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I INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

A. Purpose of this Supplement

This document is a Supplement to the Comments and Responses for Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report for the Albany Beach Restoration and Public Access Project,
SCH #2012032072, dated May 21, 2015. Due to an administrative error, the Comments and
Responses document omitted one comment letter that was received during the public review
period on the Draft Supplemental EIR. The omitted comment letter was received from
Mary Barnsdale, Co-founder, Albany Landfill Dog Owners Group & Friends. This
Supplement provides responses to that comment letter.

B. Background

The Comments and Responses for Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for
the Albany Beach Restoration and Public Access Project responds to comments received
during the public review period on the Draft Supplemental EIR dated December 22, 2014
(with the exception of the omitted letter discussed above). The Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) was prepared to assess the potential environmental
consequences of on- and off-leash dog use as result of the proposed Albany Beach
Restoration and Public Access Project (also referred to as “the Proposed Project” or
“Project”) at the Albany Peninsula and the bay shoreline between Buchanan and Gilman
Streets, in the cities of Albany and Berkeley, California.

As discussed in more detail in the Comments and Responses for Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report, the Supplemental EIR was prepared to comply with the
Alameda County Superior Court’s May 14, 2014 Final Statement of Decision on litigation
challenging the original EIR for the project, the Final Environmental Impact Report for the
Albany Beach Restoration and Public Access Project that was certified in November 2012.
As required by the Court’s decision, the Supplemental EIR further addresses the existing dog
use and enforcement of leash requirements at the Project site and the potential
environmental impacts dogs might have on the Project site post Project implementation.

This Supplement to Comments and Responses for Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report for the Albany Beach Restoration and Public Access Project, along with the
Comments and Responses for Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, and the
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR), together comprise the Final
Supplemental EIR for the Albany Beach Restoration and Public Access Project. This
document, together with the Comments and Responses for Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report and the Draft SEIR, will be presented to the East Bay
Regional Park District Board of Directors at a public meeting to certify as a complete and
adequate analysis of the environmental effects of the Project related to dogs, under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

C. Document Organigation

This document is organized into the following chapters:



EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT
ALBANY BEACH RESTORATION & PUBLIC ACCESS PROJECT
FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL EIR

¢ Chapter 1: Introduction and Background. This chapter discusses the purpose and
background of this Supplement to Comments and Responses for Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report.

¢ Chapter 2: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains a reproduction of the
letter received from Mary Barnsdale, Albany Landfill Dog Owners Group & Friends, on
the Draft Supplemental EIR, and responses to the comments.
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The comment letter from Mary Barnsdale, Albany Landfill Dog Owners Group & Friends
(ALDOG) is reproduced on the following pages, with individual comments identified by
number. Responses follow the comment letter, with each response identified by number.



ALDOG-1

ALDOG-2




ALDOG-2
(cont)

ALDOG-3

ALDOG-4




ALDOG-4
(cont)

ALDOG-5




ALDOG-6




ALDOG-7




ALDOG-8

ALDOG-9




ALDOG-9
(cont)

ALDOG-10

ALDOG-11




ALDOG-11
(cont)

ALDOG-12




ALDOG-12
(cont)
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Response to Comments ALDOG-1 through ALDOG-12
Response ALDOG-1

As discussed in the SEIR and noted by the comment, all impacts of the Proposed Project,
including potential impacts of dogs on biological and geological resources (see pages 24-30
and 32-33), would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures
identified in the SEIR.

Response ALDOG-2

The comment is noted.

Response ALDOG-3

Existing wildlife, including birds, and impacts on biological resources, including effects of
unleashed dogs on wildlife, are described in the 2012 Albany Beach Restoration and Public
Access Project Final EIR and 2014 Draft Supplemental EIR. The comment is consistent
with the findings in the SEIR.

Response ALDOG-4

The original 2012 EIR and the Draft SEIR evaluate the Project as proposed, as required by
CEQA. Thus, in evaluating the environmental impacts of the Project, it assumes off-leash
dogs will continue to visit the Project. The comments on the design of the Proposed Project
and District policy regarding dogs will be forwarded to the Park District Board.

Response ALDOG-5

As noted by the comment, the Draft SEIR describes current use at the Project site. Dogs at
the site may deter some users from using the site; however, this is an existing condition, not
an impact of the Proposed Project, which would not change current policy and enforcement
regarding dogs, as discussed in Response SPRAWLDEF-11.

The comments on park usage, and recreational needs and policy, will be forwarded to the
Park District Board.

Response ALDOG-6

Dogs at the site may deter some users from using the site; however, this is an existing
condition, not an impact of the Proposed Project, which would not change current policy
and enforcement regarding dogs, as discussed in Response SPRAWLDEF-11.

Response ALDOG-7

The comment, which does not pertain to the environmental review but rather concerns the
McLaughlin Eastshore State Park and policies related to off-leash dogs, will be forwarded to
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the District Board. Section 3.4, Land Use and Planning, p. 42-43, discussed the Project’s
consistency with the McLaughlin Eastshore State Park General Plan, including OPER-5 and
its restrictions on dog use at the Project site. Page 39 of Section 3.4, Land Use and Planning
established the following standard of significance for land use and planning impacts related
to conflicts with applicable planning documents: Land use and planning impacts associated
with dogs would be considered significant if the aspects of the Project pertaining to dogs
would
“conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation . . . adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. In the event a conflict with an applicable land nse
plan, policy or regulations already exists, the land use and planning impacts associated with the
Project would be considered significant if the Project wonld increase that conflict by substantially
increasing the environmental impact that the policy, plan or regulation was meant to avoid or
mitigate.”

The SEIR acknowledged the Project conflicts with OPER-5 but concluded the conflict does
not result in a significant environmental impact because the conflict already exists and
implementation of the Project will not increase that conflict by substantially increasing the
environmental impact that the policy, plan or regulation was meant to avoid or mitigate.

Response ALDOG-8

The comment, which does not pertain to the environmental review but rather to policies
related to off-leash dogs, will be forwarded to the Park District Board.

Response ALDOG-9

As discussed in the SEIR, consistent with this comment and the studies cited, all impacts of
the Proposed Project, including potential impacts of both people and dogs on biological and
geological resources (see pages 24-30 and 32-33), would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level by mitigation measures identified in the SEIR.

The comments on policies related to off-leash dogs at the Project site will be forwarded to
the Park District Board.

Response ALDOG-10

The additional information about birds at and near the Project site is noted. Existing wildlife
including birds, and impacts on biological resources including effects of unleashed dogs on
wildlife, are described in the 2012 Albany Beach Restoration and Public Access Project Final
EIR and 2014 Draft Supplemental EIR. As discussed in the SEIR, all impacts on biological
resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures identified
in the SEIR.
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Response ALDOG-11

The comments regarding Pt. Isabel Regional Shoreline do not pertain to the environmental
impacts of the Proposed Project, and do not require a response under CEQA. These
comments will be forwarded to the Park District Board.

Response ALDOG-12

The comments on dog use at the Proposed Project will be forwarded to the Park District
Board.
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