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This Braft-Final Environmental Impact Report (Praf-Final EIR) has been prepared for the County of

Marin in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA
Guidelines, and County environmental procedures. The lead agency is the County of Marin.

In December, 1983 the property owners submitted to the City of San Rafael an application for a
General Plan Amendment to allow a mixed use residential / commercial development on the 106.0
acre Daphne / Bacciocco property. The project site is located at the northwest corner of the
intersection of Highway 101 and Lucas Valley Road. ‘ -

After a review of the proposed project it was determined that an Environmental Impact Report was
required. An Administrative Draft EIR 1 (1986 Administrative Draft EIR) was prepared. The EIR
was not circulated for public review and comment, nor was it presented to the San Rafael Planning
Commission or City Council. The proposed General Plan Amendment and EIR were put on hold by
the City of San Rafael pending the outcome of its then General Plan update process. The conclusion
of the San Rafael General Plan 2000 was that a hillside / residential designation allowing 0.5 to 2.0
units per acre was the appropriate land use. This land use designation would allow a potential density
range of between 53 and 212 residential units on the 106-acre site. In 1989, at the request of
Marinwood residents and the County, the City of San Rafael decided annexation of this property to the
City could be waived, subject to certain conditions. The conditions were set out in a joint city-county
Memorandum of Understanding. 2

In response to the City of San Rafael's action, in May 1995 the property owners submitted an
application to Marin County for approval of a Master Plan, Use Permit and Tentative Map for the
Daphne / Bacciocco property.

The 1995 Oakview Master Plan proposed 71 single-family detached housing units, two office
buildings (94,400 square feet of office space), 52.9 acres of open space and 9.0 acres for freeway
reserve set aside for the Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road interchange.

In September 1996 Marin County began circulation of a Draft EIR for the proposed Oakview project
(1996 Draft EIR). 3 The public review period for the Draft EIR was from September 25, 1996 to
November 8, 1996. On November 4, 1996 the Marin County Planning Commission held a public
hearing regarding the Draft EIR. On November 27, 1996 the project applicants wrote to the Marin
County Community Development Agency and requested that “further processing of the Draft EIR for
the Oakview project be temporarily suspended at this time.” The purpose of the suspension was so
that the project applicants and the project design team could review the issues raised in the Draft EIR
and the public comments in order to revise the application to address the pertinent issues raised.

Daphne / Bacciocco Development Plan Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Report, prepared by Nichols »
Berman for the City of San Rafael, January, 1986.

2 The Memorandum of Understanding is discussed in Section 4.3 of this EIR.

3 Oakview Master Plan, Use Permit, Tentative Map, Draft Environmental Impact Report, prepared by Nichols « Berman
for County of Marin Community Development Agency, September 25, 1996,
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In response to issues raised in the 1996 Draft EIR the property owners have now submitted a new
application to Marin County for approval of a Master Plan, Use Permit, and Vesting Tentative Map for
the 106-acre project site. 4 The Master Plan proposes development of the project site with 28 single-
family detached housing units and 94,400 square feet of offices in two buildings.

1.1 EIR REQUIREMENT

In 1999 the project applicant submitted the Oakview Master Plan application to the Marin County
Community Development Agency. After review of the proposal, the application was deemed
complete on July 26, 1999. As a part of the application the applicant stipulated to preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). On the basis of the 1996 Draft EIR and the project redesign,
county staff determined that an EIR covering the following topics should be prepared:

Land Use and Planning
Population and Housing
Geophysical

Water

Air Quality

Transportation / Circulation

The Oakview Master Plan, Use Permit, and Vesting Tentative Map application was determined to be complete by the
Marin County Community Development Agency on July 26, 1999. The project description is based on that application
and the following documents, on file and available for public review at the Marin County Community Development
Agency, Marin County Civic Center, Room 308, San Rafael, California:

Oakview Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and Vesting Tentative Map, (Application Text) Virginia Daphne and
Edward J. Bacciocco, LL. Schwartz, C.E., Project Representative, April, 1999, Revised July 8, 1999.

Oakview Mitigated Master Plan Drawings, ten sheets, LL. Schwartz Associates, Inc., and others, April 23, 1999, as
revised through June 28, 1999.

Letter from John Dowden, Dowling Associates to Irving Schwartz, March 26, 1999, regarding the potential traffic
impacts of the revised Oakview Mitigated Master Plan.

Landslide Mitigation and Geotechnical Recommendations During Grading Proposed Roadway Construction Oakview
Development Project San Rafael, California, Kleinfelder, Inc., November 18, 1999.

Delineation of Clean Water Act Jurisdiction Oakview Project Area, Marin County, California, LSA Associates, Inc.,
August 18, 1999.

Letter from Lyle Lewis, Kleinfelder, Inc. to Virginia Daphne and Edward Bacciocco, May 5, 1999, regarding
Geotechnical Plan Review Oakview Development San Rafael, California.

Qakview A Residential & Administrative/Professional Development Revised Preliminary Drainage Analysis, LL.
Schwartz Associates, Inc., February 22, 1999.

Letter from Irving Schwartz, L. Schwartz Associates, Inc to Tim Haddad, Marin County Community Development
Agency, November 18, 1999, regarding Oakview EIR and Off-Site Hydraulic Analysis.

Letter from Pamela Dawnson and Lyle Lewis, Kleinfelder, Inc. to Irving Schwartz, December 21, 1999 regarding
Correction to Geology and Soils Section Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and Vesting Tentative Map, Oakview
Development Plan.
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Biological Resources

Energy and Natural Resources

Hazards

Noise

Public Services

Utilities and Service Systems

Aesthetics / Visual Resources

Cultural Resources

Social and Economic Effects Related to Physical Impacts

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, no Initial Study was prepared since the preliminary
review determined that an EIR will be required. .

Marin County prepared a Notice of Preparation to prepare a Draft Revised EIR for the proposed
project in August 1999 and sent it to governmental agencies and other parties with an interest in, or
jurisdiction over the project in order to provide early consultation on the Scope of the EIR. The
comment period for the NOP was from August 3, 1999 to September 2, 1999.

On January 26, 2000, Marin County conducted a public scoping session regarding the proposed
project. The purpose of the meeting was to identify environmental issues and concerns that the public
may have about the proposed project so that these issues can be evaluated in this EIR. A summary of
the comments provided at the scoping meeting is included in Appendix A.

Specific comments and concerns addressed by those responses to the NOP and identified at the
scoping meeting were taken into account in conducting the analyses for this report. Copies of the
written responses to the NOP are on file and available for public review during normal business hours
at the Marin County Community Development Agency, 3501 Civic Center Drive, 308, San Rafael,
California.

Marin County did receive a number of comment letters regarding the adequacy of the 1996 Draft EIR
and the merits of the proposed project. These letters are on file and available for public review during
normal business hours at the Marin County Community Development Agency, 3501 Civic Center
Drive, 308, San Rafael, California. Comments and concems raised in the letters received by Marin
County in response to the 1996 Draft EIR were also taken into account in this EIR’s analyses.

1.2 PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

Marin County willcirculated this Draft EIR widely for review and comment by public agencies,
interested individuals, and organizations, and will-accepted comments in writing at a public hearing
held by the Marin County Planing Commission. Comments sheuld-addressed the adequacy of the EIR
and sheuld-contained questions about the environmental consequences of the project. (The County
will invite comments on the project itself when the EIR is complete and the County formally considers
the merits of the project.)

Comments on the Draft EIR which-are-made in writing before the close of the 45-day public review
and comment period sheuld-be—were submitted to the Environmental Coordinator, Marin County
Community Development Agency, 3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308, San Rafael, CA 94903.

A-This Final EIR will-be-was prepared after the close of the public review period. The Final EIR will
includes all comments received by the County during the public review period together with responses
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to those comments. The Final EIR will be distributed to the public for review before the County
considers certifying the Final EIR as complete.

No action can be taken to approve, conditionally approve, or deny the project witil the Final EIR is
certified. County acceptance of the EIR upon certification does not require approval of the project
studied in the EIR. :

1.3 INFORMATION USED TO PREPARE THE EIR

CEQA directs that EIRs incorporate previously completed reports and documents by reference to the
greatest extent possible in order to avoid unnecessary repetition. This EIR incorporates the following
published reports, copies of which are on file and available for inspection at the Marin County
Community Development Agency.

e Marin Countywide Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, Marin County Planning
Department, State Clearinghouse Number 91093072, April, 1993.

This EIR identified and evaluated the potential environmental impacts of the Countywide Plan.
The Countywide Plan sets policy guidelines for future growth and development for all of Marin,
County; however, the plan policies and implementation measures are binding in only the
unincorporated portions of Marin County, which includes the project site. The EIR discussed the
issues of land use, visual quality and community character, open space, geology and soils,
biological resources, hydrology and drainage, cultural resources, transportation and circulation,
public services and facilities, air quality, and noise.

As a part of its Master Plan Application the project applicant submitted a number of technical reports,
partially to respond to the findings of the 1996 Draft EIR and partially to support the revised project.
Independent peer reviews of these technical reports were conducted for this EIR. Information was not
used from these technical reports without it first being determined that the information was acceptable
for use in the preparation of this EIR. They are on file and available for public review at the Marin
County Community Development Agency. The reports are as follows:

e  Letter from John Dowden, Dowling Associates to Irving Schwartz, March 26, 1999, regarding the
potential traffic impacts of the revised Oakview Mitigated Master Plan.

This letter report assessed the traffic impacts of the revised site plan.

e Landslide Mitigation and Geotechnical Recommendations During Grading Proposed Roadway
Construction Qakview Development Project San Rafael, California, Kleinfelder, Inc., November
18, 1999.

This report presents mitigation measures and geotechnical recommendations for the proposed roadway
grading and landslide repair for the revised Master Plan.

e Delineation of Clean Water Act Jurisdiction Oakview Project Area, Marin County, California,
LSA Associates, Inc., August 18, 1999.

This report presents the results of a delineation by LSA Associates, Inc. of the potential extent of
waters of the United States, including wetlands, on the Oakview project site.
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e Letter from Lyle Lewis, Kleinfelder, Inc. to Virginia Daphne and Edward Bacciocco, May 5,
1999, regarding Geotechnical Plan Review Oakview Development San Rafael, California.

This letter report assessed geotechnical aspects of the Grading and Drainage plan for the revised site
plan.

e Oakview A Residential & Administrative/Professional Development Revised Preliminary
Drainage Analysis, I.L. Schwartz Associates, Inc., February 22, 1999.

This preliminary drainage analysis updated and revised the previous preliminary drainage analysis
dated September 29, 1993 to reflect current conditions, issues raised in the 1996 Draft EIR and the
revised Master Plan.

e Letter from Irving Schwartz, LL Schwartz Associates, Inc. to Tim Haddad, Marin County
Community Development Agency, November 18, 1999, regarding Oakview EIR and Off-Site
Hydraulic Analysis.

This report provided a hydraulic assessment of existing storm drain capacities in the storm drain
systems of Ellen and Erin Drives.

e  Letter from Pamela Dawnson and Lyle Lewis, Kleinfelder, Inc. to Irving Schwartz, December 21,
1999 regarding Correction to Geology and Soils Section Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and
Vesting Tentative Map, Oakview Development Plan.

This letter report provided corrections to the Geology and Soils section of the Oakview Mitigated
Master Plan, Use Perrmt and Vesting Tentative Map application submitted in April 1999 and revised
July 8, 1999.

1.4 EIR OBJECTIVITY

This EIR is a factual, objective public disclosure document that takes no position on the merits of the
project but instead provides information on which decisions about the project can be based. Thus, the
findings of this EIR do not advocate .a position "for" or "against" development. The EIR has been
prepared according to the professional standards and practices of the EIR participants' individual
disciplines and in conformance with the legal requirements and informational expectations of CEQA
and its implementing guidelines. The preparers of this EIR are independent professionals under
contract to the County and are not associated with the project or applicant.

1.5 MITIGATION MEASURES

In the Marin County planning and project review process approval (or denial) of a Master Plan is
followed by approval (or denial) of a Precise Development Plan. In this two step process Master Plans
do not provide the specific level of detail provided by Development Plans. For example, Master Plans
are only required to provide preliminary conceptual grading plans while the Development Plan must
include a final grading plan. Master Plans are required only to provide a conceptual drainage and
flood control plan while the Development Plan must provide precise drainage and flood control plans.
The Master Plan provides a description of the proposed development including density, building
heights, major open space, sewage disposal and public utilities while the Development Plan must
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provide a site plan with precise building locations, parking spaces, public areas, vehicle and pedestrian
circulation. . :

Although the Master Plan and Development Plan can be filed concurrently, the Oakview project
applicant has only filed an application to Marin County for approval of a Master Plan. One reason
why project applicants often request Master Plan approval only is that they want to delay spending
large sums on highly detailed engineering and other specialized studies before they have some
indication about whether (or not) their development concepts will be approved and their investments
in pursuing the project -- with all the attendant planning, design, and engineering costs — will be
worthwhile.

Pursuant to Section 15146 of the State CEQA Guidelines the degree of specificity required in-an EIR
will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in
the EIR. Therefore, EIRs can only provide as much detail as has been defined about the projects they
evaluate. As a result, in the evaluation of a Master Plan there will be instances when additional
planning and design efforts are needed to define the project in sufficient detail to answer all the
questions officials or members of the public have about their environmental consequences.
Furthermore, while it is understandable that some information may not be available during the
preparation of an EIR on a Master Plan, it also is essential for environmental review to reveal the
entire scope of the project and make a reasonable projection of impacts including the secondary effects
of mitigating impacts directly or indirectly attributable to the project. ’

In the preparation of an EIR it is often difficult to balance the fact that some projects are not defined in
detail with the need for full disclosure in environmental documents. In some cases it is appropriate
that some projects not be designed in detail if substantial revision or redesign would be needed to take
environmental conditions into account or to mitigate significant impacts. In recent years State courts
have interpreted CEQA on the issue of deferring specific studies and mitigation measures in certain
situations. After the decision in Sunstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) which rejected "future
study” mitigation measures in a mitigated negative declaration it was often assumed that it was
improper for an EIR to defer formulation or adoption of specific mitigation measures for significant
impacts. In Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council (1991) the Court ruled that a lead
agency may list alternative mitigation measures in an EIR if the agency commits to mitigating the
impacts and the measures are tied to measurable performance standards.

In consideration of these legal principles, in some instances this Praft-Final EIR provides a range of
mitigation measures giving the County a choice of which one to implement. In these instances the
County may select a mitigation - program that requires selecting the specific measure to be
implemented after completion of further studies and evaluation of the measures.

Furthermore, all of the mitigation measures are "performance based" measures which identify the
objectives to be achieved as prerequisites for any development to proceed. Specific standards which
these studies and/or detailed designs must satisfy or with which they must comply are identified.
Should the project be approved, it would be conditional (contingent) on meeting these standards.
Thus, no project could be implemented unless the studies, designs, or plans are complete.
Furthermore, the County could require supplemental environmental review if indicated after
examination of the additional studies. Sections 15162 and 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines describe a
situation where when an EIR or Negative Declaration has been prepared and circumstances require
that additional environmental documents (such as a Subsequent EIR or Supplement to an EIR) must be
prepared. Generally a Subsequent EIR must be prepared:
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When substantial changes are proposed in the project requiring important revisions to the EIR due
to new significant impacts, or

When substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken, or '

When new information of substantial importance to the project becomes available and shows:

That the project will have one or more significant-effects not discussed previously in the EIR,
or

Significant effects previously examined will be more severe than shown in the EIR, or .

Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would be feasible and
would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, or

Mitigation measures or alternative which were not previously considered in the EIR would
substantially lessen one or.more significant effects on the environment.

1.6 REPORT ORGANIZATION

In addition to this introduction, this EIR is organized as follows:

Chapter 2.0 -- Description of the Proposed Project -- describes the site location, existing land
uses, and zoning, all aspects of the project as proposed, and the approvals required before the
project could be built, if approved.

Chapter 3.0 -- Summary -- highlights the more important effects from implementing the project
and summarizes the measures available to mitigate significant adverse impacts. This chapter
discusses cumulative and growth-inducing impacts, effects of no significance and major EIR
conclusions and issues to be resolved.

Chapter 4.0 -- Relationship to Public Plans and Zoning -- describes the project's conformance
with relevant Marin Countywide Plan, San Rafael General Plan 2000, Marin Local Agency
Formation Commission, and Marin County zoning policies and regulations.

Chapter 5.0 - Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures -- describes the
existing environmental setting, identifies probable impacts from implementing the project, and
recommends mitigation measures to substantially reduce or eliminate significant adverse impacts.

Chapter 6.0 -- Alternatives -- describes on- and off-site alternatives to the project and assesses
the outcome of different development concepts, a different project location, and the no
development alternative compared with the project as proposed. This chapter also identifies an
environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives.

Chgpter 7.0 - Comments and Responses — discusses some of the major issues raised about the

Draft EIR and presents and responds t all comments submitted n writing or made at the public
hearing on the EIR.
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Chapter 78.0 -- References -- identifies the people responsible for preparing the report, people
consulted during preparation of the EIR and references.

Appendices -- include Background material to support the EIR text and a draft Mitigation
Monitoring Program.
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2.1 STUDY AREA LOCATION AND EXISTING LAND USES

Project Location

The Oakview project site is located at the northwest corner of the Lucas Valley Road / Smith Ranch
Road / Highway 101 interchange in unincorporated Marin County (see Exhibit 2.1-1). The 106.32-
acre site is north of Lucas Valley Road and west of Highway 101 (see Exhibit 2.1-2), bordered by
Miller Creek (north), Lucas Valley Road (south), Highway 101 (east), and existing residential
development along Erin Drive, Lisa Court, and Elvia Court (west). Lucas Valley Road south of the
site is the City of San Rafael boundary.

The site consists of one parcel (Assessor's Parcel Number 164-270-03), and the owners are Virginia
Daphne and Edward J. Bacciocco. The site is undeveloped and known locally as the Daphne /
Bacciocco property.

The site contains a major north-trending hill with several lateral spurs and their associated swales.
Elevations along the hill top vary from approximately 250 to 307 feet above sea level. Elevations
within the swales vary from approximately 50 to 150 feet. Slopes within the swales are gentle to
moderate, from a 7 : 1 (horizontal : vertical 1) to a 4 : 1 ratio. The intervening slopes between the
lower hill flanks and hill top generally are moderately steep to steep (2 : 1 ratio to 1-1/2 : 1 ratio).

About two-thirds of the site has heavy tree cover, and the remainder is grassland. The upper
elevations are heavily vegetated, primarily with oak trees and associated understory vegetation. The
lower parts are covered with annual grasses. Miller Creek, which generally forms the northern site
boundary, is the only "blue line" stream on the property.2 Except for Miller Creek, no actual
watercourses run through the site, but shallow swales collect and direct runoff to the site boundaries.

The site's Countywide Plan designation is PR (Planned Residential, one to ten units per acre) and
zoning is RMP-1.38 (Residential Multi-Family Planned, 1.38 units per acre). The RMP district allows
varied types of housing to be developed without the confines of specific yard requirements where the
amenities resulting from the flexibility in design would benefit the public welfare or other properties
in the community. Permitted uses in this district include single-family dwellings plus other uses, such
as crop and tree farming, truck gardening, nurseries and greenhouses, schools, libraries, other non-
commercial recreational uses, and day-care centers for six or more children. Subject to the issuance of
a use permit, permitted uses also include hotels and offices.

1 This means that for a horizontal distance of seven feet, for instance, there would be a one-foot vertical rise.

2 A "blue line" steam refers to streams designated on an United States Geologic Survey topogmp}.lic map by either a solid
or dashed blue line.
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EXHIBIT 2.1-1 REGIONAL LOCATION MAP

Oakview Master Plan

North

Source: Map copyrighted by the California State Automobile Association
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EXHIBIT 2.1-2 PROJECT LOCATION
Oakview Master Plan

Source: IL Schwartz Associates, Inc.




2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

The site is within the Marinwood Community Services District, Marin Mumc1pal Water District, Dixie
School District, and San Rafael High School District.

Adjacent Land Uses

The project site is adjacent to commercial developniént and condominiums across Miller Creek
(north), office buildings across Lucas Valley Road (south), Highway 101 (east), and residential
development (west). North beyond Miller Creek are the Marinwood Plaza commercial and Casa
Marinwood and Roundtree residential developments. South across Lucas Valley Road, two large
office buildings are located adjacent to Highway 101. A State-operated truck scale is located east and
adjacent to the site on southbound Highway 101. Adjacent to the site on the west is the
unincorporated Marinwood community of single-family homes. Average lot size in this residential
neighborhood is 10,223 square feet 3 or a density of approximately 4.26 units per acre.

Two streets in the existing residential neighborhood (Erin Drive and Ellen Drive) dead-end at the site
boundary. Marinwood Avenue also dead-ends at the site.

2.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Previous Proposed Projects

As discussed in Chapter 1.0 Introduction, two separate applications for the project site were
previously submitted, one in December 1983 and one in May 1995.

DECEMBER 1983 PROPOSED PROJECT

In December 1983, the property owners submitted an application to the City of San Rafael for a
General Plan Amendment to allow a mixed-use residential / commercial development on the site.
After reviewing the proposed project, the City determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
was required. An Administrative Draft EIR 4 (1986 Administrative Draft EIR) was prepared. The
EIR was not circulated for public review and comment or presented to the San Rafael Planning
Commission or City Council. The City of San Rafael put the proposed General Plan Amendment and
EIR on hold pending the outcome of its then current General Plan update process. The Sar Rafael
General Plan 2000 concluded that a hillside / residential land use designation allowing 0.5 to 2.0 units
per acre was appropriate for the site. This designation potentially would allow 53 to 212 housing units
on the 106-acre site. In 1989, at the request of Marinwood residents and the County, the City of San

The average lot size was determined by subtracting the existing church site and streets from the gross area and dividing
by the number of lots.

Daphne / Bacciocco Development Plan Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Report, prepared by Nichols
Berman for the City of San Rafael, January, 1986.
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Froject
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

Rafael decided annexation of this property to the City could be waived, subject to certain conditions.
The conditions were set out in a joint city-county Memorandum of Understanding,. >

The December 1983 proposed project had the following general characteristics:

e  45.5 acres low density residential use — 117 housing units — 103 single-family and seven duplex
units (the latter providing 14 affordable units)

o  18.9 acres office / commercial use -- 199,800 squarefeet

e  41.6 acres open space

MAY 1995 PROPOSED PROJECT

In May 1995 the property owners submitted an application to Marin County for a Master Plan, Use
Permit, and Tentative Map for the Oakview project site.

The May 1995 proposed project had the following general characteristics:

e 333 acres of low-density residential use — 71 single-family detached housing units

e 11.1 acres of office use — 94,400 square feet to be constructed in two buildings

e  52.9 acres of open space

e 9.0 acres set aside for the proposed Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road southbound ramps

In September 1996 Marin County began circulation of a Draft EIR (1996 Draft EIR) for the proposed
Oakview project. The public review period for the Draft EIR was from September 25, 1996 to
November 8, 1996. On November 4, 1996 the Marin County Planning Commission held a public
hearing regarding the Draft EIR. On November 27, 1996 the project applicants wrote to the Marin
County Community Development Agency and requested that “further processing of the Draft EIR for
the Oakview project be temporarily suspended at this time.” The purpose of the suspension was so
that the project applicants and the project design team could review the issues raised in the Draft EIR
and the public comments in order to revise the application to address the pertinent issues raised.

During 1997, on behalf of the project applicants, Kleinfelder, Inc. conducted additional geotechnical
work on the project site in response to geologic issues raised in the 1996 Draft EIR. Snyder & Smith
Associates, on behalf of Marin County, conducted a peer review of Kleinfelder’s work.

5 The Memorandum of Understanding is discussed in Section 4.3 of this EIR.
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

Project Application

The property owners have now submitted a new application to Marin County for approval of a Master
Plan, Use Permit, and Vesting Tentative Map © for the 106-acre Daphne / Bacciocco site. 7 The
Master Plan proposes deveIOpment of the project site with 28 single-family detached housing units and
94,400 square feet of offices in two bu11d1ngs (see Exhibits 2.2-1 and 2.2-2). The Use Permit is to
allow development of office buildings in the RMP zone, and the Tentative Map is to divide the site
into two parcels to initiate the development process. One 51.9-acre parcel (Parcel 1) would consist of
15.3 acres of residential development (28 housing units), 34.8 acres of open space (Open Space Parcel
A is 33.7 acres and Open Space Parcel C is 1.1 acres) and 1.8 acres of public right of way, and the
other 54.4-acre parcel (Parcel 2) would be comprised of 20.1 acres of office development (Lot 29 is
2.0 acres and Lot 30 is 18.1 acres) and 34.3 acres of open space (Open Space Parcel B). Land
reserved for the proposed Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road southbound ramps is set aside in Open
Space Parcel B. Land uses proposed by the Master Plan / Tentative Map are summarized in Exhibit
2.2-3.

The 1996 Draft EIR identified Alternative 4 (Mitigated Alternative) as the environmentally superior
alternative among the build alternatives considered. This alternative assumed 29 residential lots on the
lower elevations of Parcel 1 and two office buildings on Parcel 2. — The current Master Plan
considered in this EIR builds upon the concepts expressed in the Mitigated Alternative.

The current application is for Master Plan, Use Permit, and Vesting Tentative Map approval.
Following approval of the Master Plan, Use Permit, and Tentative Map the applicant would be
required to submit a Precise Development Plan.

6 Upon approval of a Vesting Tentative Map, a subdivider has legal “vested rights” to proceed with development if it is in
substantial compliance with the ordinances, policies and standards (except fees) in effect at the time a complete Vesting
Tentative Map is filed.

7 The Oakview Master Plan, Use Permit, and Tentative Map application was determined to be complete by the Marin
County Community Development Agency on July 26, 1999. The project description is based on that application and the
following documents, on file and available for public review at the Marin County Community Development Agency,
Marin County Civic Center, Room 308, San Rafael, California:

Oakview Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and Vesting Tentative Map, (Application Text) Virginia Daphne and
Edward J. Bacciocco, LL. Schwartz, C.E., Project Representative, April 1999 revised July 8, 1999.

Oakview Mitigated Master Plan Drawings, ten sheets, LL Schwartz and others, June 28, 1999 as revised through
December 30, 1999.
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Exhibit 2.2-3 s :

Qakview Master Plan Project Characteristics

2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

Parcel 1

Residential Area (28 units) 15.3 acres
Open Space

Parcel A 33.7 acres
Parcel C 1.1 acres
Public Right-of-Way 1.8 acres
Subtotal 51.9 acres
Parcel 2

Administrative / Professional Offices 20.1 acres
(total of 94,400 square feet of building)

Open Space Parcel B 34.3 acres
Subtotal 54.4 acres
Total Oakview Project Site 106.3 acres

Source: Oakview Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and Vesting Tentative Map, LL. Schwartz, C.E. Project Representative,

April 1999, Revised July 8, 1999.

PROJECT APPLICANT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

As a part of the project application the applicant has identified the following project goals and

objectives: 8

e Divide the existing 106.3 acre site into two parcels (Parcel 1 51.9 acres; Parcel 2 54.4 acres).

®  Preserve the ridge lines as undeveloped open space.
e  Preserve as many healthy, mature trees as possible.

e  Retain 69.1 acres of the site as permanent open space.

o Establish a development program that includes 20.1 acres of administrative/professional office
space with parking and landscaping, 15.3 acres of residential development, including 28 lots with

roadway access.

e  (Create an internal circulation system that prevents through traffic.

co

Oakview Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and Vesting Tentative Map, Virginia Daphne and Edward J. Bacciocco, LL.

Schwartz, C.E., project representative, April 1999, revised July 8, 1999, pages 19 and 20.
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

e Establish a conservation easement at the rear of the residential lots.

e Develop a revegetation plan for the site that includes restoration ‘of native grasslands and
replacement of trees removed to allow development.

e Preserve, or enhance, the existing seasonal seeps and riparian forest to the maximum extent
possible.

e  Limit the site grading.

e Develop a residential subdivision that is visually compatible with the existing neighborhoods
adjacent to the site. ’ ’

PROPOSED MASTER PLAN
The Master Plan proposes dividing the project site into two parcels.
Parcel 1

The 51.9-acre Parcel 1 would contain 1.8 acres of public right-of-way, 34.8 acres of open space and
15.3 acres of residential land proposed for development with 28 single-family housing units (Lots 1-
28). The project's housing units would be built at the southwest end of the site adjacent to existing
residential uses. The largest residential lot would be approximately 36,240 square feet, the smallest
would be about 18,080 square feet, and average lot size would be about 23,500 square feet.

Parcel 2

The 54.4-acre Parcel 2 would contain 20.1 acres of administrative / professional office development.
The east side of Parcel 2 would be developed with two office buildings. Building A would contain
approximately 80,000 square feet and Building B would contain approximately 14,400 square feet, for
a total of 94,400 square feet of office use on-site. No specific uses for the two office buildings have
been proposed.

The remaining area of Parcel] 2 would consist of open space (34.3 acres). Within the open space area
land is reserved for the future Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road southbound ramps.

ACCESS AND CIRCULATION
Automobile Access

Access to 20 housing units would be from a new roadway off Lucas Valley Road. This new roadway
would end in two culs-de-sac, identified as roadways A and B. Access to the remaining eight housing
units would be by an extension of Erin Drive, ending in a cul-de-sac. Roadways A, B, and Erin Drive
would have 50-foot rights-of-way with 28 feet of paved width and 75-foot diameter culs-de-sac.

Marinwood Avenue would be extended south from its present end north of Miller Creek along the
Highway 101 frontage of the project site to provide access to the two office buildings. Marinwood
Avenue would lead directly into the proposed parking lot for Building A. North of the parking lot,
Marinwood Avenue would widen to provide turning space for cars, delivery trucks, and emergency
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

vehicles. The Marinwood extension would vary from 24 to 32 feet of paved width and is proposed to
be a private street.

Land is reserved in Open Space Parcel B to allow Caltrans to construct the proposed Highway 101 /
Lucas Valley Road southbound off- and on-ramps.

Emergency Access

A 20-foot wide pedestrian and emergency vehicle access easement, with a 12-foot paved section,
would connect Roadway A to the Erin Drive extension. A second emergency vehicle access would be
provided between Lots 19 and 20 from Roadway B to the open space above the residential area.

Pedestrian / Bicycle Access

Roadway A would have a sidewalk on both sides. Roadway B and Erin Drive would have a sidewalk
along the housing unit frontage only. The extension of Marinwood Avenue would have a sidewalk
along the western edge.

The project proposes to improve the existing pedestrian path along the south side of Miller Creek
between the extension of Marinwood Avenue and Las Gallinas Avenue. Speclﬁc information
regarding improvements to this path are not provided in the Master Plan, although it is stated that the
path would be improved to current standards.

The 12-foot wide emergency vehicle access connecting Roadway A to the Erin Drive extension would
also provide pedestrian access. The emergency vehicle access between Lots 19 and 20 would also
allow pedestrian access from Roadway B to the open space.

Parking

Four off-street parking spaces would be provided for each housing unit. Two spaces would be in a
roofed structure, and two may be located in the building setback area.

Three hundred twenty (320) parking spaces would be provided for Building A and 58 spaces for
Building B, for a total of 378 parking spaces. Building A would have eight spaces reserved for
handicapped access, and Building B would have two spaces reserved for handicapped access.

OPEN SPACE

The Master Plan does not state precisely how the open space would be managed and maintained. It is
stated that the open space would be left in its natural condition. The open space areas delineated in the
Master Plan (33.7 acres in Parcel A, 34.3 acres in Parcel B and 1.1 acres in Parcel C) is proposed to be
offered for dedication in fee simple to a public agency, such as the Marinwood Community Services
District (MCSD) or Marin County Open Space District (MCOSD). If dedicated to the MCSD or
MCOSD, one of those agencies would be responsible for. managing and maintaining the site's open
space.
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

GRADING

The grading plan submitted with the Master Plan shows the grading required for developing site
access roads and installing necessary utilities but does not illustrate grading requlred for individual
housing units. © Two types of grading are proposed:

e  QGrading along project site roadways in order to create sufficient roadway w1dth to accommodate
pavement, pedestrian c1rculat10n and utilities

¢  QGrading in the office area for roadway, building development, and parking

The goal of the grading concept is to minimize grading, balance graded material on-site, and eliminate
the need to import soil from off-site locations or export excess soil for disposal elsewhere. According
to the grading plan, an estimated 7,020 cubic yards of cut material and 6,320 cubic yards of fill would
be required to build roads to the housing units. Estimated quantities of cut and fill for the road and
parking lots serving offices would be 26,220 and 20,780 cubic yards, respectively.

The grading plans shows 2:1 and daylight cuts and fill area within the proposed roadways for both
residential and commercial development. One timber retaining wall is planned upslope of the end of
Roadway A (southwestern comner of proposed Lot 10). The height of this wall would vary from one to
four feet.

In the commercial area 2:1 cuts are proposed along the slopes above each of the proposed commercial
building lots and portions of the proposed roadway (Roadway C). Minor fill placements (2:1 slopes)
are proposed along the eastern edge of the proposed roadway. Several concrete retaining walls are
proposed along cut slopes for the proposed commercial buildings at Lots 29 and 30, and along a
portion of the cut slope for Roadway C. Wall heights would vary from one foot (proposed parking lot)
to 15 feet (portion of Roadway C). Timber retaining walls are proposed along the eastern edge of the
proposed parking lot at Lot 30 (top of proposed fill slope) and top of the fill slope within the proposed
parking lot at Lot 29. The timber wall heights would be three feet.

CONCEPTUAL DRAINAGE / FLOOD CONTROL

Existing drainage facilities (inlets, culverts, interceptor ditches) near the site were all constructed
relatively recently (since 1958), and accepted practice dictated that these facilities were to be designed
for ultimate development of the watershed. However, the County design standards for small
watersheds at that time mandated a design storm with a recurrence interval of 10 to 25 years. The
current standard for Marin County is the 100-year rainstorm, regardless of watershed area.
Accordingly, the hydraulic analysis recently submitted by the applicant’s civil engineer 10 has
confirmed that some storm drain segments within the Marinwood Subdivision do not meet the existing
design standard. Implementation of the proposed project would require installation of drainage

9 Sheet 5 of the Oakview Master Plan Drawings shows the proposed Drainage and Grading Plan and Landslide Mitigation
and Geotechnical Recommendations During Grading Proposed Roadway Construction Oakview Development Project
San Rafael, California, Kleinfelder, Inc., November 18, 1999. Both the Master Plan Drawings and the geotechnical
report are available for review at the Marin County Community Development Agency.

10 1 etter from Irving Schwartz, L.L. Schwartz, Inc. to Tim Haddad, Marin County Community Development Agency,
November 18, 1999, regarding Oakview EIR and Off-Site Hydraulic Analysis.
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

facilities in site roadways and on some lots to accommodate building development and completion of
interceptor ditches missing from the existing drainage system.

A Drainage Plan has been prepared as a part of the Master Plan. !! Proposed roadways would collect
stormwater and transport it via curbs and gutters to storm drains. Downstream of the storm drain
systems (existing or new), stormwater would be conveyed by culverts or vegetated swales to either
Miller Creek or to culverts under Highway 101.

For the current project design, all fresidential lots are situated upslope of roads and would drain to the
roads. This would decrease the amount of water flowing to the existing interceptor ditch system
behind homes on Elvia Court relative to the prior project configurations (1996 and prior).

The drainage system proposed for the project's residential area has been designed to reduce the amount
of surface water flowing toward the existing residential subdivision by collecting it in new facilities to
be built on the project site.

Newly constructed roadways and their associated underground drainage facilities would collect a
certain amount of present stormwater flows which apparently seep underground to the existing
residences below the site. More detailed soils investigations (required at subsequent phases of the
planning process) may determine that a subdrainage system would be required in some parts of the site
to protect both existing off-site and proposed on-site units from subsurface flows.

Drainage facilities for the office area would collect sheet-flow from hillside drainage behind the
buildings, transport it 1o a drainage system which also collects water from the parking areas, and
transport it via culverts and vegetated swales either to the existing culverts under Highway 101 or
directly to Miller Creek.

UTILITIES AND SERVICES

The project is proposed to be provided with sanitary sewer service by the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary
District (LGVSD). The site is proposed to be annexed into the service boundaries of the LGVSD and
connected with existing facilities.

The project is proposed to be provide& with water for domestic and fire protection purposes from the
Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD). The project would require an extension of existing
MMWD facilities.

It is proposed that the Marinwood Community Service District (MCSD) provide fire protection, street

lights, parks, and recreation services for the project. Police protection would be provided by the Marin
County Sheriff’s Department.

ARCHITECTURAL STANDARDS

The Master Plan proposes architectural standards for both residential and office buildings.

11 Sheet 5 of the Oakview Master Plan Drawings shows the proposed Drainage and Grading Plan, The Master Plan
Drawings are available for review at the Marin County Community Development Agency.
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

Residential Buildings

The general concept for housing units is to conform to site contours as much as possible. Structures
and roof forms would be stepped up or down slopes in order to minimize the apparent size of
structures and to minimize obstructing views from adjacent buildings. Houses would have hip, gable,
or shed roofs, forms which would be used consistently throughout a structure. Large expanses of wall
area generally would be discouraged to avoid the appearance of massive structures.

Siding materials generally would be wood, stone, or stucco, and the design concept is intended to
encourage the use of earth and grey tone materials and colors while discouraging the use of overly
brilliant or contrasting colors.

The maximum height of main buildings above existing grades would be’30 feet, as determine& by the
County’s zoning ordinance Section 22.47.020 (e), unless the Community Development Agency allows
an exception.

Setbacks from property lines would be:
e  Front yard -- 20 feet
e Side yards -- eight feet (20 feet facing the street at corner lots)

e  Rear yard -- 20 percent of lot depth (25 feet maximum). In addition, with the exception of Lots
11, 12, and 13, all lots would have a 50-foot wide conservation easement at the rear of the
property. No structures, other than property line fences, would be allowed in this area.

Office Buildings

The general concept for the office buildings would be to build low structures (maximum 30 feet above
natural grade to any point on the structure) and site each in a minor valley to reduce their visibility
from Highway 101.

The larger 80,000 square foot building (office building A) would be located in the larger southernmost
valley, and the smaller 14,400 square foot building (office building B) would be located in the
northernmost valley, leaving an open land buffer in the intervening third valley.

LANDSCAPING
A Conceptual Landscape Plan has been prepared as a part of the Master Plan (see Exhibit 2.2-4). 12

Parcel 1 Landscaping Street trees would be planted along residential streets in a formal thematic
pattern. Street trees are planned as medium height, deep rooting, canopy trees (such as Holly or
Scarlet Oak). Individual lot owners would be responsible for installing street trees as a required part
of front yard landscaping.

12 gheet 8 of the Oakview Master Plan Drawings shows the proposed Conceptual Landscape Plan. The Master Plan
Drawings are available for review at the Marin County Community Development Agency.
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Oakview Master Plan
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

A 50-foot landscaped buffer area would be established along the edge of the property directly adjacent
to the existing neighborhood at Ellen Drive and Lisa Court. Random, informal clusters of drought-
tolerant native trees and shrubs would be planted in a 20-foot wide easement in this buffer area along
the fence line. '

Parcel 2 Landscaping Landscaping along the Highway 101 boundary would consist of largely slope
plantings for erosion control. Clusters of native oaks would provide light screening. The parking lots
would be landscaped with numerous deep rooting, deciduous, canopy-type trees (such as Red Oak,
European Hackberry, and Chinese Pistachio), with other trees used sparingly as accents for seasonal
color.

LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING

The Marin County Zoning Code requires that new residential development of ten or more units make
provisions for low and moderate income housing. 13 In general, project applicants must provide 15
percent of the total number of residential units within projects as affordable by moderate, low, or very
low income households. As an alternative to providing units on-site, project applicants, in agreement
with County staff, can make an in-lieu payment. 14 The Oakview project applicants propose to make
an in-lieu payment to satisfy the affordable housing requirement. 15

CONSTRUCTION PHASING

According to the Master Plan, the phasing of development would depend on market conditions for
residential and office development. It is expected that full buildout would take place over a period of
several years, with the construction of individual housing units in the earliest phases.

DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS

As a part of the Master Plan the project applicant provided information regarding potential building
envelopes and maximum development potential on each of the residential lots. For each residential lot
a building envelope was defined. The building envelope is that area within each lot which the Master
Plan (and subsequent Precise Development Plan) would permit development to occur. Building
envelopes are shown on Exhibits 2.2-5 and 2.2-6. In addition to the building envelopes the project
applicant provided the following assumptions.

13 Marin County Code Title 22 (Zoning Ordinance), Chapter 22.97, 1988. Subsection 22.97.030 states that in applying the
percentages, any decimal fraction less than or equal to 0.50 may be disregarded and any decimal fraction greater than
0.50 shall be construed as requiring one dwelling unit. In accordance with the County's current inclusionary housing
ordinance, a 28-unit project would require four affordable housing units.

14 wim approval of the County, the applicant also has the option to construct the affordable units in another location within
the unincorporated area of the County.

15 The County determines the amount of the in-lieu fee. It is based on the difference between the ability to pay of moderate
income families (earning 100 percent of median income) and the estimated cost of a market rate unit of appropriate size.
The difference is then multiplied by the required number of affordable units. Marin County Code Title 22 (Zoning
Ordinance) section 22.97.150.
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EXHIBIT 2.2-5 PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL BUILDING ENVELOPES

Oakview Master Plan

" Source: IL Schwartz Associates, Inc.
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EXHIBIT 2.2-6 ADMINISTRATION/PROFESSIONAL OFFICE LAYOUT
Oakview Master Plan

Source: IL Schwartz Associates, Inc
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

e The maximum development within the front setback area, including all structures, paving and
walkways, would be limited in area to 1,200 square feet or the area within the building envelope
in front of the front setback, whichever is less. '

¢  Maximum development including all structures, paving and walks within the building envelope
behind the front setback would be limit to the percentage shown below:

Less than 3,500 square feet 100 percent
3,501 to 4,500 square feet 95 percent
4,501 to 5,500 square feet ' 90 percent
5,501 to 6,500 square feet ' 85 percent
6,501 to 7,500 square feet 80 percent
7,501 to 8,500 square feet 75 percent
Greater than 8,501 square feet 70 percent

e  The maximum floor area, excluding a garage for two cars, shall not exceed 4,500 square feet.

¢ Lot improvements allowed outside of the development area and outside of the private open space
easement would include landscaping, retaining walls up to four feet in height, walkways, and
fences.

Based on the above, Exhibit 2.2-7 shows for each residential lot, the lot area in square feet, the
building envelope in square feet, the development area behind the front setback in square feet and the
maximum floor area in square feet. In addition, Exhibit 2.2-7 shows for each residential lot the
maximum allowable square footage of development behind the front setback area, the allowable
square footage of development behind the front setback line and the total maximum developable area.
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Exhibit 2.2-7

Potential Developmeni‘ Areas

2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

1 21,960 7,300 0 7,300
2 19,080 7,300 700 8,000
3 20,000 8,160 1,360 9,520
4 120,000 8,160 1,360 9,520
5 20,000 8,160 1,360 9,520
6 20,000 8,160 1,360 9,520
7 20,160 8,070 1,340 9,140
8 22,320 9,600 680 10,280
9 23,400 9,370 510 1 9,880
10 19,800 7,130 720 7,850
11 20,520 10,560 1,760 12,320
12 21,600 11,760 1,960 13,720
13 18,080 9,990 1,870 11,860
14 20,340 7,460 1,390 8,850
15 19,270 6,570 1,370 7,940
16 18,830 6,210 1,360 7,570
17 25,150 6,460 1,140 7,600
18 29,480 6,230 650 6,880
19 28,760 6,690 390 7,080
20 27,320 5,030 480 5,510
21 36,240 4,760 580 5,340
22 33,730 5,610 930 6,540
23 26,650 4,400 600 5,000
24 27,880 7,440 1,360 8,800
25 26,220 6,730 1,380 8,110
26 27,690 11,980 2,150 13,630
27 24,300 11,650 2,180 13,830
28 19,210 8,790 1,440 10,230

Source: Oakview Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and Vesting Tentative Map, 1.L. Schwartz, C.E. Project Representative,
April 1999, Revised July 8, 1999.
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

2.3 CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS

This EIR assesses the effects of implementing the proposed project under existing environmental
conditions and under anticipated future "cumulative" conditions. Future conditions were defined for
this EIR by identifying development projects in the vicinity of the project site (the "study area") with a
reasonable expectation of being built during the time frame of site development. Cumulative impacts
are defined by CEQA to include impacts of little or no consequence when taken alone but which when
combined with expected environmental conditions would have a significant effect. The list of
cumulative projects includes nine projects that are approved, under review, or under construction, or
are reasonably expected to be proposed in the vicinity of the site at the time Marin County issued the
Notice of Preparation to prepare a Draft Revised EIR for the proposed project. The list is presented in
Exhibit 2.3-1 and the locations of cumulative projects are shown in Exhibit 2.2-2. 16

In addition to the short-range cumulative projects the transportation section analyses long-range
cumulative conditions. Long-range cumulative conditions are based on the ABAG 2020 Development
Projections 1998. The long-range cumulative traffic volumes are expected to occur with the projected
San Rafael General Plan land uses and corresponding land use increases for the general region.

Exhibit 2.3-1
Cumulative Projects in the Study Area, August 1999

Thorndale Office Office 24,000 sq. ft. Under construction
Merrydale Road Condominiums 8 units Under Review

Marin Lofts Condominiums 15 units Under construction
Merrydale Asst. Living | Sr. Assist. Living 56 units Under Review
Northview Residential 28 units Under construction
Smith Ranch Court Residential 9 units Construction Complete
Smith Ranch Homes Sr. Assist. Living 25 unit/60 beds Under construction
Vista Marin Residential 49 units Under construction
Lucasfilm Commercial 640,800 sq. ft. Under construction

Source: Propdev 29, Marin County Community Development Agency, August 1999.

16 The list of cumulative projects was compiled based on Propdev 29 An Inventory of Proposed Development Projects in
Marin County as of July 1999, Marin County Planning Department, August 1999. This list was augmented by input from
Wilbur Smith Associates (EIR traffic analyst) and by contacting representatives of the Marin County and City of San
Rafael Planning Departments.

2,0-21



THORNDALE
OFFICE

EXHIBIT 2.3-2 LOCATION OF CUMULATIVE PROJECTS IN THE STUDY AREA N
Oakview Master Plan North

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

2.4 ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS

Proposed Project

The project applicant has requested the following specifie- actions:

Approve a Master Plan for the project site to allow residential, office, and open space uses on the
property. ’

Approve a Use Permit to allow office uses in the RMP zone.
Approve a Vesting Tentative Map to divide the property into two parcels.
Annex the property into the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District to obtain sanitary sewer service.

Receive a Priority Determination from the City of San Rafael according to Priority Project
Procedures.

Next Steps

Marin County's planning and project approval process consists of three main steps, and it is at specific
times during these steps that the public may comment on various aspects of a project. These principal
steps include (1) certification of the EIR, (2) approval (or denial) of the Master Plan and Use Permit,
and (3) approval (or denial) of the Precise Development Plan. The following procedures and actions
must be taken before development can begin on the project site. These steps are listed in sequence:

This Draft EIR is being circulated publicly for review and comment.

The Marin County Planning Commission will hold a public hearing(s) at which time individuals
can comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

The Final EIR -- consisting of all comments received on the Draft EIR together with responses to
those comments -- will be circulated publicly for review and comment on the Final EIR responses
only.

The Planning Commission will hold a public meeting on the adequacy (the completeness) of the
Final EIR and review written comments.

When the Planning Commission is satisfied that the Final EIR is complete, it will recommend that
the Board of Supervisors "certify" the Final EIR.

Following that recommendation, the Planning Commission will consider the merits of the
proposed project. The Commission will hold a public hearing(s) when individuals can comment
on the project, after which the Commission would recommend approval, conditional approval
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Project
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

(requiring that certain changes be made or conditions met), or denial of the Master Plan. Vesting
Tentative Map, and Use Permit..

e  The Marin County Board of Supervisors will hold a public meeting to cértify. the Final EIR before
taking action on the proposed project.

e The Board then will consider the merits of the Master Plan, Vesting Tentative Map and Use
Permit at which time the public can comment on the project itself. The Board will approve, give
conditional approval, or deny the Master Plan, Vesting Tentative Map and/or Use Permit.

e Following Master Plan approval, no development, improvements, or building construction can
begin until a Precise Development Plan and Tentative Map are approved by the County. The
Precise Development Plan may cover the entire area covered by the Master Plan or separate
Precise Development Plans could be submitted that cover a specific portion of the area covered
by the Master Plan, such as the entire residential area and entire office area. Tentative Maps
would be required to create the individual residential, office, and open space parcels identified in
the Master Plan. When the Precise Development Plan(s) and Tentative Map(s) are submitted to
the County, they must be approved by the Planning Commission which will hold a public hearing
prior to acting to approve or deny the Plan(s) and Map(s). (The Commission's decision can be
appealed to the Board of Supervisors.)

e A Final Map is filed after Precise Development Plan and Tentative Map approval. Improvement
plans (such as final grading and road plans) are filed together with the Final Map. Approval of
the Final Map and plans are administrative actions by County staff members.

e  After Final Map approval, the issuance of grading and building permits also are an administrative
action handled by County staff members. When applications are received by the County for the
necessary permits, staff members review the applications for conformance with provisions (or
conditions) of approved plans and with specific County Code requirements. Building permit
applications are checked by the Community Development Agency and grading permits by the
Department of Public Works prior to issuance of the permit. During construction specific
inspections are required throughout the development process until a final inspection, whereupon
the building can be occupied.

Approvals for the Master Plan and the Precise Development Plan expire after a period of two years.
Thus, if no application for a Precise Development Plan is filed under a Master Plan, or if no building
permit issued under a Precise Development Plan, the plan will expire two years from the date of its
approval. The Planning Director may grant an extension for a maximum period of four years from the
date of initial expiration. Approvals for a Tentative Map expire after a period of three years and an
extension for a maximum period of three years from the date of initial expiration may be granted.

The lead agency for this EIR is Marin County. A number of other agencies will have discretionary
approvals related to the proposed project. A responsible agency includes "all public agencies other
than the lead agency which have discretionary approval power over the project." 17 A trustee agency

17" State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15381.
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is a "state agency having jurisdiction by law over resources affected by a project which are held in
trust for the people of the State of California.” 13 Responsible and trustee agencies include:

Marin County Local Agency Formation Commission (Marin LAFCo) LAFCo's have been
established for each county in California. They are responsible for coordinating and approving
changes in local governmental boundaries, including service district boundaries. The Marin
LAFCo would be responsible for approving the proposed annexation of the project site into the
Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District. The district could not serve the site without Marin LAFCo
approval. Marin LAFCo will use the EIR to assess the environmental effects of the proposed
annexation.

Las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District (LGVSD) The LGVSD would provide sanitary sewer
service to the project site if annexed to the District, by a connection to an extension of existing
facilities. Formal action by the LGVSD would be needed to extend service to the site. The
project applicant must also apply for and receive an allocation of sewer capacity from the
LGVSD before it can receive sewer service. The LGVSD would use the EIR to assess the

- environmental effects of serving the project.

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) The CDFG (a trustee agency) is responsible
for activities which would disrupt the natural flow or alter the channel, bed, or bank of streams or
their tributaries under Section 1601 and 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code. A number
of possible alterations may occur on Miller Creek. The project would require a Streambed
Alteration agreement which would incorporate necessary mitigation to ensure no net loss of
wildlife habitat values or could provide for replacement of acreage lost. The CDFG would use
the EIR to assess the environmental effects of the project.

The CDFG comments under the authority of the Federal Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act for
Corps of Engineers (Corps) permits. Any waterway subject to CDFG jurisdiction is also subject
to Corps regulations. A Streambed Alteration Agreement would be a prerequisite for any
required Corps permit.

San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) The RWQCB has
jurisdiction over discharges affecting water quality. The RWQCB issues General Construction
Activity Stormwater Permit (one form of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
[NPDES] permit). The RWQCB will use the EIR to determine the acceptability of mitigation
measures before granting the permit. Formal action in compliance with this requirement may be
delegated to the County by the RWQCB, in which case the County would be responsible.

In addition, the RWQCB issues the State certification if any U.S. Corps of Engineers permit is
required, as described below.

Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) The MMWD would be responsible to provide water to
the project site for both domestic and fire protection purposes.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) The Corps has jurisdiction for regulation of the filling
of wetlands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The project would include activities
which would modify river banks, stream channels, and other wetland features on the project site

18 State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15386.
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and Miller Creek. If the Corps determines that the project site's wetlands are under Corps
jurisdiction, a permit would be required. If a permit is required, the Corps will evaluate the need
to hold a public hearing. Any person may request a public hearing be held.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) The BAAQMD has jurisdiction over
regional air quality issues, and could require Authority to Construct and Permission to Operate
permits.

Marinwood Community Service District (MCSD)~The MCSD would be responsible to provide
fire protection, streets lights, parks and recreation services to the project site.

City of San Rafael Although the project site would not be within the City of San Rafael, the
project applicant has agreed that the proposed project would be subject to the City's Priority
Projects Procedure. Based on criteria contained in the Priority Projects Procedures, which
basically evaluates projects against one another and against San Rafael General Plan 2000 goals
and policies, first the San Rafael Planning Commission and second the San Rafael City Council is
responsible for making priority project determinations. The City Council has the final authority
to make decisions regarding priority project determinations and to allocate all or a portion of
available traffic capacity in circulation impact areas based upon the determinations.

2.0-26



3.0 SUMMARY

3.1 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The environmental impacts of the proposed Oakview Master Plan are summarized in Exhibit 3.0-1,
and a detailed discussion of the impacts are found in Chapter 5.0 Environmental Setting, Impacts,
and Mitigation Measures. The exhibit is arranged in five columns. Column one provides a brief
discussion of the expected impact and column two provides an indication of the level of significance
before mitigation. Column three describes the necessary mitigation measure(s). Column four
indicates who the mitigation is proposed by and column five states the level of significance of the
impact after implementation of the recommend mitigation measure. The symbols used in Exhibit 3.0-
1 are as follows:

SBM = Significance Before Mitigation

S = Significant
PS = Potentially significant
LTS = Less than significant
B = Beneficial

]

BY = Mitigation Proposed By

APP = Applicant proposes the mitigation as a part of the proposed project
EIR = EIR proposes the mitigation for consideration as a condition of approval
REG = Pre-existing regulatory requirement

RS = Residual Significance After Mitigation
MLS = Mitigated to a less-than-significant level

SU = Significant and unavoidable
LS = Less than significant without mitigation
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Exhibit 3.0-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Geology and Soils

5.1-1 Landsliding Several landslide deposits are present and have been
identified in or near areas of proposed development. While some of the
large ancient landslides were found to be stable, numerous smaller
landslides are also present. These surficial landslides and debris flows
could become reactivated during periods of heavy rain. Without adequate
subsurface exploration and subsequent mitigation, landslide movements
could potentially risk human life, damage or destroy existing structures off-
site, block or damage roadways and escape routes (isolating people on-site
and limiting access of emergency services), and sever utility service lines.

5.1-2 Grading Implementation of the proposed project would result in
less-than-significant grading impacts.

5.1-3 Slope Stability If not properly designed for, and/or mltlgated
during grading, cut, natural and fill slopes with gradients of 2:1 (horizontal
: vertical) or steeper, could potentially erode or fail due to the low shear
strength of some of the on-site materials.

S

LTS

5.1-1 In order to mitigate the potential for future landslide movements,
landslides and colluvial soils near proposed development areas should be
repaired during grading. Standard techniques proposed to repair the
landslides include removal and recompaction of loose materials, keying and
benching, and installation of subdrains and surficial drainage systems. All
grading should be performed in compliance with the Uniform Building
Code, as well as local code and agency standards, under the observation and
testing of the project geotechnical engineer and engineering geologist.

No mitigation would be required.

5.1-3 The proposed Grading and Drainage Plan limits cut and fill slopes to
an average of ten feet in height by combining cut slopes with engineered
timber retaining walls. Additionally, the applicant’s geologist recommends
thin buttress or stability fills on slopes found to be of weak materials during
grading. They also recommend both surficial and subsurface drainage
provisions. Although already proposed as part of the Grading and Drainage
Plan, the specifics, such as extent and location, of these measures would be
determined by the applicant's geologist or geotechnical engineer in the field
at the time of construction. As currently proposed, mitigation measures
would consist of a combination of site-specific recommendations by the
applicant’s consultant and local agency and code requirements. The
following measures would be feasible in mitigating site-specific conditions
and producing stable natural slopes, as well as engineered slopes where
cutting and filling would occur on the site:

® Evaluate the effects of bedding orientation (information acquired
during the design phase investigation required for the Precise Development
Plan) on the gross stability of existing and proposed slopes in the
development area to prepare the geotechnical consultant to observe and
direct grading operations and make site-specific determinations (see
immediately following measure).

EIR MLS
- LS
EIR MLS
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.1-4 Groundwater The direct impact of proposed development on
groundwater would be less-than-significant. However, due to the
anticipated increase in water infiltration into area D as a result of the
proposed development, there is the potential for the seepage at the base of
the cut on the adjacent property to increase unless the slide is drained

properly.

5.1-5 Soil Creep Soil creep could result in damage to structures built on
moderate to steep hillsides.

° Examine natural and cut slopes during grading to confirm their
potential for long-term stability. If the geotechnical consultant determines
that the exposed earth materials are weaker than expected, mitigate this
condition by recompacting as an earth buttress or stability fill or by the
selected use of retaining walls or other acceptable methods, as have been
proposed by the applicant’s geologist.

. Design drainage facilities to conform with agency and code

standards. This should include terrace drains every 30 feet of vertical height
on all graded slopes with grades steeper than 5:1. The terrace drains should
have a minimum flowline gradient of six percent to make them self-cleaning
(a minimal tenet of the Uniform Building Code). They also should bg fitted
with downdrains every 150 linear feet of terrace to allow for quick drainage.

. Plant cut and fill slopes with ground cover in order to prevent
erosion, raveling, or development of rills, sloughs, and other failures which
could reduce the effectiveness of stabilization methods whereas roots of
newly planted vegetation would enhance stability of graded slopes by
holding materials in place.

5.1-4 Drainage devices should be employed during grading to reduce the
potential for seepage from area D to the adjacent residential development.
This should include a subdrain system to intercept this seepage water hnd a
surficial drainage system to reduce the ponding and infiltration of surface
water into the landslide. The drainage system should be designed by the
project engineer and installed under his / her supervision. With proper
surficial and subsurface drainage provisions, the impact of off site seepage
should be reduced to a less than significant level.

5.1-5 The following measure would be required to mitigate soil creep
impacts:

. Design any structures on sloping ground to take creep forces into
account. The Master Plan and Master Plan drawings indicate that proposed
residential structures would be founded on raised-floor foundations which
follow the existing topography with minimal grading. As such, the
foundations for such structures should be designed for creep loads. The
design phase investigations for development of individual lots should

determine the depth of the weathering profile and the zone affected by creep

and should be used to establish specific design standards for each lot to
comply with the Uniform Building Code as required to obtain site alteration
and building permits from the County for construction of individual housing
units or anciflary residential structures.

3.0-3
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.1-6 Seismicity Strong seismic shaking is expected to occur on the site S
some time during the "life" of the development and could cause damage to
structures and induce landsliding.

5.1-7 Expansive Soils On-site soils have a low to moderate shrink-swell LTS
potential. The shrink-swell effects of expansive soils would have a less-
than-significant impact on proposed development.

5.1-8 Liquefaction Liquefaction of site soils would not be expected to LTS
result in significant impacts

5.1-9 Rockfall Rockfall could damage structures or injure people. S
Bedrock outcrops and / or residual boulders are reportedly rare at the site.

5.1-10 Artificial Fill Areas New construction on existing artificial fill, S
where encountered, could settle unevenly and be damaged or could
stimulate or accelerate erosion.

5.1-11 Faulting and Ground Surface Rupture The possibility of LTS
surface ruptures on the site is very low.

5.1-12 Aggregate and Rare Mineral Resources No aggregate LTS
resources or rare minerals are known to be present on the site.

5.1-6 The following measure would be required to mitigate seismic impacts
other than seismically-induced landsliding:

. Design and build all on-site structures, roads, and utilities in
conformance with the UBC.

No mitigation would be required.

No mitigation would be required.

5.1-9 The following measure would be required to mitigate potential -
rockfall impacts:

. Remove any unstable materials encountered adjacent to
development areas. '

. Remove the materials and place rip-rap or other engineered
erosion control devices, construct rockfall entrapment trenches, or undertake
selective rock bolting of remaining materials with galvanized or gray PVC-
coated gabion mesh.

. Set development back from eroding rock faces not mitigated!by
the above measures or in addition to implementing those measures,
depending on specific situations.

5.1-10 The following measures would be required to mitigate artificial fill
impacts:

. Conduct field investigations when formulating the Final Grading
Plan required for the Development Plan to determine the presence and limits’
of such materials in the vicinity of parts of the site proposed for
development.

. Remove and recompact artificial fill located in or adjacent to areas
of proposed grading during landslide repair, grading operations for road
construction, or development of individual private lots under the
observation and testing of a registered engineer.

No mitigation would be required.

No mitigation would be required.

3.0-4
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) ’ -

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.1-13 Maintenance of Geotechnical and Hydrologic Mitigation S
Measures The difficult geologic conditions on-site and the mitigation

measures required to stabilize landslides would involve long-term

monitoring and maintenance after site development to ensure the

effectiveness and success of mitigation.

Impact 5.1-14 Naturally Occurring Asbestos The possibility of LTS
exposure from naturally occurring asbestos is considered very low.

Hydrology and Drainage

5.2-1 Stormwater Drainage Patterns Project grading, roadway LTS

construction, and storm drain installation would convert the existing
intermittent drainageway in Sub-watershed 2 to a storm drain system. In
addition, the watershed boundary separating Sub-watersheds 1 and 2 would
be altered slightly.

5.1-13 The following measure would be required of the applicant to insure EIR MLS
the effectiveness of long-term maintenance in mitigating the project's

impacts:

. The project applicant shall be responsible to establish a funding
entity to insure the effectiveness of long-term maintenance in mitigating the
project’s geotechncial and hydrologic impacts. This entity could be a
homeowners’ or property owners’ association, an assessment district, or a
Geologic Hazard Abatement District (GHAD) for the project site. Whatever
entity is established it shall provide for the technical aspects of long-term
maintenance to be handled by a geotechnical consultant and reviewed by the
County. The professional consultant should follow a regular maintenance
schedule and should prepare and submit progress reports to the County
every six months for its review. This would place a responsible
professional, agreed to by the County, in the position of overseeing the site.
Only site property owners would participate by paying taxes/fees into the
fund..

No mitigation would be requried. : -- LS

No mitigation would be required. - Ls
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.2-2 Site Peak Flow Rates Project grading, construction of impervious S 5.2-2 The following mitigation measure would be required to reduce peak EIR MLS
surfaces, and installation of a storm drain system would increase site peak flow impacts:
flow rates from Sub-watershed 1 by 1.6 percent and from Sub-watersheds

. . Construct storr.nwate detention / treatment basins;-ene-each-in
2, 3 and 6 by a minimum of 17 to 69 percent ) b £ " _ o n N .




Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)

3.0-7



Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Basin location shall be selected to minimize excessive topographic
manipulation, even if one or more designated residential lots must be

eliminated to accommodate its construction. Since stormwater quality
impacts can be mitigated, in part, through the integration of water quality

enhancements to normal detention basin design, the detention basin should
be designed to serve a two-fold purpose: 1) fully attenuate 100-year peak

flows from Sub-watersheds 2 and 3 to pre-project levels and. thus, reduce

pressure on the downstream storm drain system- the Gallinas Creek tributary
(i.e. Highway 101 box culvert); and (2) filter and cleanse stormwater runoff
by use of a vegetated inlet swale and detention area (forebay). Other design

considerations shall include:

. Structural measures for normal pond dewatering and end-of-
season (¢.g. April) dewatering (fully) for mosquito control.

[ An emergency overflow spillway with appropriate energy
dissipator at the outlet.

The project applicant shall prepare a monitoring and maintenance
plan for the detention basin to ensure proper long-term basin functioning,
The monitoring and maintenance plan would include provisions for
sediment removal and basin repair, as well as associated conditions
governing the use of heavy mechanical equipment (e.g. backhoes,

excavators) and environmental safeguards and procedures. This information

shall be incorporated into the project’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) submitted to the County Department of Public Works.

Prior to release of the project performance bond. maintenance of
the detention basin by a funding entity shall be established by the project
applicant. Such an entity could chose to maintain the basin and other
erosion and sediment control measures itself or could hire bonded
independent contractors. (Also, see Geology Mitigation Measure 5.1-13.)
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.2-3 Downstream Hydraulic Structures and Flooding Project- S
induced increases in peak flow rates and / or runoff volumes for Sub-

watersheds 2 and 3 would exacerbate flooding in portions of the adjacent
Marinwood Subdivision due to inadequate storm drain capacities and

extant backwater conditions during floods._In addition, gaps have been

noted in existing cross-slope interceptor ditches. If unrepaired, these caps

would create avenues for off-site, downslope diversion of concentrated

ditch flows.

5.2-4 Downstream Hydraulic Structures and Flooding Project- S
induced increases in peak flow rates for Sub-watersheds 1 and 2 would

worsen flooding at the three- by six-foot box culvert under Highway 101.

No corrective measures have been agreed upon to remedy this ﬂoodmg

condition and no funding currently exists for such action.

5.2-5 Off-Site / Downstream Flooding on Miller Creek Project-
induced increases in peak flow rates for Sub-watersheds 3 and 6 would

margmally increase the 100~year peak dlscharge add—heweves

baelawatefﬂeedmg—at thc SPRR brldge on Sllvelra Ranch Smce thls
structure lacks adequate capacity to pass the existing 100-year flood
dlschargc without s1gmf cant mundatlon of the adJommg ranchlands the

increase in thc ﬂood dlscharge duc to thc prolect would not produce
detectable increase in either local flood elevations or the spatial extent of

the 100-year floodplain. Thus, the project impact on flooding along Miller
Creek would be less-than-significant.

5.2-3 The following measures would be required to reduce project impacts EIR
on downstream flooding due to inadequate storm drain system capacities:

0 Replace the existing 18-inch storm drainpipe along the rear of 281
Ellen Drive with a 30-inch RCP, as indicated in the project Schematic
Grading Plan.

. Repair the paps in the existing concrete, cross-slope interceptor
ditch network and any other defects that could result in the diversion of

ditch/hillslope runoff onto adjacent lots in the Marinwood Subdivision.
5.2-4 Either of the following measures should be implemented to reduce EIR

project impacts on downstream flooding at the three- by six-foot box culvert
under Highway 101:

Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-2.

The applicant should participate with the City of San Rafael and Caltrans in
funding an upgrade of the existing Highway 101 box culvert. If a drainage
fee is required by Marin County, the applicant should at a minimum
contribute funding for replacement and / or expansion of the Highway 101
facilities in proportion to the site's development area. For example, if the
development area (not open space) draining to the Gallinas tributary at
Highway 101 equaled 41.7 acres and the total developed area for that ;
watershed was 500 acres, the project's share of the cost would be 8.3
percent.

No mitigation would be required.

3.0-9
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.2-6 Off-Site / Downstream Flooding In Marinwood Subdivision

Project grading and impervious surface construction along the western
boundary of Sub-watershed 2 would result in the continued interception of
upslope surface runoff by an existing concrete interceptor drain. A
structural gap in the surface drain promotes diversion of this runoff onto
the properties at 282 and 284 Ellen Drive. Given the upslope interception
of a significant portion of the hillslope runoff by proposed interceptor
drains to the rear of Oakview Lots 10-13 and construction of the curbed
Roadway A and its storm drain system, continuance of this minor nuisance
flooding would be a less-than-significant impact.

5.2-7 Site Erosion and Downstream Sedimentation and
Flooding Hillslope grading activities associated with construction of
residential and commercial structures, roadways, and driveways would-. .
result in large areas of bare soils which would be subject to erosion by
rainfall and hillslope runoff. Eroded sediments would eventually be
discharged to off-site drainage channels, including Miller Creek, where
sedimentation could reduce flood conveyance or impair water quality.

No mitigation would be required. ' - LS

5.2-7 To reduce project impacts of on-site erosion and downstream EIR MLS

sedimentation it would be necessary to:

. Prepare and implement a comprehensive Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which is submitted as part of the NPDES
General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit (General Permit) filing
with the State Water Resources Control Board. The NPDES General Permit
is required for all developments which would disturb more than five acres of
land. The SWPPP describes on-site measures for erosion control and
stormwater treatment to be implemented during and following project
construction, as well as a schedule for monitoring of performance. Thgse
measures are referred to as Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the
control of point and non-point source pollutants in stormwater. BMPs
incorporated in the project SWPPP would likely include in-situ protection,
seeding and mulching of bare ground, planting of trees and shrubbery in
both disturbed upland and riparian areas, and installation of other forms of
biotechnical slope stabilization, such as appropriately staked straw bale
perimeters, silt fences, or staked plant wattles on the slope contour. No
grading should occur within the Miller Creek Stream Conservation Area
during the winter season, thus restricting grading activities at the proposed
Miller Creek bridge crossing to the period between May 1 and October 15.
Grading in site areas outside of the SCA can occur during the winter season,
as long as erosion control measures approved as a part of the Stormwater

Pollution Plan (SWPPP) are installed and properly maintained during this
period.
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.2-8 Site Erosion and Downstream Sedimentation and
Flooding Construction of the proposed Marinwood Avenue bridge would
disturb the banks of Miller Creek significantly in the vicinity of the
construction area. Subsequent bank erosion and downstream sedimentation
could exacerbate flooding downstream of the Highway 101 bridge.

5.2-9 Groundwater Seepage Construction of storm drain systems and
subsurface drainage measures associated with residential construction in
Sub-watersheds 2, 3, and 6 should have a beneficial impact on ongoing
seepage problems experienced by homeowners in the Marinwood
Subdivision.

LTS

MLS

Mitigation Measure 5.2-8 To reduce project impacts of on-site erosion EIR
and downstream sedimentation due to construction of the Marinwood
Avenue Bridge on Miller Creek, it would be necessary to:

Implement Mitigation 5.2-7.

] Acquire a 1603 Stream Alteration Agreement from the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). In addition to measures outlined in
the project SWPPP for graded or exposed soil surfaces, the applicant's
construction contractor(s) and field engineer should implement temporary
measures, where required, to minimize channel sedimentation during bridge
construction. Due to the good quality stream habitat and culverting impacts
to aquatic life, a bypass pipe through the work area is not recommended.
Some form of cofferdam segregating the work areas from the active channel
are would be preferable. All such measures would be described in the
Stream Alteration Agreement submittal and would be subject to approval
CDFG.

Submit an application or letter of notification, as appropriate, to the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers for an Army Fill Permit, in accordance with
provisions of the Nationwide Permit Program.

Acquire a Waiver of Water Quality Certification from the RWQCB. |

No mitigation would be required. -- LS
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5.2-10 Water Quality- Vioiation of Water Quality Standards
Proposed residential development in Sub-watersheds 2 and 3 and
commercial development in Sub-watershed 6 would increase the
stormwater contaminant loading for some heavy metals, including copper,
lead and zinc to levels exceeding those listed by regulatory agencies for the
protection of aquatic habitats. Qil and grease concentrations in the site
runoff reaching Miller Creek and the Gallinas Creek tributary would not
exceed regulatory agency thresholds, however, even small concentrations
are considered significant by the RWQCB. Establishment of irrigated
landscaping and its associated herbicide and pesticide inputs could
potentially result in the downstream migration of nutrient and contaminant
residues in stormwater drainage channels leading to the recently
constructed wetland pond in the industrial park area east of Highway 101,
and potentially to Gallinas Creek Marsh. T

5.2-10 The following measures would be required to minimize impacts on-
site and downstream water quality to less-than-significant levels:

. Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 (Peak Flows).

. The stormwater detention basins recommended for construction as
part of the program for peak flow mitigation should be designed to
maximize their water quality treatment function. Proper configuration,
sizing and inlet / outlet characteristics would maximize deposition of
particulates in incoming stormwater and would favor the growth of emergent
vegetation to facilitate filtering opportunities. Specific design
characteristics for wet ponds are listed in the California Storm Water Best
Management Practices Handbook for Construction Activity.

. Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-7 (Site Erosion and
Downstream Sedimentation and Flooding).

° Due to the close proximity to the sensitive wetland and aquatic
habitats in the receiving waters of Miller Creek and lower Gallinas Creek,
the following BMPs are considered a minimum for Qakview stormwater
treatment to comply with the requirements of the NPDES General Permit
and provisions of Title 24 of the Marin County Code (24.04.625), citing
erosion control requirements associated with site grading. i

. Institute a regular schedule of street and parking lot sweeping,
The frequency of cleaning should be higher (e.g. twice monthly) during the
winter rainy season, yet maintained year-round. Regular cleaning of paved
surfaces reduce the “first flush” phenomenon wherein the highest
concentration of contaminants are flushed off the surfaces during the early
portion of a runoff event.
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. Incorporate grass-lined swales to convey stormwater from paved
surfaces to creek channels or wetlands. Grass-lined swales filter particulates
from stormwater and, as a result, reduce the entry of heavy metals and
contaminated sediments to drainageways. The current development plan
includes one grass-lined (i.e. vegetated) swale each toward the lower end of
Sub-watersheds 2 and 3, although the one proposed for Sub-watershed 2
would not provide significant water quality benefits. Two additional swale
locations could be integrated into the project design for Sub-watershed 6
stormwater drainage. The first swale would extend downslope from the
eastern edge of the Lot 30 parking lot to the top of the existing cut-slope, at
the freeway interface. The second swale would extend from the
northernmost storm drain inlet along Roadway C (Marinwood Avenue
extension), parallel to the freeway, to the southern bank of Miller Creek. To
forestall excessive rilling within such swales, it may be necessary to install
biodegradable fabric along the swale flowline. Initially, the swale may need
to be irrigated along with the landscaping.

. Revegetate all disturbed areas prior to the onset of each winter
rainy season during and for 2-3 years following completion of construction.
Use of an erosion control grass and forb mixture, favoring native species,
would be best suited to this task. In addition, some type of surface erosion
protection (e.g. jute netting, erosion control blankets, punched straw) khould
be installed to reduce the erosive energy of incoming raindrops for the first
couple of winter seasons. :

0 Prepare and implement an irrigation scheduling and chemical
management plan governing the application of irrigation water and chemical
amendments to landscaped areas adjacent to buildings and within or
adjacent to parking lot facilities. Components of such a plan would likely

- include an irrigation schedule linked to soil moisture levels or related
variables such as temperature, humidity and wind speed. Specific chemical
inputs proposed for application to vegetation should be among those tested
and cleared for use by the USEPA. Frequency and scheduling of these
chemical inputs should also be indicated, based on-site-specific
characteristics (e.g. soil and vegetative cover and rates of uptake) and the
acknowledged sensitivity of downstream receiving waters.

. Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-8 (Site Erosion and
Downstream Sedimentation and Flooding).
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5.2-11 Cumulative Water Quality Impacts Contaminants in S 5.2-11 The following measures would be required to reduce cumulative EIR MLS
stormwater discharges from the site would contribute to the contaminant water quality impacts:

loading of the waters of Miller Creek (a spawning stream), the Gallinas
Creek tributary, and eventually Gallinas Creek.

. Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-10.
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Biological Resources

5.3-1 General Vegetation Removal and Landscaping Impacts
Grading associated with project implementation would remove existing
vegetation in areas proposed for development, primarily involving non-
native grassland but also affecting oak woodland, native grasslands, and
freshwater seeps. Landscape plantings would replace much of the
vegetative cover disturbed by project implementation, raising concerns
about the appropriateness of proposed plant materials, compatibility with
sensitive plant communities, and need for long-term management to ensure
successful establishment.

S

5.3-1(a) A qualified landscape architect should prepare a detailed
Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan in consultation with a plant
ecologist experienced in management of native species. This Landscape and
Vegetation Management Plan should be incorporated into the Final
Landscape Plan prepared as a part of the Precise Development Plan. The
plan should: 1) provide for re-establishment of native vegetation on graded
slopes around the fringe of proposed development; 2) provide details on
native plantings associated with proposed restoration, enhancement, and
mitigation.; 3) establish a program to salvage suitable native plants for use
in landscaping and revegetation; 4) identify unsuitable species which should
not be used in landscaping; 5) control the establishment and spread of
introduced broom; and 6) specify long-term management provisions to
ensure re-establishment of landscape improvements. Aspects of the plan
should include the following: .

. Landscaping and revegetation should emphasize the use of native
plant species along the fringe of proposed structures and grading. Plant lists
should be expanded to include valley oak (Quercus lobata), California
buckeye (desculus californica), California rose (Rosa californica), cojpmon
rush (Juncus patens), creeping wildrye (Leymus triticoides), purple
needlegrass (Nassella pulchra), iris-leaved rush (Juncus xiphioides), and
slender rush (Juncus tenuis).

. Suitable tufts of native grasses to be removed by the project
should be salvaged before grading and used in landscaping and revegetation,
providing a source of mature plants and re-establishing much of the
desirable local cover which otherwise would be lost with development. The
anticipated limits of grading should be flagged, and plant material suitable
for use in the salvage program should be marked, carefully removed, and
stored. The salvage material should be transplanted to selected mitigation
areas at the appropriate time of the year before grading (generally in October
and November), with maintenance provided as necessary to ensure re-
establishment.

30-15
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. Non-native ornamental species used in landscape plantings should
be restricted to the immediate vicinity of streets and development areas on
residential lots on Parcel ! and the parking lots and buildings on Parcel 2.
The landscape plan should prohibit use of invasive non-native species which
may spread into adjacent undeveloped areas. Unsuitable species include
blue gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus), acacia (dcacia spp.), pampas
grass (Cortaderia selloana), broom (Cytisus and Genista spp.), gorse (Ulex
europaeus), bamboo (Bambusa spp.), giant reed (4rundo donax), English
ivy (Hedera helix), German ivy (Senecio milanioides), and periwinkle
(Vinca sp.), among others.

. Species planted adjacent to retained woodlands should be native
to the site, and "other trees offering seasonal color” should be eliminated
from the Conceptual Landscape Plan.

. Graded slopes and areas disturbed as part of the project should be
monitored to prevent establishment and spread of French and Scotch broom.
Removal and monitoring should include annual late winter removal of any
rooted plants when soils are saturated and cutting back of any remaining
flowering plants in the spring before seed begins to set in late April.

. The landscape plan should specify provisions to maintain
landscaping and graded slope revegetation with replacement plantingsiand
seeding for a minimum of five years to ensure re-establishment of cover.

5.3-1(b) Vehicles and motorcycles should not be allowed to travel off
designated roadways to prevent further disturbance to grassland cover and
other vegetation. Barriers should be provided where vehicular access to
open space areas may be possible.
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5.3-2 Tree Removal and Woodland Impacts Proposed development
has generally been sited to avoid areas of woodland vegetation, although an
estimated 35 trees would still be removed. Additional trees could be
adversely affected by grading and construction unless protective measures
are implemented. Although anticipated tree removal represents only a
small percentage of the total number of trees on the site, their loss would
still be considered significant due to their age and length of time needed to
replace them

S

5.3-2(a) The development envelope shown on the Master Plan’s EIR MLS
Residential Area Layout should be revised to indicate building envelope

areas which are intended to minimize tree removal. Deed restrictions or

some other mechanism should be established over individual lots to prevent

possible tree removal and disturbance of other native vegetation outside the

identified building envelopes. Trees adjacent to building envelopes on Lots

8, 9, and 10 should be thinned or pruned under the guidance of a certified

arborist rather than removed during house construction and yard

landscaping,

5.3-2(b) Where feasible from an engineering and geotechnical standpoint
and warranted based on the good to excellent health and structure of the
tree, trees near the limits of anticipated grading should be preserved and
protected. Individual specimen-sized trees should be preserved by retaining
walls, short over-steepened slopes, and other methods. Protection of larger
native trees with trunk diameters exceeding 24 inches should take
precedence over smaller live oaks and California bay which are abundant in
the woodland habitat.

5.3-2(c) A certified arborist should prepare detailed guidelines to protect
trees to be preserved from possible damage. Trees to be retained should be
identified in the field with flags or other obvious marking method before any
grading. Standards contained in the preservation guidelines should include
the following:

. Grade changes should be avoided within 1.5 times the width of the
tree dripline, and any encroachment should be prohibited closer than one-
third the distance from the dripline to the trunk. Restrictions on the limits of
grading, adjustments to the final grade of cut and fill slopes, and use of
retaining walls should all be used to protect individual trees worthy of
preservation.

J Temporary fencing should be provided along the outermost edge
of the dripline of each tree or group of trees to be retained in the vicinity of
grading to avoid compaction of the root zone and mechanical damage to
trunks and limbs.

J Paving within the tree dripline should be prohibited or stringently
minimized by using porous materials such as gravel, loose boulders,
cobbles, wood chips, or bark mulch where hardscape improvements are
necessary for access in the vicinity of trees.
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. Trenching within the tree dripline should be prohibited, and any
required utility line within the dripline should be installed by boring or
drilling through the soil.

. The amount of landscape irrigation within the tree dripline should
be minimized by prohibiting turf or any landscaping with high water
requirements and by limiting permanent irrigation improvements to bubbler,
drip, or subterranean systems.

. Storage of construction equipment, materials, and stockpiled soils
should be prohibited within the tree driplines.

5.3-2(d) A tree replacement program should be prepared to provide for
replacement of native trees removed by proposed development. The tree
replacement program should be included as a component of the project's
Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan (required by Mitigation
Measure 5.3-1[a]) and implemented as part of site revegetation and
landscaping. Provisions of the tree replacement program should include the
following:

. Oaks and other natjve trees generalty-should be replaced at a ratio

of 2:1 5:H(ratio of replacement trees to number of trees removed). |

. Species composition of plantings in the tree replacement program
should generally be consistent with the percentage of each tree species
removed. If off-site nursery stock is used for replacement plantings, plants
preferably should be seedlings with a container size of one-gallon or
smaller. Younger plant material tends to have a higher survival rate than
older nursery stock which has become established under ideal growing
conditions provided at most nurseries.

. A program to collect seed and grow seedlings for use in the tree
replacement program should be considered as part of the tree replacement
program. Seed should be collected on-site in the fall months, planted in
temporary containers, and maintained for a period of one or more years until
seedlings are ready for planting. Oak seedlings grown from an on-site seed
source would be preferable to use of off-site nursery stock, and this program

should be encouragcd M@emg&mqemd—repkweme&t—ra&e—ﬁemé—t
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. 1f trees proposed for removal are successfully salvaged and
transplanted, no additional replacement mitigation should be required for
those trees. -

. Tree replacement plantings should be monitored as part of the
Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan (required for the project by
Mitigation Measure 5.3-1(a)) for a minimum of five years. If mature
salvaged trees die within this time period, replacement plantings should be
made at the 2:1 respeetive-S:}-or3:}-ratios. Any on-site salvage, locally-
collected and grown seedlings, or nursery stock plantings lost within this
monitoring period should be replaced at a 1:1 ratio on an.annual basis.
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5.3-3 Disturbance to Native Grasslands Proposed development
would affect an estimated minimum of 1.6 acres of native grasslands on the
site with a coverage classification of ten percent or greater. Native
grassland species present consist mainly of purple needlegrass and
California oatgrass. Because the CNDDB considers this natural
community sensitive due to its rarity, any future loss of native grasslands
would "substantially” diminish habitat for plants.

5.3-3 A grassland restoration and enhancement program should be required EIR MLS
to mitigate the loss of native grasslands disturbed by proposed development

which provides for replacement of native grasslands at a 1:1 ratio, meets or

exceeds the cover class lost, and emphasizes the use of purple needlegrass

and California oatgrass. A qualified plant ecologist experienced in

grassland restoration using native grasses should prepare the program. The

grassland program should be included as a component of the Landscape and

Vegetation Management Plan required for the project by Mitigation

Measure 5.3-1(a) and should be implemented as part of site revegetation and

landscaping. Provisions of the grassland program should include:

. Deed restrictions or some other mechanism should be established
over individual lots to prevent removal of native grasslands outside the
building envelopes, particularly on Lots 2 to 7, 17 to 20, 27, and 28.

. Native grasslands disturbed by proposed development should be
restored and replaced at a minimum 1:1 ratio with replacement provided on
a per acre basis for each cover class lost. Success criteria for replacement
should provide for establishment of native grasslands which meet or exceed
the cover class of the existing stands lost as a result of development,

. Replacement grasslands should be consolidated to the degree
feasible to improve the value of the currently scattered stands, expanding the
extent of native grasslands in the proposed open space in the southern part
of the site, and used to revegetate the graded slopes above the proposed
office area and recommended wetland mitigation area.

. Prior to construction, the boundary of proposed grading within or
adjacent to stands of native grasslands to be preserved should be clearly
staked with color-coded flags set at 50-foot intervals, and disturbance from
construction equipment operation, storage, or other activities should be
prohibited inside the delineated "no disturbance zone." Native grasslands
within the limits of grading should be considered as possible salvage
material to be used in the replacement program.

. Tree plantings shown in the Conceptual Landscape Plan and
replacement plantings required for anticipated tree removal should be
restricted to outside the existing and restored native grasslands.

. The program should identify the on-site mitigation areas and
acreage, specify performance criteria, maintenance, and long-term
management responsibilities, monitoring requirements, and contingency
measures, and define site preparation, revegetation procedures, and an
implementation schedule.
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5.3-4 Disturbance to Freshwater Seeps and Wetlands Proposed S
development would affect a minimum estimated 1.4 acres of scattered
freshwater seep wetlands and a limited area of unvegetated other waters.

5.3-4(a) A qualified wetland consultant should prepare a detailed wetland EIR MLS
protection, replacement, and restoration program which satisfies adopted
standards and criteria of the County, Corps, CDFG, and RWQCB. The
program should be prepared as a component of the recommended Landscape
and Vegetation Management Plan required by Mitigation Measure 5.3-1(a)
at the Precise Development Plan stage of the County's planning and project
approval process and should be implemented as part of site revegetation and
landscaping. The wetland plan should clearly identify the total wetland and
other jurisdictional area affected by the project, replace wetland habitat at a
minimum 2:1 ratio (consistent with County policy), and provide for re-
establishment, enhancement, and / or replacement of wetland vegetation.
Details of the plan should include the following:

. Identify the location(s) of mitigation areas. Mitigation for loss of
existing wetlands should be provided at 2 minimum replacement ratio of 2:1,
consistent with The Marin Countywide Plan, and should result in created or
restored wetlands with a higher habitat value than that of the lost wetland
areas.

. Replacement wetlands should preferably be located on-site, but
could inctude consideration of both on-site and an off-site location in the
general vicinity. Use of the southeastern portion of the site for wetlan
mijtigation would be unacceptable given that this area will most likely be
developed with freeway interchange improvements in the future.

. Specify performance criteria, maintenance and long-term
management responsibilities, monitoring requirements, and contingency
measures. Monitoring should be provided for a minimum of five years and
continue until the success criteria are met.

. Define site preparation and revegetation procedures, an
implementation schedule, and funding sources to ensure long-term
management of the overall wetland mitigation plan.

5.3-4(b) A detailed erosion and sedimentation control plan should be
prepared and implemented during construction on the site. The plan should
contain detailed measures to control erosion of stockpiled earth and exposed
soil, provide for revegetation of graded slopes before the first rainy season
following construction, and specify procedures for monitoring the plan's
effectiveness. The revegetation component of the plan should be consistent
with the Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan required by
Mitigation Measure 5.3-1(a).
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5.3-5 Disturbance to Stream Conservation Areas and Riparian
Habitat. Development as proposed would conform with the intent of The
Marin Countywide Plan policies on Stream Conservation Areas with
disturbance limited to the proposed roadway crossing over Miller Creek;

5.3-6 Disruption of Fish and Wildlife Hablitat Site development
would alter existing patterns of wildlife use and could disrupt movement of
fish and wildlife species along the Miller Creek corridor.

LTS

5.3-4(c) The bridge or arched culvert proposed for the Marinwood Avenue
crossing of Miller Creek should minimize disturbance to jurisdictional
waters and riparian vegetation by designing it to conform with the County's
minimum roadway width standards and restricting abutments to the upper
channel banks. Construction should be performed during the low flow
period in the creek (from June through October), and construction debris
should be kept outside of the creek channel by using silt fencing or other
effective methods. Replacement planting with native trees and shrubs
should be provided adjacent to the structure as part of mitigation following
completion of bridge construction.

No mitigation is required. ) - LS

5.3-6 The following measure would be required to mitigate impacts on EIR MLS

wildlife resources:

Disturbance within the Miller Creek corridor on the site should be
minimized to protect its function for fish and wildlife movement. The
proposed bridge or arched culvert crossing should be designed to avoid
impeding movement of fish and wildlife along the creek channel, and trop
structures under the bridge should be prohibited. Improvements to the
existing creekside path should be limited to stabilizing and possibly
surfacing, and lighting should be prohibited along the path to minimize
disrupting creek use by wildlife at night.
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-

Impact 5.3-7 Impacts on Special-Status Plant and Animal S
Species No special-status species would be affected directly. However,

the Miller Creek bridge could affect possible dispersal habitat of special-

status turtle, frog, steelhead, and shrimp species, but would not affect other

on-site habitat, and would not require confirmation surveys for those

species. A possibility remains that raptors not presently occupying the site

could establish nests between now and when development occurs which
construction activities could destroy or induce raptors to abandon. This

would be a potentially significant impact which only can be determined

through supplemental field surveys before construction.

5.3-8 Cumulative Development Potential impacts on biological LTS
resources tend to be site specific, with sensitive resources protected as part

of environmental review. Restoration proposed or required as mitigation

for the project and the extent of habitat which would be preserved as open

space on the site would adequately mitigate any project-related contribution

to an incremental loss of wildlife habitat,

5.3-7 The following measures would be required to mitigate impacts on EIR MLS
special-status species. If any active raptor nests are established within the

vicinity of proposed grading in the future, they should be avoided until

young birds are able to leave the nest (fledge) and forage on their own.

Avoidance may be accomplished either by scheduling grading-and tree

removal during the non-nesting period (August 15 through January 14) or, if

this is not feasible, by conducting a pre-grading survey for raptor nests.

Provisions of the pre-grading survey effort, if necessary, should include the

following:

. If grading is scheduled during the sensitive nesting period
(January 15 through August 14), a qualified wildlife biologist, chosen by the
County and paid for by the applicant, should conduct a pre-grading raptor
survey to confirm the presence or absence of active nests in the vicinity of
proposed construction activities.

. If active nests are encountered, the biologist should prepare and
implement species-specific measures to prevent abandonment of the active
nest(s). At a minimum, grading in the vicinity of a nest's tree should be
deferred until the young birds have fledged, and a construction-disturbance
setback of at least 300 feet should be provided. Grading or other
disturbance in the vicinity of the nest should not be permitted until the
biologist confirms that the young raptors have fledged. The biologist should
submit a survey report to the County verifying that the young have fledged
before grading in the construction-disturbance setback area is initiated.

. As necessary, representatives of the CDFG and USFWS should be
consulted about appropriate construction restrictions, building setbacks,
landscape screening, and other methods to ensure compliance with the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and provisions of the State Fish and Game Code.

No mitigation is required. -- LS
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Visual and Aesthetic Quality

5.4-1 View from Proposed Lucas Valley Road Entrance From this
viewpoint development on the lower parts of the site would dominate the
view and contrast with the surrounding grassland area.

5.4-2 View from Proposed Lucas Valley Road Entrance
Nighttime Nighttime lighting could dominate the view from this
viewpoint.

5.4-3 View from the End of Erin Drive When viewed from this
location, development would appear to dominate.

5.4-4 View from Ellen Drive Development would dominate the
surrounding grassland area.

5.4-5 View Looking Northwest from Highway 101 Northbound
The form of Office Building A visible from this viewpoint would dominate
the surrounding environment.

5.4-1 Implement the applicant's proposed project landscaping (which APP/ MLS
includes street trees, a 20-foot wide landscaped area between existing homes  EIR

on Ellen Drive and Lisa Court and the project site and entry landscaping

along Lucas Valley Road at the entrance to the project site) as shown in the

Conceptual Landscape Plan. This would break up the form and lines of

project site development.

5.4-2 The following measures would be required to be incorporated into EIR MLS

the Precise Development Plan as a condition of Master Plan approval to
mitigation visual impacts: -

. Shield or focus outdoor night lighting downward and select
roadway and pavement surfaces to minimize upward reflected light.

] Recess lighting elements within fixtures to prevent glare.

] Conceal lights to avoid glare and avoid placing lights too close to
objects to prevent reflected glare.

. Avoid high-angle high-candela distribution.

. Select lighting fixtures which can be shielded after installatfon, if

a problem is identified.

U Because light trespass effects are subjective and site-specific,
quantifiable criteria (such as controlling the amount of luminescence or
restricting certain angles of lighting) usually cannot be identified. For this
reason, the applicant should consult a lighting design specialist to determine
light source locations, light intensities, and types of light sources for the
office buildings. A lighting plan for site roadways and public areas (such as
office building parking lots) should be incorporated in the Precise
Development Plan as a condition of Master Plan approval.

5.4-3 Same as Mitigation 5.4-1. APP/ MLS
EIR

5.4-4 Same as Mitigation Measure 5.4-1. APP/ MLS
EIR

5.4-5 Implement the applicant's proposed project landscapiﬁg (which APP/ MLS

includes landscaping around the office area) as shown in the Conceptual EIR

Landscape Plan. This would break up the form and lines of project site
development.
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5.4-6 View Looking West from Highway 101 Northbound Office
Building B's form would dominate the surrounding environment.

Transportation and Circulation

5.5-1 Existing Plus Project AM and PM Peak Hour Conditions
The proposed project and in conjunction with existing traffic conditions
would create significant AM peak hour impacts for the Lucas Valley Road /
Los Gamos Road, Miller Creek Road / Marinwood Avenue, and Highway
101 Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road intersections. Significant PM
peak hour impacts would be created for the Lucas Valley Road / Los
Gamos Road intersection.

5.5-2 Short-Range Cumulative AM and PM Peak Hour
Conditions Short Range cumulative conditions would create significant
peak hour impacts for the Miller Creek Road / Marinwood Avenue, Lucas
Valley Road / Los Gamos Road, and Highway 101 Southbound Ramps /
Miller Creck Road intersections.

5.4-6 Same as Mitigation 5.4-5 APP/
EIR
5.5-1 The following mitigations would be required to reduce existing plus EIR

project AM and PM peak hour conditions to a less-than-significant level.

5.5-1(a) Miller Creek Road / Marinwood Avenue - The recommended
mitigation measure at this intersection is the installation of a traffic signal.
The applicant should fund this improvement.

5.5-1(b) Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road The recommended -
mitigation measure at this intersection is the installation of a traffic sjgnal.
The applicant should pay its fair share toward this improvement.Fhe

" hould-fund-thisi )
5.5-1(c) Highway 101 Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road

Signalization is the recommended mitigation measure at this intersection.
The applicant should pay its fair share toward this improvement.

5.5-2(a) through 5.5-2(c) The recommended improvements for Miller EIR
Creek Road / Marinwood Avenue, Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road,

and Highway 101 Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road are the same as
recommended for Impact 5.5-1. !
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.5-3 Long-Range Cumulative AM and PM Peak Hour
Conditions Long-range cumulative conditions would create significant
‘peak hour impacts for all of the unsignalized study intersections.

5.5-4 Transit Impacts The proposed project would generate a moderate
number of transit trips and would not be expected to impact transit.

5.5-5 Pedestrian Ifnpacts The proposed project’s impact on pedestrian
circulation would be less-than-significant.

5.5-6 Parking Impacts The project would have no significant impacts
on parking conditions.

5.5-7 Project Access Impacts The Lucas Valley Road access
intersection would have operational problems.

LTS

LTS

LTS

5.5-3 The following mitigations would be required to reduce long-range EIR
cumulative AM and PM peak hour conditions to a less-than-significant

level. The applicant would also pay Northgate Activity Center Plan traffic
mitigation fees based on 56 PM peak hour project generated trips that would

travel through the Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road / Smith Ranch Road
intersection. The amount of this fee would be offset by 55 percent of the

cost of other area-wide improvements financed by the applicant, pursuant to

the Board of Supervisors Resolution 84-501.

5.5-3(a) Miller Creek Road / Marinwood Avenue Same mitigation measure
as 5.5-1(a).

5.5-3(b) Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road - Same mitigation measure
as 5.5-1(b).

5.5-3(c) Highway 101 Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road — Same
mitigation measure as 5.5-1 (c).

5.5-3(d) Miller Creek Road / Las Gallinas Avenue The recommended
mitigation measure at this intersection is the installation of a traffic signal.

5.5-3(e) Highway 101 Northbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road The
recommended mitigation measure at this intersection is the installation of a
traffic signal. i

No mitigation would be required. -

No mitigation would be required. -

No mitigation would be required. . -

5.5-7 The project applicant has proposed the following roadway APP
improvements at the Lucas Valley Road access driveway: :
. Construction of an eastbound lefi-turn lane on Lucas Valley Road

at the project entrance.

. Construction of an eastbound acceleration lane on Lucas Valley

Road. )

. Construction of a westbound deceleration lane on Lucas Valley

Road.
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

o

5.5-8 Stopping Sight Distance The proposed Lucas Valley Road LTS
access would provide adequate sight-stopping-sight distance.

Air Quality

5.6-1 Air Quality Standards Traffic generated by buildout of the LTS

proposed project would not cause or contribute to carbon monoxide
violations. :

5.6-2 Cumulative Net Increase in Non-Attainment Pollutants LTS
Buildout of the proposed project would generate new air pollutant
emissions that would affect long-term air quality throughout the region.

No mitigation would be required.

No mitigation would be required.

No mitigation would be required.
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.6-3 Impacts to Sensitive Receptors Dust generation from short-
term construction activities associated with development of the project
components would cause potential health and nuisance air quality impacts
to adjacent land uses.

5.6-3 Master Plan approval should be conditioned to require contractors to
incorporate measures to reduce dust and equipment exhaust emissions into
construction plans.

Emissions from construction activities can be greatly reduced by
implementing dust control measures. The significance of construction
impacts to air quality is typically determined based on the control measures
that will be implemented. Implementation of the measures listed below
would reduce the dust impacts associated with grading and new construction
to a less-than-significant level:

. All active construction areas shall be watered at least twice'daily
and more often during windy periods. Active areas adjacent to residences
should be kept damp at all times.

® All hauling trucks shall be covered or at least two feet of freeboard
shall be maintained.

. Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil
stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at
construction sites,

. Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking
areas, and staging areas and sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if
visible soil material is deposited onto the adjacent roads.

. Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive
construction areas (previously graded areas that are inactive for 10 days or
more).

. Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil binders
to exposed stockpiles.

. Limit traffic speeds on any unpaved roads to 15 mph.

. Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt
runoff to public roadways.

. Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

o Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or

tracks of all trucks and equipment leaving the site.

. Install wind breaks, or plant trees / vegetative wind breaks on the
windward side(s) of construction areas.
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.6-4 Odors Proposed residential and office uses are not anticipated to
generate odors or be exposed to substantial odors from neighboring
sources,

5.6-5 Cumulative Impacts Buildout of the project site under
cumulative-plus-project conditions would result in less-than-significant
impacts on carbon monoxide emissions and on regional (ozone precursor)
emissions.

LTS

LTS

. Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds

{instantaneeuspusts)-exceed-25-mph cause dust clouds to extend beyond the
constructijon site and affect nearby land uses.

. Limit the area subject to excavation, grading, and other
construction activity at any one time.

] Properly maintain construction equipment and avoid unnecessary
idling near residences.

. Designate a disturbance coordinator that would respond to
complaints regarding construction-related air quality issues. The phone
number for this disturbance coordinator shall be clearly posted at the
construction sites.

No mitigation would be required. - LS

No mitigation would be required. -- LS
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Noise

5.7-1 Land Use Compatibility Impact Noise levels on some proposed S
residential lots and in the proposed office area would exceed the Noise and

Land Use Compatibility criteria set forth by the Noise Element of the

Marin Countywide Plan. While indoor noise levels in office structures

would conform to County criteria through normal building design, exterior

sound levels could result in a potentially significant impact on residents’

use of their lots' yards, and interior levels with residents' windows open

could conflict with the criteria.

5.7-2 Traffic Noise Traffic noise levels on the streets serving the project LTS
site would increase by less than three decibels (3 dBA), even under

cumulative traffic conditions.

5.7-1 No measures would be required to mitigate noise exposure of EIR MLS
proposed office buildings. The following measure would be required to
reduce the impact of noise exposure on future residential use of proposed

Lots 27 and 28:

° Design property-line privacy fences to shield the backyards of
Lots 27 and 28. Fences should be six feet high and of solid construction so
that there are no cracks or gaps either in the fence itself or at the bottom. A
double-sided wooden fence or board-on-board construction consisting of a
minimum of three-quarter-inch thick wood would provide the necessary
sound attenuation. A masonry sound wall of the type discouraged by
County policy would not be required. Lot-by-lot site plans submitted to the
County during design review should show the noise reduction solution
selected.

. Depending on proposed site orientation and noise shielding (in
response to the immediately preceding measure), design and build (or
require the future homeowners to build) second floors of housing units on
Lots 27 and 28 with mechanical ventilation so that windows can be cl?scd
to achieve interior noise criteria.

No mitigation would be required. ) - LS
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.7-3  Construction Noise During construction, noise levels would
be elevated outside and inside existing homes immediately adjacent to the
project site boundary.

Public Services

5.8-1 Fire and Emergency Medical Service Impacts Site
development would create the potential for more fire incidents and
emergency medical calls. However, this would affect the MFD minimally
and, therefore, would not lead to adverse physical changes in the
environment.

LTS

5.7-3 Countywide Plan Policy N-2.4 requires that measures should be EIR
taken during all phases of construction to minimize exposure of neighboring
properties to excessive noise levels from construction-related activity.
Further, the Noise Element states that the Community Development Agency
reserves the right to set hours for construction-related activities involving
the use of machinery, power tools, or hammering. The type of construction,
site location, and noise sensitivity of nearby land uses would determine the
hours of construction. The conditions of approval would specify hours for
staging and type of construction activities. In order to implement these
policies, the following measures would be required to mitigate the project's
short-term construction noise impacts: ’

] Adequately muffle and maintain all equipment used on the project
site. All internal combustion engine-driven equipment should be fitted with
intake and exhaust mufflers which are in good condition. Good mufflers
with quieted compressors should result in all non-impact tools generating a
maximum noise level of 85 dB when measured at a distance of 50 feet.

] Powered construction equipment should be turned off when not in
use.

L] Assign a disturbance coordinator to be available on-site during
construction. ' I

. Clearly post the name and telephone number of the disturbance

coordinator so that neighbors have a contact person at the project site with
whom to discuss problems and who can facilitate resolution of these
problems.

] Confine residential construction to 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on
weekdays, at least during periods when construction is taking place within
1,000 feet of the nearest existing homes. Construction hours for activity in
other parts of the site could be lengthened as appropriate, including
commercial construction on Parcel 2.

No mitigation would be required. --
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.8-2 Wildland-Building Fire Exposure Impacts New building
construction adjacent to wildland areas on the project site would be
exposed to fire hazards under severe weather and wind conditions.

‘ Mitigation Measure 5.8-2 The following measures would be required to EIR MLS
reduce the potential impacts of wildland fires:

. The Fire Management Plan should include both a Vegetation
Modification Plan (to ensure that a minimum defensible space -- 30 to 100
feet depending on specific site conditions -- would be provided by reducing
flammable vegetation and fuel load) and a Vegetation Maintenance Plan (to
describe the on-going annual vegetative maintenance program). The annual
Vegetation Maintenance Plan reports would address the site’s fire hazards
based on fuel load, slope, aspect, topography, and other factors and should
determine priority problem areas on the site where fire safety measures
should be emphasized. Approval of the Fire Management Plan by the MFD
would be required before construction, and implementation would be
required prior to framing, Because the Master Plan does not yet describe
long-term site maintenance aspects of the project (such as establishment of a
homeowners' association or equivalent organization composed of all the
site's residential, office, and open space landowners), the Vegetation
Maintenance Plan should establish a mechanism and identify who would be
responsible for implementing all elements of the Plan.

The MFD has materials and guidelines to prepare mitigation plans
for defensible space. New plantings of trees and vegetation with a high fire
risk (such as Bishop Pine [Pinus muricata], Tan Oak [Lithocarpus
densiflorus), California Bay [Umbellularia californica], and Coyote Brush
{Bacharis pilularis]) should be prohibited within the defensible space zone
of buildings. Existing trees with a high fire risk within the defensible space
zone of buildings (such as California Bay) could be retained with permission
of the MFD and would require special consideration in the Vegetation
Management Plans, as described below. Resistant plantings should be
encouraged (such as Coast Live Oak (Quercus agrifolia), Pacific Wax
Myrtle (Myrica californica), California Lilac (Ceanothus spp.) and Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)), all of which are included in the Conceptual
Landscape Plan.

L Implement fire prevention measures during construction. The
applicant and individual residential or office developers should be
responsible for implementing the measures which should mclude (but not be
limited to) the following:

“

o Installing all project roadway and water requirements before any
residential sidewall construction on the site, con51stent with Section 10.502
of the Uniform Fire Code.
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.8-3 Roadway Impacts The proposed roadway system would meet
County requirements.

5.8-4 Cumulative Fire and Emergency Medical Service Impacts
Cumulative development projects would add to the demands of the MFD.
These increased demands would not lower current levels of service of these
districts,

5.8-5 Police Protection Service Impacts The Marin County Sheriff's
Department would be responsible for providing police protection services
to the new on-site population. In addition, the California Highway Patrol is
responsible for vehicle-related incidénts on Lucas Valley Road. The
proposed project is not expected to result in an adverse physical change in
the environment.

5.8-6 Cumulative Police Protection Service Impacts Cumulative
development projects would add to demands on the Marin County Sheriff’s
Department and CHP. However, these increased demands would not lower
current levels of service.

5.8-7 Water Service Impacts No new water facilities would be
necessary.

5.8-8 Increased Water Demands Project development would increase
water demands on the MMWD. However, the MMWD has sufficient
capacity to serve the project.

5.8-9 Cumulative Water Service Impacts The proposed project
would not add to cumulative water service impacts.

5.8-10 Sanitary Sewer Service Impacts The LGV SD wastewater
plant has sufficient existing capacity to serve the project.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

o Clearing brush and other potential fire fuel around construction
areas.
o Maintaining and clearly marking on-site fire response equipment

(such as fire extinguishers, fire retardant blankets, shovels, buckets, etc.) at
each construction area.

o Ensuring that all construction workers are trained to use on-site

fire response equipment and workplace safety measures.

o Locating and clearly identifying a cellular phone or other

communication device on-site at all times during construction.

No mitigation would be required. ) - LS

No mitigation would be required. -- LS

No mitigation would be required. - LS
i

No mitigation would be required. -- LS

No mitigation would be required. - " LS

No mitigation would be required. -- LS

No mitigation would be required. - LS

No mitigation would be required. -- LS
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

5.8-11 Cumulative Sanitary Sewer Service Impacts The LGVSD
wastewater plant has sufficient existing capacity to serve cumulative
development.

5.8-12 Public School Impacts -- Dixie Elementary School
District Project implementation would generate approximately 14 students
who would attend Dixie Elementary School District schools.

5.8-13 Public School Impacts -- San Rafael High School District
Project implementation would generate approximately six students who
would attend Terra Linda High School.

5.8-14 New Open Space Maintenance The project could provide
additional open space for the Marinwood CSD. Although dedication of
this open space to the Marinwood CSD would add to the District’s
maintenance requirements it would not result in an adverse physical effect
on the environment.

5.8-15 Increased Use of Recreational Existing Facilities Project
implementation would not result in substantial physical deterioration of
existing facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreation
facilities which would result in significant impacts.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

No mitigation would be required.

No mitigation would be required.

No mitigation would be required.

No mitigation would be required.

No mitigation would be required.
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Costs and Revenues

5.9-1 Economic Impact to the County of Marin General Fund As LTS
revenues from the project would greatly exceed costs, no impact to the
General Fund would be created.

5.9-2 Economic Impact to the Marinwood Community Service LTS
District The project would result in a less-than-significant impact on the
Marinwood Community Service District because no significant physical

change would occur in order for the CSD to provide services.

5.9-3 Economic Impact to the Dixie Elementary School District LTS
The project would result in a less-than-significant impact on the Dixie

Elementary School District because no significant physical change would

occur in order to provide school services. '

5.9-4 Economic Impact to the San Rafael High School District LTS
The project would result in a less-than-significant impact on the San Rafael

High School District because no significant physical change would occur in

order to provide school services.

5.9-5 Economic Impact to Marin Municipal Water District The LTS
project would result in a less-than-significant impact on the Marin

Municipal Water District because no significant physical change would

occur in order to provide water service.

5.9-6 Economic Impact to Las Gallinas Valiey Sanitation District LTS
The project would result in a less-than-significant impact on the LGVSD

because no significant physical change would occur in order to provide

sanitary sewer sefvice

No mitigation would be required.

No mitigation would be required.

No mitigation would be required.

No mitigation would be required.

No mitigation would be required.

No mitigation would be required.
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Key:
SBM =

RS=

Significance Before Mitigation

S = Significant
PS = Potentially significant
LTS = Less than significant

Mitigation Proposed By

APP = Applicant proposes the mitigation as a part of the proposed project
EIR = EIR proposes the mitigation for consideration as a condition of approval
REG = Pre-existing regulatory requirement

Residual Significance After Mitigation

MLS = Mitigated to a less-than-significant level
SU = Significant and unavoidable
LS = Less than significant without mitigation
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3.2 EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

This EIR analyzes five on-site alternatives to the proposed project as well as the feasiblity of using
another site for the proposed project. The 1996 Draft EIR evaluated four on-site development
alternatives to the then proposed project which have been carried forward in this EIR. These included
the "no development" and "existing zoning" alternatives (the mandatory "no project" alternatives), a
"no office development" alternative, and a "mitigated” alternative. In order to maintain consistency
with the 1996 Draft EIR, this Draft EIR evaluates the previous proposed project as an alternative.
The analysis of the previously considered alternatives has been updated to reflect current conditions.

The alternatives evaluation is in Chapter 6.0. In the discussion of the alternatives, the currently
proposed project is referred to simply as the “proposed project” or “project,” while the five on-site
alternatives are identified according to their numeric sequence in this section. The previously
proposed project analyzed in the 1996 Draft EIR is referred to as the “1995 plan”. The alternatives
evaluated in the EIR are as follows:

Alternative 1 -- No Development Alternative

This alternative assumes that no development would be built on the project site at this time and that
there would be no changes to the existing conditions. Other growth in the area as projected by The
Marin Countywide Plan would continue to occur with Alternative 1, but this alternative would not
contribute to such cumulative development. Alternative 1 does not foreclose any site development at
a later time but assumes maintenance of the status quo for the foreseeable future for comparison with
the project and other EIR alternatives.

Alternative 2 -- Countywide Plan Designation Alternative

Alternative 2 assumes that the entire 106-acre site would be developed with housing units consistent
with its Countywide Plan designation, which would allow development of a maximum of 106 units.
No specific plan has been prepared to show where 106 housing units could be built on the site.
Therefore, the analysis of this alternative is conceptual. In addition, this alternative makes no
assumptions about housing type, such as single-family detached (as with the project) or single-family
attached townhouse or duplex units (permitted by RMP zoning), which would influence total site
development area. :

Alternative 3 -- 71 Housing Units and No Office Development Alternative

Alternative 3 examines development of 71 housing units on the site, It assumes the same residential
site plan as considered in the 1996 Draft EIR and would confine site development to the project's
Parcel 1. However, this alternative assumes no development on the project's Parcel 2, thus differing
from the project by not dividing the site and by omitting 94,400 square feet of commercial and
associated development (such as roadways and utility extensions).
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This alternative would be consistent with the San Rafael General Plan 2000 Hillside Residential land
use designation for the project site.

Alternative 4 — 29-Lot Subdivision Alternative

Alternative 4 was previously formulated to illustrate a site plan designed to mitigate the adverse
impacts identified in the 1996 Draft EIR from proposed-development of 71 residential lots on Parcel
1. This alternative assumes 29 residential lots on the lower elevations of Parcel 1, and a similar office
development on Parcel 2. Major aspects of this alternative are described in relation to the 1995 plan
and include: i

o  Elimination of upslope lots to reduce visual impacts, eliminate the need to build a water tank on
the highest site elevation to provide water service to upper elevation lots, and make site
development consistent with The Marin Countywide Plan by eliminating ridgeline development.

e Elimination of the site entrance on Lucas Valley Road to reduce traffic impacts and extensions of
Ellen and Erin Drives into the site instead. This alternative assumes that these extended
roadways would connect on-site and form a loop to facilitate access in an emergency.

e  Preservation of the existing on-site spring and associated seep by eliminating Roadway B.

e  About 400 square feet of parking lot proposed for the northern office building on Parcel 2 would
be removed or relocated outside the Stream Conservation Area of Miller Creek for consistency
with The Marin Countywide Plan.

Alternative 5 -- Previous Proposed Project alternative

This alternative assumes that the project site would be developed as the May 1995 proposed project.
The 1995 plan had the following general characteristics:

e 33.3 acres of low-density residential use — 71 single-family detached houéing units.
e 11.1 acres of office use — 94,400 square feet to be constructed in two buildings.
e 52.9 acres of open space.

e 9.0 acres set aside for the proposed Highway 101/ Lucas Valley Road southbound ramps.
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Alternative Site Analysis

Both potentially feasibly off-site alternatives and alternative sites considered infeasible were
evaluated. Potentially feasibly off-site alternatives include Hamilton Air Force Base, St. Vincent's /
Silveira, Grady Ranch, and South Luiz Ranch.

Environmentally Superior Alternative -

Based on the analysis of the project and on-site alternatives, the EIR finds that Alternative 1 (No
Development Alternative) would be the environmentally superior alternative because it would avoid
the environmental impacts expected from building and operating the proposed project.

Section 15126[d] of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, if the environmentally superior alternative
is the No Project Alternative, the EIR also shall identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other alternatives. Based on a comparison of the significant environmental impacts of all
the build alternatives, Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision Alternative) would be slightly superior to the
Proposed Project and therefore would be the environmentally superior alternative. The primary
advantage of Alternative 4 is that it assumes no site access from Lucas Valley Road. In terms of
access, safety, and traffic operations, Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision Alternative) would be
superior to the Proposed Project, which would provide primary residential access from Lucas Valley
Road.

3.3 PLAN AND POLICY CONSISTENCY

This EIR evaluates the consistency of the Oakview Master Plan with the relevant policies of The
Marin Countywide Plan. As discussed in Chapter 4.0 Relationship to Public Plans and Zoning, the
determination of policy consistency represents the EIR author's best judgment based on an
interpretation of policies. However, policy consistency must ultimately be determined by Marin
County decision-makers.

The Oakview Master Plan, as proposed by the project applicant, is consistent with the majority of The
Marin Countywide Plan policies. Without mitigation measures the proposed project may, however,
be inconsistent with several Countywide Plan policies related to Environmental Quality (EQ),
Community Development (CD), Transportation (T), Noise (N), and Environmental Hazards (EH).

The policies of The Marin Countywide Plan with which the QOakview Master Plan appears to be
inconsistent or potentially inconsistent are:

EQ-2.8 Retention of the Natural Vegetation

EQ-2.9 Minimal Disturbance of Vegetation

EQ-2.10 Tree and Shrub Plantings

EQ-2.11 Modification of Natural Channels

EQ-2.19 Surface Runoff

EQ-2.20 Retention of Sediment

EQ-2.22 Altering Stream Flow, Bed, or Banks

EQ-2.23 Seasonal Development Factors

EQ-2.26 Restoration of Damaged Portions of Stream Conservation Areas
EQ-2.31 Water Quality
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EQ-2.88 Protection of Special Status Species
EQ-3.2 Air, Water, and Noise
EQ-3.5 Protection of Unique Geologlc Ecologic, Archaeologic, and Historic Sites
EQ-3.6 Wildlife, Vegetation and Habitats
EQ-3.9 Adverse Impacts on Services, Circulation, Economic and Social Envxronment
EQ-3.11 Visual Quality and Views
EQ-3.27 Identification of Wetland Outside the BFC Zone
CD-2.4 Location of Commercial and Higher Intensity Residential Development
CD-2.7 Discouraging Development in Natural Rescurces or Hazard Areas
CD-4.1 Energy Conservation and Commercial Development
T-1.1 Level of Service Standards
N-1.1 Use Noise Level Guidelines- New Development
N-2.4 Minimize Impacts From Excessive Noise Levels Due to Constructlon Activity
EH-5.1 Mitigation of Risk
EH-8.6 Flood Runoff
CF-1.1 Zoning Within Urban Services Areas

Mitigation measures are proposed in the EIR to make the Oakview Master Plan consistent with the
each of the policies listed above for which the project is inconsistent. Implementation of these
measures would reduce the inconsistency with the specific policy to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation, measures for polices for which the project is potentially inconsistent must await a
determination of consistency by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

Chapter 4.0 also evaluates consistency of the Oakview Master Plan with the Marin County Zoning
Ordinance, the City of San Rafael General Plan 2000, and the Marin Local Agency Formation
Commission policies.

The Oakview Master Plan's proposed land uses are consistent with the County's zoning designations
for the project site, although the proposed office use would require issuance of a use permit. With the
implementation of specific mitigation measures recommended in the EIR (such as Mitigation 5.2-3
that requires preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, Mitigation 5.3-2(a) that states
that the residential building envelopes should be revised to indicate that the envelope areas are
intended to minimize tree removal and Mitigation 5.3-1(a) that requires preparation of a Landscape
and Vegetation Management Plan) the Oakview Master Plan would be consistent with the design
requirements set forth in the County zoning requirements. The Oakview Master Plan is consistent
with the zoning requirement to site buildings in the most accessible, least visually prominent, and
most geologically stable portions of the site. Furthermore, the Oakview Master Plan is consistent
with the zoning requirement to prohibit development on top or within 300 feet horizontally, or within
100 feet vertically on visually prominent ridgelines.

Finally, since the project site is within the City of San Rafael's Planning Area and Sphere of Influence
this EIR discusses the relationship of the Oakview Master Plan with certain policies of the San Rafael
General Plan 2000. In 1989 the County of Marin and the City of San Rafael signed an agreement
regarding the future development of the project site. Among the points of agreement, the City of San
Rafael agreed to formally refuse annexation of the project site and refer future development of the site
to the County. Consistent with the agreement the applicant has not proposed to annex the project site
to the City. This analysis, therefore, is provided for general information only, since the project is to
be developed in the unincorporated portion of Marin County and the City of San Rafael would have
no direct land use authority regarding the proposed Oakview Master Plan. However, the project
applicant has agreed to participate in the City's Priority Projects Procedure. The City’s procedures for
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priority project determination state that all applications must be consistent with the San Rafael
General Plan 2000. The San Rafael General Plan designation for the site is Hillside Residential
(one-half to two housing units per acre). The proposed 28 housing units would be consistent with this
designation; the office buildings would not be consistent.

3.4 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

In December 1983 the property owners submitted to the City of San Rafael an application for a
General Plan Amendment to allow a mixed use residential / commercial development on the project
site. After a review of the proposed project it was determined that an Environmental Impact Report
was required. An Administrative Draft EIR 1 (1986 Administrative Draft EIR) was prepared. The
EIR was not circulated for public review and comment, nor was it presented to the San Rafael
Planning Commission or City Council. The proposed General Plan Amendment and EIR were put on
hold by the City of San Rafael pending the outcome of its then General Plan update process. The
conclusion of the San Rafael General Plan 2000 was that a hillside / residential designation allowing
0.5 to 2.0 units per acre was the appropriate land use. However, at the request of the Marinwood
residents and the County, the City of San Rafael determined that annexation of this property to the
City could be waived, subject to certain conditions.

In response to the City of San Rafael's action, in May 1995 the property owners submitted an
application to Marin County for approval of a Master Plan, Use Permit and Tentative Map for the
Daphne / Bacciocco property. The 1995 Oakview Master Plan proposed 71 single-family detached
housing units and two office buildings (94,400 square feet of office space).

In September 1996 Marin County began circulation of a Draft EIR for the proposed Oakview project
(1996 Draft EIR).2 The 1996 Draft EIR identified a number of significant unavoidable adverse
environmental impacts associated with the 1995 Master Plan. These impacts included potential
geologic hazards to development on the site due to landsliding, significant loss of existing trees, and
significant visual impacts due to development on the upper elevations of the project site. Alternative
4 (Mitigated Alternative) was identified as the environmentally superior alternative among the build
alternatives considered.

In response to issues raised in the 1996 Draft EIR the property owners have now submitted a new
application to Marin County for approval of a Master Plan, Use Permit, and Vesting Tentative Map
for the project site. 3 The revised Oakview Master Plan proposes development of the project site with

1 Daphne / Bacciocco Development Plan Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Report, prepared by Nichols
Berman for the City of San Rafael, January, 1986.

Oakview Master Plan, Use Permit, Tentative Map, Draft Environmental Impact Report, prepared by Nichols « Berman
for County of Marin Community Development Agency, September 25, 1996.

The Qakview Master Plan, Use Permit, and Vesting Tentative Map application was determined to be complete by the
Marin County Community Development Agency on July 26, 1999. The project description is based on that application
and the following documents, on file and available for public review at the Marin County Community Development
Agency, Marin County Civic Center, Room 308, San Rafael, California:
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28 single-family detached housing units and 94,400 square feet of offices in two buildings. The
revised Oakview Master Plan considered in this EIR builds upon the concepts expressed in the
Mitigated Alternative of the 1996 Draft EIR.

In August 1999 the County Community Development Agency staff issued a Notice of Preparation to
prepare a revised EIR for the proposed project. As a result of the 1986 Administrative Draft EIR, the
1996 Draft EIR, the comment letters received regarding the adequacy of the 1996 Draft EIR, the
Notice of Preparation, and the subsequent scoping process the following issues or areas of
controversy were identified for the revised Draft EIR. All issues have been addressed in the EIR:

e Impact of project on geologic conditions, including impacts from slope stablhzatlon and
restoration, site grading, and geologic hazards.

e Impact on hydrologic conditions including impacts to existing hydrology and drainage on the site
and impacts on existing subsurface seepage.

o Impact of project on biotic conditions including impacts on wetlands and watercourses, special-
status plant and animal species, and tree loss.

e  Consistency of the proposed project with The Marin Countywide Plan.
o Impact on views of the project site from the surrounding area, including Highway 101, Lucas

Valley Road and the adjacent residential neighborhood. Concern about visual impact of
ridgeline development.

Oakview Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and Vesting Tentative Map, (Application Text) Virginia Daphne and
Edward J. Bacciocco, I.L. Schwartz, C.E., Project Representative, April, 1999, Revised July 8, 1999.

Oakview Mitigated Master Plan Drawings, ten sheets, ... Schwartz Associates, Inc., and others, April 23, 1999, as
revised through June 28, 1999.

Letter from John Dowden, Dowling Associates to Irving Schwartz, March 26, 1999, regarding the potential traffic
impacts of the revised Oakview Mitigated Master Plan.

Landslide Mitigation and Geotechnical Recommendations During Grading Proposed Roadway Construction Oakview
Development Project San Rafael, California, Kleinfelder, Inc., November 18, 1999.

Delineation of Clean Water Act Jurisdiction Oakview Project Area, Marin County, California, LSA Associates, Inc.,
August 18, 1999.

Letter from Lyle Lewis, Kleinfelder, Inc. to Virginia Daphne and Edward Bacciocco, May 5, 1999, regarding
Geotechnical Plan Review Oakview Development San Rafael, California.

Oakview A Residential & Administrative/Professional Development Revised Preliminary Drainage Analysis, 1.L.
Schwartz Associates, Inc., February 22, 1999,

Letter from Irving Schwartz, I.L. Schwartz Associates, Inc. to Tim Haddad, Marin County Community Development
Agency, November 18, 1999, regarding Oakview EIR and Off-Site Hydraulic Analysis.

Letter from Pamela Dawnson and Lyle Lewis, Kleinfelder, Inc. to Irving Schwartz, December 21, 1999 regarding
Correction to Geology and Soils Section Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and Vesting Tentative Map, Oakview
Development Plan.
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¢ Impact on the local circulation system, including the Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road / Smith
Ranch Road intersection, Highway 101 / Miller Creek Road intersection, various Lucas Valley
Road intersections, and consistency with the City of San Rafael Level of Service standards.

e Adequacy of public services (including police and fire protection, water supply, sewage
treatment, and schools) to serve the proposed project.

3.5 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS

A proposed project can have a growth inducing impact if development of that project removes
obstacles to future development. One type of growth-inducing impact is purely physical, by creating
and making available an infrastructure that can lead to easier future development. This type of impact
can include the construction of roadways, water, sewer, and other urban services into previously
difficult-to-access areas. A second type of impact can be the setting of precedents that might allow
similar development to occur in the future. Examples include a development that allows growth into
an area previously closed to development (such as in an agricultural preserve), or development
allowed in an area that was previously closed to that particular type of growth (such as rézoning a
residential area to allow commercial development).

The Oakview Master Plan could not be regarded as setting a growth-inducing precedent, as the
amount and type of growth proposed for the project has already been foreseen by both The Marin
Countywide Plan and the City of San Rafael General Plan. The project site is located in the City-
Centered Corridor, which is where The Marin Countywide Plan directs that urban development be
concentrated. Zoning on the site is classified as RMP-1.38 (Residential Multi-Family Planned, 1.38
units per acre). This zoning would allow a maximum of 146 housing units on the project site and
permits office uses with the issuance of a use permit. The Oakview Master Plan calls for 28 housing
units and 94,400 square feet of office buildings. Public planning documents foresee the development
of the project site and implementation of the Oakview Master Plan would "build out" the project site
within its planned limits. 4

Physical infrastructure would not be extended to any area outside of the project site. The site is
already within the Marinwood Community Services District and the Marin Municipal Water District
(MMWD) but would require annexation to the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District (LGVSD).
Existing MMWD facilities would need to be extended to the project site as would LGVSD facilities.
Since the project site is surrounded by urban development the extension of water and sewer facilities
to the site would not result in making such facilities available to previously undeveloped areas and
lead to easier future development.

Development of the Oakview project site would not have growth-inducing impacts on service
agencies. The MMWD has sufficient capacity to serve the project and the LGVSD wastewater plant
has existing sufficient capacity to serve the project. Neither the Dixie Elementary School District nor
the San Rafael High School District would need to expand their facilities to serve the project. The

4 It should be noted that the site's RMP-1.38 zoning designation is inconsistent with the Countywide Plan's land use
designation. The Countywide Plan designation (0.01 to 1 unit per acre) would allow 2 maximum of 106 units on the site.
Development of the site with more than 106 units would be growth inducing.
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Marin County Sheriff's Department and the Marinwood Fire Department do not anticipate expanding
their personnel or improving their equipment as a result of the proposed project.

In conclusion, for the reasons stated above, the proposed project is not expécted to induce growth on
adjacent lands and, therefore, would not have significant growth inducing impacts.

3.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

This EIR assesses the effects of implementing the proposed project under existing environmental
conditions and under anticipated future conditions. Future conditions were defined for this EIR by
identifying development projects in the vicinity of the project site (the "study area") with a reasonable
expectation of being built during the time frame of site development. Traffic was determined to
present the greatest potential for causing cumulative impacts due to existing conditions on Lucas
Valley Road, especially at the Lucas Valley Road / Highway 101 interchange. Thus the study area
was defined to cover the geographical area where project generated traffic impacts could result in
significant cumulative impacts. The study area includes projects both west and east of Highway 101
in the City of San Rafael as well as in unincorporated Marin County. A total of nine projects have
been identified as short-range cumulative development projects with a bearing on the proposed
Oakview project. The list of cumulative projects is presented in Exhibit 2.3-1 and the locations of

cumulative projects are shown in Exhibit 2.3-2. :

In addition to the short-range cumulative projects the transportation section analyzes long-range
cumulative conditions. Long-range cumulative conditions are based on the ABAG 2020 Development
Projections 1998. The long-range cumulative traffic volumes are expected to occur with the projected
San Rafael General Plan land uses and corresponding land use increases for the general region.

The cumulative effects of project implementation, in conjunction with other planned development in
the study area, are discussed in each individual section of this EIR.

The following are significant cumulative impacts which can be reduced to less-than-significant
impacts.

e  Of the nine cumulative development projects examined in this EIR only the Lucasfilm project
would contribute to cumulative water quality impacts in the Miller Creek Watershed. The
remaining eight projects drain to either Gallinas Creek or South Fork Gallinas Creek.
Unmitigated post-project contaminant concentrations would exceed the stringent water quality
objectives set forth in the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 1995 Basin Plan. The
cumulative impacts on contaminants in stormwater discharges from these projects would result in
a significant contaminant loading of the waters of Miller Creek (a spawning stream), the Gallinas
Creek tributary, and eventually Gallinas Creek. Mitigation measures are available to lessen this
impact (see Impact 5.2-10) to a less-than-significant impact.

e  Short-range cumulative conditions would create significant peak hour impacts for the Highway
101 Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road, Miller Creek Road / Marinwood Avenue, and
Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road intersections.

Specific intersection improvements are recommended to mitigate each of these impacts to a less-
than-significant level.
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Long-range cumulative conditions would create significant peak hour impacts for the Highway
101 Northbound Ramp / Miller Creek Road, Highway 101 Southbound Ramp / Miller Creek
Road, Miller Creek / Marinwood Avenue and Miller Creek Road / Las Gallinas Avenue
intersections.

Specific intersection improvements are recommended to mitigate each of these impacts to a less-
than-significant level.

The project's cumulative effect would be less-than-significant for the following topics:

Nearby developments would encounter geologic and seismic risks based on thejr individual site
characteristics. The geologic impacts of developing each of these surrounding projects would be
specific to each site and would not combine to cause cumulative impacts. For instance, landslide
areas requiring repair are not contiguous, and the development of the project and a nearby project
would not combine to cause cumulative risks greater than each site's individual risks.
Consequently, geologic impacts resulting from nearby development would not combine to create
cumulative environmental consequences.

The potential impacts of development on biotic resources tends to be site specific, and the overall
cumulative effect depends on the degree to which significant vegetation and wildlife resources
are protected on each site. This includes preservation of specimen-sized trees, well-developed
native vegetation (such as woodland, forest, and native grasslands), populations of special-status
plant or animal species, and wetland features. Further environmental review of specific
development proposals in the vicinity of the Oakview site should ensure that important biotic
resources are protected and managed properly and prevent any significant adverse development-
related impacts.

To some degree, cumulative development contributes to an incremental reduction in the amount
of existing wildlife habitat, particularly for birds and larger mammals. Habitat for species
intolerant of human disturbance would be lost as development encroaches into previously
undeveloped areas, disrupting or eliminating movement corridors and fragmenting the remaining
suitable habitat retained within parks, private open space, or undeveloped properties. Protection
of Miller Creek on the site should preserve its function as'a movement corridor for fish and
wildlife.

Cumulative development projects would add to the demands of the Marinwood Fire Department.
These increased demands would not lower current levels of service of the district and thus would
result in less-than-significant impacts.

Cumulative development projects would add to demands on the Marin County Sheriff's
Department and California Highway Patrol. However, these increased demands would not lower
current levels of service and thus would result in less-than-significant impacts.

The Las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District wastewater plant has sufficient existing capacity to
serve cumulative development, thus this would be a less-than-significant impact.
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3.7 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The 1996 Draft EIR identified a number of significant unavoidable adverse impacts resulting from the
implementation of the 1995 plan. With the revised Oakview Master Plan each of these significant
unavoidable adverse impacts has been reduced to a less-than-significant level. The unavoidable
impacts identified for the 1995 plan impacts are summarized below: ’

GEOLOGY - -

A number of unavoidable adverse impacts were identified for the 1995 plan due to the identification
of four areas potentially representing large ancient bedrock landslides.. Impacts related to landslide
repair, grading, slope stability and the secondary impacts relating to these activities, such as
vegetation removal, visual exposure, dust and erosion generation were identified as unavoidable
impacts. Groundwater impacts were identified as unavoidable because the effectiveness of the
recommended mitigation measures could not be determined with absolute certainty

As discussed in Section 5.1 of this EIR the possible large ancient bedrock landslides near the areas of
proposed development have been investigated thoroughly and found to be stable in their current
positions. As a result the previously identified unavoidable impacts related to geology and soils for
the 1995 plan have been reduced to less-than-significant either through the revised development plan
or recommended mitigation measures. :

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Tree removal and impacts to the woodland / forest cover of the 1995 plan was identified as an
unavoidable impact.

Proposed development has generally been sited in the revised Oakview Master Plan to avoid areas of
woodland vegetation, although. an estimated 35 trees would still be removed. Mitigation is, however,
available to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

VISUAL AND AESTHETIC QUALITY

In the 1995 plan visual impacts of residential development on the upper elevatlons of the project site
was identified as an unavoidable impact.

In the revised Oakview Master Plan residential development is now confined to the lower elevations
of the project site. Mitigation is available to reduced the identified significant visual impacts
associated with development in the grassland area to a less-than-significant level.

PUBLIC SERVICES

The proposed roadway system in the 1995 plan would be inconsistent with Marin County policies
concerning road widths and grades and this was identified as an unavoidable impact. In addition, the
1995 plan included development above the 210 foot elevation which would have required expansion
of the Marin Municipal Water District facilities. Expansion would have been by either a connection
to the existing Skyview Tank or by construction of an on-site water delivery system.

3.0-46



3.0 Summary
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

With the revised Oakview Master Plan neither of the identified impacts would occur. In the revised
Oakview Master Plan the proposed roadway would meet County requirements and since all
development would be below an elevation of 210 feet no new Marin Municipal Water District
facilities would be required, except for tie-ins to the existing water distribution system in the area.

3.8 EFFECTS OF NO SIGNIFICANCE

The 1996 Draft EIR identified a number of potential impacts of the Oakview Master Plan to be not
significant. With the revised Oakview Master Plan these issues continue to have no significant
environmental impacts. As discussed in the 1996 Draft EIR these issues are as follows:

Energy & Natural Resources

ON-SITE ENERGY CONSUMPTION

Project implementation would require a one-time energy expenditure to construct housing units, office
space and related facilities and would represent a long-term energy commitment to operate new
development. The amount of energy used by the project is considered to be less than significant.

Construction of 28 housing units and 94,400 square feet of office development would require an
unknown amount of energy. Fabrication and transportation of building materials, worker
transportation, site development, and building construction would all require gasoline, diesel fuel,
natural gas, and electricity, but the amount is not known.

During site development, energy would be consumed to excavate (cut) and deposit (fill) material on
the site. For example, grading for the street improvements for the residential units would involve
7,020 cubic yards of cut and 6,320 cubic yards of fill. Additional cut and fill would be involved in
lot-by-lot development of individual housing units. Approximately 26,220 cubic yards of cut and
20,780 cubic yards of fill would be required for the office development. Although off-site fill
material is not anticipated at this time, such building materials are found throughout Marin County
and would not deplete the quantity of these resources.

The project would be required to comply with Title 24 of the California Administrative Code for
energy conservation. The standards establish "energy budgets" for different types of residential and
non-residential buildings with which all new buildings must comply. The energy budget has a space
conditioning (heating, cooling, ventilating) component and a water heating component that are
expressed in terms of energy consumed per year. The Code allows for trade-offs within and between
the components to meet the overall budget. The applicant would be required to demonstrate
compliance with the Title 24 standards before receiving a building permit.

While the project does not propose any specific energy conservation measures it does not appear that

development of the site as proposed would consume more energy than similar developments in Marin
County.
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OFF-SITE ENERGY CONSUMPTION

Project-related automobile transportation would be the primary cause of off-site energy consumption.
The project's off-site energy impacts are considered to be less than significant.

Off-site energy use for transportation would include worker's commutes to and from work and
construction trips generated during project implementation, such as to import fill and building
materials. Off-site energy use would be measured as the number of gallons of gasoline consumed as a
result of the project, and the impact would be based on daily vehicle miles traveled.

Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is based on the number of trips per use and the destination of those
trips in relation to the site. The site's location in Marinwood, near employment and large retail center
would increase opportunities to reduce trips, and thus decrease VMT and gallons of gasoline
consumed. Project implementation could be expected to save energy used for transportation since
there would be opportunities for the site's residents to use alternative modes of transportation. The
project is not expected to result in a proportionally greater VMT than other similar development in
Marin County. In fact, with the implementation of an aggressive Transportation Demand
Management plan for the office use could result in less VMT than would be expected from similar
development.

Archaeological and Historic Resources’

As a part of the preparation of the 1986 Administrative Draft EIR maps and records which indicate
the general location of known cultural resources in the vicinity of the project site were reviewed,
including official records and maps for archaeological sites and historic sites which are maintained at
the California Archaeological Inventory Northwest Information Center at Sonoma State University.
In addition, the National Register of Historic Places and the California Inventory of Historic
Resources also were consulted. Based on the records' search it was determined that no known cultural
resources were recorded within the boundaries of the project site. The records' search did indicate the
existence of several known archaeological resources which are clustered around Miller Creek, north,
northwest, and northeast of the site. In addition, a National Register property, the Dixie Schoolhouse
Building, is located near the project site on Las Gallinas Avenue.

As a part of the 1986 Administrative Draft EIR an archaeological field survey of the project site was
also conducted. No visible surface evidence of archaeological or historical resources were found in
the project site.

It is concluded, therefore, that development in the project site would have no adverse impacts on
known archaeological or historical resources. It further is noted that all of the recorded
archaeological sites in the vicinity of the project site are located at sufficient distances so as not to be
affected adversely by development of the project site. The Dixie Schoolhouse historic structure is
similarly located at a safe distance.

5 The principal reference used for this section was a report prepared by David Chavez & Associates, Cultural Resources
Evajuations for the Daphne/Bacciocco EIR, San Rafael California, October 17, 1985.
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3.9 MAJOR EIR CONCLUSIONS AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Major EIR Conclusions

The EIR reaches the following major conclusions:

Chapter 5.0 Environmental Setting, Impacts, and-Mitigation Measures identifies 76 impacts
associated with the Oakview Master Plan. Of this total, 3536 have been identified as either a
significant or potentially significant impact, and 4146 have been identified as a less-than-
significant impact. Of the 3536 significant or potentially significant.impacts mitigation measures
have been identified to reduce each of these impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Implementation of the revised Oakview Master Plan would result in no significant unavoidable
impacts.

Chapter 4.0 Relationship to Public Plans and Zoning evaluates consistency and inconsistency
of the Oakview Master Plan with policies of the Marin Countywide Plan. The Oakview Master
Plan is consistent with Map 2.2 (Marinwood Land Use Policy Map) of the Countywide Plan and
the project site's Planned Residential Countywide Plan designation. The Draft EIR identifies 71
policies of The Countywide Plan directly applicable to the Oakview Master Plan. Of this total,
the EIR has identified 26 policies of The Countywide Plan with which the proposed Oakview
Master Plan is inconsistent or potentially inconsistent. Specific mitigation measures to eliminate
the inconsistencies between the Oakview Master Plan and the Countywide Plan are listed in
Chapter 4.0. '

The 1996 Draft EIR identified four areas as potentially representing large ancient bedrock
landslides. These areas where labeled areas A, B, C and D. Since area A is located in the
southeast corner of the site within the right-of-way for the proposed Highway 101 / Lucas Valley
Road interchange, it was determined that it would not impact the proposed development and
would be investigated and repaired at a later date by Caltrans. Area B was mapped near the
southern edge of the property, also well outside the limits of proposed development, and
similarly was determined not to represent a significant impact to the planned development. Area
C (located on the slope above proposed Roadway B; lots 19 and 20) was explored through the
use of both a continuous backhoe trench and deep core boring. Based upon this additional work,
it was concluded that area C did not represent an ancient landslide. Area D, the largest mapped
feature (lots 6 through 17 and Roadway A) was similarly explored through the use of continuous
trenching and four deep core borings. Area D was defined as a dormant, ancient bedrock
landslide deposit. Based upon the information derived from the supplemental subsurface
investigations, the stability of this old landslide was determined to be stable in its current
configuration and therefore not a significant impact to the proposed development.

A study prepared for the City of San Rafael and Caltrans on the stormwater drainage conditions
at the Lucas Valley Road / Highway 101 interchange concluded that the three- by six-foot culvert
was undersized and did not meet Caltrans drainage criteria. To date no corrective measures have
been agreed upon to remedy this flooding condition and no funding currently exists for such
action. Project-induced increases in peak flow rates from the project site would worsen flooding
at this location. Project impacts on the downstream flooding can be mitigated with the
construction of stormwater detention / treatment basins as recommended in mitigation measure
5.2-2.
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Construction of storm drain systems and subsurface drainage measures associated with
residential construction in Subwatersheds 2, 3, and 6 should have a beneficial impact on ongoing
seepage problems experienced by homeowners in the Marinwood Subdivision.

The 1996 Draft EIR stated that development of the project site as proposed by the 1995 plan
would require removal of numerous trees. Trees would be removed to grade roadways, stabilize
slopes, build the Miller Creek bridge, and develop some individual lots. Collectively, this would
affect a minimum of 5.7 acres of woodland and forest cover. It was estimated that 822 trees
would be removed to develop residential streets and lots in the 1995 plan. The amount of tree
removal for the revised Oakview Master Plan is significantly reduced over the 1995 plan. An
estimated 35 trees would be removed to accommodate the proposed crossing of Miller Creek and
to accommodate roadway and other improvements in the vicinity of the office areas. No trees
occur within the anticipated limits of grading in the residential area.

Implementation of the Oakview Master Plan would result in changes of the visual scene from
Highway 101, however, mitigation is available to reduce these impacts to less-than-significant.
Implementation of the Oakview Master Plan would also result in changes of the visual scene
from the surrounding area including Lucas Valley Road, Erin Drive, and Ellen Drive.
Development, however, is now only proposed in the lower grassland area of the project site not
on the upper elevations of the project site in the woodlands. Mitigation is recommended to
reduce the impacts of residential development on the lower elevations to a less-than-significant
level.

Implementation of the proposed project and in conjunction with existing traffic conditions would
create significant AM peak hour impacts for the Highway 101 Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek
Road, Miller Creek Road / Marinwood Avenue, Lucas Valley Road / Miller Creek Road, and
Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road intersections. Significant PM peak hour impacts would be
created for the Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road intersection. Mitigation is available to
reduce these impacts to less-than-significant.

Implementation of the proposed project and in conjunction with cumulative conditions would
result in less-than-significant peak hour impacts for the three Highway 101 segments studied
(south of Lucas Valley Road, north of Lucas Valley Road and north of Miller Creek Road). The
project would not require mitigation.

Issues To Be Resolved

The 1996 Draft EIR identified a number of issues that remained to be resolved with the 1995 plan. A
summary of these issues, and how the revised Oakview Master Plan responds to these issues is
provided below:

As applied to the project site the zoning requirements require that buildings be clustered or sited
in the most accessible, least visually prominent, and most geologically stable portion of the site.
The zoning requirements also require that there shall be no construction permitted on top or
within three hundred feet horizontally, or within one hundred feet vertically of visually
prominent ridgelines, whichever is more restrictive, if other suitable locations are available. As
stated in the 1996 Draft EIR the 1995 plan would result in some development on the visually
prominent upper elevations of the site. The revised Oakview Master Plan limits development to
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the lower portion of the project site and no development is proposed along the visually prominent
ridgeline. Therefore, this is no longer an issue to be resolved.

e The 1996 Draft EIR identified four areas (A, B, C, and D) as potentially representing large
ancient bedrock landslides. The project applicant has complied with the suggested scope of
subsurface investigation of the previously identified potential landslide features as described in
Section 5.1 of the 1996 Draft EIR. Area C was found not to be a landslide and area D was found
to be a dormant and currently stable landslide deposit. ¢ Therefore, this is no longer an issue to
be resolved. : -

e  The 1996 Draft EIR required the temporary signalization of the Highway 101 Southbound Ramps
/ Lucas Valley road intersection. The City of San Rafael has now completed the signalization of
the southbound off-ramp (north side of Lucas Valley Road) at Highway 101/Lucas Valley Road.
This is an interim improvement until the complete planned improvements and redesign of the
interchange is completed. Therefore, this is no longer an issue to be resolved.

¢  The 1996 Draft EIR stated that the proposed roadway system would be inconsistent with Marin
County policies concerning road widths and grades. The proposed roadway system in the revised
Oakview Master Plan would meet County requirements. Therefore, this is no longer an issue to
be resolved.

There does, however, remain an issue to be resolved by the Planning Commission and Board of
Supevisors. As discused in Exhibit 4.1-1, the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will
make the determination of consistency with Countywide Plan Policy CD-2.4 (Location of Commercial
and Higher Intensity Residential Development Policy) and CF-1.1 (Zoning Within Urban Service
Areas) at the time of the consideration of the merits of the proposed project.

3.10 MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

In conformance with California Resources Code Section 21081.6, a Mitigation Monitoring and Report
Program has been prepared for the project, if approved. The purpose of the program would be to
ensure compliance with (and to assess the effectiveness of) mitigation measures incorporated into the
project by the applicant and set forth in the EIR. The Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program is
presented in Appendix C.

6 It was determined that areas A and B are outside of the limits of proposed development and do not to represent a
significant impact to the planned development and therefore it was not necessary to further analyze these areas.
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INTRODUCTION

This section discusses the Oakview Master Plan in relation to applicable public planning policies and
the site's zoning in order to determine the extent to which the proposed project would conform with
planning policies and zoning provisions or to document specific inconsistencies. This section
examines the project's conformance with the:

o The Marin Countywide Plan
e Marin County Zoning Ordinance

o San Rafael General Plan 2000

o Marin Local Agency Formation Commission Policies

In assessing public plans and zoning requirements it should be noted that not every policy and / or
- requirement will apply to a specific project. Section 4.1 assesses the conformance of the Oakview
Master Plan with the relevant policies of The Marin Countywide Plan and Section 4.2 assesses the
conformance of the proposed project with the relevant portions of the Marin County Zoning
Ordinance. Section 4.3 discusses the conformance of the proposed project with the relevant policies
of the San Rafael General Plan 2000, and Section 4.4 assesses the conformance of the proposed
project with the relevant policies of the Marin Local Agency Formation Commission policies. The
policies and / or requirements not discussed in these exhibits and / or sections were found not
applicable to the proposed project.

Relationship to Public Plans and Zoning -- Significance Criteria

According to the State CEQA Guidelines a project would normally have a significant effect on the
environment if it would: -

o  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect.

e  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.

According to the Marin County Environmental Impact Review Guidelines and Procedures a project
would normally have a significant effect on the environment if it would:

¢ Conflict with County land use goals or policies.

e Include land uses that would conflict with existing or proposed uses at the periphery of the
project area or with other local land use plans.

e  Conflict with local zoning.
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On the basis of these significance criteria, in Exhibits 4.1-1 and 4.2-1 a determination of policy
consistency and environmental impact has been made for each relevant policy or regulatlon For the
most part, the areas of conformance or potential conflict are based on the findings in the impact
analyses. The determination of policy consistency is designated by the terms "consistent", or
"inconsistent." "Consistent" is used when the proposed project complies with all the requirements of
the relevant policy or regulation. "Inconsistent” is used when the proposed project clearly conflicts
with or does not comply with the relevant policy or regulation. Impacts are designated by either
significant (S) or less-than-significant (LTS). These codes follow each paragraph that evaluates
consistency. Mitigations are recommended for each policy that raises a significant impact issue and
the level of impact after mitigation (significant unavoidable [S/U] or less-than-significant [LTS]) is
noted.

The determination of policy consistency represents the EIR author's best judgment based on a strict
interpretation of policies. However, the Marin County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors must ultimately determine policy consistency.

4.1 The Marin Countywide Plan .

The Marin Countywide Plan ! (Countywide Plan) sets forth policy guidelines for decision making on
issues related to conservation and development in Marin County. The Countywide Plan's policies and
implementation measures are, however, binding in only the unincorporated portions of Marin County.
The Countywide Plan identifies objectives, policies and implementation programs in eleven areas:

Environmental Quality
Community Development
Transportation

Housing

Noise

Environmental Hazards
Agriculture

Community Facﬂltles
Parks and Recreation
Trails

Economic Development

Each of these topics is discussed in a separate element of the Countywide Plan.

The county has been divided into three environmental corridors for policy purposes. These corridors
are: (1) the City-Centered Corridor; (2) the Inland Rural Corridor; and (3) the Coastal Recreation
Corridor. The Oakview project site is in the City Centered Corridor.

The Countywide Plan establishes seven planning areas in the county in order to further define specific
area and parcel policies. The Oakview project site is within the Las Gallinas Valley Planning Area.

V' The Marin Countywide Plan, Marin County Planning Department, adopted by the Marin Board of Supervisors, January

18, 1994,
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" 4.0 Relationship to Public Plans and Zoning
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

The Countywide Plan land use designation for the Oakview project site is Planned Residential. This
designation provides for a density range of one to ten acres per unit with a floor area ratio (FAR) of
0.1 to 0.9 for non-residential uses.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ELEMENT

The Environmental Quality Element presents a comprehensive package of policies and programs that
protect Marin County's natural resources. These resources include land, water, and air, as well as
aesthetics and wildlife habitat. =

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT

The Community Development Element provides direction for land use in Marin County, general
direction countywide for location and types of development, and specific designations for land in
unincorporated areas under County jurisdiction. The Countywide Plan designates seven planning
areas, including both cities and unincorporated areas. The Oakview project site is in the Las Gallinas
Valley Planning Area. The Community Development Element does state that there is residential
development potential at the western edge of the Las Gallinas Valley Planning Area including "at the
Daphne-Baccoccio property on Lucas Valley Road at the Highway 101 interchange."2

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

The Transportation Element describes existing and projected conditions of the transportation system
and County policy concerning transportation.

HOUSING ELEMENT

The Housing Element identifies current and projected housing needs within unincorporated areas in
Marin and sets forth specific implementation programs necessary to address these needs.

NOISE ELEMENT

The Noise Element identifies current and projected future noise levels from major sources in the
County. Based on the levels of noise from these sources and from construction activity and other

sources, the Noise Element identifies programs to help mitigate significant noise problems in the
community.

ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS ELEMENT

The Environmental Hazards Element provides policies and programs regarding geologic, seismic,
flood, and fire hazards in Marin County.

2 Ibid, page CD-42.
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" 4.0 Relationship to Public Plans and Zoning
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR

AGRICULTURE ELEMENT

The primary objectives of the Agriculture Element are preserving agricultural lands and preventing
subdivision of lands under agricultural production.

The County has three agricultural zoning districts: the A (Agricultural) district; the ARP (Agricultural
Residential Planned) district, and the APZ (Agricultural Production Zone) district. The Oakview
project site is not within an agricultural zoning district.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES ELEMENT

The Community Facilities Element presents information about County provisions of four major
community services and facilities: police, fire, water, and sewer. Other community facilities and
services are discussed, including schools, child care, waste management, and telecommunications.

PARKS AND RECREATION ELEMENT

The Parks and Recreation Element serves two important functions: 1) establishing priorities in a time
of scarce resources; and 2) helping the County increase its inventory of park land through satisfying
the requirements of two State laws, the Quimby Act and the Naylor Act.

TRAILS ELEMENT

The Trails Element identifies trails of city or countywide significance to be preserved and made
available for public use, and establishes polices for developing and maintaining trails once they are
acquired for public use. The Countywide Trails Plan does not designate any trails on the project site.

ECONOMIC ELEMENT

An Economic Element is an optional general plan element for local governments in California. The
Countywide Plan was amended in November 1994 by adoption of an Economic Element. The major
objective of the Economic Element is to promote a sustainable local economy which will benefit
present and future generations without detrimentally affecting resources or biological systems and
which will result in balanced communities where residents have opportunities to enjoy the
components of a high quality of life: employment, housing which is affordable, transportation,
services, and physical environment.

Exhibit 4.1-1 assesses the conformance of the Oakview Master Plan with the relevant policies of The
Marin Countywide Plan.
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Exhibit 4.1-1

Oakview Master Plan Conformance With The Marin Countywide Plan

Environmental Quality Element

Policies EQ-1.1 and CD-1.1 Land Use of the
City-Centered Corridor. Urban development
will be concentrated in the City-Centered Corridor
where infrastructure and facilities can be made
available to serve urban development. Although
urban development is generally concentrated within
this corridor, areas within the corridor are
designated for resource protection. These areas
include the Ridge and Upland Greenbelt Area, the
Streamside Conservation Area, and the Bayfront
Conservation Zone.

Consistent. The project site is within the City-
Centered Corridor. No portion of the project site
is designated either Ridge and Upland Greenbelt
Area or Bayfront Conservation Zone. A portion of
the project site is within the Streamside '
Conservation Area of Miller Creek. No urban
development, however, is proposed within the
Streamside Conservation Area. (LTS)

No mitigation is required.
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Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued)

Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan

e e e i

Policy EQ-2.3 Definition of Stream
Conservation Areas. A Stream Conservation
Area (SCA) should be designated along all natural
watercourses shown as a solid or dashed blue line
on the most recent appropriate USGS quad sheet, or
along all watercourses supporting riparian
vegetation for a length of 100 feet or more. The
Zones consist of the watercourse itself between the
tops of the banks and a strip of land extending
laterally outward from the top of both banks, to a
width of 100 feet on each side in the Coastal
Recreation and Inland Rural Corridors and to a
width of 50 feet on each side in the City-Centered

Corridor on smaller infill lots. Where large tracts of

land in the City-Centered Corridor are proposed for
development, the 100-foot buffer should be applied,
where consistent with legal requirements, and other
planning and environmental goals. In the Coastal
Recreation and Inland Rural Corridors, the zone
should be extended if necessary to include an area
50 feet landward from the edge of riparian
vegetation.

Consistent. A stream conservation area
consisting of 100-feet has been established on the
project site for Miller Creek. (LTS)

No mitigation is required.

Policy EQ-2.4 Land Uses in Stream
Conservation Area (SCAs). The following uses
are permitted in the SCA by development permits,
provided these uses are allowed by the underlying
zoning;: all currently existing structures and uses
including reconstruction and repairs; necessary
water supply projects; flood control projects;
projects to improve fish and wildlife habitat;
grazing of livestock and other agricultural uses;
maintenance of water channels for erosion control
and other purposes; road and utility line crossings;
water monitoring installations; trails.

Consistent. Disturbance within the SCA would
be limited to the proposed roadway crossing over
Miller Creek.(LTS)

No mitigation is required.
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Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued)

Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan

ARIN COUNTYWIDE PLA

Policy EQ-2.5 Prohlbited Land Uses in
Stream Conservation Areas. The following
new uses are prohibited in the SCA: roads and
utility lines, except at crossings; confinement of
livestock; dumping or disposal of refuse; use of
motorized recreational vehicles and any structural
improvement (excluding repairs) other than those
identified in Policy EQ-2.4, including residences,
barns, and storage buildings, unless allowed by a
development permit in Policy EQ-2.6.

Consistent. Prohibited land uses would be sited
outside the SCA, and improvements would be
limited to the extension of Marinwood Avenue
across Miller Creek. (LTS)

No mitigation is required.

Policy EQ-2.8 Retention of the Natural
Vegetation. The retention of the natural
vegetation in an SCA should be encouraged in order
to realize many benefits, such as soil erosion
prevention, stream, shade, etc. When vegetation
must be removed and soil disturbed within the SCA,
or when vegetation has been destroyed or
eliminated, the area should be reseeded or replanted
with native plants of the habitat as soon as possible.
Broom and other aggressive exotic plants should be
removed and replaced with native plants.

Inconsistent. Disturbance within the SCA
would be limited to the Marinwood Avenue

_extension across Miller Creek affecting an area

approximately 50 feet wide and 50 feet across the
channel. However, no provisions have been
included in the Master Plan specifically addressing
the loss of riparian vegetation within the SCA
associated with the Miller Creek crossing. (S)

Mitigation 5.3-1(a) requires preparation of a
Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan.
Mitigation 5.3-4(c) requires that the bridge or
arched culvert proposed for the Marinwood
Avenue crossing of Miller Creek should minimize
disturbance to riparian vegetation. (LTS)

}

Policy EQ-2.9 Minimal Disturbance of
Vegetation. Disturbance of vegetation within the
SCA should be minimized or avoided whenever
possible. Minimizing or avoiding disturbance of
streamside vegetation is particularly important for
trees and shrubs which provide shade, stability for
the streambank, and wildlife habitat. Vegetation
may partially block streams creating a ponding
effect which may be beneficial for fish habitat. Tree
growth may be cleared from the stream channel
when it unduly restricts flood flows, to protect
health, safety, and welfare.

Inconsistent. Disturbance within the SCA
would be limited to the Marinwood Avenue
extension across Miller Creek affecting an area
approximately 50 feet wide and 50 feet across the
channel. However, no provisions have been
included in the Master Plan specifically addressing
the loss of riparian vegetation within the SCA
associated with the Miller Creek crossing. (S)

Mitigation 5.3-1(a) requires preparation of a
Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan.
Mitigation 5.3-4(c) requires that the bridge or
arched culvert proposed for the Marinwood
Avenue crossing of Miller Creek should minimize
disturbance to riparian vegetation. (LTS) .
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Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued)

Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan

Policy EQ-2.10 Tree and Shrub Plantings.
Trees and shrubs to be planted along watercourses
should include a variety of species that would
naturally grow in or near the creek. In general, the
planting of exotic trees should be avoided. When
removal of riparian vegetation is unavoidable, and
mitigation is required, replacement should be at a
2:1 ratio, whenever feasible. Enhancement and
restoration of culverted streams is encouraged,
whenever feasible.

Inconsistent. No provisions have been included
in the Master Plan specifically addressing the loss
of riparian vegetation within the SCA associated
with the Miller Creek crossing. However, bridge
crossings are permitted in the SCA. (S)

Mitigation 5.3-1(a) requires preparation of a
Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan.
Mitigation 5.3-2(d) requires preparation of a tree
replacement program for replacement of native
trees removed by proposed development. Oaks
should be replaced at a ratio of 5:1 and all other
native tree species should be replaced at a ratio of
3:1. (LTS)

Policy EQ-2.11 Modification of Natural
Channels. Modification of natural channels

in a manner that retains and protects the vegetation
forming ground cover and shade. Special attention
should be given to the protection of riparian
vegetation.

within SCAs for flood control, etc., should be done '

Inconsistent. Specific provisions to minimize
disturbance to the Miller Creek channel during

“bridge construction have not been included in the

Master Plan. (S)

Mitigation 5.3-4(c) requires that the proposed
bridge for the Marinwood Avenue crossing over
Miller Creek minimize disturbance to the channel.
(LTS

Policy EQ-2.18 Soll Disturbance. Soil
disturbance should be discouraged within the SCA.
Where absolutely necessary it should be limited to
the smallest surface area and volume of soil
practical and for the shortest practical length of
time.

Consistent. Proposed work within the SCA
generally limits work to the smallest surface area
and volume of soil practical and for the shortest
practical length of time. (LTS)

No mitigation is required.

i

Policy EQ-2.19 Surface Runoff. Surface
runoff rates in excess of pre-development levels
should not be allowed where a new problem will be
created or where the runoff will exacerbate an
existing problem.

Inconsistent. Project grading, construction of
impervious surfaces, and installation of a storm
drain system would increase site peak flow rates
from sub-watershed 1 by 1.6 percent and from sub-
watersheds 2, 3, and 6 by a minimum of 17 to 69
percent. (S)

Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 which would include the
construction of stormwater detention/treatment
basins in the lower reaches of sub-watersheds 2, 3,
and 6 would reduce peak flow impacts to a less-
than-significant level. (LTS)




Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued)

Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan

Policy EQ-2.20 Retention of Sediment. On-
site facilities for the retention of sediments or
contribution toward regional sediment control
measures produced by development should be
provided during construction and, if necessary, upon
project completion. Continued maintenance of
these facilities should be required.

Inconsistent. Hillslope grading activities
associated with construction of residential and
office structures, roadways and driveways would
result in areas of bare soils which would be subject
to erosion by rainfall and hillslope runoff.(S)

Mitigation 5.2-7 would require preparation and
implementation of a comprehensive Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP
would include specific measures or erosion control
to be implemented during and following project
construction. (LTS)

Policy EQ-2.21 Roads, Road Spoils, and
Road Fill Slopes. New roads and road fill slopes
should be located outside the SCA, except at stream
crossings. No spoil from road construction should
be deposited within the SCA. At road crossings in
the SCAs, special effort should be taken to stabilize
soil surfaces. '

Consistent, Within the SCA roads would be
limited to the stream crossing of the extension of
Marinwood Avenue. (LTS)

No mitigation is required.

Policy EQ-2.22 Altering Stream Flow, Bed,
or Banks. Filling, grading, excavating,
obstructing flow, or altering the bed or banks of the
stream channel and riparian system shall be
discouraged. Such activity will only be allowed
after completion of environmental review,
identification of appropriate mitigation measures,
and issuance of a permit by the Department of
Public Works.

Inconsistent. Specific provisions to minimize
disturbance to the Miller Creek channel during
bridge construction have not been included in the
Master Plan (S).

Mitigation 5.3-4(c) requires that the proposed
bridge for the Marinwood Avenue crossing over
Miller Creek minimize disturbance to jurisdictional
waters and riparian vegetation.

Policy EQ-2.23 Seasonal Development
Factors. Development work adjacent to and
affecting SCAs should be done during the dry
season only, except for emergency repairs.
Disturbed surfaces should be stabilized and
replanted, and areas where woody vegetation has
been removed should be replanted with suitable
species before the beginning of the rainy season.

Inconsistent. The Master Plan does not define
the project implementation in this detail at this
stage. Incorporation of this policy and EIR's
mitigation measures in the project's Development
Plan would fulfill the intent of the CWP. (S)

A construction staging program that ensures that
work would not occur within the SCA during wet
weather, and that disturbed areas would be
stabilized before the rainy season shall be included
in the Development Plan. (LTS)
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Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued)

Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan

Policy EQ-2.24 Enhancement of Stream
Conservation Areas. Uses and development
within SCAs should enhance the appearance of the
streamside environment and protect native
vegetation. Through careful site analysis and
development, views should be preserved and the
integrity of the streamside environment should be
protected. The County should work in close
cooperation with the flood control districts, water
districts and wildlife agencies in the design and
choice of materials for the construction and
alterations within the SCAs.

Consistent. Impacts to the SCA are generally
limited to the Marinwood Avenue extension over
Miller Creek, which is permitted in the SCA.
(LTS)

No mitigation is required.

Policy EQ-2.26 Restoration of Damaged
Portions of Stream Conservation Areas.
Damaged portions of SCAs should, wherever
possible, be restored to their natural state. When it
is not possible to return the SCA to a natural state,
the portions of the channels that have been
significantly altered for flood control should be
improved for urban open space uses such as_
landscaped areas and paths. These improvements
should enhance habitat values.

.Inconsistent. Specific provisions to minimize

disturbance to the Miller Creek channel during
bridge construction have not been included in the
Master Plan. (S)

Mitigation 5.3-4(c) requires that the proposed -
bridge for the Marinwood Avenue crossing over
Miller Creek minimize disturbance to jurisdictional
waters and riparian habitat. (LTS)

Policy EQ-2.27 Water Resource
Management. Water resources should be
managed in a systematic manner that is sensitive to
natural capacities, ecological impacts, and equitable
consideration of the many water-related needs of the
County.

Consistent. The Marin Municipal Water District
would supply water to the project. There is
sufficient water supply to meet water demands
from the project. (LTS).

No mitigation is required.

Policy EQ-2.28 Protection of Watersheds,
Aquifer Recharge Areas, and Natural
Dralnage Systems. High priority should be
given to the protection of watersheds, aquifer-
recharge areas, and natural drainage systems in any
consideration of land use.

Consistent. Although project would convert an
existing intermittent drainageway in sub-watershed
2 to a storm drain system the project would not
result in substantial alterations to the natural
drainage system. (LTS)

No mitigation is required.
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Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued)

Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan

Policy EQ-2.29 Upstream Development
Impacts. The effect of upstream development on
downstream land uses should be examined during
public review. The following issues should be
considered; increase in surface runoff; potential for
erosion; corresponding increases in downstream
sedimentation; decrease in water quality.

Consistent. This EIR (Section 5.2 Hydrology
and Drainage) examines these issues. (LTS)

No mitigation is required.

Policy EQ-2.31 Water Quality. Water quality
should be maintained or enhanced in order to
promote the continued environmental health of
natural waterway habitats., A Surface Runoff
Pollution Control Program should be developed for
the County.

Inconsistent. Implementation of the Proposed
Project would contribute to the incremental
increase in non-point stormwater contaminant
loading on receiving waters in Miller and Gallinas
Creeks. (S)

Mitigation 5.2-2 includes construction of
stormwater detention / treatment basins, one each
in the lower reaches of sub-watersheds 2, 3, and 6.
Mitigation 5.2-7 requires preparation of a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan including in-
situ protection, seeding and mulching of bare -
ground, planting of trees and shrubbery in both
disturbed upland and riparian areas, and installing
other forms of biotechnical slope stabilization.
(LTS)

Policy EQ-2.33 Streams in Development
Plans. Streams which are part of lands to be
developed are a resource for their aesthetic and
wildlife values. Vegetated buffer areas of native
plants should be included in plans in order to

protect the habitat for wildlife, to preserve and focus

views, and to assure public safety. Vegetated buffer
areas, rather than fencing, should be utilized except
where safety issues or specific environmental
concerns need to be addressed.

Consistent. With the exception of the
Marinwood Avenue extension over the creek, the
entire Miller Creek corridor would be preserved as
open space. (LTS)

No mitigation is required.

Policy EQ-2.75 County's Air Quality
Standards. The County shall adhere to the
Federal or State air quality standards, whichever are
more stringent, for management of locally generated
_pollutants.

Consistent. This EIR (Section 5.6 Air Quality)
uses the most stringent Federal or State air quality
standard to evaluate significance of impact. (LTS)

No mitigation is required.
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Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued)

Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan

Policy EQ-2.78 Air Quality Impacts of
Proposed Projects. As part of its Environmental
Review Process, the County shall review proposed
projects for their potential impact on air quality
conditions, :

Consistent. This EIR (Section 5.6 Air Quality)
provides a detailed evaluation of the project's
short-term and long-term air quality impacts.
(LTS)

No mitigation is required.

Policy EQ-2.87 Species Preservation in the
Environmental Review Process.

Environmental review of development applications -

shall consider the impact of the proposed
development on species and habitat diversity.
Environmental review documents should propose
mitigation measures for ensuring the protection of
the habitat and species therein.

Consistent. This EIR (Section 5.3 Biotic
Resources) provides a detailed evaluation of the
potential impacts of the Master Plan on species and
habitat diversity and includes specific measures to
provide adequate mitigation for impacts to plant
and animal habitat, wildlife corridors, and special-
status species. (LTS)

No mitigation is required.

Policy EQ-2.88 Protection of Special Status
Species. Development shall be restricted or
modified in areas which contain special status
species and migratory species of the Pacific Flyway
and/or significant natural areas, wetlands, riparian
habitats, and freshwater habitats, to ensure the
continued health and survival of these species and
areas.

Potentially Inconsistent. No special-status
species would be affected directly. A possibility
remains that raptors not presently occupying the
site could establish nests between now and when
development occurs which construction activity
could destroy or induce raptors to abandon their
nests. (PS)

Mitigation 5.3-7 requires that if any active raptor
nests are established within the vicinity of
proposed grading in the future, they should be
avoided until young birds are able to leave the nest
and forage on their own. (LTS)

I

Policy EQ-3.2 Air, Water, and Noise
Poliution. Air, water, and noise pollution shall be
prevented or minimized.

Inconsistent. This EIR evaluates air (Section
5.6), water (Section 5.2) and noise pollution
(Section 5.7). Examples of air, water, and noise
pollution generated by the Proposed Project are as
follows. During construction of the site residential
areas east of the site would be intermittently
impacted by construction dust. Water quality could
be effected by increased on-site erosion. Outdoor
noise levels on some proposed residential lots
would exceed the Noise and Land Use
Compatibility criteria in the Countywide Plan. (S)

Mitigation 5.6-4 requires applicant to incorporate
into grading plans and contracts measures that
would require contractors to reduce dust
generation. Mitigation 5.2-7 requires the
preparation and implementation of a
comprehensive Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan, Mitigation 5.7-1 requires site design
measures (such as the construction of property-line
privacy fences to shield backyards) to reduce noise
exposure on fitture residential use of Lots 27 and
28. (LTS)
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Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued)

Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan

Policy EQ-3.4 Changes to Hydrological and
Biological Processes. No operation shall cause
irreversible damage or more than minimum
reversible change to natural hydrological and
biological processes.

Consistent. No component of the Master Plan
would cause irreversible damage to hydrological
or biological processes. (LTS)

No mitigation is required.

Policy EQ-3.5 Protection of Unique
Geologic, Ecologic, Archaeologic, and
Historic Sites. Unique geological, ecological,
archaeological, and historic sites shall be protected.
Significant natural features shall be included for
preservation in their natural state and in an
appropriate setting in any design or plan.

Inconsistent. No unique geologic, archaeologic,
or historic sites would be impacted by Proposed
Project. Areas of native grasslands and freshwater
seeps and wetlands would, however, be removed
by the project. (S)

