learn a great deal about nature, and are taught to
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protect it by the inspiration and familiarity they géin by using it.
Sincerely,
Nancy Stein



"Britt Stitt" To: <Park_Planning@nps.gov>

- <bstitt@lovett-silverman cc:
.com> Subject: Gicomini Marsh Restoration
02/13/2007 06:33 PM
PST

Don Neubacher
Superintendent Point Reyes National Seashore

Subj: Giacomini Marsh Restoration
Dear Superintendent,
Please add my vote of confidence to O

consulting for the park---Chimne
time towards the project.

ption D, the full environmental restoration plan. | have done some
y Rock Pier--- and will be glad to donate my engineering and estimating

Sincerely, - Snoce
RECEIVED l
Bl'i[[ Stltt P 'u,.f?.i.'.‘t- Bﬁo-‘: |
PO 351 | R
Inverness, CA 94937 . FEB 143 i
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February 12, 2007 a gﬂ
Superintendent Don Neubacher \": :.
Point Reyes National Seashore =
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 ~

Re: Comments on the Draft EIR: Giac

Dear Supt. Neubacher,

I am a wildlife biologist and a long-time weekend resident of Point Reyes Station. With
some regularity, I walk and birdwatch on the North Dike, and the old Martinelli property.

The quality of the biological section of the draft EIR is impressive. | was, however,
disappointed that the Park chose Alternative C as the preferred alternative, Alternative
D, the "environmentally preferred alternative", is clearly the best option to restore the

health of Tomales Bay. Humans have many hiking choices in Point Reyes National
Seashore, but black rails have few habitat options in West Marin,

I encourage the Park to focus on the following:

to eventually "improve" the
trail through hardscaping and increased elevation of the trail that wil] further impact

3. Maximizing restoration potential at Olema

Marsh by creating conditions thét produce
the largest tidal prism and tidal access.

(E[\\ERE L




dog owners to comply with regulations, I encourage the Park to prohibit dogs adjacent to
or on Tomales Bay wetlands.

Although I have used the term "Giacomini Wetlands" throughout this letter, I strongly
encourage the Park consider renaming the project and the site. With all due respect to the
Giacomini family, they made a sizable profit from the sale of the property and do not

need further recognition. Isuggest calling the project "Tomales Bay Wetland
Restoration".

With Alternative D, we will have a beautiful, ecologically-functioning Tomales Bay
wetland where birders and biologists will consider vocalizations of black rail as
commonplace, rather than an exciting novelty as we do now. '

I think you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. I want to express
appreciation for the staff time to produce such a beautiful and valuable document.

Sincerely,
Emilie Strauss

1606 Hearst Ave.
Berkeley, CA 94703



Chris Lish To: strauss@haas.berkeley.edu
Sent by: Loretta Farley cc: Ann Nelson/PORE/NPS@NPS FEB 1 6 T
Subject: Re: From NPS.gov: Giacomini Wetlands[f]

3
P

02/16/2007 11:56 AM
PST '

DO NOT REPLY to this email, rather be sure to reply to PORE_Webmaster@nps.gov.
Dear George

Your message has been forwarded. If you have any other questions, please feel free to contact us again
at PORE_Webmaster@nps.gov or check our website at www.nps.gov/pore.

Thank you for your interest in Point Reyes National Seashore.
Sincerely,

Loretta Farley

PORE Park Ranger

The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American people so that all may
experience our heritage.

strauss@haas.berkeley.edu

strauss@haas.berkéley. To: PORE_Webmaster@nps.gov

edu cc:

02/15/2007 03:19 AM Subject: From NPS.gov: Giacomini Wetlands
EST

Email submitted from: /pore/contacts.htm
This is to support Alternative D with the possible exception of the bridge ovef the creek. There is
plenty of opportunity for recreation in the Seashore, however the wetlands perform a unique

function.

George Strauss 1468 Grizzly Peak Berkeley, CA 94708



Carol Sweig To: Park_Planning@nps.gov

<carolsweig@yahoo.co cc:

m> Subject: Alternative D
02/12/2007 02:21 AM

PST

Please choose this most protective plan. We have so little left!
Thank you.

Carol Sweig and Jim Lawry

| RECEWED
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= tortay2@yahoo.com To: pore_planning@nps.gov
SN 3 Ge:
& g:éi_:_‘iQOO? 01:34 M Subject: From NPS.gov: Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project

Email submitted from: fpore/parlﬂngmtfplanning_giacomim'_wrp_eiseir_draﬁ_ZOOﬁ.htm

We are writing to support Alternative C for the Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project. We live

and work in Point Reyes and enjoy the expanding wildlife habitat. We believe Alternative would
allow everyone, even those with disabilities, to enjoy the restored wetlands.

Thank you, Tor Taylor and Laurie Monserrat Point Reyes Station, CA
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Richard Vacha To: park_planning@nps.gov
<rwvacha@horizoncabl cc: jon_jarvia@nps.gov
e.com> Subject: Fwd: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project SUPT e
02/11/2007 01:47 PM | SCIENGE
Ii . “I
;_,..ELEE___E§£5
- JLAW ENFORC.
H!Lﬁ NAY. RES.
Begin forwarded message: _________Mm
FIRE WGt
From: Richard Vacha <rwvachalhorizoncable.com> . WOTRE
Date: February 10, 2007 10:52:53 PM PST i CULT, RES.
To: parkplanning@nps.gov ] >
Cc: kittyGoverlook.com, jonjarvis@nps.gov, hath@horizoncable.com ..rxmed MANL,
Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project :
Superintendent, Pt Reyes National Seashore i

o

ear S8irs,
I have lived alongside the Giacomini fields for 25 years and have

eagerly anticipated the day of its conversion back to natural wetlands.
This is a tiny, but important, step in a badly needed shift toward
restoring a damaged planet.

The stakes are high. The human race is beginning to wake up to
the

realization that the impact of modern civilization is endangering the
viability of the earth itself to support life systems.

Every step towards restoration is critically important and must
be
undertaken with unprecedented clarity and boldness.

It is with this view that I urge you to adopt Alternative D as
the
plan which will, in the long run, be the best plan for Pt. Reyes and
for the Earth. That would be a step in the right direction on the long
road ahead toward preserving life on earth as we know it. The issue is
nothing less than this.

Others have noted the specific local concerns--the effects on the
town, quality of life in the neighborhoods, habitat pressures on
sensitive species, etc. While I agree that Alternative D would be the
best choice in all of these areas of concern, I urge you to support
what is the only truly conscientious choice possible- the highest level
of restoration and preservation.

The concerns about access and personal use of parklands, that
many
express will be shown in future years to be part of a terribly
short-sighted and inadegquate way of looking at the problems we face.

Making the choice for the highest preservation may be.,difficult
now,
but when you look back on this choice in future years, it will be
obvious that is the correct one.

Thank you very much for being part of a restoration process that,
no
matter which Alternative is chosen, is a valuable step forward. I
personally appreciate your efforts in this regard.

Richard Vacha
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huntergatherer8@yaho To: pore_planning@nps.gov

o.com cc:
02/15/2007 10:10 PM Subject. From NPS.gov: restoration project at glacomlnlv land
EST '

Email submitted from: /pore/parkmgmt/p1anhjng_giacominj_w1p_eiseir__draft_2006.htm ,

It looks to me like you are planning to spend a great deal of money and energy to do a big project
when I would think nature itself, in the form of tides and annual floods, would bring about the
restoration of a healthy marshland here. The islands that would be left where the current levies
are would certainly provide good wildlife habitat. My six year old daughter and I live quite close
to where this project would be going on and we certainly don't want to be exposed to the noisy
and dangerous construction(or destruction)project you seem to be planning. Let nature take it's
‘course. Sincerely; Hunter& Willow Wallof



Tanis Waltérs
PO Box 214
Pt Reyes Station CA 94956

‘Superintendent .
Pt Reyes National Seashore
Pt Reyes CA 94956

Re:Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project
'Dear Don Neubacher, |

_ First, let me-commend'you and the entire team for putting together a series of
options that are well thought through and offer semething for everyone.

‘ | have reviewed the summary of the Restoration Project and find that option C is the
one that | support. The benefit-to the environment are sufficient and, when weighed against
the others, seems to be the best. While | would normally lean towards D, the lack of a '
connecting footpath to Inverness Park and the significantly greater number of loads of debris
~ that will need to be hauled - at an environmental cost - tilt the scales towards C.

However, there are a few aspects of C that | question:’ '

1. The view area off of Mesa Road is not necessary. When the benefits are
weighed against the detriments, this part of the plan does not make sense. It will not be
unique enough a view area to justify the cost and the inevitable disruption to the
neighborhood. , o '

2. The path from Pt Reyes to Inverness Park is an important addition to the
community.” | was shocked to learn of the cost for the bridge which would be built. Is it
possible to consider a less costly bridge? It would probably be destroyed.in a
catastrophic flood, but if rebuilding cost was factored into the budget, it would still probably
be a less expensive option. | know that this goes against all planning tradition, but | think it -
is worth considering. . : '

) As a resident of the bluff which overlooks the mesa, | would also like to see included
in the planning and restoration of the wetlands, a commitment to the removal of the
nonnative and invasive eucalyptus trees which are thriving in two separate locations along
the historic railroad grade. This is an opportunity for local property owners and the park
service to work together to restore the integrity of this part of the wetland. | join my
neighbors.Kitty Whitman and Louis Jaffe in advocating this addition to the plan.

Thank you again for your fine work on this project.
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! Point Reyes
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FEB 1L C7
Betty Wheelwright o i
P.O. Box 1359 g
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956 SCIENCE
415.663.8759 T

SPEC PK. USES
LAV% ENFORC.

February 13 2007

Superintendent Don Neubacher
Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

Dear Superintendent Neubacher:

I appreciate the obvious care with which the Draft EIS/EIR for the Gl&COlﬁ%
has been done. Like many residents of Point Reyes Station, I look forward®
restoration of these wetlands and to the increased health of the Tomales Bay ecosystem.

I also appreciate the Park Service’ efforts in Alternative C to accommodate the local
community by building a bridge over Lagunitas creek that would link the existing
southern perimeter footpath and the White House Pool. However, I support Alternative
D, the environmentally preferred alternative, because I believe the Park Service’ highest
priority should be the restoration and health of the Giacomini Wetlands and Tomales
Bay, not expanded public access. The Point Reyes National Seashore already has
abundant access to its varied and rich natural resources. The existing White House Pool

Trail and the proposed Dairy Overlook (in Alternative D) will providellimited access to
the Giacomini Marsh.

1 oppose the following aspects of Alternative C:

» Bridge connection between existing southern perimeter path and While
House Pool trail.

A safe bicycle and pedestrian path between Point Reyes Station and Inverness
Park would best be achieved by widening Levee Road. Widening Levee Road
would be less expensive than the proposal for the bridge in Alternative C, and it

would meet community needs while allowing the maximum restoration of the
wetlands.

> Mesa Spur Trail

I’'m opposed to the Mesa Spur Trail because I believe that it could easily become
a public nuisance. It would aftract people to an area that would be hard to

supervise and would bring excessive amount of traffic onto Mesa Road and into
the surrounding residential area.



Wheelwright Letter Re EIS/EIR for Giacomini Wetlands Restoration, p. 2 of 2
> Improved Trail Access at Green Bridge
I support the proposed improvement of trail access at Green Bridge.

> Access to Dairy Overlook

The access to the Dairy Overlook should be from C Street at a location between
4™ and 6™ Streets. Like many residents in Point Reyes Station, I don’t want the
access to the Dairy Overlook via Third Street. I’m concerned that Third Street
will be overloaded with traffic. The turn from State Route 1 onto Third Street is
already congested and, at times, dangerous.

I believe that Alternative D will maximize the marsh restoration while doing as much as
possible to protect the historic character of downtown Point Reyes Station. Those of us
who live in Point Reyes Station support the restoration of the marsh, but we want it to be
done in a manner that doesn’t destroy the character of the town in which we live.
Imagine what would happen to Point Reyes Station if it were located where the parking
lot for Bear Valley Trail is right now. Those of us who live in Point Reyes Station have
made a considerable investment in the community where we live, and many of us have
supported the restoration of the Giacomini Marsh. We are asking the Park Service to do
the right thing environmentally and the right thing for the preservation of the historic
downtown by implementing Alternative D.

incerely, )
WtedorngsT

Betty Wheelwright



"mMichael and Barbars 10: <par<_planning@nps.gov:

Whitt" s
<mbwhitt@svn.net> Subject: Giacomini Wetiands Restoration Pian
02/06/2007 0810 P

PST

Please respond ic

"Michael and Barbara

Whitt"

I strongly favor Alternative D for the following reasons: the primary purpose of purchasing the ranch was to
return it to wetlands, which in turn would restore the bay and its ecosystem to a more pristine state; any
traffic through the wetiands would diminish their function and degrade their value to wildlife; access
around the edges already exists; it is not the duty of the NPS to provide transportation routes through
sensitive habitat. | know the park service has been the victim of some bad pubiicity recently, but | don't
think it necessary to sacrifice its mission to appease its critics. What makes this area a national treasure is

its beauty, serenity and
wildlife values, which have always been so ably protected by the PRNS & GGNRA, in harmony with dairy

ranching and agriculture, a model for the rest of the country.
Thank you for considering my views. Sincerely, Michael Whitt M.D., PO Box 240, Pt. Reyes Sta,
CA 94956 (a physician in the community of Pt Reyes for 37 vears)
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All around the yellow field

the forest like a boundary

between the known and unknown,
the seeker and his quarry,
embraced and held my joy.

I was filled with the meadow,
my spirit soared upward

like the steepled fir,

and | felt what

any lover

of this meadow

had known:

It was a place

no one should ever own.

Point Reyes National Seashore

i A by

—

BEAR VALLEY MEADOW
for Ane Rovetta
When I first walked here

the meadow filled my mind,
spread before me and behind,

as if my whole life were contained

in its open expanse.

The island of fir and bay,
chattering with woodpeckers,
pointed to the sky.
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"Dorothy&Geoff White" To: <Park_Planning@nps.gov>

<doge@svn.net> cc _ _ _
02/11/2007 08:26 PM Subject: Giacomini Wetlands Project Planning
PST

Dear Supt. Don Neubacher et alii:

First of all my wife and I would like to thank you for all the good work you have done in
acquiring these lands for the Seashore and in laying out the alternative possibilities for its
treatment. We lived in Inverness for twenty-one years, and we know how important this area is to
the health of the park and to the public's use and enjoyment.

We would urge you to adopt the general outline of plan D, perhaps with certain modifications.
We know that the bridge over Paper Mill Creek that is being considered is highly controversial
and also expensive, and that it is opposed by many people with whose general concept of how to
treat the area we agree. Nevertheless, if budgetary restraints permit it, it is our personal opinion
that it should be built. The possibility of highway-free foot passage from Point Reyes Station to
White House Pool has always seemed to me intriguing and desirable, and I hope it might be
incorporated in whatever plans you ultimately adopt.

Whatever decisions you may make in this and other matters concerning the wetlands, we will
be looking forward with great eagerness to watching the transformation of this vital area.

Regards, Geoff & Dorothy White
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Attn: Superintendent = <1 % = L i
Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project DEIS/EIR . i S ‘E{-’,\; 1
Point Reyes National Seashore f:g ety
1 Bear Vailey Road : : T -

Point Reyes Station, CA 94956
Dear Giacomini Wetlands Restoration Project management team:

| have reviewed the EIR in some detail and am delighted by the extensive plans to restore the present
Giacomini property to wetlands. | concur with many local residents in preferring Atternative D, the
"environmentally preferred alternative” with the addition of a bridge across Lagunitas Creek near the old
summer dam, securing an off-road alternative trail along the Levee Rd. corridor. | would prefer to see

funds available for ongoing invasive plant removal rather than construction and maintenance of new
overlook infrastructure. '

| was surprised to find little mention in any of the alternatives of exotic plant removal in the mesic coastal
scrub area of the Pt. Reyes mesa bluff (one or two clumps of Pampas grass on the Tomasini Creek
channel berm were called out for removal). A significant number of trees in the extensive eucalyptus
stand bordering the Martinelli Ranch fall within the project area, with broom and other invasive plants
spreading from their understory. | would like to advocate for a cooperative effort between private
landholders and the park service for the removal of this stand during the initial phase of the Giacomini
Wetlands Restoration Project. Ditficulties of access will make their removal prohibitively expensive after

the levees are breached, given the steep and erosive bluff on which they are growing. This may be the
first and last chance for the trees' removal.

Many thanks for your impressive efforts to make this project happen. Hats off!

Sincerely,
M - Z]e ] ©7

Kitty Whitma
88 Overlook Rd.

Point Reyes Station, CA 94956
(415) 663-1474

N

Rationale for the removal of eucalyptus stand on the Pt. Reyes mesa bluff at the project area/Martinelli
Ranch boundary

*The trees are considered a noxious and aggressively spreading pest of immediate concern according to

the Seashore's Exotic Plant Management_ Plan. Fire safety for both homes and habitat would be improved
by their removal.

*The trees on the levee and the old railroad grade are unstable, eroding the bank, and compromising the
integrity of the Tomasini Creek channel levee. The channel is considered essential to maintaining habitat
for the endangered Tidewater goby for the next ten to twenty year period. Continued creekside erosion in

this area would undermine the efforts of the Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project to improve water
quality in Tomales Bay.



willow thickets.

* The mesic scrub ecosystem at the foot of Pt Reyes mesa has been found to be key riparian habitat,
with 10% of birds observed in the project area during winter occurring in the bluff area, Revegetation of
this section of bluff following exotic plant removal would comply with the Giacomini Wetland Restoration
Project's stated objective of creating more riparian habitat, forming an unbroken habitat corridor between
the Martinelli and Giacomini lands. Additionally, native vegetation would help to stabilize the creek bank.

adjacent landholders.

* Given the prevailing winds and the eastward trend of the mesa's geography, this eucalyptus stand is not
serving as a windbreak for residents. Its removal will restore natural wing conditions to the project area..

neighborhoods would reduce impacts; 3)an exceptable regime for managing re-sprouts adjacent to the

wetiand could be agreed upon 4) and a revegetation plan could be jointly arrived at and implemented with
professional oversight.



February 5, 2007
Superintendent

Pt. Reyes Natl. Seashore
| Bear Valley Road
Pt. Reyes Station, CA, 94956

Dear Don and Lorraine,

I am a resident on Mesa Road, living just above the Giacomini Ranch, and quite
acustomed to the hoards of tourists coming into town on the weekends, over crowding the
once quiet, sensible town. I am afraid, like many other residents, that if there does
happen to be an open spur trail on the Mesa, there will be no silence, no space in town,
and no room for endangered animals such as the goby, the red -legged frog and the steel

head trout. I am joining many others in asking you to please think about what these huge
factors could do to change this town for the worse.

I vote YES on proposition D
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ATTN: Superintendent

Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project DEIS/EIR
Point Reyes National Seashore

1 Bear Valley Road

Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

Re: Comments on Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project DEIS/EIR

To Whom It May Concern:

At the request of the NPS, we offered public scoping comments in a letter dated
November 5, 2002 concerning a number of issues that we believed should be examined in
the NEPA/CEQA process. We are pleased that a number of those issues have been
addressed in the DEIS/EIR. However, the Draft document does not respond to several
other matters set forth in 2002, and so our comments at this time reflect these continuing
concerns. We would like to offer the following comments on the Draft EIS/EIR:

1. We appreciate that the NPS believes it is appropriate to designate a "preferred
alternative” and an "environmentally preferred alternative”. We also understand that on
the basis of comments on the Draft document, and further considerations of the matter by
the NPS, that the resulting restoration plan may very well incorporate elements from two
or more of the alternatives examined. Consequently, we are not inclined to offer a
preference for a specific alternative set forth in the Draft document.

2. Regarding hydrology, we wish to once again address a number of matters at a
location that was within the original project area, near the intersection of Third and C
Streets in Point Reyes Station.

a. Along the west side, or project side, of C Street, between Third Street and some point
north of Fourth Street, there has been a consistent history of hydrological activity that the
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DEIS/EIR does not address, even though: one, the NPS currently owns a portion of the
land that is subject to this activity; and two, the amount of activity would suggest to us
that the hydrology should certainly be considered in terms of its relationship to the
restoration project.

For years, water pooling has occurred in the cow pens that are located near the
intersection of Fourth and C Streets. A similar but smaller pooling of water has occurred
south of that location, in the cow pen between Third and Fourth Streets. From an historic
standpoint, long-time local residents recall that when Fourth Street - that is, the block
between B and C Streets - was filled, a natural drainage channel was covered by the fill
on Fourth Street. Although it may be possible that the pools are spring-fed on-site, as
well, this history suggests that the pooling is fed from beneath Fourth Street.

This drainage system emerges in the cow pen which, although it has also been subject to
fill, is at a lower elevation than Fourth Street. As evidence of the drainage and pooling,
approximately twenty years ago the Giacomini ranch installed a tile and gravel "French
drain" in order to pipe the water away from the cow pens, but this device failed in
operation. Recently, in conjunction with the January 25 NPS meeting, several of us
inspected the pooling. On a date which followed over four weeks of virtually no
prec1p1tat10n standing water was visible in several locations in the cow pen, particularly
in the area west of the end of Fourth Street.

These water flows are not examined in the DEIS/EIR, although it is apparent that the
water emerging from this underground drainage system is seeking a path to the south
and/or west, through the restoration area to lower elevations near Lagunitas Creek. We
believe that the analysis should include consideration of this hydrology and that there
should be an explanation of why the property currently owned by the NPS at this
location, as well as the property (tract 05-165) excluded from the Giacomini purchase,
should not be considered integral to the restoration and included in the project. Why has
this drainage system not been included in the DEIS/EIR analysis? Why does the NPS
choose not to address this hydrology matter on property which was originally intended to
be part of the restoration project and which is in part owned by the NPS?

b. In the event that the aforementioned parcels were to be mcluded in the restoration
project, and the plans to remove the levee, the road leading to the levee from C Street,
and the removal of fill from the area adjacent to C Street, are realized, what would the
impact of this be upon the future vegetation resources along that path? Over the course
of the past 20 years, a line of willows and other low growth has occurred adjacent to our
property within the (state-owned) open space that lies southwest of the corner of Third
and C Street. Although this growth is characterized in the DEIS/EIR as being viewed

"negatively" by property owners (us, we assume), we. actually view it as positive since it
has provided a lively new habitat for a variety of bird and animal species.

Were the aforementioned (2.a) hydrology system to the north along C Street to be
incorporated into the restoration project, the opportunity would be provided for a further
restoration of habitat, perhaps in the form of additional willows and low growth, but in



whatever form establishing continuity of vegetation northward, adjacent to C Street. This
growth would be fostered by the drainage systems previously noted and a fine, natural
boundary to the restoration area would be formed. We ask why incorporation of this
opportunity has not been considered and examined?

c. It is noted in the DEIS/EIR (page 191) that run-off from a considerable portion of the
streets of Point Reyes Station is channeled into the open space at a point near the
~ intersection of Third and C Streets. We have always assumed that this is a contaminated
water source and that the (seasonal) flow of this water may change its course once the
restoration project removes the levee, removes the road to the levee, and reduces the level
of filled pasture aside the levee. We believed that the DEIS/EIR presented an
opportunity to examine the impacts of this runoff upon the existing and future habitat,
and if necessary, to address possible mitigation measures. We have not been able to find
any such consideration in the Draft document, other than the brief description cited, and
ask why this impact is not addressed? '

3. Regarding public access, we appreciate the recognition in the Draft document
that creating a trailhead in the vicinity of Third and C Streets in Point Reyes Station,
thereby formalizing the informal trailhead that has existed there for years, would have
"moderate" (negative) impacts upon that location in terms of parking and traffic.
Certainly, given the fact that there is no off-street parking provided, now, or in the plans
described in the DEIS/EIR, creation of a trailbead at this location would indeed have
negative parking and traffic impacts at the location. Although we have no objection to
pedestrian and bike movements at this location, the streets serving this residential enclave
do not have the capacity to handle the traffic that would be anticipated if a formal and
signed trailhead were created. Locating parking and a trailhead that is immediately
accessible to Route 101, as is proposed in Alternatives C and D, is logical in terms of
addressing the impacts of auto movement and parking.

4. The project definition, or boundary, remains a curious matter to us, and the
history of the proposed property exchange, initiated in early 2006, should not be
disregarded in the context of the DEIS/EIR. Certainly this history of the restoration
project has been largely ignored in the Draft document. Why does the DEIS/EIR not
provide a description, or history, of the changes in the project area definition, between the
time of the original purchase and now? Why is there no explanation or rationale
provided for the implicit (as represented in the Draft document) decision on the part of
the NPS to not include the parcels along C Street, and specifically the lower elevation

parcels adjacent to C Street from Third Street north of Fourth Street, within the
restoration project?

5. The DEIS/EIR discussion of visual resources is curious and raises some
questions. It is noted that the existing view of the restoration area from C Street in Point
Reyes Station is "obscured”" by a "25-foot tall stand" of Cypress trees (p. 327). In fact,
these trees are less a "stand" than a "row" that lines the west edge of C Street from a point
south of its intersection with Fourth Street north to its intersection with Fifth Street. The
trees are, we believe, within the County-owned right-of-way, and they exist because they



were planted originally to mitigate the visual impacts of the operating dairy farm from the
village.

In the past, we have stood on C Street with NPS staff and discussed the view
opportunities that would be provided, along C Street, when the restoration project is
realized, since C Street would afford a fine view, to the west and north, of the southern
portion of the project area. Of course, it was assumed in these discussions that: one, the
NPS would adhere to its original concept for the project and purchase all of the parcels
along the south blocks of C Street; and two, that the Cypress trees, their purpose no
longer existent, would be removed. Why have these considerations, in terms of public
visual resources, been ignored in the Draft document?

6. We would also like to take this opportunity to offer some brief comments on
further project funding, in light of: one, the brief history of the project's acquisition
phase (on page 7); two, the status of the five parcels that were removed from the original
purchase, at the request of the Giacomini family; and three, the statement on page 8 of the
DEIS/EIR which is apparently referring to a second proposed land exchange.

Per our comments, above, regarding project definition, it does seem unnecessary for the
NPS to consider an exchange of property in order to secure the lowland parcels adjacent
to Inverness Park, of for that matter, to secure those low elevation parcels adjacent to C
Street (which we believe should be part of the restoration project area).

The DEIS/EIR explains well (on pages 8-9) the justification for the Giacomini wetland
restoration effort. The loss of wetlands in California has been documented in countless
studies and publications over the years. Consequently, the opportunity presented by the
Giacomini restoration effort is an important counter to this historic trend, and if my
understanding is correct, the location and scale of this restoration project makes it one of
the most important efforts of its kind on the west coast.

That being the case, it would seem that the project should have been, and continue to be,
a very high priority for funding from any number of public and private entities.
Certamly, past funding commitments to the project reflect its significance. However,
since our discussions in early 2006, in the context of debating the then-proposed property
exchange, the funding picture has unproved significantly. As we suggested at that time,
changes in national administration, in the make-up of congress, and in Sacramento, can
have a major affect upon the level of potential funding.

There continue to be an array of specific funding sources for acquisition and restoration
of wetlands, including US Fish & Wildlife grant programs (specifically those aimed at
endangered species habitat, appropriate for the Inverness Park parcel), EPA accounts,
Caltrans mitigation funding, and private donor funds, all of which have provided, or
could provide, (additional) increments of funding for the Giacomini project. To this
point, we note the announcement within the past week a $1 million grant from the
National Coastal Wetlands Program was secured for the restoration project.



Moreover, in November of last year, California voters passed Proposition 84, which is -
estimated (by the Trust for Public Land) to provide a total of $350 million for wetlands
acquisition and restoration. Certainly, the Giacomini project would compete well for this
funding, for either acquisition or restoration, or both. In addition to Prop. 84, California
also passed Proposition 1B, which could help the Giacomini project meet other specific
funding needs. A new congress, with a new majority, has begun business in Washington,
and already there is talk of serious funding for the LWCF, a budget recommendation
addressing the backlog of NPS unfunded needs, and an energized focus on environmental
initiatives. '

Given its scale and significance, the Giacomini restoration project should be a highly
visible, very attractive, and priority candidate for additional funding. The opportunity to
actively pursue established as well as new funding sources for a project of this
importance suggests that the possibility to do more, rather than less, within the project's
scope is very real. It also impugns the viewpoint that a property exchange - one that
gives up NPSW resources that could otherwise add to the project's quality - is somehow
necessary to accomplish a project that would as a result be "less" than it need be.

The original project concept made a great deal of sense, in terms of removing non-
compatible agricultural uses from a restoration setting, as well as defining a project in a
logical manner that would enhance view opportunities, preclude possible future
development impacts upon the newly restored habitat, and offer a- project with clear,
undistorted boundaries. We very much support efforts to find funding in order to expand,
rather than diminish, the project, and would be pleased to assist in any way possible.

G A e

Douglas G Wright & Lillian Hames-Wright

Sincerely,




Point ®eves National Seashore
Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project Meeting
Jenuary 25, 2007

Please add any additional issues that were not brought up at this meeting:
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Point Reyes National Seashore
Giacomini Wetland Restoration Project Meeting

January 25, 2007

Please add any additional issues that were not brought up at this meeting;
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