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This ~Final Environmental Impact Report (~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 comer 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. 

1 Daphne I 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 BIR 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 lvlaster 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 

4 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, I.L. Schwartz, C.E., Project Representative, April, 1999, Revised July 8, 1999. 

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

Letter from John Dowden, Dowling Assodates 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 l.yle 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, I.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 Pennit 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 
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• 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 concerns 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 wHl---circulate.Q 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 shmild addressed the adequacy of the EIR 
and shoald 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 v;.hich are made in writing before the close of the 45-day public review 
and comment period shoald '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 
include.§ 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 urttil 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 EIR.s incorporate previously completed reports and documents by reference to the 
greatest extent possible in order to avoid unnecessary repetition. This EIR incorporates the fQllowing 
published reports, copies of which are on file and available for inspection at the Marin County 
Community Development Agency. 

• 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 fmdings of the 1996 Draft EIR. and partially to support the revised project. 
fudependent peer reviews of these technical reports were conducted for this EIR. fuformation was not 
used from these technical reports without it first being determined that the information was acceptable 
for use in the preparation of this BIR. They are on file and available for public review at the Marin 
County Community Development Agency. The reports are as follows: 

• 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. 

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

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

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

This report presents the results of a delineation by LSA Associates, fuc. of the potential extent of 
waters of the United States, including wetlands, on the Oakview project site. 
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• 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 
~~ . 

• 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 curren~ conditions, issues raised in the 1996 Draft EIR and the 
revised Master Plan. 

• 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. 

• 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 Permit 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 
fmdings 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 MIT/GA TION 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 BIR 
will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in 
the BIR. Therefore, BIRs 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 BIR 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. · 

fu the preparation of ;m BIR 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. fu 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. fu recent years State courts 
have interpreted CBQA 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 BIR to defer formulation or adoption of specific mitigation measures for significant 
impacts. fu Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council (1991) the Court ruled that a lead 
agency may list alternative mitigation measures in an BIR if the agency commits to mitigating the 
impacts and the measures are tied to measurable performance standards. 

fu consideration of these legal principles, in some instances this ~Final BIR provides a range of 
mitigation measures giving the County a choice of which one to implement. fu 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 BIR or Negative Declaration has been prepared and circumstances require 
that additional environmental documents (such as a Subsequent BIR or Supplement to an BIR) must be 
prepared. Generally a Subsequent BIR 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 swnmarizes 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. 

• Chapter 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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1. 0 Introduction 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Chapter :,!J..O -- 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 : I 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 confmes 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. 

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 topographic map by either a solid 
or dashed blue line. 
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EXHIBIT 2.1-1 REGIONAL LOCATION MAP 
Oakview Master Plan 

Source: Map copyrighted by the California State Automobile Association 
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EXH/Bff 2.1-2 PROJECT LOCATION 
Oakview Mast.er Plan 

Source: IL Schwartz A.=iat~ Inc. 
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2.0 Description of the Proposed Project 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

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

Adjacent Land Uses 

The project site is adjacent to ·commercial development 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 (I 986 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 San 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 

3 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. 

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

2.0-4 



2. 0 Description of the Proposed Project 
OAKVIEW MASTE:R 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. 5 

The December 1983 proposed project had the following general characteristics: 

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

• 18.9 acres office/ commercial use - 199,800 square-feet 

• 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: 

• 33.3 acres oflow-density residential use- 71 single-family detached housing units 

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

• 52.9 acres of open space 

• 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 si;ispended 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 th·e 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 ofKleinfelder's work. 

5 The Memorandum of Understanding is discussed in Section 4.3 of this EIR. 
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Project Application 

2. 0 Description of the Proposed Project 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL 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 6 for the 106-acre Daphne / Bacciocco site. 7 The 
Master Plan proposes developme~t of the project site with 28 single-family detached housing units and 
94,400 square feet of offices in two buildings (see Exh1bits 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 ofresidential 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 proppsed 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 2.2-1 PROPOSED VESTING TENTATIVE MAP 
Oakview Master Plan 

Source: IL Schwartz Associates, Inc. 
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EXHIBIT 2.2-2 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
Oakview Master Plan 

Source: IL Schwartz Associates, Inc. 
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Exhibit 2.2-3 
Oakview Master Plan Project Characteristics 

Parcel 1 

Residential Area (28 units) 

Open Space 
Parcel A 
Parcel C 

Public Right-of-Way 

Subtotal 

Parcel 2 

15.3 acres 

33.7 acres 
1.1 acres 

1.8 acres 

51.9 acres 

Administrative/ Professional Offices 20.1 acres 
(total of94,400 square feet of building) 

Open Space Parcel B 34.3 acres 

Subtotal 54.4 acres 

Total Oakview Project Site 106.3 acres 

2.0 Description of the Proposed Project 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Source: Oakview Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and Vesting Tentative Map, I.L. 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 

• 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. 

• Preserve as many healthy, mature trees as possible. 

• Retain 69 .1 acres of the site as permanent open space. 

• 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. 

• Create an internal circulation system that prevents through traffic. 

8 Oakview Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and Vesting Tentative Map, Virginia Daphne and Edward J. Bacciocco, I.L. 
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 
OAKV/1:W MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

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

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

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

• Limit the site grading. 

• 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 cuts-de-sac. 

Marinwood A venue 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 I 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 Marin wood A venue and Las Gallinas A venue. Specific 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 Band 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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GRADING 

2. 0 Description of the Proposed Project 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

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 required for individual 
housing units. 9 Two types of grading are proposed: 

• Grading along project site roadways in order to create sufficient roadway width to accommodate 
pavement, pedestrian circulation, and utilities 

• Grading 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 comer 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, arid 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 I 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 Geotechnica/ 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. 

IO Letter from Irving Schwartz, LL. 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. O 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. 11 Proposed roadways would collect 
stonnwater and transport it via curbs and gutters to storm drains. Downstream of the storm drain 
systems ( existing or new), stonnwater would be conveyed by culverts or vegetated swales to· either 
Miller Creek or to culverts under Highway 101. 

For the current project design, all residential lots are situated upslope ofroads 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 stonnwater 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 to 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 provided 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 Sherifrs 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. 

2.0 - 13 



Residential Buildings 

2. 0 Description of the Proposed Project 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

The general concept for housing units is to confonn to site contours as much as possible. Structures 
and roof fonns 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, fonns 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 wcco, 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 detennined 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: 

• Front yard -- 20 feet 

• Side yards -- eight feet (20 feet facing the street at corner lots) 

• 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) w01~ld 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 fonnal 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 Sheet 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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2. 0 Description of the Proposed Project 
OAKVIEW MASTERPLAN 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 Hackbeny, 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 inclusionmy housing 
ordinance, a 28-unit project would require four affordable housing units. 

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

l5 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 I 00 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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EXHIBrr 2.2-5 PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL BUILDING ENVELOPES 
Oakview Master Plan 

· Source: IL Schwartz Associates, Inc. 
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EXHIBIT 2.2-6 ADMIN/STRA TIONIPROFESSIONAL OFFICE LAYOUT 
Oakview Master Plan 

Source: IL Schwartz Associates, Inc 

PARKING SPACE COUNT 
I BUILDING AREA 

BUIWINGA BUILDINGB 
80,000S.F. t4,400S.F. 

PARKING REQUIRED 
320SPACSS 5BSPACES 1 SPACE/2/SO S.F. 

PARKJNG PROVIDED 320SPACES 58SPACES 

H • HANDICAPPED 
L • LOADING (NOT INCLUDED IN COUNT) 
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2. 0 Description of the Proposed Project 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

• 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 

• 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 Development Areas 

1 21,960 

2 19,080 

3 20,000 

4 20,000 

5 20,000 

6 20,000 

7 20,160 

8 22,320 

9 23,400 

10 19,800 

11 20,520 

12 21,600 

13 18,080 

14 20,340 

15 19,270 

16 18,830 

17 25,150 

18 29,480 

19 28,760 

20 27,320 

21 36,240 

22 33,730 

23 26,650 

24 27,880 

25 26,220 

26 27,690 

27 24,300 

28 19,210 

7,300 0 

7,300 ·100 

8,160 1,360 

8,160 1,360 

8,160 1,360 

8,160 1,360 

8,070 1,340 

9,600 680 

9,370 510 

7,130 720 

10,560 1,760 

11,760 1,960 

9,990 1,870 

7,460 1,390 

6,570 1,370 

6,210 1,360 

6,460 1,140 

6,230 650 

6,690 390 

5,030 480 

4,760 580 

5,610 930 

4,400 600 

7,440 1,360 

6,730 1,380 

11,980 2,150 

11,650 2,180 

8,790 1,440 

2. O Description of the Proposed Project 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

7,300 

8,000 

9,520 

9,520 

9,520 

9,520 

9,140 

10,280 

9,880 

7,850 

12,320 

13,720 

11,860 

8,850 

7,940 

7,570 

7,600 

6,880 

7,080 

5,510 

5,340 

6,540 

5,000 

8,800 

8,110 

13,630 

13,830 

10,230 

Source: Oakview Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and Vesting Tentative Map, I.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 BIR 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 coasequence 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 ti,me 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. l6 

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 

i J>./rJJ~,i.;):;::;:1:1:~:·:f/:{0:tg;,::~ l-~#Afti.#,jf1~tist~!~;t1f~111.· r!~[ · 
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. 

l6 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. 
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EXHIBIT 2.3-2 LOCATION OF CUMULATIVE PROJECTS IN THE STUDY AREA 
Oakview Master Plan 

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 BIR, (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 BIR. 

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

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

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

• 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. 

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

• 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. 

• 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.) 

• 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. 

• 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 pennits 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 
pennit 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." 18 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 Gal/inas 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. Fonnal 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) pennits. Any waterway subject to CDFG jurisdiction is also subject 
to Corps regulations. A Streambed Alteration Agreement would be a prerequisite for any 
required Corps pennit. 

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

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

• Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) The M:M:WD 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 with4i 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. 
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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 
L TS = 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 Ifnot properly designed for, and/or mitigated 
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 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 ofloose 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. 

LTS No mitigation would be required. 

s 5.1-3 The proposed Grading and Drainage Plan limits cut and fill slopes to 
an average often 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 wou\d 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). 

BIR MLS 

LS 

BIR MLS 





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

5.1-4 GroundwaterThe 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. 

s 

s 

• 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: I. 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 bc;_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 lmd 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 ancillary residential structures. 
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

5.1-6 Selsmicity Strong seismic shaking is expected to occur on the site 
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 
potential. The shrink-swell effects of expansive soils would have a Jess­
than-significant impact on proposed development. 

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

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

5.1-10 Artificial Fill Areas New construction on existing artificial fill, 
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 
surface ruptures on the site is very low. 

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

s 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. 

LTS No mitigation would be required. 

L TS No mitigation would be required. 

s 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 mitigatedlby 
the above measures or in addition to implementing those measures, 
depending on specific situations. 

EIR 

EIR 

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

• Conduct field investigations when formulating th_e 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. 

LTS No mitigation would be required. 

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

5.1-13 Maintenance of Geotechnlcal and Hydrologlc Mitigation 
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 
exposure from naturally occurring asbestos is considered very low. 

Hydrology and Drainage 

5.2-1 Stormwater Drainage Patterns Project grading, roadway 
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 I and 2 would 
be altered slightly. 

s 5.1-13 The following measure would be required of the applicant to insure 
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 oflong-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 .. 

LTS No mitigation would be requried. 

LTS No mitigation would be required. 
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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 
surfaces, and installation of a storm drain system would increase site peak 
flow rates from Sub-watershed J by J .6 percent and from Sub-watersheds 
2, 3 and 6 by a minimum of 17 to 69 percent 

s 5.2-2 The following mitigation measure would be required to reduce peak 
flow impacts: 

• Construct J!.Stormwater detention / treatment basins, one eaoh in 
the lower reaohes of Sl:lb \'latersheds 2, 3 and fi. The Sl:lb watershed 2 basin 
should he looated in the vaoant land paralleling the proposed Road-v.•ay A. 
This unde\<eloped land is situated.on the most gently sleping portion ofthe 
site, near the southwi!st earner. It would also hw,ie the elongated shape that 
is best suited fur water quality treatment ponds. If the area ofthe presently 
designated vaoant land is insuffioient to provide the neoessary basin storage 
•,olume, the lower portion of Lot 28 should he added, with a roadway, 
euh•ert oonneetion. 

The Suh watershed 3 basin should he looated along the eastern 
edge of the proposed Erin Dri•1e eKtension, oeoupying the base of Lots 2 
through 9. 'Beoause of the smaller si..ie and peak disoharges assooiated with 
Suh watershed 3, a narrow, elongated detention basin should he suffieient to 
aeeomplish the neeessary ltwel of peak i1o\\· attenuation. Eaeh entranoe 
driveway 'Nould hw1e to he eulverted to allow fur hydraulie eonneetivity 
hetNeen storage eells. Basin discharge would join roadway runoff and enter 
the proposed •1egetated swale upslope of I Bria Drive.· 

To manimi..ie hydraulio effioiency and minimi..ie the porential fur 
maintenance prnhlems, hath hasrns sho1ild he equipped with dewatering 
pipes and emergency weir spillways. The d&'.'iatering pipes should he siced 
to maintain post projeet peak flows at pre project levels fur the design I 00 
year rainstorm. Each emergency 0•1erflow weir should he designed 
eonservati•1ely to pass ea unattenuated 100 year peak disoharge, e•,ea 
though the prescribed basin storage would allow fur full attenuation of 
rnnoffH'em that storm. PrimBI)' dewatering pipes and emergency wi!irs 
should he looated at the downgradient ends ofeaoh basin, i.e. at the southern 
end fur the Suh watershed 2 basin and the northern end fur the Suh 
watershed 3 basin. Appropriate energy dissipation should he installed at all 
spillway diseharge outlets. 

The Sl:lb watershed 2 and 3 basins should be designed to serve a 
two fuld purpose: (I) fully attenuate 100 year peak tlo>,vs from Suh 
watersheds 2 and 3 to pre projeet le•1els aad, thus, reduee pressure oa the 
do\'lffStream storm drain systems, the Gallinas Creek trihutaiy (i.e. Highway 
l O I boK eul¥ert), and the lower reaeh of Miller Creek, and (2) filter and 
cleease storm•;r;ater runoff~ use ofaa vegetated inlet swale and Eletention 
~ 
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

A third detention/ tFeatment basin should be constructed in the 
low lying de\•eloped lands of Sub watershed 6, near the eastern edge of 
either Lot 29 or 30. Gi•;en the spatial constraints in this portion of the sub 
watershed, a passke pipe or cistern type storage underground detention 
stracture should be constructed. Such a strncture could be located beneath 
the Lot 30 parking lot or the northern end of Roadway C. The hydraulic 
design would ensure that when a particular flood stage in Miller CFeek is 
Feached (e.g. 10 year flooa), backwater ia the storm draia system 'Noula 
induce ai•;erted storm drain system into the storage unit. Once Miller Creek 
flood levels had receded, the stoFed stormwater ·would re enter the system 
and discharge to Miller Creek. The si:.'!e of the off system storage unit 
would equal the volumetric difference ia the pre and post project 
stormwater hydregraphs fer the 100 year desiga.raiastorm. 

Siace the passive stormv,iater detentioa storage would be 
1:1J1derground, cleaaol:lt stubs would be required at the upgradient emls of 
each storage component (e.g. cistern or pipe arra)9. Perioaic rnainteaance 
would be required to remove any debris and sediment that accumulate ia 
these storage components. 

A sediment maintenance plan describing both frequency and 
timing of sediment removal, as well as excaJJation equipment aad 1 
eavironmental pFecautions, should be iacluded in the project's Stormwater 
Pollution Pr0\1ention Plan (SWPPP) submitted to the County Department of 
Public Works. 

Following Felease of project performance bond, maiatenance of 
the detention basin would be the responsibility of the fundiag eatity 
established by the project applicant. Such an entity could chose to maiataia 
the basin !lfld other erosion !lfld sediment coatrel measures itself or could 
hire bonded independent contractors. 
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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 pumose: l} 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 ~esign 
considerations shall include: 

• Structural measures for normal pond dewatering and end-of-
season (e.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 1 
sediment removal and basin repair, as well as associated conditions 
governing the use ofheayy mechanical equipment (e.g. backhoes, 
excavators) and environmental safeguards and procedures. This information 
shall be incomorated 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.) 



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

5.2-3 Downstream Hydraulic Structures and Flooding Project­
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. Ifunrepaired. these caps 
would create avenues for off-site, downslope diversion of concentrated 
ditch flows. 

5.2-4 Downstream Hydraulic Structures and Flooding Project­
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 flooding 
condition and no funding currently exists for such action. 

5.2-5 Off-Site I Downstream Flooding on MIiier Creek Project­
induced increases in peak flow rates for Sub-watersheds 3 and 6 would 
marginally increase the JOO-year peak discharge add, ho•ne,;er 
impereeptibly, to the sureharge of floodwaters that ereate signifieant 
baekwater flooding at the SPRR bridge on Silveira Ranch. Since this 
structure lacks adequate capacity to pass the existing 100-year flood 
discharge without significant inundation of the adjoining ranchlands, the 
projeet impaet on dow11stream flooding would be sigaifieant impaetminor 
increase in the flood discharge due to the project . would not produce a 
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. 

s 

s 

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

• Replace the existing 18-inch storm drainpipe along the rear of281 
Ellen Drive with a 30-inch RCP, as indicated in the project Schematic 
Grading Plan. 

• Repair the gaps 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 
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 JO I 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 10 I 
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 IO I equaled 41. 7 acres and the total developed area for that 1 
watershed was 500 acres, the project's share of the cost would be 8.3 
percent. 

5.2 5 To reduee projeet impa_sts en flooding along the on site and 
downstream reaehes of Miller Creek, either of the fullowing mitigation 
measures should be imf)lemented: 

• Imf)lement Mitigation Measure 5.2 2 . 

Pay a drainage fee to Marin County with the stif)ulation that the fee be 
applied to the e•,•entual ehannel modifieation and bridge removal / 
replaeement on Sil¥eira Raneh. The fee total would be negotiated between 
the applieant and the County. 

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

5.2-6 Off-Site I Downstream Flooding In Marlnwood 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. 

L TS No mitigation would be required. 

s 5.2-7 To reduce project impacts of on-site erosion and downstream . 
sedimentation it would be necessary to: 

• Prepare and implement a comprehensive Stonnwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which is submitted as part of the NPDES 
General Construction Activity Stonnwater Permit (General Pennit) 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 
stonnwater treatment to be implemented during and following project 
construction, as well as a schedule for monitoring of performance. Thqse 
measures are referred to as Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the 
control of point and non-point source pollutants in stonnwater. 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 I 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. 

'l ll. Ill 
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
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 stonn 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. 

s Mitigation Measure 5.2-8 To reduce project impacts of on-site erosion 
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 fonn 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. 

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

5.2-10 Water Quality- Violation 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. Oil 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 ofirrigated 
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. ··· 

s 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 Oakview 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. 1 

• Installation efeil I grease tf&f)S er similar in liae filtration systems 
fer storm draia systems. Sueh traps er separators should be aeeompanied by 
a eleanem / maintenanee program that ensures aeeeptable tf&f) effieieneies, 
speeif.ies appropriate disposal preeedures, and reduees the risk that the tf&f)s 
beeeme sinks fer pellutaats. 

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

• Incorporate grass-lined swa)es to convey stonnwater 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 A venue 
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 ofan 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) 'should 
be installed to reduce the erosive energy of incoming raindrops for the first 
couple of winter seasons. 

• 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 USEP A. 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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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

5.2-11 Cumulative Water Quality Impacts Contaminants in 
stonnwater discharges from the site would contribute to the contaminant 
loading of the waters of Miller Creek (a spawning stream), the Gallinas 
Creek tributary, and eventually Gallinas Creek. 

s 5.2-11 The following measures would be required to reduce cumulative 
water quality impacts: 

• Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-10. 

3.0- 14 

EIR MLS 



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

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: I) 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 oflandscape 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 /obata), California 
buckeye (Aesculus ca/ifornica), California rose (Rosa ca/ifornica), COl}lmon 
rush (Juncus patens), creeping wildrye (Leymus triticoides), purple 
needlegrass (Nasse/la 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. 
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

• 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 I 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 (Acacia spp.), pampas 
grass (Cortaderia selloana), broom (Cytisus and Genista spp.), gorse (Ulex 
europaeus), bamboo (Bambusa spp.), giant reed (Arundo donax), English 
ivy (Hedera helix), German ivy (Senecio milanioides), and periwinkle 
(Vinca sp.), among others. 

• Species planted adjacent to retained woodlands should be q~tive 
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 plantingsland 
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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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

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 
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 IO 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 bef°ire 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 drip line, 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 tree~ worthy of 
preservation. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

3.0 - 17 

EIR MLS 



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

• 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 native trees geaemlly should be replaced at a ratio 
of2.;.l.Jf-l-(ratio of replacement trees to number of trees removed). I 

•'-----f',Ad!!lHOatttHhet!!F;-ift;tta11:1ti1-¥'t'ee-titrFl!e~e-t.spmeM6niie!!!iSrtSffih,aou1±lKldHbHeHrceepttl111a~eetffdHa1t1tctat-a3~:+1 -rFa1t1t:HiOr.. 

• 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 encouraged~ by redueiag the reEJUired replaeemeat ratio from 5:1 
to 3: 1 where seedliags from oa site eolleetioa are used as replaeemeat 
plantings. 
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

• If 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-l(a)) for a minimum of five years. If mature 
salvaged trees die within this time period, replacement plantings should be 
made at the tlrespeeth•e 5:1 or 3:1 ratios. Any on-site salvage, locally­
collected and grown seedlings, or nursery stock plantings lost within this 
monitoring period should be replaced at a l: l ratio on an. annual basis. 
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

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 often 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. 

s 5.3-3 A grassland restoration and enhancement program should be required 
to mitigate the loss of native grasslands disturbed by proposed development 
which provides for replacement of native grasslands at a I : I 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-l(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 I : I 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 Jost 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 th~ 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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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

5.3-4 Disturbance to Freshwater Seeps and Wetlands Proposed 
development would affect a minimum estimated I .4 acres of scattered 
freshwater seep wetlands and a limited area of unvegetated other waters. 

s 5.3-4(a) A qualified wetland consultant should prepare a detailed wetland 
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-l(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 a minimum replacement ratio of 2: I, 
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 include consideration of both on-site and an off-site location in the 
general vicinity. Use of the southeastern portion of the site for wetlanfl 
mitigation 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-l(a). 
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

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 Habitat Site development 
would alter existing patterns of wildlife use and could disrupt movement of 
fish and wildlife species along the Miller Creek corridor. 

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. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 

S 5.3-6 The following measure would be required to mitigate impacts on 
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 offish and wildlife along the creek channel, and lirop 
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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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 5.3-7 Impacts on Special-Status Plant and Animal 
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 
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. 

s 5.3-7 The following measures would be required to mitigate impacts on EIR 
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 t~e 
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. 

LTS No mitigation is required. 
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continuecl) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

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 fonn of Office Building A visible from this viewpoint would dominate 
the surrounding environment. 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

5.4-1 Implement the applicant's proposed project landscaping (which APP/ 
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 
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. 

• A void high-angle high-candela distribution. 

• Select lighting fixtures which can be shielded after installatibn, if 
a problem is identified. 

• 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. 

5.4-4 Same as Mitigation Measure 5.4-1. 

5.4-5 Implement the applicant's proposed project landscaping (which 
includes landscaping around the office area) as shown in the Conceptual 
Landscape Plan. This would break up the form and lines of project site 
development. 
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

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 
t 0 l 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 A venue, Lucas 
Valley Road / Los Gamos Road, and Highway IO I Southbound Ramps / 
Miller Creek Road intersections. 

s 

s 

s 

5.4-6 Same as Mitigation 5.4-5 APP/ MLS 
EIR 

5.5-1 The following mitigations would be required to reduce existing plus EIR MLS 
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 signal. 
The a1mlicant should 12ay its fair share toward this im12rovement.+he 
~fJlioent sh01-1le fuae this irnpre\•erneat 

5.5-1 (c) Highway l 0 I Southbound Ramps I 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 MLS 
Creek Road/ Marinwood Avenue, Lucas Valley Road/ Los Gamos Road, 
and Highway IO l Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road are the same as 
recommended for Impact 5.5-1. l 
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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 Impacts 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. 

s 

LTS 

LTS 

LTS 

s 

5.5-3 The following mitigations would be required to reduce Jong-range 
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 IOI/ Lucas Valley Road I 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-l(a). 

5.5-3(b) Lucas Valley Road/ Los Gamos Road - Same mitigation measure 
as 5.5-l(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 I 01 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 
improvements at the Lucas Valley Road access driveway: 

• Construction ofan eastbound left-tum lane on Lucas Valley Road 
at the project entrance. 

• Construction ofan eastbound acceleration lane on Lucas Valley 
Road. 

• Construction ofa westbound deceleration lane on Lucas Valley 
Road. 
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

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

Air Quality 

5.6-1 Air Quality Standards Traffic generated by buildout of the 
proposed project would not cause or contribute to carbon monoxide 
violations. 

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

L TS No mitigation would be required. LS 

LTS No mitigation would be required. LS 

L TS No mitigation would be required. LS 
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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
tenn construction activities associated with development of the project 
components would cause potential health and nuisance air quality impacts 
to adjacent land uses. 

s 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 detennined 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 offreeboard 
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) ~f 
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 IO days or 
more). 

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

• Limit traffic speeds on any unpaved roads to I 5 mph. 

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

• Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

• 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 I vegetative wind breaks cin 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. 

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds 
(iastantaneous gusts) eKeeea 25 Hlflh cause dust clouds to extend beyond the 
construction 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. 

L TS No mitigation would be required. 

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

Noise 

5.7-1 Land Use Compatibility lmpactNoise levels on some proposed 
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 
site would increase by less than three decibels (3 dBA), even under 
cumulative traffic conditions. 

s 5.7-1 No measures would be required to mitigate noise exposure of 
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 ciysed 
to achieve interior noise criteria. 

LTS No mitigation would be required. 
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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. 

s 

LTS 

5. 7-3 Countywide Plan Policy N-2.4 requires that measures should be 
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. 

• 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 Wild/and-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. 

s Mitigation Measure 5.8-2 The following measures would be required to 
reduce the potential impacts ofwildland fires: 

• The Fire Management Plan should include both a Vegetation 
Modification Plan (to ensure that a minimum defensible space -- 30 to I 00 
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 th~ 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 ofa 
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 hiah fire 
risk (such as Bishop Pine (Pinus muricata], Tan Oak [Lithocarpus 
densiflorus ], California Bay [ Umbel/ularia ca/ifornica ], and Coyote Brush 
[Bacharis pilularisJ) 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. 

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

a Installing all project roadway and water requirements before any 
residential sidewall construction on the site, consistent with Section J0.502 
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 incidents 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 Sheriffs 
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 LGVSD wastewater 
plant has sufficient existing capacity to serve the project. 

°᧯� Clearing brush and other potential fire fuel around construction 
areas. 

0 Maintaining and clearly marking on-site fire response equipment 
(such as fire extinguishers, fire retardant blankets, shovels, buckets, etc.) at 
each construction area. 

0 Ensuring that all construction workers are trained to use on-site 
fire response equipment and workplace safety measures. 

0 Locating and clearly identifying a cellular phone or other 
communication device on-site at all times during construction. 

LTS No mitigation would be required. 

L TS No mitigation would be required. 

LTS No mitigation would be required. 

LTS No mitigation would be required. 

LTS No mitigation would be required. 

LTS No mitigation would be required. 

LTS No mitigation would be required. 

LTS No mitigation would be required. 
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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 Pub/le 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 No mitigation would be required. LS 

LTS No mitigation would be required. LS 

LTS No mitigation would be required. LS 

LTS No mitigation would be required. LS 

LTS No mitigation would be required. LS 
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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 No mitigation would be required. LS 
revenues from the project would greatly exceed costs, no impact to the 
General Fund would be created. 

5.9-2 Economic Impact to the Marlnwood Community Service LTS No mitigation would be required. LS 
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 L TS No mitigation would be required. LS 
The project would result in a less-than-significant impact on the Dixie 
Elementary School District because no significant physical change wquld 
occur in order to provide school services. · 

5.9-4 Economic Impact to the San Rafael High School District LTS No mitigation would be required. LS 
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 L TS No mitigation would be required. LS 
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 Valley Sanitation District L TS No mitigation would be required. LS 
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 service 
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Exhibit 3.0-1 (Continued) 
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Key: 

SBM = Significance Before Mitigation 

S = Significant 
PS = Potentially significant 
L TS = Less than significant 

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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3.2 EVALUA T/ON 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 BIR 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: 

• Elimination ofupslope 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. 

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

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

• PreseFYatioa of aa area east and aortheast of the SJ:)riBg with ao de•;elopmeftt EH:le to the poteatial 
preseaee of a. large aaeient la.ndslilie m th:is area. R-epaif of t:eis laadslide vrotild reqaire ae 
~(teasiv:e amo\:!B:t of ea.rthfao:viag, aot oaly m this area btit also at high ele•;atioas of the site. 

• 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: 

• 33 .3 acres of low-density residential use - 71 single-family detached housing units. 

• 11.1 acres of office use - 94,400 square feet to be constructed in two buildings. 

• 52.9 acres of open space. 

• 9.0 acres set aside for the proposed Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road southbound ramps. 
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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 Oakview 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 
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• EQ-3.5 Protection of Unique Geologic, Ecologic, Archaeologic, and Historic Sites 
• EQ-3.6 Wildlife, Vegetation and Habitats 
• EQ-3 .9 Adverse Impacts on Services, Circulation, Economic and Social Environment 
• 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 Resources 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 Construction Activity 
• EH-5.1 Mitigation of Risk 
• EH-8.6 Flood Runoff 
• CF-I.I 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-l(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 
I 00 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 BIR 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 tae 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 I Bacciocco Development Plan Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Report, prepared by Nichols• 
Berman for the City of San Rafael, January, 1986. 

2 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. 

3 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: 
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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 BIR builds upon the concepts expressed in the 
Mitigated Alternative of the 1996 Draft BIR. 

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 BIR, the 
1996 Draft BIR, the comment letters received regarding the adequacy of the 1996 Draft BIR, the 
Notice of Preparation, and the subsequent scoping process the following issues or areas of 
controversy were identified for the revised Draft BIR. All issues have been addressed in the BIR: 

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

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

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

• Consistency of the proposed project with The Marin Countywide Plan. 

• 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, I.L. 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, I.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. 

• 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 i~ 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 rezoning 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 I unit per acre) would allow a maximum of 106 units on the site. 
Development of the site with more than I 06 units would be growth inducing. 
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Marin County Sheriffs 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 expected 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 "~tudy 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. 

• 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 hnpact 5.2-10) to a less-than-significant impact. 

• Short-range cumulative conditions would create significant peak hour impacts for the Highway 
101 Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road, Miller Creek Road / Marinwood A venue, 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 A venue and Miller Creek Road / Las Gallinas A venue 
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 their individual site 
characteristics. The geologic impacts of developing each of these s1,UTounding 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 Sheriffs 
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 .. hnpacts 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 elevations 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. 
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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 conserva~ion. 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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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 in;tpapt would be based on d..3ily 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 Resourcess. 

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 A venue. 

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 
Evaluations for the Daphne/Bacciocco E/R, 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, 35~ have been identified as either a 
significant or potentially significant impact, and 414-0 have been identified as a less-than­
significant impact. Of the 35~ 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 stonn 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 3 5 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 A venue, 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. 

• 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. 6 Therefore, this is no longer an issue to 
be resolved. 

• 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 detennination 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 deternlined that areas A and Bare 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. 

3.0 - 51 





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: 

• The Marin Countywide Plan 
• Marin County Zoning Ordinance 
• San Rafael General Plan 2000 
• 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: 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 regulation. 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. 11 "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 unavofilable [SIU] or less-than-significant [LTS]) is 
noted. 

The determination of policy consistency represents the EIR author's best judgment based ori 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 1 (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 Facilities 
• 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. 

1 The Marin Countywide Plan, Marin County Planning Department, adopted by the Marin Board of Supervisors, January 
18, 1994. 
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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. 112 . 

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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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 scµools, 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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Environmental Quality Element 
Policies EQ-1.1 and CD-1.1 Land Use of the Consistent. The project site is within the City- No mitigation is required. 
City-Centered Corridor. Urban development Centered Corridor. No portion of the project site 
will be concentrated in the City-Centered Corridor is designated either Ridge and Upland Greenbelt 
where infrastructure and facilities can be made Area or Bayfront Conservation Zone. A portion of 
available to serve urban development. Although the project site is within the Streamside 
urban development is genera11y concentrated within Conservation Area of Miller Creek. No urban 
this corridor, areas within the corridor are development, however, is proposed within the 
designated for resource protection. These areas Streamside Conservation Area. (LTS) 
include the Ridge and Upland Greenbelt Area, the 
Streamside Conservation Area, and the Bayfront 
Conservation Zone. 
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Policy EQ-2.3 Definition of Stream Consistent. A stream conservation area No mitigation is required. 
Conservation Areas. A Stream Conservation consisting of 100-feet has been estabJished on the 
Area (SCA) should be designated along all natural project site for Miller Creek. (L TS) 
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 I 00 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 l 
50 feet landward from the edge of riparian 
vegetation. 
Policy EQ-2.4 Land Uses in Stream Consistent. Disturbance within the SCA would No mitigation is required. 
Conservation Area (SCAs). The following uses be limited to the proposed roadway crossing over 
are permitted in the SCA by development permits, Miller Creek.(L TS) 
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 monitorin~ installations; trails. 
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Policy EQ-2.5 Prohibited Land Uses In Consistent. Prohibited land uses would be sited No mitigation is required. 
Stream Conservation Areas. The following outside the SCA, and improvements would be 
new uses are prohibited in the SCA: roads and limited to the extension of Marinwood A venue 
utility lines, except at crossings; confinement of across Miller Creek. (L TS) 
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. 
Policy EQ-2.B Retention of the Natural Inconsistent. Disturbance within the SCA Mitigation 5.3-l(a) requires preparation ofa 
Vegetation. The retention of the natural would be limited to the Marinwood A venue Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan. 
vegetation in an SCA should be encouraged in order .. extension across Miller Creek affecting an area Mitigation 5.3-4(c) requires that the bridge or 
to realize many benefits, such as soil erosion approximately 50 feet wide and 50 feet across the arched culvert proposed for the Marinwood 
prevention, stream, shade, etc. When vegetation channel. However, no provisions have been Avenue crossing ofMiIIer Creek should minimize 
must be removed and soil disturbed within the SCA, included in the Master Plan specifically addressing disturbance to riparian vegetation. {LTS) 
or when vegetation has been destroyed or the loss ofriparian vegetation within the SCA 
eliminated, the area should be reseeded or replanted associated with the Miller Creek crossing. (S) 
with native plants of the habitat as soon as possible. 
Broom and other aggressive exotic plants sl10uld be I 
removed and replaced with native plants. 
Policy EQ-2.9 Minimal Disturbance of Inconsistent. Disturbance within the SCA Mitigation 5.3-l(a) requires preparation ofa 
Vegetation. Disturbance of vegetation within the would be limited to the Marinwood A venue Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan. 
SCA should be minimized or avoided whenever extension across Miller Creek affecting an area Mitigation 5.3-4(c) requires that the bridge or 
possible. Minimizing or avoiding disturbance of approximately 50 feet wide and 50 feet across the arched culvert proposed for the Marinwood 
streamside vegetation is particularly important for channel. However, no provisions have been Avenue crossing of Miller Creek should minimize 
trees and shrubs which provide shade, stability for included in the Master Plan specifically addressing disturbance to riparian vegetation. (L TS) 
the streambank, and wildlife habitat. Vegetation the loss of riparian vegetation within the SCA 
may partially block streams creating a ponding associated with the Miller Creek crossing. (S) 
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. 
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Policy EQ-2.10 Tree and Shrub Plantings. Inconsistent. No provisions have been included Mitigation 5.3-l(a) requires preparation of a 
Trees and shrubs to be planted along watercourses in the Master Plan specifically addressing the loss Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan. 
should include a variety of species that would of riparian vegetation within the SCA associated Mitigation 5.3-2(d) requires preparation ofa tree 
naturally grow in or near the creek. In general, the with the Miller Creek crossing. However, bridge replacement program for replacement of native 
planting of exotic trees should be avoided. When crossings are permitted in the SCA. (S) trees removed by proposed development. Oaks 
removal of riparian vegetation is unavoidable, and should be replaced at a ratio of 5: 1 and all other 
mitigation is required, replacement should be at a native tree species should be replaced at a ratio of 
2: I ratio, whenever feasible. Enhancement and 3:1. (LTS) 
restoration of culverted streams is encouraged, 
whenever feasible. 
Polley EQ-2.11 Modification of Natural Inconsistent. Specific provisions to minimize Mitigation 5.3-4(c) requires that the proposed 
Channels. Modification of natural channels disturbance to the Miller Creek channel during bridge for the Marinwood A venue crossing over 
within SCAs for flood control, etc., should be done bridge construction have not been included in the Miller Creek minimize disturbance to the channel. 
in a manner that retains and protects the vegetation Master Plan. (S) (LTS) 
forming ground cover and shade. Special attention 
should be given to the protection of riparian 
vegetation. 
Policy EQ-2.18 Soil Disturbance. Soil Consistent. Proposed work within the SCA No mitigation is required. 
disturbance should be discouraged within the SCA. generally limits work to the smallest surface area 
Where absolutely necessary it should be limited to and volume of soil practical and for the shortest l 

the smallest surface area and volume of soil practical length of time. (LTS) 
practical and for the shortest practical length of 
time. 
Policy EQ-2.19 Surface Runoff. Surface Inconsistent. Project grading, construction of Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 which would include the 
runoff rates in excess of pre-development levels impervious surfaces, and installation of a storm construction of stormwater detention/treatment 
should not be allowed where a new problem will be drain system would increase site peak flow rates basins in the lower reaches of sub-watersheds 2, 3, 
created or where the runoff will exacerbate an from sub-watershed I by 1.6 percent and from sub- and 6 would reduce peak flow impacts to a less-
existing problem. watersheds 2, 3, and 6 by a minimum of 17 to 69 than-significant level. (LTS) 

percent. (S) 
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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. 
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. 
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. 
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. 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) 

Consistent. Within the SCA roads would be 
limited to the stream crossing of the extension of 
Marinwood A venue. (L TS) 

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

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) 
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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) 

No mitigation is required. 

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

A construction staging program that ensures that 
work would not occur within the SCA during wet 
weather, and tQat disturbed areas would be 
stabilized before the rainy season shall be included 
in the Development Plan. (L TS) 
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Policy EQ-2.24 Enhancement of Stream Consistent. Impacts to the SCA are generally No mitigation is required. 
Conservation Areas. Uses and development limited to the Marinwood A venue extension over 
within SCAs should enhance the appearance of the Miller Creek, which is permitted in the SCA. 
streamside environment and protect native (LTS) 
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. 
Policy EQ-2.26 Restoration of Damaged . .Inconsistent. Specific provisions to minimize Mitigation 5.3-4(c) requires that the proposed· 
Portions of Stream Conservation Areas. disturbance to the Miller Creek channel during bridge for the Marinwood A venue crossing over 
Damaged portions of SCAs should, wherever bridge construction have not been included in the Miller Creek minimize disturbance to jurisdictional 
possible, be restored to their natural state. When it Master Plan. (S) waters and riparian habitat. (LTS) 
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 . I 
landscaped areas and paths. These improvements 
should enhance habitat values. 
Policy EQ-2.27 Water Resource Consistent. The Marin Municipal Water District No mitigation is required. 
Management. Water resources should be would supply water to the project. There is 
managed in a systematic manner that is sensitive to sufficient water supply to meet water demands 
natural capacities, ecological impacts, and equitable from the project. (LTS). 
consideration of the many water-related needs of the .. 
Countv. 
Policy EQ-2.28 Protection of Watersheds, Consistent. Although project would convert an No mitigation is required. 
Aquifer Recharge Areas, and Natural existing intermittent drainageway in sub-watershed 
Drainage Systems. High priority should be 2 to a storm drain system the project would not 
given to the protection of watersheds, aquifer- result in substantial alterations to the natural 
recharge areas, and natural drainage systems in any drainage system. (L TS) 
consideration of land use. 
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Policy EQ-2.29 Upstream Development Consistent. This EIR (Section 5.2 Hydrology No mitigation is required. 
Impacts. The effect of upstream development on and Drainage) examines these issues. (LTS) 
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. 
Policy EQ-2.31 Water Quality. Water quality Inconsistent. Implementation of the Proposed Mitigation 5.2-2 includes construction of 
should be maintained or enhanced in order to Project would contribute to the incremental stonnwater detention / treatment basins, one each 
promote the continued environmental health of increase in non-point stormwater contaminant in the lower reaches of sub-watersheds 2, 3, and 6. 
natural waterway habitats. A Surface Runoff loading on receiving waters in Miller and Gallinas Mitigation 5.2-7 requires preparation ofa 
Pollution Control Program should be developed for Creeks. (S) Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan including in-
the County. 

•. 
situ protection, seeding and mulching of bare 
ground, planting of trees and shrubbery in both 
disturbed upland and riparian areas, and installing 
other forms ofbiotechnical slope stabilization. 
(LTS) 

Polley EQ-2.33 Streams in Development Consistent. With the exception of the No mitigation is required. 
Plans. Streams which are part of lands to be Marinwood A venue extension over the creek, the 
developed are a resource for their aesthetic and entire Miller Creek corridor would be preserved as I 
wildlife values. Vegetated buffer areas of native open space. (LTS) 
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. 
Policy EQ-2. 75 County's Air Quality Consistent. This EIR (Section 5.6 Air Quality) No mitigation is required. 
Standards. The County shall adhere to the uses the most stringent Federal or State air quality 
Federal or State air quality standards, whichever are standard to evaluate significance of impact. (L TS) 
more stringent, for management of locally generated 
pollutants. 
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Policy EQ-2.78 Air Quality Impacts of Consistent. This EIR (Section 5.6 Air Quality) No mitigation is required. 
Proposed Projects. As part of its Environmental provides a detailed evaluation of the project's 
Review Process, the County shall review proposed short-term and long-term air quality impacts. 
projects for their potential impact on air quality (LTS) 
conditions. 
Policy EQ-2.87 Species Preservation in the Consistent. This EIR (Section 5 .3 Biotic No mitigation is required. 
Environmental Review Process. Resources) provides a detailed evaluation of the 
Environmental review of development applications potential impacts of the Master Plan on species and 
shall consider the impact of the proposed habitat diversity and includes specific measures to 
development on species and habitat diversity. provide adequate mitigation for impacts to plant 
Environmental review documents should propose and animal habitat, wildlife corridors, and special- ,_ 
mitigation measures for ensuring the protection of status species. (LTS) 
the habitat and species therein. 
Policy EQ-2.88 Protection of Special Status Potentially Inconsistent. No special-status Mitigation 5.3-7 requires that if any active raptor 
Species. Development shall be restricted or species would be affected directly. A possibility nests are established within the vicinity of 
mqdified in areas which contain special status remains that raptors not presently occupying the proposed grading in the future, they should be 
species and migratory species of the Pacific Flyway site could establish nests between now and when avoided until young birds are able to leave the nest 
and/or significant natural areas, wetlands, riparian development occurs which construction activity and forage on their own. (LTS) 
habitats, and freshwater habitats, to ensure the could destroy or induce raptors to abandon their 
continued health and survival of these species and nests. (PS) I 
areas. 
Policy EQ-3.2 Air, Water, and Noise Inconsistent. This EIR evaluates air (Section Mitigation 5.6-4 requires applicant to incorporate 
Pollution. Air, water, and noise pollution shall be 5.6), water (Section 5.2) and noise pollution into grading plans and contracts measures that 
prevented or minimized. (Section 5.7). Examples of air, water, and noise would require contractors to reduce dust 

pollution generated by the Proposed Project are as generation. Mitigation 5.2-7 requires the 
follows. During construction of the site residential preparation and implementation of a 
areas east of the site would be intermittently comprehensive Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
impacted by construction dust. Water quality could Plan. Mitigation 5.7-1 requires site design 
be effected by increased on-site erosion. Outdoor measures (such as the construction of property-line 
noise levels on some proposed residential lots privacy fences to shield backyards) to reduce noise 
would exceed the Noise and Land Use exposure on future residential use of Lots 27 and 
Compatibility criteria in the Countywide Plan. (S) 28. (LTS) 
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Policy EQ-3.4 Changes to Hydrological and Consistent. No component of the Master Plan No mitigation is required. 
Biological Processes. No operation shall cause would cause irreversible damage to hydrological 
irreversible damage or more than minimum or biological processes. {LTS) 
reversible change to natural hydrological and 
biological processes. 
Policy EQ-3.5 Protection of Unique Inconsistent. No unique geologic, archaeologic, Mitigation 5.3-3 requires preparation of a 
Geologic, Ecologic, Archaeo/ogic, and or historic sites would be impacted by Proposed grassland restoration and enhancement program 
Historic Sites. Unique geological, ecological, Project. Areas of native grasslands and freshwater that would require that native grasslands disturbed 
archaeological, and historic sites shall be protected. seeps and wetlands would, however, be removed by proposed development be restored and replaced 
Significant natural features shall be included for by the project. (S) at a minimum I to I ratio, with replacement 
preservation in their natural state and in an provided on a per acre basis for each cover class 
appropriate setting in any design or plan. lost. Mitigation 5.3-4(a)°'requires preparation ofa 

detailed wetlands protection, replacement, and 
restoration program. Mitigation for loss of 
existing wetlands should be provided at a 
minimum replacement ratio of2 to I. (LTS) 

Policy EQ-3.6 Wiidllfe, Vegetation and Inconsistent. Site development would alter Mitigation 5.3-6 states that disturbance within the 
Habitats. A diversity and abundance of wildlife existing patterns of wildlife use and could disrupt Miller Creek corridor should be minimized to 
and marine life shall be maintained. Vegetation and movement of fish and wildlife species along the protect its function for fish and wildlife movement. 
animal habitats shall be preserved wherever Miller Creek corridor. (S) The proposed bridge crofsing should be designed 
possible. to avoid impeding movement of fish and wildlife 

along the creek channel, and drop structures under 
the bridge should be prohibited. (L TS) 
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Policy EQ-3. 7 Avoidance of Hazards from Consistent. The 1996 Draft EIR identified four No mitigation is required. 
Earthquake, Erosion, Landslide, Floods, areas (A, B, C, and D) as potentially representing 
and Fires. Construction and operations shall be large ancient bedrock landslides. Two of the areas 
located and designed to avoid or minimize the (A and B) would not impact development as 
hazards from earthquake, erosion, landslides, proposed and have not been further investigated. 
floods, fire, and accidents consistent with policies Two of the areas that could impact proposed 
and programs in the Environmental Hazards development (C and D) were investigated. It was 
Element. concluded that area C did not represent an ancient 

landslide and area D was defined as a dormant, 
ancient bedrock landslide deposit. The stability of 
this old landslide was determined to be stable in its 
current configuration and not a significant impact 
to the proposed development. Development as 
proposed in the Master Plan would avoid hazards. 
(LTS). 

Policy EQ-3.8 Built Environments. Built Consistent. Based on the analyses conducted, No mitigation is required. 
environments where people spend most of their time and mitigations provided, in this EIR the Proposed 
shall be healthful, safe, quiet, and of good design Project would provide an environment that is 
both functionally and aesthetically. Policies healthful, safe, quiet, and of good design both 
designed to maintain the character of existing functionally and aesthetically for on-site residents l 
neighborhoods should be included in individual and employees. (LTS) 
communitv plans. 
Policy EQ-3.9 Adverse Impacts on services, Inconsistent. Section 5.8 (Public Services) Mitigations 5.5-1, 5.5-2, and 5.5-3 require the 
circulation, economic, and social indicates that the Proposed Project would not have project applicant to fund certain taffic 
environment. Projects shall not cause significant a significant impact on public services (fire and improvements and to pay its fair share for other 
adverse impacts on water supply, fire protection, emergency medical services, police protection, improvements,plus Northgate Activity Center Plan 
waste disposal, schools, traffic and circulation, or water service and sanitary sewer). traffic mitigation fees, to complete recommended 
other services and facilities, or on the financial or Section 5.5 (Transportation and Circulation), mitigation measure at the affected intersections. 
social environment of the community. however, indicates that under each impact scenario (LTS). 

(existing plus project, short-range cumulative and 
long-range cumulative) the Proposed Project 
would create significant AM and PM peak hour 
impacts at several intersections. (S) 
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Policy EQ-3.10 Coordination of Public Consistent. The Proposed Project is consistent No mitigation is required. 
Services. Water supply, flood control, wastewater with the coordination of public services. Public 
and solid waste disposal, soil conservation, open services would be provided by the Marinwood 
space preservation, and natural resource extraction Community Services District (parks and recreation 
shall be coordinated to create the greatest public and fire protection), Marin County (police 
benefit and the least degree of environmental protection), Marin Municipal Water District 
damage. (water) and Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District 

(sewer). {LTS) 
Policy EQ-3.11 Visual Qualities and Views. Inconsistent. Although development has Mitigation 5.3-l(a) requires the preparation ofa 
Visual qualities and the view potential of the natural generally been sited to avoid areas of woodland detailed Landscape and Vegetation Management 
and built environment shall be considered in any vegetation, an estimated 35 trees would still be Plan. Mitigation 5.3-2(a) states that the proposed 
project or operation review. Tree cutting and removed. (S) residential use should be revised to indicate 
damage shall be avoided wherever possible. building envelop areas which are intended to 

minimize tree removal. (L TS) 
Policy EQ-3.13 Aggressive Exotic Plants. Consistent. The Conceptual Landscape Plan No mitigation is required; however, mitigation 5.3-
The planting of aggressive exotic plants such as states that certain undesirable, non-native plants l(a) requires the preparation ofa detailed 
boom and pampas grass should be avoided in any will be discouraged and/or prohibited. (L TS) Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan. One 
development over which the County has review provision of the plan is to control the establishment 
authority. and spread of introduced broom. 
Policy EQ-3.16 Minimize Evacuating, Consistent. Grading on the project site would be No mitigation is requireq. 
Grading, and Filling. New development in the limited to what is necessary to provide building 
County shall adhere to the standards of the sites, access roads and to remove and recompact 
Department of Public Works in order to minimize the loose soils on and immediately adjacent to 
excavating, grading, and filling, while allowing for those areas of proposed development. Grading 
adequate access. would be required to meet County Department of 

Public Works rules, regulations, and standards. 
Much of the grading is necessary for remediation 
of on site landslides to remove geotechnical 
hazards, so it must be performed. {L TS) 

Policy EQ-3.21 Creekside Development. Consistent. Development would be restricted No mitigation is required. 
Along creeks, development must retain the natural away from Miller Creek. (LTS) 
vegetation, prevent water pollution, and minimize 
flood hazards from runoff(see Figure EQ-13). 
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Policy EQ-3.25 Scale of Development. The Consistent. Although the housing units have not No mitigation is required. 
development ofresidential structures should be in been designed, the intent of the Master Plan is that 
scale with environmental constraints such as steep the structural fonn of the housing units is to 
slopes and the design character of the existing confonn to site contours. Structures and roof 
neighborhood. fonns shall be stepped up or down with the slope 

in order to minimize the apparent size of the · 
structure. (L TS) 

Policy EQ-3.27 Identification of Wetlands Inconsistent. Implementation ofth_e Master Mitigation 5.3-4(a) requires preparation ofa 
Outside the BFC Zone. At the time of a site Plan would affect an estimated 1.4 acres of detailed wetland protection, replacement, and ' 
specific development application, the County shall scattered freshwater seep wetlands and a limited restoration program. Mitigation for loss of 
require the applicant to identify seasonal and year- area ofurivegetated other waters. (S) existing wetlands should be provided at a 
round wetlands which may be located outside the minimum replacement ratio of2 to I. (LTS) 
BFC zone. Development shall be situated so that ... 

wetlands are protected and preserved to the 
maximum extent feasible. Policy EQ-2.43 shall 
apply to wetlands outside the BFC zone. Policy 
EQ-2.43 states that development shall not encroach 
into sensitive wildlife habitats, limit normal range 
areas, create barriers which cut off access to food, 
water, or shelter, or cause damage to fisheries or I 
fish habitats. Buffer zones between development 
and identified or potential wetland areas shall be 
provided. Program EQ-2.43a states that for each 
acre of wetland lost, two acres shall be restored and 
should be of the same type of wetland habitat as the 
wetland which was lost. 
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Policy EQ-3.30 Evaluate Presence of Site. Consistent. A previously prepared records No mitigation is required. 
Development sites identified as having a potential search and archaeological field survey determined 
for the presence of archeological resources (through that no cultural resources exist within the project 
review of the sensitivity map or other available site. (LTS) 
sources) shall be further evaluated to ascertain if an 
archeological site is actually present. This 
evaluation shall be the responsibility of the 
applicant and may be undertaken by conducting a 
records search at the Northwest Information Center 
of the California Archeological Inventory to 
determine if the project area has been previously 
surveyed and ifresources have been identified. If 
the records search reveals that no survey has been 
undertaken, the applicant may be required to 
undertake a survey of the site, depending upon the 
sensitivitv of the site. 
Policy EQ-4.1 Provision of Facilities. Consistent. The Master Plan proposes a total of No mitigation is required. 
Adequate parks, recreation facilities, and open 69. I acres of open space. The Master Plan also 
space shall be provided. Appropriate public access proposes to improve the existing trail along Miller 
shall be established. Creek. {LTS) 

I 

Community Development Element 
Policy CD-2.1 Jobs and Housing Mix. The Consistent. The Master Plan proposes No mitigation is required. 
mix of housing size and price in new development construction of28 housing units on site. It is 
should meet the needs of workers employed in assumed that houses would be for sale and that the 
Marin County. This equates to a need for housing, sale price would be above what would be 
including rental housing, affordable to workers at considered affordable housing. Consistent with 
the lower end of the salary range in the county. A Housing Program H-1. la the project applicants 
full range of types of sales price or rent level of propose to make an in-lieu payment comparable to 
affordable housing should be encouraged to meet the value of providing 15 percent of the project's 
the needs of families, retired residents and housing units as affordable units to satisfy the 
employees. Zoning and density changes required to County's requirement of affordable housing. 
accomplish this should be encouraged at appropriate (LTS) 
locations in cities and the unincorporated county. 
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Policy CD-2.2 Location of Housing and 
Jobs. In order to discourage long commutes and 
lessen traffic congestion, housing should be located 
near jobs, whenever feasible. Economic 
development which provides jobs for Marin County 
residents at all income levels should be encouraged, 
especially in areas of the county with the lo:'Nest 
ratio of jobs to housing, if feasible. Businesses and 
industries which provide benefits to the county as 
identified in Policy CD-3.2 should be encouraged to 
locate, relocate, or expand in these areas. Housing 
should be located near job centers with changes in 
local zoning and densities where annropriate .. 
Policy CD-2.3 Location of Development In 
Coordination with the Transportation 
System. The location and density of all 
development should be mutually coordinated with 
the transportation network and transit systems in 
order to foster energy conservation and to minimize 
the circulation impacts of new development. 
Policy CD-2.4 Location of Commercial and 
Higher Intensity Residential Development. 
Commercial and higher intensity residential 
development should be located in nodes where there 
is high transit accessibility and service capacity, 
such as in or near the central business district of 
cities and towns. Sprawl or continuous strip 
development along freeway corridors should be 
discouraged. Zoning and density changes required 
to accomplish this end should be encouraged at 
appropriate locations in cities and the 
unincorporated county. 

Consistent. The Master Plan proposes 
construction of94,400 square feet of office space 
on site which would provide for some new job 
opportunities. Furthermore, the project is adjacent 
to the City of San Rafael's Northgate Activity 
Center which contains a significant number of 
jobs. (LTS) 

Consistent. The project site is convenient to 
both intercounty transit service and local bus 
service provided by Golden Gate Transit. (LTS) 

Potentially Inconsistent. Office development 
would occur in an area with high transit 
accessibility. Although office development is a 
permitted use, with a use permit, in the RMP zone, 
the development of two office buildings along 
Highway IO I could be considered "continuous 
strip development along freeway corridors" and 
thus contributing to sprawl along Highway IO I. 

The Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors will make the detennination of 
consistency with this policy at the time of the 
consideration of the merits of the proposed project. 
(PS) 
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No mitigation is required. 

No mitigation is required. 

I 

Ifat the time of the consideration of the merits of 
the project the proposed project is found to be 
inconsistent with this policy this may require a 
change in the project, such as elimination of the 
proposed office use. 
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Policy CD-2.7 Discouraging Development 
In Natural Resources or Hazard Areas. 
Development should be discouraged in areas which 
have high natural resource value or which pose 
significant hazards to life or property. Where 
development is permitted in such areas, the 
development density should be low and structures 
should be sited in order to minimize adverse 
impacts. This policy is consistent with the policies 
in the Environmental Quality and Environmental 
Hazards Elements. Transfer of development rights 
(TDRs) from high resource areas to appropriate 
receiver sites could be used to protect resource 
values. 
Policy CD-3.5 Location of Employment 
Opportunities. Employment should be 
encouraged to locate in areas with high transit 
accessibility, public services, housing to meet 
employee needs, and complementary retaiJ and 
commercial uses, consistent with Policies CD-2.2 
andCD-2.4. 
Policy CD-4.1 Energy Conservation and 
Commercial Development. Commercial 
development should be located, sized, and designed 
to minimize energy consumption on site and to 
reduce energy used in traveling to and from other 
designations. Commercial centers should provide a 
variety of services (including park-and-ride facilities 
for commuters and travelers to regional shopping 
facilities) and allow energy-efficient and multiple­
purpose trips. 

Inconsistent. Some incursion into sensitive 
habitat such as woodland habitat, native 
grasslands, freshwater seeps and wetlands would 
occur with implementation of the Master Plan. 
Mitigation has been recommended. (S) 

Consistent. The Master Plan does propose 
development on the project site that would result in 
new jobs in Marin County. The project site is in 
an area with high transit accessibility, housing to 
meet employee needs and complementary retail 
and commercial uses. (LTS) 

Potentially Inconsistent. Proposed buildings 
have not been designed in sufficient detail in the 
Master Plan stage of the planning process to assess 
whether or not they would be designed to minimize 
energy consumption. (PS) 
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Mitigation 5.3-2(a) requires that the residential 
building envelopes be revised to minimize tree 
removal. Mitigation 5.3-3 requires preparation of 
a grassland restoration and enhancement program. 
Mitigation 5.3-4(a) requires preparation of a 
detailed wetland protection, replacement, and 
restoration program. (LTS) 

No mitigation is required. 

The final project design would be required to 
comply with Title 24 of the California 
Administrative Code for energy conservation on 
site. 
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Policy CD-7.3 Growth Management and Consistent. Based on cost-revenues analysis No mitigation is required. 
Financial Responsibility. New development prepared as a part of this EIR, the Proposed 
should pay its fair share of the cost of public Project would pay its fair share of the cost of 
facilities, services and infrastructure, including but public services. {LTS) 
not limited to transportation, water, sewer, solid 
waste, flood control and drainage, schools, fire and 
police protection, and parks and recreation. 
Policy CD-10.2 Marinwood. Land use Consistent. The project site is 106 acres. The No mitigation is required. 
designations for Marinwood shall include single- land use designation of Planned Residential would 
family residential at 7 units per acre to I unit per 5 permit five to 52 housing units on proposed parcel 
acres; multi-family residential at 5 to 30 units per I and five to 54 housing units on proposed parcel 2 
acre; planned residential at I unit per acre to I unit for a total of 10 to I 06 housing units on this 
per IO acres; office commercial at an FAR of. I to project site. The Master Plan proposes 
.2; and, retail commercial at an FAR of .1 to .4. construction of28 housing units on Parcel I. The 
Land shall be designated for open space and public number of housing units, therefore, is consistent 
facilities or single-family residential at 4 to 7 units with the Planned Residential designation. 
per acre. 

The site's FAR would permit between 46,174 and 
Land use for Marinwood is shown on Land Use 415,562 square feet of non-residential uses. Parcel 
Policy Map 2.2. The land use designation for the 2 is 54.4 acres, the use often acres for the I 
project site is Planned Residential ( one to ten acres Highway IO I interchange reduces Parcel 2 to 44.4 
per unit). acres. The site's FAR would permit between 

19,340 and 174,066 square feet ofnon-residential 
Based on Policy CD-8.5 the non-residential floor uses on parcel 2. The Master Plan proposes a total 
area ratio (FAR) is .0 I to .09 and the consistent of94,400 square feet of office space on Parcel 2. 
zoning is RMP. The proposed amount of office use, therefore, is 

consistent with the site's FAR range. (LTS) 
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Transportation Element 
Policy T-1.1 Level of Service Standards. 
The County shall adopt Level of Service D as the 
goal for all unincorporated streets, except as noted 
below, and for State highways including: U.S. 
Highway l01, 1-580, SR 1, SR37,and SR 131. The 
full implementation of the transportation 
improvements recommended in this plan will assure 
that streets and highways will operate as service 
level Dor better at the time of plan buildout. 

Other provisions of this policy include Measurement 
and Application of the Level of Service Standard. 
The Level of Service for streets in the 
unincorporated areas of the County shall be 
measured at major intersections for peak hour traffic 
using the methods of TRB Circular 212, the 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), or comparable 
procedures which may be adopted by the County. 

The level of service performance standard on U.S. 
Highway IO 1 shall be E with the following 
exceptions: from Sir Francis Drake Boulevard in 
Greenbrae to North San Pedro Road in San Rafael 
and from Atherton A venue in Novato to the Sonoma 
County line. These excepted road segments are 
permitted to operate at level of service F as provided 
for in the Congestion Management Plan until 
recommended improvements are in place. 

Inconsistent. The methodology used to 
analyze service levels is consistent with the policy 
requirements (TRB, Circular 212, the Highway 
Capacity Manual). The project adheres to a 
stricter mid-D service level (volume-to-capacity 
ratio of0.85 or less) at intersections in order to 
remain consistent with City of San Rafael 
requirements for the Northgate Activity Center. 

J~ the existing plus project, short-range 
cumulative, and long-range cumulative 
implementation of the Master Plan the project 
would result in significant peak hour impacts at the 
intersections studied. For example, 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 IO I Southbound 
Ramps / Miller Creek Road intersections. (S) 

Impacts to the three Highway 10 I segments 
studied, south of Lucas Valley Road, north of 
Lucas Valley Road, and north of Miller Creek 
Road are less-than-significant. 
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Mitigations 5.5-1, 5.5-2, and 5.5-3 state that the 
Master Plan approval would be conditioned upon 
the applicant either fully funding or paying its fair 
share prior to issuance of a building permit for 
specific transportation improvements, These 
improvements include: 

Miller Creek Road / Marinwood A venue - The 
applicant should fully fund the installation of a 
traffic signal at this intersection. 

Los Gamos Road/ Lucas Valley Road- The 
applicant should fully fund the installation of a 
traffic signal at this intersection. 

Highway 101 Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek 
Road - The applicant shquld pay its fair share of 
the installation of a traffic signal at this 
intersection. 

The full implementation of improvements 
recommended in the EIR will result in Level of 
Service D or better within the study area (L TS) 



Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued) 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan 

Policy T-1.3 Fair Share For Transportation Consistent. Section 5 .5 (Transportation and No mitigation is required. 
System Improvements. New development Circulation) identifies project related impacts and 
should pay a fair share of the costs for providing states that Master Plan approval would.be 
local and regional transportation system contingent upon the applicant paying its fair share 
improvements necessary to serve new development. of the proposed mitigation. (LTS) 

Housing Element 
; 

Program H-1.1a. lnclusionary Units. The Inconsistent. Rather than constructing The Master Plan should be conditioned so that 15 
County requires that 15 percent of the total number affordable units on site, the applicant proposes to percent of the housing units on site be affordable to 
of all new developments containing 10 or more units make an in-lieu payment to satisfy the requirement moderate, low, or very low income households. 
shall be affordable by households oflow or of affordable housing. The applicant, however, (LTS) 
moderate income. The County's primary intent is. has not shown that it is "not practical" to construct 
the construction of units on site. If that is not .. the units on site.(S) 
practical, the County will allow other alternatives of 
equal value such as in-lieu fees and construction of 
units off site. 
Policy H-1.14 Density Ranges. Density ranges Consistent. Master Plan is consistent with No mitigation is required. 
shown on the Jand use policy maps in the Countywide Plan designation of PR and zoning of 
Community Development Element of the RMP-1.38. (LTS) 
Countywide Plan establish upper and lower limits I 

for residential zoning density consistent with those 
land use designations. 
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Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued) 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan 

Noise Element 
Policy N-1.1 Use Noise Level Guidelines- Inconsistent. Section 5.7 (Noise) uses Table N- Mitigation 5.7-1 would require the design of 
New Development. The County shall use noise 2 in the Countywide Plan to determine the property-line privacy fences to shield the 
level guidelines contained in this element to direct significance of the project's noise impacts. backyards of Lots 27 and 28. Fences should be six 
the siting, design, and insulation of new commercial feet high and of solid construction so that there are 
and residential development. Exterior sound levels could result in a potentially no cracks or gaps either in the fence itself or at the 

significant impact on residents' use of their lots' bottom. (LTS) 
For single-family residential, an Ldn or CNEL of 60 yards, and interior levels with residents' windows 
dB or less is "normally acceptable," 60 to 70 db open could conflict with the Noise and Land Use 
"conditionally acceptable" and 70 dB or above is Compatibility criteria. Indoor noise levels in 

' "normally unacceptable." commercial structures would conform to County 
.. criteria. (S) 

For office buildings, business commercial and 
professional land uses, an Ldn or CNEL of 65 dB or 
less is "normally acceptable," 65 to 75 db 
"conditionally acceptable" and 75 dB or above is 
"normally unacceptable." 

An acoustical analysis shall be performed for new I 
residential development in areas with 60 dBA or 
greater existing outdoor Ldn and for new office 
development in areas with 65 dBA or greater 
existing outdoor Ldn. The acoustic analysis shall 
determine ambient noise level conditions and 
mitigation measures necessary to minimize the 
exposure of residents and / or workers to excessive 
levels of noise. 
Policy N-2.1 Use Noise Level Guidelines- Consistent. Section 5.7 (Noise) uses noise level No mitigation is required. 
Existing Development. The County shall use guidelines in the Countywide Plan to assess 
noise level guidelines contained in this element to project's noise impacts on existing land uses. No 
protect existing land uses from noise generated by adverse noise impact would occur to existing land 
new development. uses with the implementation of the proposed 

project.(LTS) 
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Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued) 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan 

Policy N-2.4 Minimize Impacts From Inconsistent. During construction noise levels Mitigation 5.7-3 would require that all equipment 
Excessive Noise Levels Due to Construction would be elevated outside and inside existing used on the project site be adequately muffled and 
Activity. During all phases of construction, homes immediately adjacent to the project site maintained and residential construction hours be 
measures should be taken to minimize the exposure boundary. (S) confmed to 7:30 AM to 5:00 PM on weekdays and 
of neighboring properties to excess noise levels 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM on Saturdays at least when 
from construction-related activity. construction is taking place within 500 feet of the 

nearest existing homes. Construction hours for 
activity in other parts of the site could be 
lengthened as appropriate, including office 
construction on Parcel 2. (L TS) 

Environmental Hazards Element 
Policy EH-3.1 Location of Future Consistent. The 1996 Draft EIR identified four No mitigation is required. (LTS) 
Development. New development shall be sited in areas (A, B, C, and D) as potentially representing 
a manner which avoids or minimizes the potential of large ancient bedrock Jandslides. Two of the areas 
hazards from earthquake, erosion, landslides, floods (A and B) would not impact development as 
and fire. Development should not be endangered by proposed and have not been further investigated. 
nor contribute to hazardous conditions on the site or Two of the areas that could impact proposed 
on adjoining properties. development (C and D) were investigated. It was 

concluded that area C did not represent an ancient I 
landslide and area D was defmed as a dormant, 
ancient bedrock landslide deposit. The stability of 
this old landslide was determined to be stable in its 
current configuration and not a significant impact 
to the proposed development. Development as 
proposed in the Master Plan would avoid hazards. 
(LTS). 

Policy EH-3.2 New Development Approval. Consistent. Identified geologic impacts can be No mitigation is required. 
New development will be approved in identified mitigated to a less-than-significant level using 
geologic hazard areas only if the hazards can be established engineering methods. Seismic impacts 
reduced to acceptable levels through mitigation can be reduced to levels generally acceptable by 
measures which are appropriate to the site, and other Bay Area communities in proximity to major 
consistent with other policies in the Countywide active faults. (LTS) 
Plan. 
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Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued) 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan 

Policy EH-5.1 Mitigation of Risk. Construction Potentially Inconsistent. Since proposed Mitigation 5 .1-6 requires that the applicant design 
of all new habitable structures, including those for buildings have not been designed in sufficient and build all on-site structures, roads, and utilities 
residential, commercial and industrial use, shall detail during the Master Plan stage of the planning in confonnance with the Unifonn Building Code. 
employ engineering measures which mitigate against process it is not possible to assess their structural (LTS) 
life safety risks from ground shaking. At minimum, engineering features and perfonnance when 
new structures shall meet standards specified in subjected to seismic shaking. (PS) 
Title 19, Marin County Code. 
Policy EH-5.4 Location and Design of High- Consistent. Since proposed buildings have not No mitigation is required. 
Occupancy Structures. The design and siting of been designed in sufficient detail during the Master 
structures occupied by a large number of people, Plan stage of the planning process it is not possible 
such as restaurants and hotels, shall consider site to assess their structural engineering features and 
constraints. Site constraints and appropriate safety perfonnance when subjected to seismic shaking. 
measures for design and siting shall be determined ... However, the EIR recommends that earthquake 
by the engineering geologist and civil engineer forces should be considered during the design of 
conducting the site investigation. structure, cut slopes, and landslide repairs. All 

structure should conform to the applicable 
earthquake design standards such as the Uniform 
Building Code. (LTS). 

Policy EH-6.1 Evaluate Projects in Stability Consistent. The applicant's geotechnical No mitigation is required. 
Zones 3 or 4. Prior to consideration of site design engineer prepared a geotechnical feasibility study I 
or use, the Department of Public Works shall of the project site. That report was submitted to 
evaluate projects proposed in zones 3 or 4 (see EH the County with the Master Plan application, and it 
11.B. l) in stability and landslide potential according has been reviewed independently for this EIR. 
to the California Division of Mines and Geology (LTS) 
Classification 9. Project proposals shall be 
accompanied by a report prepared by a civil 
engineer with soils engineering expertise or a soils 
certified engineering geologist. The soils evaluation 
should address the structural foundation engineering 
of the actual site, the impact of the project on 
adjacent lands, and impacts of off-site conditions on 
the site. Project applicants may need to consult with 
a soils engineer to determine whether their parcel 
falls within Stability Zones 3 or 4. 
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Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued) 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan 

Policy EH-6.3 Projects on Known Consistent. It has been detennined that the two No mitigation is required. 
Landslides and Landslide-Prone Deposits. areas identified in the I 996 Draft EIR as 
New development should not occur on known potentially representing large ancient bedrocks 
landslides and landslide-prone deposits on steep landslides and affecting development as proposed 
slopes, except where an engineering geologic site on the project site would not pose a significant 
investigation indicates that such sites are stable or impact to the proposed development. (LTS) 
can be made stable through appropriate mitigating 
measures. In such cases, it must be shown to the 
satisfaction of the County that the risk to persons or 
property or public liability can be minimized to a 
degree acceptable to the County. 
Policy EH-8.6 Flood Runoff. The County Inconsistent. Project induced increases in peak Mitigation 5.2-2 recommends the construction of 
should ensure that capacity is maintained in stream flow rates would exacerbate flooding in portions of stonnwater detention / treatment basins, one each 
channels. The preferred measures for maintaining · the adjacent Marinwood Subdivision due to in the lower reaches of Sub-Watersheds 2,3, and 6. 
capacity are: regulating development; and whenever inadequate stonn drain capacities and extant This would reduce on-site peak flows. (L TS) 
feasible, storing, ponding, or maintenance dredging. backwater conditions during floods. Also, project- . 
The County should control filling, grading, induced increases in peak flow rates would worsen 
dredging, and other development which may flooding at the culvert under Highway IO I . (S) 
increase flood damage by increasing sedimentation 
in streams and watercourses and increasing the I 
amount of impervious surface in an area. 
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Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued) 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan 

Policy EH-11.3 Mitigate Risk in New Land Consistent. Adequate water for fire protection No mitigation is required. 
Divisions. Development in areas identified as would be available from MMWD facilities. (L TS) 
having extreme fire hazard should only be allowed 
where adequate water for frre suppression is or can 
be made available. If feasible, access for residential 
subdivisions should be provided by more than one 
source. Fire trails and fuel breaks should be 
required when necessary. If development is to occur 
in extreme frre hazard areas, fire-resistant materials, 
clearance from structures, and landscaping with frre-
resistant plants should be required. The County 
welcomes and encourages the Fire Department's 
strong recommendations regarding fire protection 
mitigation measures for sites and structures on all 

... 

development. 
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Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued) 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan 

Community Facilities Element 
Policy CF-1.1 Zoning Within Urban Service Potentially Inconsistent. Although the If at the time of the consideration of the merits of 
Areas. In order to encourage annexation, the County's RMP zoning allows a maximum the project the proposed project is found to be 
County's zoning of unincorporated lands in urban residential density of 1.38 units per acre, compared inconsistent with this policy this may require a 
service areas should permit less intensive with two units per acre by the City, the County's change in the project, such as elimination of the 
development than is permitted by the city, unless zoning also allows for commercial development proposed office use. 
otherwise mutually agreed upon or specified in an with a floor area ratio range between o.ol to o.o9 
adopted community plan. (based on Countywide Plan's PR land use 

designation), while the City's zoning only allows 
residential uses consistent with the Hillside zoning 
~istrict. Based on this it may be concluded that the 
RMP zoning allows for more intensive 
development than the City's zoning and an 
inconsistency exists. 

The Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors will make the determination of 
consistency with this policy at the time of the l 
consideration of the merits of the proposed project. 
(PS) 

Polley CF-1.4 Development of Consistent. In the 1989 Memorandum of No mitigation is required. 
Unincorporated Land. Prior to development of Understanding between the City of San Rafael and 
vacant unincorporated lands within an urban service the County of Marin, the City has agreed to request 
area, the unincorporated territory should seek the Marin Local Agency Formation Commission to 
annexation to the city, unless the city signifies that it waive the dual annexation policy that would 
does not desire to annex the lands at that time. require the project site to annex to the City as well 

as the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District. (L TS) 
Policy CF-5.2 Cost of Facilities. New Consistent. Based on Section 5.9 (Costs and No mitigation is required. 
development should pay the cost of the Revenues) the Proposed Project would pay its fair 
infrastructure it requires and the public services it share of the cost of public services. (LTS) 
receives. 



Exhibit 4.1-1 (Continued) 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with The Marin Countywide Plan 

Trails Element 
Policy TR-1.3 Acquisition of Trails. Through Consistent. The Countywide Trails Plan does No mitigation is required. 
various means the County should acquire a network not designate any trails on the project site. 
of trails that will serve a specific public purpose of Therefore, this policy is not applicable to the 
access to or between public lands. project site. The Master Plan does, however, 

propose to improve the existing informal pathway/ 
trail along Miller Creek. This trail would not be a 
part of the Countywide Trails network. (LTS) 
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4.2 Marin County Zoning Ordinance 

The Oakview project site is zoned RMP-1.38, residential multiple planned district with a· maximum 
allowable density of 1.38 dwelling units per gross acre. 

The purpose of the RMP zoning is "to allow residential development consisting of varied types of 
housing to be designed without the confines of specific yard requirements where the amenities 
resulting from the flexibility in design will benefit the public welfare or other properties in the 
community." 3 Uses permitted in the RMP zone subject to approval by a master plan include: · 

• One-family dwellings 
• Day-care centers 
• Accessory buildings and accessory uses 
• Two-family dwellings, multiple dwellings and dwelling groups 

Uses permitted in the RMP zone subject to the securing of a use permit include: 

• Hotels 
• Offices 

The specific uses proposed for the Oakview project site (single-family residential and offices) would 
be permitted uses in the RMP district, subject to Master Plan and Use Permit approval. 

The Cpunty's use permit procedures 4 state that the zoning administrator has the power to issue use 
permits. If the zoning administrator finds that significant policy questions are at issue, the zoning 
administrator may refer the application to the planning commission for initial action. The planning 
commission shall also act as the appeal body in all use permit actions taken by the zoning 
administrator. The board of supervisors shall act as the appeal body in all use permit actions taken by 
the planning commission. 

In order for a use permit to be issued the following finding must be made: 

• The establishment, maintenance or conducting of the use for which a use permit is sought will 
not, under the particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, morals, comfort, convenience, 
or welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of such use and will not, under the 
circumstances of the panicular case, be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property 
or improvement in the neighborhood. 

3 Marin County Code, Title 22, Zoning, Section 22.47.020. 

4 Marin County Code, Title 22, Zoning, Chapter 22.88. 
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DESIGN REQUIREMENTS 

4.0 Relationship to Public Plans and Zoning 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

The RMP zone sets forth design requirements for site preparation, design, and use of the project site 
to be imposed as necessary to implement the goals and policies for the Countywide Plan. 5 Exhibit 
4.2-1 provides a summary of conformance of the Oakview Master Plan with the design requirements 
set forth in the County zoning requirements. 

5 Marin County Code, Title 22, Zoning, Section 22.47.024. 
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Exhibit 4.2-1 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with Zoning 

Site Preparation 
Grading. Grading shall be held to a minimum. Consistent. Section 5.1 (Geology and Soils) No mitigation is required. 
Every reasonable effort shall be made to retain the evaluates the proposed on-site grading. As 
natural features of the land: skylines and ridgetops, di_scussed in Section 5.1, proposed grading would 
rolling land fonns, knolls, native vegetation, trees, involve 7,020 cubic yards of cut and 6,320 cubic 
rock outcroppings, and watercourses. When grading yards of fill for the grading of street improvements 
is required, it shall be done in such a manner as to and residential development in Parcel I. This is 
eliminate flat planes and sharp angles of intersection substantially less grading than would have been 
with natural terrain. Slopes shall be rounded and required for the previous Proposed Project. This 
contoured to blend with existing topography. change iri approach is based on the increased 

understanding oflandslide features due to 
. extensive additional work perfonned by the 
applicant's geotechnical consultant since 
circulation of the 1996 Draft EIR. (L TS) 

Roads No new roads shall be developed where the Consistent. Although Roadway B would have a No mitigation is required. 
required grade is more than 15 percent unless maximum grade of 16.7 percent it would be within 
convincing evidence is presented that such roads can the 18 percent standard for a Minor Residential 
be built without environmental damage and used Road with Section 24.04.120 of the Marin County 
without public inconveniences. Code and based on the analyses in this EIR can be I 

built without environmental damage and used 
without public inconveniences. (LTS) 

Erosion Control. Grading plans shall include Inconsistent. Section 5.2 (Hydrology and Mitigation 5.2-7 includes preparation and 
erosion control and revegetation programs. Drainage) evaluates erosion and sedimentation implementation of a Stonnwater Pollution 

impacts of the Master Plan. It is stated that project Prevention Plan including in-situ protection, 
implementation could have significant downstream seeding and mulching of bare ground, planting of 
sedimentation impacts. (S) trees and shrubbery, and installation of other fonns 

ofbiotechnical slope stabilization. (LTS) 
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Exhibit 4.2-1 (Continued) 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with Zoning 

Drainage. The areas adjacent to creeks shall be 
kept as much as possible in their natural state. All 
construction shall assure drainage into the natural 
watershed in a manner that will avoid significant 
erosion or damage to adjacent properties. To reduce 
runoff, impervious surfaces shall be minimized. 

Trees and Vegetation. Every effort shall be 
made to avoid removal, changes or construction 
which would cause the death of trees or rare plant 
communities and wildlife habitats. 

Fire Hazards. Development shall be permitted in 
areas of extreme wildfire hazard only where there 
are good access roads, adequate water supply, a 
reliable frre warning system, and fire protection 
service. 

Consistent. Section 5.2 (Hydrology and 
Drainage) and Section 5.3 (Biotic Resources) 
evaluates the impacts of the Master Plan on Miller 
Creek. With the exception of the extension of 
Marinwood A venue across Miller Creek, 
development would be kept away from the creek. 
Although increased site runoff volumes and peak 
flows would result from the construction of 
impervious surface (such as buildings, roadways, 
and driveways), the amount of impervious surface 
does not appear excessive. (LTS) 
Inconsistent. Section 5.3 (Biotic Resources) 
evaluates impact of the Master Plan on trees and 
vegetation. Proposed development has generally 
been sited to avoid areas of woodland vegetation, 
although an estimated 35 trees would still be 
removed. (S) 

Consistent. The project site would receive water 
from Marin Municipal Water District and frre · 
protection from the Marinwood Fire Department. 
(LTS) 
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No mitigation is required. 

Mitigation 5.3-2(a) states that the residential use 
on the project site should be revised to indicate 
building envelope areas which are intended to 
minimize tree removal. Mitigation 5 .3-2( d) states 
that a tree replacement program should be 
prepared to provide for replacement of native trees 
removed by development. (L TS) 
No mitigation is required. 
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Exhibit 4.2-1 (Continued) 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with Zoning 

Geologic Hazards. Construction shall not be Consistent. The 1996 Draft EIR identified four No mitigation is required. 
permitted on identified seismic or geologic hazard areas as potentially representing large ancient 
areas such as on slides, on natural springs, on bedrock landslides. These areas where·labeled 
identified fault zones, or on bay mud without areas A, B, C and D. Since area A is located in the 
approval from the department of public works, southeast corner of the site within the right-of-way 
based on acceptable soils and geologic reports. 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 I 9 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 I 
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. (LTS) 
Watershed Areas. All projects within water Consistent. The project development plans and No mitigation is required. 
district watershed areas shall be referred to that Notice of Preparation were sent to the Marin 
district for review and comment. In such areas, Municipal Water District. (L TS) 
damaging impoundments of water shall be avoided. 
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Exhibit 4.2-1 (Continued) 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with Zoning 

Project Desian 
Clustering. Genera11y, buildings should be Consistent. The Master Plan proposes to locate No mitigation is required. 
clustered or sited in the most accessible, least 28 housing units on approximately 15 acres of the 
visually prominent, and most geologically stable site and the office development on approximately 
portion or portions of the site consistent with the 20 acres of the l06-acre site. Buildings are, 
need for privacy to minimize visual and aural therefore generally clustered on the site. As 
intrusion into each unit's indoor and outdoor living discussed in Section 5.4 (Visual and Aesthetic 
area from other living areas. Clustering is especia1ly Quality) buildings would be visible as viewed from 
important on open grassy hillsides. A greater offsite locations. The Master Plan does, however, 
scattering of buildings may be preferable on wooded avoid development on the site's prominent 
hillsides to save trees. rid~eline. (LTS) 
Ridgelines. There sha11 be no construction Consistent. Section 5.4 (Visual and Aesthetic No mitigation is required. 
permitted on top or within 300 feet horizontally, or Quality) evaluates the visual impacts of the 
within I 00 feet vertically on visually prominent Proposed Project in conjunction with County 
ridgelines, whichever is more restrictive, if other policies. The area ·of the project site affected by 
suitable locations are available on the site. If this zoning requirement is shown on Exhibit 5.4-2. 
structures must be place within this restricted area No development is proposed along the visually 
because of site size or similar constraints, they shall prominent ridge line, however, portions of six lots 
be on locations that are least visible from nearby (Lots 18 to 23) would intrude into the 300 foot i 
highways and developed areas. setback. The residential development envelopes 

proposed for the project would, however, ensure 
that construction would not occur within the 300 
foot setback. (L TS) 

Landscaping. Landscaping shall minimally Inconsistent. Section 5.3 (Biotic Resources) Mitigation 5.3-l(a) requires preparation ofa 
disturb natural areas, including open areas, and evaluates the Master Plan's Conceptual Landscape Landscape anq Vegetation Management Plan. The 
additional landscaping in a natural or seminatural Plan. Landscape improvements would replace plan should: a) provide for re-establishment of 
area shall be compatible with the native plant much of the vegetative cover disturbed by project, native vegetation on graded slopes; b) provide 
setting. Fire protection and minimal water use shall raising concerns over the appropriateness of details on native plantings associated with 
be considered in landscaping plans. proposed plant materials, compatibility with proposed restoration, enhancement, and mitigation; 

sensitive plant communities, and the need for long- c) establish a program to salvage suitable native 
term management to ensure successful plants; d) identify unsuitable species which should 
establishment. (S) not be used; f) control establishment and spread of 

broom; and g) specify long-term management 
provisions to ensure re-establishment of landscape 
improvements. (LTS) 
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Exhibit 4.2-1 (Continued) . 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with Zoning 

Utilities. In ridge land areas designated by the Consistent. The project site is not designated a No mitigation is required. 
countywide plan, roads shall be designed to rural Ridge and Upland Greenbelt Policy Area by the 
standards. Countywide Plan. Therefore, this policy is not 

aoolicable to the project site. (LTS) 
Building Height. With some exceptions, no part Consistent. According to the Master Plan the No mitigation is required. 
of a building shall exceed 30 feet in height above main residential structures would be limited to 30 
natural grade, and no accessory building shalJ feet in height, as determined by the Coutny's 
exceed 15 feet in height above natural grade. zoning ordinance Section 22.47.020(e), unless an 

exception is allowed by the Community 
Development Agency. For the office buildings the 
maximum height shall be 30 feet above natural 
grade. (LTS) 

,. 

Materials. Materials and colors shall blend into Consistent. As proposed by the Master Plan the No mitigation is required. 
the natural environment unobtrusively, to the color of the houses (medium-dark to medium-light, 
greatest extent possible. earth or grey tones) would generally blend in welJ 

to the existing environment. The exterior of the 
office buildings would include non-reflective 
materials with integral finish, such as masonry, 
prefabricated panels, metal panels or integraIJy 
colored concrete or plaster. Reflective, mirror-like I 
window glazing would not be allowed. Such 
materials would generally blend in well to the 
existing environment. (LTS) 

Noise. Noise impacts on residents and persons in Consistent. There would not be a significant No mitigation is required. 
nearby areas shalJ be minimized through placement increase in noise levels on residents and persons in 
ofbuildings, recreation areas, roads, and nearby areas as a result of the proposed project. 
landscaping. (LTS) 
Facilities. This section states that where possible, Consistent. The Countywide Plan does not No mitigation is required. 
facilities and design features calJed for in the designate any specific facilities or design features 
countywide plan shall be provided on the site. to be provided on the project site. Therefore, this 

policy is not aoolicable to the project site, (LTS) 
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Exhibit 4.2-1 (Continued) 
Oakview Master Plan Conformance with Zoning 

Open Space Dedication. Land to be preserved Consistent. The project site is within the No mitigation is required. 
as open space may be dedicated by fee title to the boundaries of the Marinwoood Community 
Marin County Open Space District prior to issuance Services District (Marinwood CSD). The Master 
of any construction permit, or may remain in private Plan proposes that 69.1 acres of the site (34.8 
ownership with appropriate scenic and/or open acres in Parcel I and 34.3 acres in Parcel 2) be left 
space easements in perpetuity, and the county may as open space. The Master Plan does not state 
require reasonable public access across those lands precisely how the open space would be managed 
remaining in private ownership. and maintained. It is stated that the open space 

would be left in its natural condition. The Master 
Plan states that open space areas will be offered for 
dedication in fee simple to a public agency, such as 
the Marinwood CSD or the Marin County Open 
Space District. (L TS) 

Open Space Maintenance. Marin County or Consistent. As discussed above, it is proposed No mitigation is required. 
other designated public jurisdiction will maintain all to offer the open space areas in fee simple to a 
open space lands accepted in fee title. Where open public agency. It would then become the 
space lands remain in private ownership with scenic responsibility of the public agency to maintain the 
easements, these lands shall be maintained in open space. If the public agency does not accept 
accordance with the adopted policies of the Marin the land as open space, the parcels would be 
County Open Space District and may require the retained as permanent open space under an I 
creation of a homeowners' association or other agreement with a Home Owners Association. 
organization for the maintenance of these private (LTS) 
open space lands where appropriate. 
Open Space Uses. Uses in open space areas Consistent. Incorporation of this requirement in No mitigation is required. 
shall be in accordance with policies of the Marin the project's Precise Development Plan would 
County open space district. fulfill the intent of this zoning requirement. (LTS) 
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4.3 City of San Rafael Policies 

The City of San Rqfael General Plan 2000 6 (San Rafael General Plan) sets forth the intent for the 
future of the City and development, both public and private, in the San Rafael Planning Area. The 
San Rafael General Plan sets forth goals, policies and programs for the planning area in the areas of 
land use, circulation, housing, parks and recreation, natural environment, health and safety, and noise. 

The San Rafael General Plan designates the Planning Area as having a direct physical and social 
influence on San Rafael's planning but not being subject to annexation. The San Rafael Sphere of 
Influence is the probable ultimate boundary and service area for the City. It coincides with the City's 
Planning Area boundary. Within this Sphere of Influence, the Urban Service Area defines a short­
term (five year) City service area. Annexation policies further distinguish where logical, near-term, 
orderly expansion of urban development can occur and not adversely impact City services. 

The Oakview project site lies within the City of San Rafael's Planning Area and Sphere of Influence 
Boundary and the Urban Service Boundary. 

The San Rafael General Plan land use designation for the Oakview project site is Hillside Residential. 
This designation provides for a density range of one-half to two housing units per acre. A portion of 
the project site is also designated as a visually significant hillside, ridge and landfonn. 7 

The San Rqfael General Plan 2000 supersedes all previous General Plan documents and related plans, 
although existing neighborhood plans are still used to provide detailed policies and standards for 
those neighbors. 8 One such plan is the Northgate Activity Center Plan. 

NORTHGATE ACTIVITY CENTER PLAN 

The Northgate Activity Center Plan 9 planning area contains approximately 1,290 acres in the 
northern sector of the San Rafael city limits. Although not within the planning area, the Oakview 
project site is adjacent to the northw.est corner of the planning area. The Northgate Activity Center 
Plan includes a list ofroadway improvements necessary to maintain the Level of Service D operation 
standard of the plan. Two of the roadway improvements would directly affect the project site, they 
are as follows: 

6 City o/San Rafael General Plan 2000, City of San Rafael, adopted July 18, 1988 as amended through July 12, 1994. 

1 Ibid, Community Design Map A 

8 Ibid., page 1-3. 

9 City of San Rafael Northgate Activity Center Plan, City of San Rafael, adopted October 18, 1982. 
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• Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road / Highway 101. A direct southbound 101 off-ramp 
intersection with Lucas Valley Road at Los Gamos Road and a loop southbound on-ramp for 
westbound Lucas Valley Road traffic. 

• Traffic signal at Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road / Highway 101 southbound off-ramp. 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

The County of Marin and the c·ity of San Rafael have signed an agreement regarding the future 
development of the project site. lO The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) included agreement 
on the following items. 

Lucas Valley Road I Highway 101 Interchange 

The importance of the Highway 101 southbound Lucas Valley Road off-ramp was acknowledged and 
the County agreed that initiation should begin at the earliest possible date. The County agreed that 
any land use approvals granted to the project site by the County will include provisions for the 
implementation of the off-ramp project. 

Traffic Mitigation Fee 

Both the City and County agreed that the Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Drive / Highway 101 
interchange improvement should be funded with traffic mitigation fees charged as part of land use 
development approvals. The County agreed to charge at a minimum the full traffic mitigation fee set 
in the San Rafael General Plan for the project site based on the approval of the project. 

Fire Services 

The MOU acknowledged that the City and the Marinwood County Services District (Marinwood 
CSD) have entered into a Joint Powers Agreement to provide for the mutual fire protection of certain 
areas of both the City and the Marinwood CSD. In order to reduce the risk of structural fire damage 
on the project site the County agreed to require sprinkler systems for all new residential structures 
approved for construction on the project site. 

Timing of Development 

Both the City and County agreed to the goal of maintaining a traffic level of service at the mid-point 
of the D range at the Lucas Valley / Highway 101 interchange. 11 The City agreed to meet this 
standard through implementation of its Priority Projects Procedure. The County agreed that it will 
coordinate development approvals with the City to assure that LOS mid-D is not exceeded at this 
interchange. The County also agreed that it will issue no building pennits that will result in less than 
LOS mid-D at the Lucas Valley Road / Highway 101 interchange. 

IO Memorandum ofUnderstanding between the City of San Rafael and the County of Marin. 

11 See Section 5.5 Traffic and Circulation for a definition of Level of Service. 
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Public Improvements 
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The County also agreed that it will'require all public improvements (such as streets, curbs, gutters, 
sidewalks, drainage facilities, and signalization) to be designed and built to the City's public 
improvement standards or to a standard mutually agreed upon by the City and County. 

In return for the above commitment by the County, the City agreed to: 

• Request the Marin Local Ag~ncy Formation Commission (LAFCo) to waive the dual annexation 
policy that would require the project site to annex to the City as well as the Las Gallinas Valley 
Sanitary District. 

• Formally refuse annexation of the project site and refer the project to the County. 

• Indicate to the property owners and to LAFCo that it would be appropriate to annex the project 
site only if annexation of the Marinwood community is approved by a majority of the residents. 

• Amend General Plan Land Use Policies LU-5 and LU-6 to state that the project site shall be 
annexed only if annexation by the Marinwood community is approved by a majority of the 
residents. 

• Refer ·applicants for development of the project site to the Marin Community Development 
Agency for permit processing. 

PRIORITY PROJECTS PROCEDURE 

Policy C-3 of the San Rafael General Plan states in part "for health, safety and general welfare 
reasons, new development is to be constructed only after needed circulation project funding has been 
guaranteed, circulation project environmental review has been completed, and findings have been 
made that the time frame for completion of the needed circulation improvements will not cause Level 
of Service D to be exceeded." 12 

Policy C-7 of the San Rafael General Plan states in part "where there is a limited circulation capacity 
for which projects are competing, projects which shall receive priority City-wide include projects 
providing significant amounts of affordable housing, high tax-generating uses, or needed 
neighborhood serving uses." 13 This policy includes projects that affect the Lucas Valley Road / 
Smith Ranch Road/ Highway 101 interchange. 

In order to implement these General Plan policies, as well as Program C-b, the City of San Rafael has 
instituted the Priority Projects Procedure. 14 One purpose of the procedure is to assure that any future 
adverse traffic impacts resulting from new development are avoided or minimized by relating the 

12 City of San Rafael General Plan 2000, op. cit. page 39. 

13 Ibid., page 40. 

14 City of San Rafael Resolution 10476, adopted August 2, 1999. Resolution 10476 amends City of San Rafael resolutions 
7853, 8071, 8313, 9331, 9418 and 10162. 
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timing of construction of new development to the timing of construction of necessary circulation 
improvements associated with new development and to the maintenance of General Plan mandated 
levels of service. The Oakview project site is within the Priority Projects Procedure circulation 
impacted area for the Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road interchange. 15 

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. 

The project applicant has agreed to participate in the City's Priority Projects Procedure and in June, 
1995 submitted to the City of San Rafael an Application for Priority Project Determination. l6 Since 
Marin County had not yet acted on the project application in March 1996 the Oakview project 
applicants requested "that the City of San Rafael grant a continuance of the Priority Project 
Procedures until such time as the County has approved our current application." 17 

At the time the County issued the Notice of Preparation for the revised Oakview project the project 
applicant had not filed an application with the City of San Rafael for a Priority Project Determination. 

GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY 

As discussed above, the Oakview project site lies within the City of San Rafael's Planning Area and 
Sphere of Influence Boundary and the Urban Service Boundary. Consistent with the Memorandum of 
Understanding the project is not, however, proposed to annex the project site to the City of San 
Rafael, rather it is proposed that the project site be developed in unincorporated Marin County. 
Therefore, the City of San Rafael would have no direct land use authority regarding the proposed 
Master Plan. However, as discussed above, the project applicant has agreed to participate in the City's 
Priority Projects Procedure. The City's procedures for priority project determination state that all 
applications must be consistent with the San Rafael General Plan 2000. The following, therefore, 
provides a discussion of the relationship of the Oakview Master Plan with the San Rafael General 
Plan 2000. 

General Plan Policy Analysis 

Policy LU-1. Timing of Development. For health, safety and general welfare reasons, new 
development is to be constructed consistent with the following policies: 

15 City of San Rafael Resolution 104 76, Exhibit A. 

l 6 Oakview Priority Projects Application submitted by Larry A. Kennings, LSA Associates, Inc. on behalf of the Oakview 
project, June 5, 1995. 

l 7 Letter to Ms. Jean Hasser, Principal Planner, City of San Rafael from Larry A. Kennings, Principal, LSA, March 20, 
1996. 
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a. Circulation: New development may be constructed only after needed circulation project 
funding has been guaranteed, circulation project environmental review has been completed, and 
findings have been made that the time frame for completion of the needed circulation 
improvements will not cause LOS D to be exceeded. · 

b. Other: Sewer, water, and other infrastructure improvements must be available to · serve new 
development by the time the development is constructed. 

The project applicant has agreed to participate in the Cit:¥ of San Rafael's Priority Projects Procedure. 
Participation in this procedure will ensure that the proposed project would not proceed ahead until it 
can be demonstrated that LOS D would not be exceeded at the Highway 10 I / Lucas Valley Road / 
Smith Ranch Road interchange. 

The Master Plan does not set aside a specific area for the Highway IO I / Lucas Valley Road 
interchange, the application does state that "land reserved for the future development of an 
interchange is included in Open Space Parcel B." 18 

Section 5.8 (Public Services) of this EIR discusses the availability of public services and concludes 
that public services would be available to serve the proposed project by the time the development is 
constructed. 

Policy LU-5. Annexation. Prior to urban development, areas which can reasonably be served 
through extension of the existing service area of the City should be annexed. Sites over five 
acres shall require master plan zoning approvals prior to or concurrent with subdivision or other 
development approvals. Some of these specific areas include: St. Vincents-Silveira, San Rafael 
Rock Quarry, Sun Valley Cemetery, Daphne-Bacciocco. 

Although this policy calls for the annexation of the project site to the City of San Rafael, in the 1989 
Memorandum of Understanding the City agreed to request the Marin Local Agency Formation 
Commission to waive the dual annexation policy that would require the project site to annex to the 
City as well as the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District. Furthermore, the City agreed to formally 
refuse annexation of the project site. Therefore, although this policy calls for annexation of the 
project site to the City, development of the project site in the unincorporated County area would be 
consistent with more recent City policy. 

Policy LU-9. Residential Land Use Categories. Residential land use categories may include 
residential uses; open space and conservation areas; parks and playgrounds; schools; churches; 
plant nurseries; group care and large day-care facilities; hotels, motels, and clubs in multi-family 
residential zones and other similar uses... Hillside Residential: 0.5 to 2 units per gross acre 
characterized by moderate to steep slopes; often unstable geology; may have local visual 
significance. Typical of developed hillside residential areas in the Planning Area. 

In addition to the 28 housing units, the Master Plan proposes construction of two office buildings on 
the project site. While the number of housing units would be consistent with this land use categories, 
the office buildings would not be consistent with this policy. 

18 Oakview Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and Vesting Tentative Map, Virginia Daphne and Edward J. Bacciocco, I.L. 
Schwartz, C. E., project representative, April 1999, revised July 8, 1999, page 11. 
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Policy LU-12. Master Plan Zoning. Except for construction of a single-family residence, 
hillside sites and residential lots over five acres in size shall require a master plan for 
development of the site. 

The project applicant has submitted a Master Plan application to Marin County as a part of the 
development application process. 

Policy LU-19. Design Approach. Agencies responsible for design review shall be proactive to 
insure that excellence of design shall be required of all new development. Project design shall 
enhance important community entryways, major travel corridors, major linkages and waterways. 
New development and redevelopment shall harmonize style, intensity and type of new 
residential, commercial or industrial construction with the natural .environment and respect the 
unique needs and features of each area. Projects should also be designed in relation to the 
surrounding area. 

The Master Plan incorporates architectural (for both the residential and office uses) and landscape 
standards. The Marin County development review process (for example, the submittal of a Master 
Plan to be followed by a Precise Development Plan) incorporates the various aspects of design review 
discussed in this policy. 

Policy LU-22. Bay and Hillside Views. Views of the Bay and Bay wetlands and hills from 
public streets and parks shall be preserved and enhanced where possible. 

Section 5.4 (Visual and Aesthetic Quality) of this EIR discusses the views of the project site from 
surrounding streets, including Lucas Valley Road, Erin Drive, Ellen Drive and Highway 101. Impacts 
on the project site's grasslands would be significant but can be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures. 

Policy LU-24. Entryways to the City. Require excellence of design in new projects, 
particularly in those areas visible from Highways 101 and I-580, the primary entrances to San 
Rafael. 

Section 5.4 (Visual and Aesthetic Quality) of this EIR discusses the views of the project site from 
Highway 101. The office buildings would dominate the surrounding environment and mitigation 
measures are recommended to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Policy LU-29. Tree Preservation. Large trees should be preserved, with particular emphasis on 
significant Eucalyptus, Oak and Redwood tree groves and specimen oak and redwood trees. 
When new development occurs, require a vegetation management plan and evaluate fire/falling 
hazards. Require setbacks where necessary. 

Section 5.3 (Biotic Resources) evaluates the project's impacts on trees. Proposed development has 
generally been sited to avoid areas of woodland vegetation, although an estimated 35 trees would still 
be removed (it is estimated that the site contains approximately 6,250 trees). Recommended 
mitigation measures include preparation of a tree replacement program. Among the provisions of the 
tree replacement program is that oaks should generally be replaced at a ratio of 5: 1. 

Policy LU-48. Fire and Police Services. Maintain adequate fire protection, paramedic and 
police services as the City grows. Minimize increase in service needs from new development 
through continued fire and crime prevention programs. 
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The Marinwood Fire Department would provide fire protection to the project and paramedic service 
would be provided by the San Rafael Fire Department. The Marin County Sheriffs Department 
would provide police protection to the project site. Section 5.8 (Public Serv;ices) of this EIR states 
that the impact to these service providers would be less-than-significant. 

Policy LU-51. Water and Sewer Facilities. Insure provision of adequate water ·and sewer 
facilities to meet the needs of existing and new development. Future development should be 
coordinated with responsible districts and agencies to assure that facility expansion and/or 
improvement meets Federal and State standards and.occurs in a timely fashion. 

The Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) would supply water to the project site. The MMWD 
has sufficient capacity to serve the project, and no new water facilities w.ould be required, except for 
tie-ins to the existing water distribution system in the area. Upon annexation into the Las Gallinas 
Valley Sanitation District (LGVSD) adequate sewer capacity would be available to service the project 
site. 

Policy C-3. Timing of Development with Transportation Improvements. For health, safety, 
and general welfare reasons, new development is to be constructed only after needed circulation 
project funding has been guaranteed, circulation project environmental review has been 
completed, and findings have been made that the time frame for completion of the needed 
circulation improvements will not cause LOS D to be exceeded. Major needed circulation 
improvements in specific areas affected by this policy are listed below (Lucas Valley 
Road/Smith Ranch Road/IOI interchange improvements and Marinwood Overcrossing 
improvements). Other circulation improvements identified in Policy C-8 may also be necessary 
to maintain LOS standards (improve the Lucas Valley Road/Smith Ranch intersection with 
Highway 101 and widen the Marinwood overpass over Highway 101 ). 

The project applicant has agreed to participate in the City of San Rafael's Priority Projects Procedure. 
Participation in this procedure will ensure that the proposed project would not proceed ahead until it 
can be demonstrated that LOS D would not be exceeded at the critical intersections. 

Policy H-19. Below Market Rate Housing in Market Rate Residential Projects. Residential. 
projects of ten or more lots / units shall be required to provide at least ten percent of their units to 
affordable to moderate income households at 80 to 100 percent of median income for at least 40 
years. The City's primary intent is the construction of units on site. If this is not practical, the 
City will allow other alternatives of equal value, such as in-lieu fees, construction of units off­
site, etc. 

The Master Plan proposes construction of28 housing units on site. It is assumed that the houses 
would be for sale and that the sale price would be above what would be considered affordable 
housing. Project applicants propose to make an in-lieu payment to satisfy the County's requirement of 
affordable housing. 

Policy NE-17. Creek I Drainage Setbacks. Creeks are defined as permanent and intermittent 
watercourses identified on Map GP-16c, which is based on information from the latest USGS and 
Fish and Wildlife Service maps. Drainageways are defined as open hillside drainage swales 
which collect and concentrate stormwater and open improved drainage channels. Major 
drainageways are identified on Map 16c and are based on information from the latest USGS and 
Fish and Wildlife Service Maps. 
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Setbacks from creeks and drainageways shall be established in new development for the 
following reasons: safety factors including adequate maintenance and emergency vehicle access 
in difficult terrain and adequate debris flow avalanche corridors; reserve areas for flood control 
transition areas between inhabited structures and waterways to protect properties from damage 
due to stream bank undercutting; environmental factors including preservation of riparian habitat 
and wildlife corridors; recreation factors including opportunities for public recreation and view 
corridors; and aesthetic factors such as provision of landscaping. 

Generally, a minimum 25-foot setback from the high top of creekbanks shall be maintained for 
structures. Wider creek setbacks (up to 100 feet) will be required on larger parcels (two or more 
acres in size) where individual project review concludes a wider setback is needed. Drainageway 
setbacks shall be established through individual project review based on the above factors. 

In accordance with The Marin Countywide Plan, a stream conservation zone consisting of 100 feet 
has been established on the project site for Miller Creek. Development as proposed would conform 
with The Marin Countywide Plan policies on Stream Conservation Areas with disturbance limited to 
the proposed roadway crossing over Miller Creek. 

Policy NE-20. Preservation of Hillsides. Encourage preservation of hillsides to provide visual 
backdrops to urban development. 

Consistent with this policy, the Master Plan proposes that 69 acres of the 106 acre project site be 
preserved as open space. Nevertheless, as discussed in Section 5.4 (Visual and Aesthetic Quality) of 
this EIR, from certain viewpoints, such as from Ellen Drive, development on the lower portion of the 
site would dominate 'the surrounding grasslands. To comply with this policy may require additional 
development along the ridgeline, which would be contrazy to County policies to protect ridgelines. In 
addition, from Highway 101 the two office buildings would be highly visible and would dominate the 
adjacent woodland and grassland areas. 

Policy RES-1 .. Development in Residential Neighborhoods. The City will protect and 
conserve existing neighborhoods in terms of density, intensity and design. New development 
will be required to respect site features and avoid highly visible hillsides or steep or unstable 
slopes. 

The project site is adjacent to existing development in the Marinwood area and would result in the 
extension of Erin Drive into the project site. Although the residential development would be similar 
in terms of density and design to the adjacent existing development, as discussed in Section 5 .4 
(Visual and Aesthetic Quality) of this BIR, development would occur on highly visible hillsides. 

Policy NG-3. Development Timing. Timing of Northgate development projects shall occur in 
conjunction with needed road improvements as described in Circulation Policy C-3 and specific 
site recommendations. Development which has provided assessment district funding for 
Merrydale Overcrossing improvements may proceed. 

The project applicant has agreed to participate in the City of San Rafael's Priority Projects Procedure. 
Participation in this procedure will ensure that the proposed project would not proceed ahead until it 
can be demonstrated that LOS D would not be exceeded at the critical intersections. 

Policy NG-12. Daphne. The Daphne parcel has long been zoned and designated for limited 
residential development. The parcel contains key land needed for planned highway interchange 
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improvements. Proposed development shall provide noise setbacks consistent with City 
standards, retention _of community wide visual resources, ridgeline protection and creekside 
setbacks. Residential development shall also be compatible with existing area development. It is 
expected that the maximum development potential previously proposed for the site would be 
very difficult to achieve. · 

The previously proposed Master Plan submitted to the City of San Rafael in 1983, and apparently 
referenced in this policy, proposed the development of 117 housing units plus 199,800 square feet of 
office development. The Master-Plan now under consideration by Marin County reduces the number· 
of housing units to 28 and reduces the amount of office space to 94,400 square feet. The Master Plan 
also reserves land to allow Caltrans to construct new Highway IO I / Lucas Valley Road southbound 
on- and off-ramps. The Master Plan takes into account the concerns regarding noise setbacks, 
retention of community wide visual resources, ridgeline protection and creekside setbacks and each of 
these issues is evaluated in this EIR. 

City staff has stated that the proposed office use is inconsistent with the City General Plan designation 
of Hillside Residential and General Plan policy NG-12. l9 

4.4 Marin Local Agency Formation Commission Policies 

The Marin Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) is responsible for coordinating logical and 
timely changes in local governmental boundaries. LAFCo's efforts are directed to seeing that services 
are provided efficiently and economically while agricultural and open space lands are protected. In 
evaluating boundary changes LAFCo must consider the effect that the proposal will produce on 
existing agricultural lands. By guiding development towards vacant urban land and away from 
agricultural preserves, LAFCo assists with the preservation of agricultural resources. LAFCo also 
evaluates proposals to discourage urban sprawl. By discouraging urban sprawl, LAFCo discourages 
the misuse of land resources and promotes a more efficient system of local governmental agencies. In 
order to assist in evaluating proposed changes in local governmental boundaries LAFCo adopted 
policy guidelines. 20 

Consistent with the City-County Memorandum of Understanding ( discussed above) it is not proposed 
to annex the project site to the City of San Rafael. The site is, however, proposed to be annexed to 
the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District for sanitary sewer service. The Marin LAFCo would be 
responsible for approving the proposed annexation of the project site into the Las Gallinas Valley 
Sanitation District. 

19 Letter to Mr. Dean R. Powell, Marin County Community Development Agency from Chantry Bell, Associate Planner, 
City of San Rafael, June 4, 1999. 

20 The majority of the policies were adopted July 13, 1977. Additional policies and revised policies have been adopted 
since 1977 with the majority of additional policies and revisions adopted January 13, 1983. 
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Service Hierarchy Policy. New or consolidated service should be provided by one of the 
following governmental agencies in the descending order of preference: · Annexation to an 
existing city, annexation to an existing district of which the Board of Supervisors is the 
governing body, annexation to an existing multiple-purpose special district, annexation to 
another existing district ... 

The project site is within both the.Marinwood Communi!Y Service District and the Marin Municipal 
Water District and the site is proposed to be annexed to the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District 
(for sewage treatment). Consistent with the Memorandum of Understanding the site is not proposed 
to be annexed to the City of San Rafael. 

Annexation. Program Policy. Cities should annex unincorporated lands located within their 
LAFCo adopted municipal urban service area or sphere of influence boundary. LAFCo 
recognizes that costs for serving some developed unincorporated areas, when studied 
independently, may exceed revenues. In other cases, revenues will exceed service costs. To the 
fullest extent possible, cities should develop programs that propose annexation of several areas 
which, if combined, achieve a net balance in city costs and revenues. 

The project site is located within the City of San Rafael's Sphere oflnfluence and Urban Service 
Boundary. This policy, therefore, would require annexation to the City of San Rafael. In response to 
concerns expressed by Marinwood community residents the City has indicated that it would refuse 
annexation of the project site. 

A. Land Contiguous to Municipal Limits. Annexations of unincorporated land to special 
districts which provide service necessary for urban development shall require concurrent 
annexation to a city if the land is located within the city's sphere of influence boundary. 21 

With annexation to the Las Gallinas Sanitation District this policy would require annexation to the 
City of San Rafael. In the Memorandum of Understanding, however, the City has agreed to request 
the Marin LAFCo to waive the dual annexation policy. 

Sphere of Influence Policy 1. The fundamental policy of the Commission in considering the 
development status of land located in or adjacent to an established city sphere of influence 
boundary shall be that the extension of urban-type services promotes urban development and that 
such development belongs in cities. This policy is predicated on the fact that cities exist to 
provide a broader range of municipal services which generally includes police and fire 
protection, sanitation, parks and recreation, and street lighting and maintenance services. 

The Master Plan proposes to extend urban type services to the project site. While the site is located in 
the City of San Rafael's Urban Service Boundary urban services would be provided by special 
districts (fire, water service and water supply) and the County (police protection). The site is not 
proposed to be annexed to the City and annexation would conflict with the City-County Memorandum 
of Understanding. 

21 This policy is often referred to as LAFCo's dual annexation policy. 
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Sphere of Influence Policy 3. Urban development which could conflict with subsequent city 
annexation efforts should not be permitted to occur outside a city . 

. It is not proposed to annex the project site to the City of San Rafael at this time. Consistent with City 
of San Rafael General Plan Policy LU-6 subsequent annexation of the project site to the City of San 
Rafael would be dependent on resident interest. Furthermore, the City-County Memorandum of 
Understanding states that the City agrees that it would be appropriate to annex the project site only if 
annexation of the Marinwood community is approved by a majority vote of the residents. 

Sphere of Influence Policy 4. Staged urban deveiopment contributes to the orderly growth of 
urban areas, a primary goal of the Marin Local Agency Formation Commission. LAFCo 
promotes the timely conversion of land to urban uses and will effectuate this goal .through 
encouraging urban development to occur in incorporated vacant lands located adjacent to already 
existing developed areas. Conversely, LAFCo discourages conversion of undeveloped 
unincorporated territory located on the periphery of a city boundary to urban uses prior to 
utilization of vacant lands located within the city area. 

The project site is surrounded by existing developed areas and thus development of the site would be 
consistent with the orderly growth of urban areas. 

Urban Services Policy. A significant measure of a change from a rural to urban land use is the 
existence of or need for urban services. Urban services include police, fire protection, water, and 
sewer. 

Although the project site is currently vacant, since it is surrounded by existing urban development it 
would not be considered to be rural. The proposed project would change the site from vacant to urban 
land uses. 

City Centered Corridor Policy. All land uses planned for unincorporated land located within 
the "City-Centered Corridor" as delineated in the 1972 Marin Countywide Plan 22 should be less 
urbanized than potential land uses permitted in cities. LAFCo recognizes that effectuation of this 
policy is likely to necessitate county revision of zoning standards and subdivision ordinance 
requirements. 

The City's General Plan designation would permit development of a range of 53 to 213 housing units 
on the project site. The Master Plan proposes development of 28 housing units and 94,400 square feet 
of office space. It is unclear whether or not the level of development proposed by the Master Plan is 
"less urbanized than potential land uses permitted in cities." 

County Service Area (CSA) Policy Unincorporated lands located within a municipal sphere of 
influence boundary should not be eligible to receive extended urban-type services from the 
county in the form of a County Service Area except when (a) evaluation on a case-by-case basis 
justifies creation and (b) the affected city, by letter, expresses approval of such action. 

The project site is already within the boundaries of the Marinwood Community Services District and 
the Marin Municipal Water District. The site is proposed to be annexed to the Las Gallinas Valley 

22 It is assumed that when this policy was adopted the 1972 Marin Countywide Plan was the current General Plan. 
Although this policy has not been amended it is assumed that the intent of this policy is to use the most current General 
Plan (adopted in January, 1994) to measure consistency with this policy. 
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Sanitation District. The Las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District currently serves the northern area of 
the City of San Rafael plus the unincorporated neighborhoods of Lucas Valley, Marin wood, and Santa 
Venetia. Annexation of the project site to the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District, therefore, is a 
logical extension of the District's boundaries. 

Outside Service Area Agreement Policy Special districts providing urban services; including 
water, sewer, or fire, shall not provide service outside their jurisdictional limits without LAFCo 
approval. 

It is not proposed to have any ~pecial districts provide urban services outside their jurisdictional 
limits. 
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This chapter contains an analysis of the environmental topics identified by Marin County's scoping 
process for the EIR described in Chapter 1.0, Introduction. Environmental topics addres·sed in this 
chapter include 

• 5.1 Geology and Soils • 5.6 Air Quality 

• 5.2 Hydrology and Drainage • 5.7 Noise 

• 5.3 Biological Resources • 5.8 Public Services 

• 5.4 Visual and Aesthetic Quality • 5.9 Costs and Revenues 

• 5.5 Transportation and Circulation 

Sections 5.1 through 5.9 of this chapter describe existing environmental conditions as they relate to 
each specific topic, identify potential impacts from implementing the proposed project, and present 
mitigation measures required to reduce significant adverse impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
Where relevant, cumulative impacts of project buildout combined with other growth elsewhere in the 
study area are described in Sections 5.1 through 5.9, as discussed in Section 2.3 Cumulative 
Development Assumptions. Cumulative impacts are further discussed in Section 3.6 Cumulative 
Impacts. · 

FORMAT OF TOPICAL ANALYSES 

Existing conditions are described in the respective "setting" sections. These descriptions summarize 
infonnation compiled during the study process to prepare the EIR. Background materials used in the 
EIR are referenced in footnotes and listed in the Section 7.3 Bibliography. 

Standards used to evaluate the magnitude of impacts are listed in the "significant criteria" subsections 
for each topic analyzed. Under CEQA, a significant effect is defined as a substantial or potentially 
substantial adverse change in the environment - namely, in any of the "physical conditions within the 
area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance." The State CEQA Guidelines direct that the significance 
of impact be determined on the basis of scientific and factual data. The significance criteria were 
derived primarily from the following main sources - the State CEQA Guidelines and Appendix N of 
the Marin County Environmental Impact Guidelines and Procedures. 

The "impacts and mitigation" subsections identify three types of environmental effects from 
implementing the project: 

• Significant Unavoidable Impact A significant ( or potentially significant) impact which cannot 
be avoided with mitigation. These include impacts which could be partly mitigated but could not 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level. (A potentially significant impact is identified when 
not enough infonnation is known to determine if the impact would be significant.) 

• Significant Impact A significant (or potentially significant) impact which can be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level. 
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• Less-than-Significant Impact A change or effect directly or indirectly attributable to the project 
which would not exc(:ed the threshold(s) of significance. 

All impacts are numbered consecutively by topic. Significant impacts are followed by measures 
required to reduce the magnitude of impact. No mitigation measures are required for less-than­
significant impacts. Mitigation measures also are numbered to correspond to the respective impacts. 

For each significant unavoidable impact identified in the Final EIR, Marin County would be required 
to adopt findings and a Statement of Overriding Consicwrations explaining the reasons for approving 
the project (if approved) despite the impacts identified. 
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5.1 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Geology and Soils -- The Setting 

The Oakview site is located- in-·eastern Marin County; California, at the northwest corner of the 
Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road interchange. The 106-acre site is bounded by Miller Creek (north), 
Lucas Valley Road (south), Highway 101 (east), and a developed residential neighborhood (west). 

PREVIOUS GEOLOGIC WORK 

Geologic conditions in the area are relatively complex and there is variability over the project site. A 
number of geologists have mapped and studied the vicinity of the Oakview site in various levels of 
detail. Reconnaissance mapping of Marin and Sonoma Counties has been perfonned by the United 
States Geological Survey (USGS) 1 and the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG), 2 

detailing general geologic terrain, slope stability, and landsliding of the region. 

Several published reports also cover the site vicinity. A CDMG report describes the region's stability, 

seismicity, and geologic units, 3 and the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) publishes surveys of soil 
conditions for most counties in the state, including Marin. 4 

A site-specific preliminary geotechnical investigation was perfonned for the site in 1983. 5 This 
investigation focused on understanding site geology to plan proposed development. The scope of the 
investigation included preliminary reconnaissance geologic mapping, excavation of 25-test pits with a 
backhoe, bulk sampling of the materials encountered, and logging of the test pits. Updating of the 
1983 study in 1994 indicated that the site conditions were essentially unchanged from those present 

1 Areas Susceptible to Landsliding, Marin and Sonoma Counties, California, Ellen, Peterson, and Reid, U.S. Geological 
Survey, Map :MF-1406, 1975. 

2 An Analysis of Slope Failures in Eastern Marin County, California, Resulting from the January 3 and 4, 1982 Storm, 
C.W. Davenport, California Division of Mines and Geology, Open File Report 84-22SF, 1984. 

3 Geology for Planning, Central and Southwest Marin County, California, S.J. Rice, et. al., California Division of Mines 
and Geology, 1976. 

4 Soil Survey of Marin County, California, Soil Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1977. The SCS 
subsequently has been renamed the Natural Resources Conservation Service. 

5 Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Bacciocco I Daphne Property, San Rafael, California, Donald Herzog & 
Associates, March 21, 1983. 
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during the prior investigation. 6 The revised report indicated that the project appeared feasible but that 
more detailed investigation for design purposes and landslide mitigation would be needed. 

In response to this report, additional field reconnaissance and geomorphic landslide mapping was 
performed by the reviewing consultant as part of the 1996 Draft EIR's preparation. This was 
performed to provide an independent review of the site's geologic conditions and verify the mapped 
extent of any potential geologic hazards, such as landslides. That work performed for the 1996 Draft 
EIR identified some features on the site not previously mapped by others which could represent 
ancient bedrock landslides that have long been dormant: 7 These four potential landslide areas were 
labeled A through D. Area A is located in the southeast comer of the site within the right-of-way for 
the proposed Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road interchange and will be investigated and mitigated in 
the future by Caltrans. Area B is also located in the southeastern portion of the site. It is in ari area of 
designated open space and at least 200 feet outside the limits of proposed development. Therefore, it 
was determined that no further investigation of this feature was necessary for the currently proposed 
plan. The applicant's geotechnical consultant Kleinfelder, under review from the EIR's geologic 
consultant, Snyder & Smith Associates, performed an additional detailed subsurface investigation of 
areas C and D. Based upon this additional information, and subsequent field mapping, Kleinfelder 
revised the geologic map previously submitted as a part of the Master Plan application. 

TOPOGRAPHY 

Elevations range from a low of 25 feet at the southeast comer to a high point of 307 feet on a ridge in 
the north-central part of the site, for a maximum change in site elevation ( or relief) of approximately 
282 feet. A ridge generally trending north-south and flanked by east-west trending spur ridges and 
associated swales dominates the site. Elevations along the ridge vary from approximately 250 to 307 
feet. Elevations within the lower swales vary from approximately 50 to 150 feet. Slopes within the 
swales are gentle to moderate, from 7:1 to 4:1 (horizontal: vertical). The steeper slopes on the flanks 
of the ridge generally have 2:1 to 1-1/2:1 grades. 

6 Geotechnical Update and Plan Review (Revised), Oakview, Marin County, California, Huntingdon Herzog Associates, 
Inc., letter report to Daphne/ Bacciocco, March 25, 1994. 

7 It should be recognized that, in any kind ofreconnaissance-level engineering geologic mapping, there exists a large 
degree of subjective interpretation. The factors shaping interpretation usually are professional training, experience ( such 
as with landslides), and availability and quality ofbaseline data (such as aerial photos and topographic maps). Because 
of these differences in local experience and exposure to various types of subsurface infonnation, engineering geologists 
seldom agree on the extent and number oflandslides in a given area This does not mean that one geologist is "right" and 
another is "wrong" but that interpretive differences depend on the area experience of the geologists. 
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The site is located in the Coast Ranges geomorphic province of California. This province is 
characterized by elongated northwest trending narrow ranges and valleys which are approximately 
parallel to the coast and are controlled by several dominant northwest trending faults. A dominant 
bedrock assemblage in this province is the Franciscan "assemblage" (or complex) of Jurassic to 
Cretaceous age. It generally consists of sandstone with lesser amounts of shale, conglomerate, chert, 
greenstone, and graywacke. Parts of the assemblage are highly fragmented, brecciated, and mixed and 
are termed "melange". It is believed that the Franci~an rocks were deposited along an ancient 
subduction zone on the continental margin and subsequently were drawn into the subduction zone 
where they were subjected to high pressure, intense shearing and fracturing, and low-grade 
metamorphism. Thus, the Franciscan essentially is the remnant of an ancient fault zone forme.d as the 
continental crustal plate overrode the thinner subducting Pacific plate. The result is a disrupted mass 
of hard rock types embedded in a fine-grained matrix which has been sheared and crushed. This 
melange unit is found throughout Marin County. Other sequences in the assemblage are not as 
crushed and disjointed as the melange, such as the bedrock sequence mapped as underlying the project 
site. 8 However, even among these latter bedrock assemblages, intense fracturing, deep weathering, 
and variable bedding orientations are common. This intense fracturing and weathering have tended to 
render much of the Franciscan assemblage prone to both deep-seated and surficial landsliding. 

A relatively common feature of the Franciscan assemblage is the presence of intermittent springs. 
These springs are the result of open fractures in large rock masses located near the crests of ridges. 
These collect and hold rainwater. Because the bedrock matrix often is relatively impermeable, little 
deep infiltration takes place, and the water is discharged soon after recharge. As a result, springs are 
commonly found at or near ridgelines in Marin County. 

GEOLOGIC STRUCTURE 

Site Geology 

Maps indicate that the site is underlain primarily by unnamed sandstone and shale bedrock of Jurassic 
to Cretaceous age Franciscan complex. 9 

Geology for Planning describes the following site features: lO 

Bedrock underlying the site as "massive or thickly bedded, medium to coarse grained arkosic 
sandstone (ss), massive to well bedded mudstone or siltstone (sh), and thinly interbedded 
sandstone and shale (ssh). Sandstone typically [is] gray to pale greenish gray where fresh, but 
pale brown to brown in a weathered zone. Mudstone is dark gray where fresh, weathers pale 
gray". 

8 Geologic Map of the Santa Rosa Quadrangle, D.L. Wagner and E.J. Bortugno, California Division of Mines and 
Geology, Regional Geologic Map Series, Map No. 2A, 1982. 

9 Geologic Map of the Santa Rosa Quadrangle, op. cit., Areas Susceptible to Landsliding, Marin and Sonoma Counties, 
California, op. cit., and Geology for Planning, Central and Southwest Marin County, California, op. cit. 

10 Geology for Planning, Central and Southwest Marin County, California, op. cit. 
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Soil development on this bedrock unit as "weather[ing] easily to sandy or silty, non-swelling, 
easily erodible soils. [The bedrock is] covered with thick soil and deeply weathered rock on 
surfaces of low relief but [is] stripped essentially bare of soil on many of the steep slopes flanking 
Big Rock Ridge, San Pedro Ridge, and Corte Madera Ridge". 

Permeability of this unit as having "little or no intergranular permeability, thus permeability [is] 
determined by joint or fracture density and spacing. Sandstone commonly [is] moderately 
permeable because of abundant open fractures. Shale, mudstone, and siltstone mostly [are] 
relatively impermeable b~caµse oflack of open fractures". 

Slope stability as "highly stable on natural slopes. Fresh arkosic sandstone (ss) will stand in 
vertical cuts except where blocks slip along outward dipping joints, bedding planes, or minor 
fault surfaces. Soils and colluvium derived from these rocks are subject to liquefaction and, 
during rare intense rain storms, yield soil debris avalanches from steep canyons, such as those 
flanking Big Rock Ridge". 

Earthquake stability of the site's bedrock unit is described as high. 

The USGS describes the bedrock underlying the site as consisting of "sandstone and interbedded 
shale, with minor conglomerate [which] occurs in ... sequences of largely medium- to very-thick 
sandstone beds with generally minor interbedded shale [alternating with] predominantly shale with 
interbedded thin- to medium-thick sandstone beds". 11 Rock is locally severely sheared or brecciated. 
Bedding is mapped as being variable at the site. A bedding orientation in the southern part of the site 
is mapped as striking northeast and dipping vertically. A bedding orientation mapped along the 
southeastern part of the ridge strikes west northwest and dips 30 degrees to the south. fu the northern 
part of the site near Miller Creek, bedding is mapped as striking north-south with steep dips to the east 
(50 degrees and 70 degrees are shown). An elliptical-shaped outcrop of volcanic bedrock is mapped 
on the north flank of the ridge, near Miller Creek, and is identified as "Sonoma Volcanics, 
undifferentiated". 

The limited 1983 site investigation involved excavating 25 test pits to expose subsurface deposits but 
no exploratory borings. 12 Thus, depths of soil units or landslide deposits present beyond the limited 
range of a backhoe were not examined. Depth to bedrock in the areas explored varied between one­
half- to one-foot along the ridge top ,to more than 14 feet in lower drainage swales. Colluvial soils 
were encountered over the bedrock and reportedly were "well developed throughout the lower 
elevations and typically consist of organic-rich, loose silty sand topsoil (from one-and-one-half to two­
and-one-half feet thick) and stiff colluvial silts and sands". Laboratory testing indicated that the soils 
encountered were not expansive. However, they were reported to be loose, subject to creep and 
settlement, and generally unsuitable for fills or foundations for structures (also see Soils 
Characteristics below). 

The 1983 report states that bedrock exposures on the site are rare but that, during the investigation, 
"bedrock encountered consisted of a medium-to-fine-grained yellow brown sandstone. Minor amounts 
of interbedded gray brown siltstone and gray shale also were found. These rocks varied from friable 

11 Preliminary Geologic Map of Marin and San Francisco Counties and Parts of Alameda, Contra Costa and Sonoma 
Counties, California, Blake et. al., U.S. Geological Survey, Map MF-574, 1974. 

12 Preliminary Geotechnica/ Investigation Bacciocco I Daphne Property, San Rafael, California, op. cit. 
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to moderately strong, intensely to closely fractured, and deeply weathered. Where bedding planes 
were evident, the general trend appeared to strike approximately north-south. Dips varied from near 
vertical to North 35 degrees West". The report indicates that meta-sandstone and sheared shale were 
encountered along a spur ridge in the southeast part of the site. 

The 1983 field work was performed during the rainy season. Ground conditions reportedly Were "very 
wet and poorly drained". The report indicates that groundwater was encountered in virtually every test 
pit between one and four feet below the ground surface. Water generally appeared to be flowing along 
the contact between loose upper soils and denser colluvium or bedrock. In addition, several areas of 
surface seepage were reported, including an apparent spring in the southwest part of the site. 

Additional subsurface exploration was performed in 1996 and 1997 by Iqeinfelder to explore potential 
landslide areas C and D. l3 This work included the excavation of seven backhoe pits and the drilling 
of six continuous core borings. 14 The bedrock encountered consisted of dark yellowish brown 
sandstone with occasional dark grayish brown siltstone interbeds. The material was found to be 
locally fractured and sheared and in a very dense condition. 

Geomorphology and Landsliding 

Landslides typically occur as a result of natural on-going erosional processes on steep or undermined 
slopes with weak slope materials or unfavorable geologic structural conditions. They vary in type, 
rate of movement, areal extent, thickness, and other features. 15 Some landslides are related directly to 
intense rainfall and over-saturation of unstable soils. Landslides can occur naturally and also are man­
induced. They result from the often complex interaction of the underlying rock units, soil-water 
relationships, construction of frre access roads, and other activities, such as alterations in drainage 
patterns. 

Landslides can be caused by: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Adding weight ( driving force) to the top of a potential slide area 
Removing mass (toe support) from the base of a potential slide area 
Increasing the volume of water to heighten pore water pressures 
Vibrations from earthquakes which also can increase pore pressures 
Remo•,iflg mass (toe support) :from the base of a poteatial sliae area 

13 Geotechnical and Geological Review, Oakview Draft Environmental Impact Report, San Rafael, California, Kleinfelder, 
Inc., October 14, 1996. 

14 Current Status of Phase 2 Drilling Program, Additional Geotechnical Services, Oakview Development Project, San 
Rafael, California, Kleinfelder, Inc., July l 0, 1997; Draft Landslide Investigation and Slope stability Analysis, Possible 
Landslide Areas C and D, Oakview Development Project, San Rafael, California, September 17, 1997; and Final Report, 
Landslide Investigation and Slope stability Analysis, Possible Landslide Areas C and D, Oakview Development Project, 
San Rafael, California, Kleinfelder, Inc., November 14, 1997. 

15 "Landslide Hazards in California", Clifton Gray, California Geology, California Division of Mines and Geology, August 
1984. 
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A landslide can take many forms. A slump landslide often can be distinguished by topographic 
depressions with scarps (terrace-like benches). Failure occurs along a concave upward slip surface. A 
rotational landslide is a slump landslide in which part of the slope has rotated backwards, and the 
landslide is curved ( concave up). A transitional landslide is a slump landslide with a relatively flat 
surface, and slip surfaces usually are parallel to the ground surface. Bedrock landslides created by flat 
fractures are a common type of transitional landslide. An earth.flow is a type of transitional failure that 
generally is confined to surface soils and weathered bedrock. It is characterized by a relative lack of 
rotation. Coalescing earth.flows are earthflows which overlap. A debris flow is a moving mass of rock 
fragments, soil, and mud with more than half of the particles larger than sand size. A spoon-like 
indentation is common after a debris flow has occurred. A mud.flow is similar to a debris flow but with 
predominately fine-grained earth materials and water. It is similar to an earthflow but with more 
fluidity. 

A qualified engineering geologist identifies potential landslide areas based on an evaluation of site 
geology, geomorphology (land shape), and topography (land surface). Engineered Ggrading of a site 
before building (through removal of unstable material, keyway construction and recompaction). 
installing drains, retaining walls, or caissons are examples of standard landslide mitigation methods. 
These methods can eliminate or minimize the potential for damage to man-made structures when 
properly implemented. 

The 1983 report indicated that there are "numerous topographic features within the steeper slopes that 
suggest the presence of old, shallow debris flows." 16 Colluvial soils of the type exposed at the site 
have "low'' slope stability and are "prone to severe gullying." l 7 

Site-specific mapping, aerial photographic review and additional subsurface investigation for the 1996 
Draft EIR indicated that several landslide deposits are present in addition to the colluvial soils which 
are susceptible to erosion and debris flow. The most plentiful of the landslide types present on the site 
are shallow coalescing earth and debris flows, a fewer number of rotational and translational slump 
landslides, and at least one large deep-seated ancient bedrock landslide (Area D) was identified. This 
large ancient bedrock slide has subsequently been modified by smaller, near-surface erosional 
processes, such as colluvium production, earthflows, and simple erosion. These smaller features 
represent more geologically youthful events, more typical of those physical processes dominating the 
area over the past 11,000 years (Holocene epoch, the present interglacial warm period in which we are 
living). Most of these landslides on the site appear to have occurred within unstable colluvial deposits 
and the highly-weathered and jointed sandstone and shale bedrock of the Franciscan assemblage. The 
locations of the various landslides and surficial soil deposit types likely present on the project site are 
shown on Exhibit 5 .1-1. 

The Franciscan assemblage and associated bedrock materials are generally moderately to highly 
fractured. These fractures (or joints) in the bedrock can affect slope stability in several ways. The 
presence of joints under low confining pressure tends to reduce bedrock cohesion. Joints also can 
serve as conduits for the infiltration and migration of groundwater. Joints generally occur in roughly 
parallel sets. Depending on the orientation of joint sets with respect to slopes, they can have an 
adverse effect on slope stability in a manner similar to that of bedding planes in sedimentary rocks if 
they dip out of the slope in an unsupported manner. Thus, even if bedding plane orientations are 

16 Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Bacciocco I Daphne Property, San Rafael, California, op. cit. 

l 7 Geology for Planning, Central and Southwest Marin County, California, op. cit. 
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favorable with respect to a given slope, the joint sets and systems may not be. Slope stability 
problems due to jointing and fracturing is common in Franciscan assemblage bedrock. 

The colluvial deposits of varying thickness found on steeper slopes and in swales appear ·to be 
composed of soil, decomposed bedrock, and debris flow detritus whose physical properties are 
degraded _to those of a residual soil cover and exhibit the ability to periodically mobilize on slopes as 
gentle as six degrees (a 10.5 percent grade). 18 

Artificial Fill 

The site is undeveloped, and, thus, minimal artificial fill is present. It is anticipated that the only 
measurable fill present would be adjacent to previous development, access roads, and utilities. 

Groundwater and Water Resources 

Because of the numerous landslides on the site, much of the groundwater probably is perched in or 
adjacent to them. The 1983 site reconnaissance and subsequent work by Kleinfelder indicates that 
active springs are present on the site. 19 These seeps or springs have been observed in the area of 
proposed Roadway Band along the eastern margin of the site adjacent to Highway 101. These may be 
from shallow groundwater percolating through a colluvial deposit, within the weathered bedrock 
horizon, or along (or within) landslide material. Several homeowners in the area have reported that a 
year-round spring exists in the southwest part of the site and that many other intermittent springs are 
present during (and for several months following) the rainy season. Many have also reported flooding 
and runoff generated from the subject property. The Hydrology and Drainage section of this BIR 
describes the perennial spring and seepage zones on the site in more detail (see Groundwater and 
Sensitive Habitats). 

The engineering solutions to stabilize site slopes may include the placement of subdrains and surface 
water diversions before building housing units. Subdrains are used to de-water slopes to reduce the 
potential for landsliding, and surface water diversions commonly are used to prevent localized 
concentrations of stormwater infiltration. 

There are no plans to install water supply wells on-site. An additional phase of investigation may be 
necessary to evaluate the extent, quality, and production capacity of on-site water-bearing materials to 
be used for any sort of auxiliary water supply. 

SEISMIC/TY 

The entire San Francisco Bay Area, including the Las Gallinas Valley, is located in the seismically 
active region where the Pacific and North American tectonic plates meet. The Pacific Plate consists of 
most of the Pacific Ocean floor and California coastline, and the North American Plate includes the 

18 Landslide Processes of the East Bay Hills, J.D. Rogers, Association ofEngineering Geologists Guidebook, 29th Annual 
Meeting, 1986, and Kesseli, 1943. 

19 Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Bacciocco I Daphne Property, San Rafael, California, op. cit. 
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North American continent and parts of the Atlantic Ocean floor. 20 The San Andreas fault fonns the 
primary boundary between the plates, and many smaller faults, including the Hayward, Calaveras, 
Concord-Green Valley and Greenville faults, branch from and join the northwest trending San 
Andreas fault zone. 21 The faults are fractures where movement occurs as the Pacific Plate grinds 
northwest past the North American Plate. Stress can accumulate along the plate boundary and cause 
earthquakes when released. Faults are distinguished by abrupt changes in rock structure or 
composition. Historically, some of the most damaging earthquakes in California have occurred along 
the San Andreas fault zone, and damaging earthquakes also have occurred on other active faults in the 
region which belong to the San Andreas fault system. 22-

Seismic hazards include surface rupture along a fault, ground shaking, and earthquake-related. ground 
failures, including seismically induced landslides, liquefaction, lateral spreading, and differential 
settlement. 

Ground Shaking Earthquake magnitude, epicenter distance, and local soil and groundwater 
conditions all influence ground shaking intensity. Intensity of ground shaking at a specific location is 
a function of the distance from the earthquake epicenter and the way seismic waves propagate through 
different kinds of subsurface materials. 23 At a given distance from the epicenter, ground motion will 
be strongest in poorly consolidated deposits or artificial fill, somewhat less strong in alluvium, and of 
minimal strength in bedrock. Local topography can also increase the severity of ground shaking. The 
severity of damage depends on both magnitude and frequency of ground acceleration and on the 
design of structures. Because neither the location nor the magnitude of earthquakes can be controlled, 
potential damage from ground shaking can only be mitigated by tailoring structural designs and land 
use to the local geologic setting. 

Landslides Seismic events can initiate new landslides and reactivate older landslides, particularly if 
earthquakes coincide with rainy periods when soils are saturated. 24 The shaking processes associated 
with earthquakes apply horizontal and vertical loads to hillsides in ways which can activate landslides 
in both unstable areas and areas where none would occur under static conditions. 

Liquefaction Liquefaction is 'the loss of shear strength and bearing capacity of shallow, saturated, 
loose, cohesionless, fine sands subjected to intense shaking. Fine grained well sorted sands within 
about 30 feet of the surface are most susceptible to liquefaction ( due to relatively low confming 
pressures). Loose sandy mi alluvial, coastal and lacustrine deposits are the most susceptible to 

20 "What Causes Earthquakes", California Geology, California Division of Mines and Geology, December 1991. 

21 Ibid., and "California Has Its Faults", California Geology, California Division of Mines and Geology, January/ February 
1992. 

22 The written history of damaging earthquakes ( of about magnitude (M) 7 or greater) in California began in 1800 with 
reports of damage to Mission San Juan Bautista. Newspaper coverage began in 1849 but concentrated on population 
centers of San Francisco and Sacramento in the 1850s to 1870s. "Earthquake History of California", Tousson Toppozada 
et al, California Geology, California Division of Mines and Geology, February 1986. 

23 "Effects of the Loma Prieta Earthquake, October 17, 1989, San Francisco Bay Area", David Montgomery, California 
Geology, California Division of Mines and Geology, January 1990. 

24 Ibid .. 
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liquefaction. This is because seismic shaking settles saturated loosely packed sand, reducing the pore 
space, increasing pore pressures, and reducing the effective stress. 25 Structures built on areas which 
liquefy may collapse as a result of the ground failure and movement. 

Other Hazards Lateral spreading and flow sliding, differential (uneven) settlement, and lurch 
cracking also constitute potential seismic hazards. Lateral spreading and differential settleinent occur 
when severe ground motions cause rapid compaction and settlement of underlying soil, and lurch 
cracking refers to irregular ground surface ruptures which form during an earthquake. These 
phenomena can result in local· subsidence and can -damage buildings, infrastructure, and other 
improvements. 

Seismic risk to the site can be attributed to ground shaking from potentia! events on active faults in the 
region. No active faults are known to be present on the site, and the site is not located within a State 
of California Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone for active faults. However, known active faults in 
the vicinity -- with the potential for producing the highest ground accelerations at the site - include 
the San Andreas (about 11 miles west), Healdsburg-Rogers Creek (about 12 miles northeast), 
Concord/Green Valley (about 24 miles northeast), West Napa (about 20 miles northeast), Hayward 
(about 8 miles east), and Calaveras faults (about 30 miles southeast of the site), as shown on Exhibit 
5.1-2. . 

The epicenter of the 1906 San Francisco earthquake, the largest historic earthquake recorded on the 
San Andreas fault, with an estimated Richter magnitude of 8.3, was located about 11 miles the from 
site. The seismicity map of California shows earthquake epicenters greater than magnitude 3 .0 for the 
years 1808-1987 and indicates no epicenters on the site or along Miller Creek in Las Gallinas 
Valley. 26 

Due to the proximity of the site to major active faults, moderate to strong ground shaking should be 
expected during the lifetime of any proposed development and could produce high bedrock 
accelerations and damaging ground shaking. The most serious seismic hazard at the site is potential 
landsliding triggered by a high intensity earthquake. In the absence of fault traces on-site, the 
potential for surface rupture is considered to be very low. The Working Group on California 
Earthquake Probabilities estimates that the probability of one or more large magnitude earthquakes 
(greater than magnitude M7) in the Ba:y Area during the next 30 years is about 67 percent. 27 

25 Ibid .. 

26 Seismicity Map o/Ca/ifornia 1808-1987, S. K. Goter, 1988. 

27 Probabilities of Large Earthquakes in the San Francisco Bay Region, California, Working Group on California 
Earthquake Probabilities, U.S. Geological Survey Circular 1053, 1990. 
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Exhibit 5.1-2 _ 
Active Faults of Concern to the Project Site 

Calaveras 48/30 

West Napa 32 /20 

Hayward 13 / 8 

San Andreas 18 / 11 

Concord/ Green Valley 38 /24 

odgers Creek 18 /11 

6.3 

6.5 

7.1 

7.8 

6.9 

6.9 
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0.06g I 0.04g 

0.07g / 0.05g 

0.40g / 0.26g 

0.45g I 0.30g 

0.08g I 0.05g 

0.09g I 0.06g 

a "Earthquakes, Quaternary Faults and Seismic Hazard in California", S.G. Wesnousk:y, Journal of Geophysical Research, 

I 986. Note that the "Maximum Probable" magnitude is not the same as the "Maximum Credible" magnitude, which is 
often such higher. However, maximum credible earthquakes are not probable during the life of the project. 

b "Prediction of Strong Ground Motions", Workshop on Future Directions in Evaluating Earthquake Hazards of 

California, D.M. Boore, United States Geological Survey Open File Report 86-401, 1986. 

c "Repeatable High Ground Acceleration form Earthquakes", J.E. Slosson and M.R. Ploessel, California Geology, 

California Division of Mines and Geology, September 197 4. 

SOILS CHARACTERISTICS 

Two characteristics of soils cl~sified by the SCS are shrink-swell and erosion potential. 

Shrink-swell potential measures the change in volume a soil undergoes as a result of seasonal 
changes in moisture content. During expansion and contraction, soil can distort buildings and 
crack foundations and pavements. Special engineering methods can be used to reduce the 
stresses caused by these expansive soils. 

Erosion is caused when soils have heavy runoff from rain storms. Soil units on steep slopes are 
more susceptible to erosion, as runoff is usually greater as is water velocity. 

The SCS identifies three different soil mapping unit types on-site, as shown on Exhibit 5 .1-3 (numbers 
in parentheses (105, 184,204) refer to the soil mapping unit code): 

Bucher-Cole Complex (105) This soil mapping unit is located in basins and on alluvial fans and is 
found along Miller Creek. Runoff is slow, and the erosion potential is slight. The shrink-swell 
potential of Cole soils is moderate to high. Drainage is needed if roads and building foundations are 
constructed. 

Tocahoma-Saurin Association (184) This soil mapping unit also is found in basins and on alluvial 
fans. Runoff is rapid, and erosion hazard is high, and a hazard in steeper areas. The main limitations 
of this soil to development are susceptibility subsidence and highly variable properties. On-site 
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EXHIBIT 5.1•3 SOIL MAPPING UNITS 
Oakview Master Plan 

Source: Soil Conservation Service Soil Survey of Marin County (1985) 

U.S. 101 

Legend: 
105 Blucher-Cole Complex-2 to 5 percent slopes 
184 Tocahoma-Suarin Association, 30 to 50 percent slopes 
204 Xerorthents-Urban Land Complex, 0 to 9 percent slopes 
Note: 
Slope gradients indicated in explanation are typical of slope where these soils are commonly found. 
However, these soils may be found on slope gradients that vary from those used above. 

~ 
North 
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investigation is necessary: The soil needs to be compacted for the base of structures to minimize 
subsidence. 

Xerorthents-Urban Land Complex (204) This soil mapping unit generally is found on valley floors, 
at cut slope toes, and in Bay areas covered with fill. Soil properties vary highly because of the kinds 
and amounts of fill material in the profile or because of the amount of cutting and grading which has 
occurred. The main limitations on use are a general susceptibility to subsidence and erosion if not 
engineered properly during construction. On-site investigation is necessary because of the variability 
of fill material. 

AGGREGATE RESOURCES 

The CDMG classifies urban lands according to the presence or absence of sand, gravel, .or stone 
deposits which would be suitable as potential sources of commercial aggregate. Lands where adequate 
information exists and are know to contain no significant mineral resources are classified MRZ-1 
(Mineral Resource Zone). If a deposit contains more than $5,000,000 (1978 dollars) worth of material 
suitable for at least sub-base aggregate, the deposit is classified MRZ-2. MRZ-3 areas contain mineral 
resources, but the significance of these resources could not be evaluated from data available at the time 
of the CDMG study. Areas are classified MRZ-4 where available information is inadequate to assign 
to any other MRZ category. MRZ-2 areas located within land use zones compatible with mining 
qualify as sectors. 

The Mineral Classification Map for the North San Francisco Bay Production I Consumption Region 
classifies the site as containing both MRZ-1 and MRZ-3(c) areas (see Exhibit 5.1-4). Most of the 
periphery of the site underlain by alluvial or colluvial soils is classified MRZ-1. The MRZ-3(c) 
classification of the majority of the site is based on the presence of Franciscan assemblage and 
Sonoma Volcanics which may 9ontain rock suitable for use as aggregate, but, because no previous 
reported studies have investigated the location or size of suitable rock zones, the potential value of 
material has not been estimated. 28 

28 Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate materials in the San Francisco-Monterey Bay Area, J.F. Davis, et. al., 
California Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 146 (Part I), 1983, and Mineral Land Classification: 
Aggregate Materials in the San Francisco - Monterey Bay Area, Part Ill, Classification of Aggregate Resource Areas, 
North San Francisco Bay Production - Consumption Region, J.F. Davis, et. al., California Division of Mines and 
Geology, Special Report 146 (Part Ill), 1983. 
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MRZ-3(c) 

MRZ-1 

EXHIBIT 5.1-4 AGGREGATE RESOURCES 
Oakview Master Plan 

Source: Rogers/Pacific 

u.s. 101 

Legend: . 
MRZ-1 Areas where information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present or where it is 
judged that little likelihood exists of their presence 
MRZ-S(C) Areas containing mineral deposits. The significance of which cannot be evaluated from 
available data. · 

~ 
North 
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The State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix N of the Marin County Environmental Impact Review 
Guidelines and Procedures, and professional practices identify potentially significant geologic 
impacts if a project: 

• Exposed people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving: 

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued, by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault. 

Strong seismic ground shaking. 

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 

Landslides. 

• Is located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project and potentially result in on- or off-site landsliding, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse. 

• Resulted in substantial soil erosion of the loss of topsoil. 

• Is located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1 of the Uniform Building Code, creating 
substantial risks to life or property. 

• Had soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater. 

• Had a potential to damage or disrupt critical infrastructure (such as water storage, utilities, entry 
road). 

• Is located in a Mineral Resource Zone identified by the CDMG. 

Geology and Soils - Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Proposed grading for the project would involve 7,020 cubic yards of cut and 6,320 cubic yards of fill 
for the grading of street improvements and residential development in Parcel 1. This is substantially 
less grading than would have been required for the previous Proposed Project. This change in 
approach is based on the increased understanding of landslide features due to extensive additional 
work performed by the applicant's geotechnical consultant, Kleinfelder, Inc., since circulation of the 
1996 Draft EIR. Approximately 26,220 cubic yards of cut and 20,780 cubic yards of fill would be 
required for office development in Parcel 2. 
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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. This 
would be a significant impact. 

The most significant potential geologic hazard to development on the site is landsliding. Landslides of 
various types blanket much of the site, both in and adjacent to areas proposed for development (see 
Exhibit 5 .1-1 ). These include the four areas previously identified in the 1996 Draft EIR as potentially 
representing large ancient bedrock landslides, labeled areas A, B, C and D for the benefit of further 
study. 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 detennined 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 the conclusion of both the applicant's and County's respective geotechnical consultants 
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 donnant, ancient bedrock landslide deposit. Based upon the 
information derived from the supplemental subsurface investigations, the stability of this old landslide 
was evaluated by the applicant's geotechnical consultant (under second party review by the County's 
consultant) and detennined to be stable in its current configuration and therefore not a significant 
impact to the proposed development. 

In order to comply with existing County requirements for Precise Development Plans, 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 BIR. The 
applicant's geotechnical consultant has performed additional continuous trenching and deep 
continuous core borings. This has resulted in a determination and accurate definition of multiple slide 
plane characteristics, geologic structural orientation, the in-place lithology, and the physical limits and 
geometry of the large potential landslide areas C and D. As discussed above area C was found not to 
be a landslide and area D was found to be a donnant and currently stable landslide deposit. Therefore, 
the potential impact of these features on the proposed development has been adequately evaluated 
through this additional geotechnical exploration and engineering analysis. This additional work was 
reviewed and found to be acceptable through second-party professional peer review. The material and 
data obtained from the trenches and borings was used to analyze the stability of the slopes and to 
design appropriate mitigation measures. 

In addition to the landslide features described above, several smaller bedrock landslides and apparent 
debris flows have also been mapped. These include: · 

• A relatively large debris flow deposit in a swale on Lots 5 and 6. 

• A bedrock slide and debris flow in the southeast comer near the freeway reserve area. 

• Several debris flows and slide scarps in the office parcel on the eastern flank of the site. 
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Colluvial deposits are mapped as being present to various extents on all proposed residential and 
commercial lots. However, because of the generally shallow nature of these soil deposits, it is 
anticipated that they may be mitigated during grading through traditional grading techniques such as 
removal and recompaction of loose materials encountered. It appears that more grading than shown 
on the Grading and Drainage Plan 29 may be necessary in order to develop the site, including the 
removal and recompaction of loose colluvial soils, debris flows and shallow landslides, even within 
the proposed minimal grading approach. Minimal grading responds to the design requirements for 
development in RMP districts as enumerated by the Marin County Zoning. 30 However, it must be 
based on a thorough understanding of the site geology-and slope stability. Otherwise such grading 
might not mitigate the long-term risks of developing adjacent to hillsides, even if housing units are 
constructed on relatively level areas. 

Mitigation Measure 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. 

Significance after Mitigation Through extensive additional subsurface exploration and engineering 
analyses, the applicant's geotechnical consultant has adequately characterized the extent and stability 
of these deposits. Landslide repair often is technically feasible from a geotechnical engineering 
standpoint and can produce stable building sites. Because a comprehensive grading and landslide 
repair program has been formulated as a part of the Oakview Master Plan (and subjected to a second­
party professional peer review), it has been demonstrated that the landslides can be repaired using the 
standard geotechnical techniques proposed by the applicant's geotechnical consultant (removal, 
recompaction, retaining structures and surficial and subsurface drainage measures), in such a way that 
the significant impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation. The applicant would be responsible for implementing the mitigation 
measures proposed by their geotechnical consultant. The applicant also would be responsible for 
grading and repairing landslides identified by the plan. 

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

Because 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, the need for mass 
grading has been eliminated. Grading in the current plan would, therefore, be limited to what is 
necessary to provide building sites, access roads and to remove and recompact the loose soils on and 
immediately adjacent to these areas of proposed development. Grading would be required to meet 
County Department of Public Works rules, regulations, and standards. Section 19.06.020 of the 

29 Sheet 5 of the Oakview Mitigated Master Plan Drawings shows the proposed Grading and Drainage Plan. The Master 
Plan Drawings are available for review at the Marin County Community Development Agency. 

30 Section 22.47.024(I)(a), Grading, Title 22 of the Marin County Code, Zoning. 
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County Code requires that grading associated with all construction shall be performed in accordance 
with the applicable provisi9ns of Chapter 70, Excavation and Grading, of the Uniform Building Code. 
Because Uniform Building Code compliance is a requirement of all construction in Marin County 
grading impacts would be less-than-significant and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-2 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.1-3 Slope Stability . 
If not properly designed for, and I or mitigated 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. This would be a significant impact. 

The applicant's geologists recommend cutting and filling slopes at a gradient of 2: 1 
(horizontal:vertical) or less. While this gradient has worked fairly effectively in Marin County for fill 
slopes less than 30 feet high, cut slopes at 2:1 gradients in melange areas (where the bedrock is highly 
weathered) have not performed as well. This is because, while many of the Franciscan and related 
bedrock units have moderate to high strengths when fresh, their relative strengths often decrease to 
lower levels once exposed to the elements for a few years and allowed to swell. It is particularly 
important to control water in landslide areas where concentrated runoff could lower stability of the 
existing landslides. These areas also are prone to increased erosion and surficial instability because of 
their low long-term strength when saturated. Thus, there is a significant possibility of erosion on 
graded slopes if proper drainage facilities are not provided. 

Because of the low shear strength of some of the bedrock materials, if not properly evaluated, slopes 
cut at 2: 1 gradients substantially higher than ten feet high would be likely to erode and experience 
localized failure until they reach equilibrium. 

Mitigation Measure 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. Both surficial and subsurface drainage provisions are also 
recommended. 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). 

• 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. 
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• 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 be 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 ~nhance stability of graded slopes by holding 
materials in place. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.J-3 would reduce the potential 
for slope instability to a less-than-significant level. 

Implementation of Mitigation The applicant and applicant's geotechnical consultant would be 
responsible for selecting the appropriate measures from among those listed above to be used during 
site preparation for recompaction of loose materials encountered, landslide repair and road 
construction and, through deed restrictions and Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&Rs), for 
requiring individual lot-owners to implement the measures when developing their lots. Specific 
measures should be selected based on subsurface conditions which only would be fully apparent 
during construction. · 

Impact 5.1-4 Groundwater 31 
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. This would be a significant 
impact. 

The project site would be connected to Marin Municipal Water District (Ml\1WD) facilities for 
domestic and fire supply and no wells are proposed as a part of the project. It is also understood that 
no wells would be drilled to augment public water supplies for landscape irrigation or to provide water 
during construction. Such water would be obtained from the Ml\1WD's reclaimed waste water supply 
hydrant, located on the · south side of Lucas Valley Road. Due to the limited extent of proposed 
grading and relative depth of the groundwater table (at least 34 feet below ground surface), the 
potential direct impacts to the groundwater table would be less-than-significant. However, seepage 
has been reported emanating from the base of the cut slope of the adjacent development near Roadway 
A. This is a preexisting condition caused by grading for the adjacent tract. The cut slope exposed a 
zone of perched water that flows along the slide plane of landslide area D. 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. 

Mitigation Measure 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 and a surficial drainage system to reduce the ponding 
and infiltration of surface water into the landslide. The drainage system should be designed by the 

31 Groundwater issues are further discussed in Section 5.2 Hydrology and Drainage. 
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project engineer and installed under his/her superv1s1on. With proper surficial and subsurface 
drainage provisions, the impact of off-site seepage should be reduced to a less-than:..significant level. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5 .1-4 would reduce the 
potential for seepage on the adjacent property to a less-than-significant level. 

Implementation of Mitigation -· The applicant and applicant's geotechnical consultant would be 
responsible for selecting the appropriate measures from among those listed above to be used during 
grading to properly drain landslide- feature D. Specific measures should be selected based on 
subsurface conditions which only would be fully apparent during construction. 

Impact 5.1-5 Soil Creep 
Soil creep could result in damage to structures built on moderate to steep hillsides. The would 
be a significant impact. 

The applicant's geologist reported evidence of soil creep in 1983 and again following the 1997 / 1998 
El Nino winter and recent wet winters. Creep is the gradual downhill movement of surficial soils due 
to the pull of gravity, commonly aided by the shrink and swell of clayey soils. If structures are placed 
on moderate to steep hillsides and not designed for creep loads, damage could result. 

The 1983 report indicates that 

Where the depth to bedrock on steep hillsides is excessive, the lateral forces caused by downhill creep 
would become so great that the use of deep foundations designed to resist creep forces may not be 
economically feasible. Construction should be avoided in these areas, the depth to rock should be reduced 
by site grading, or the creep forces should be elinrinated by rebuilding these slopes as compacted earth 
buttresses with subsurface drainage facilities. 

It should be noted that the proposed lots are mainly to be on gently sloping terrain, not generally prone 
to excessive creep forces. Through removal and recompaction of loose creep-prone materials in 
building areas, the potential for soils creep would be reduced to a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 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 Unifonn Building Code as required to obtain site alteration and 
building permits from the County for construction of individual housing units or ancillary 
residential structures. 

Significance After Mitigation This measure would reduce soil creep impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. 
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Implementation of Mitigation The applicant should submit CC&Rs for County review and approval 
with the Precise Development Plan which incorporates Mitigation Measure 5 .1-5 and which would 
require developers of individual lots to implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-5. 

Impact 5.1-6 Seismicity 
Strong seismic shaking is expected to occur on the site some time during the "life" of the 
development and could cause damage to $(fuctures and induce landsliding. This would be a 
significant impact. 

Because of the proximity of the site to the San Andreas, Hayward, Rodgers Creek, and other active 
faults, there is a high probability that the site will experience strong ground shaking during the lifetime 
of any proposed structures. Peak ground shaking of 0.040g to 0.45g is possible from the nearby 
Hayward and San Andreas faults, respectively, during the life of the proposed development. 

Actual effects would depend on the characteristics of the fault system where the earthquake occurs, 
the distance to the epicenter, magnitude of the earthquake, and specific on-site geologic conditions. 
The greatest potential hazard would involve areas of slope instability where known active or dormant 
landslides could be activated or reactivated and areas of new landsliding could occur, including 
localized failures of cut and filled slopes created by the project, although such sliding would not be 
likely to spawn catastrophic movements due to the competency of local bedrock material and the site's 
relatively shallow soils. 32 However, the applicant's geological consultant has performed a seismic 
analysis of the potential stability of the dormant landslide feature D and has determined that it would 
be stable even during a large earthquake. 

Ground settlement also could occur as a result of ground shaking. The magnitude of these potential 
impacts, thus the severity of exposing people and property to seismic hazards, would be greatly 
intensified should strong ground shaking occur during or after periods of wet weather when soils are 
saturated. Because construction in conformance with UBC building and construction standards would 
reduce the risks to human life and property at the site to levels ordinarily considered acceptable 
according to engineering standards in the Bay Areas, these other seismic impacts would therefore be 
considered less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measure 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. 

Because UBC compliance is a requirement of all residential construction in the County and Bay Area, 
no additional mitigation would be needed except for seismically induced landsliding which is 
addressed separately from Impact and Mitigation Measure 5.1-6 by Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 (above). 

32 Rationalizing the Seismic Coefficient Method, Mary Hynes and Arley Franklin, Waterways Experiment Station, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Miscellaneous Paper GL-84,13, 1984, and "Considerations in the Earthquake-Resistant 
Design of Earth and Rockfill Dams", H.B. Seed, Geotechnique, 1979. 
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Signifi~ance after Mitigation UBC compliance would reduce seismic impacts to less-than­
significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation Developers of individual lots would be responsible for ·complying 
with UBC requirements when designing structures or site-specific improvements, and the Marin 
County Department of Public Works would monitor compliance during routine plan checking, permit 
granting, and site inspections. 

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

Laboratory testing by the applicant's geotechnical consultant indicates that on-site soils are not 
expansive. Published information from the Soil Survey of Marin County indicates that the on-site soils 
have a low to moderate shrink-swell potential. Based on these sources, it is concluded that the shrink­
swell effects of expansive soils would not have a significant impact on proposed development. With 
the use of standard geotechncial engineering grading and design techniques the affects of expansive 
soils should not pose a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-7 No mitigation would be required. 

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

Liquefaction is a process by which a cohesionless soil, such as sand, coarse silt, or fine gravel, 
becomes "liquefied" upon losing its shear strength through intense shaking. This phenomenon is 
common in loosely compacted sandy fills near large sources of water or with a high water table. 

Most of the Oakview site is underlain by bedrock with a thin soil cover. Relatively thin and loose 
colluvial soils on the west slope of the ridge are expected to be recompacted during grading and, thus, 
not prone to liquefaction. Therefore, tpe potential impacts from liquefaction are less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-8 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.1-9 Rockfall 
Rockfall could damage structures or injure people. Bedrock outcrops and I or residual boulders 
are reportedly rare at the site. This would be a potentially significant impact. 

Development activities could reveal, uncover, isolate, or destabilize rocks not previously identified by 
the Master Plan level geologic reconnaissance or by published or unpublished source materials. Based 
on the evidence compiled and reviewed to date, identification of such features at a future time would 
not affect the feasibility of site development both because few large rock outcrops are known to be 
present on the site and because it technically is possible to mitigate this potential impact. Rather than 
dismissing the small possibility of this potential hazard as speculative, it is addressed in order to 
provide mitigation in the event such measures are needed. 
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Mitigation Measure 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. 

Significance after Mitigation Mitigation Measure 5.1-9 would reduce potential rockfall impacts to 
less-than-significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation Precise Development Plan approval would be conditioned upon 
incorporation of this mitigation. The Precise Development Plan should indicate which type(s) of 
mitigation have been identified for each potential rockfall. The applicant's CC&Rs should require 
future developers to implement the measures on a lot-by-lot basis. 

Impact 5.1-10 Artificial Fill Areas 
New construction on existing artificial fill, where encountered, could settle unevenly and be 
damaged or could stimulate or accelerate erosion. This would be a significant impact. 

The areas of artificial fill appear to be limited to the periphery of the site. It is expected that these fill 
materials were placed during development which has occurred adjacent to the site, such as to build 
roads (including Highway 101) and construct residential subdivisions (streets, utilities, and housing 
units). If these materials are in the vicinity of proposed grading, they could settle non-uniformly, or 
be subject to erosion. However, these materials would not affect the feasibility of the site 
development. 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-10 The fo·llowing measures would be required to mitigate artificial fill 
impacts: 

• Conduct field investigations when formulating the Final Grading Plan required for the Precise 
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. 

Significance after Mitigation Mitigation Measure 5.1-10 would reduce potential impacts to less­
than-significant levels. Removal and recompaction of existing fill materials potentially could result in 
secondary impacts which could include short-term visual, noise, traffic, airborne dust, and water use 
impacts during construction. However, due to the limited area that would be involved to mitigate 
artificial fill deposits such impacts would be less-than-significant. 
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Implementation of Mitigation The Precise Development Plan should identify the locations and limits 
of artificial fill in relation to proposed roadway alignments, utility corridors, and development areas 
and also should be accompanied by CC&Rs which incorporate Mitigation Measure 5.1-10 and require 
developers of individual lots to implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-10. Approval of the Precise 
Development Plan should be conditioned on the applicant's implementation of Mitigation Measure 
5.1-10 when constructing on-site roads and installing utilities. 

Impact 5.1-11 Faulting and Ground Surface Rupture 
The possibility of surface ruptures on the site is ve,y low. This would be a less-than-sfgnificant 
impact. 

The project site is not located in a State-mandated Earthquake Fault Zone (formally Alquist-Priolo 
Special Studies Zone) for active surface fault rupture. Therefore, the possibility for on-site surface 
rupture is considered to be very low. 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-11 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.1-12 Aggregate and Rare Mineral Resources 
No aggregate resources or rare minerals are known to be present on the site. This would be a 
less-than-significant impact. 

There are no areas of known aggregate resources within the site boundaries. The friable nature of 
much of the site's bedrock prohibits its usefulness as a commercial aggregate material. In addition, 
other more proven sources of aggregate resources are available. 

The on-site bedrock materials are composed chiefly of detrital sand, silt, and clay, with a mapped zone 
of volcanic bedrock on the eastern side. No deposits of rare minerals in commercial quantities have 
been reported as underlying the site. 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-12 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.1-13 Maintenance of Geotechnical and Hydrologic Mitigation 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. 

Many of the geotechnical and hydrologic mitigation measures (such as drainage collection, erosion 
control, and landslide repairs) would require periodic inspections and maintenance during the life of 
the development. If such facilities are not maintained properly, long-term drainage or slope stability 
problems could occur on individual lots or in common open space areas and could have off-site as 
well as on-site impacts. 

A .Geologic Hazard Abatement District (GHAD) established for the project would provide a 
mechanism to ensure proper inspection and monitoring of the effectiveness of mitigation measures 
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incorporated into the project and to undertake routine maintenance of faciHties required to minimize 
the project's environmental impacts. 33 The GHAD could be staffed by a geologist who would answer 
to a project site homeowners association and office building owner(s) and, ultimately, the County. 
The geologist's duties would be to: 

• Perfonn periodic geologic inspections. 

• Monitor mitigation measures to assure effectiveness. 

• Schedule routine cleaning and maintenance of drainage devices. 

• Provide recommendations for additional erosion control or mitigation of any unforeseen hazards 
which develop in the future 

This type of system allows for a consistent organized cooperative effort to maintain the condition of 
the hydrologic, geologic, and engineering mitigation measures in both the developed and open space 
parts of the site and to reduce the potential for future hazards. The project's GHAD should be set up 
primarily as a preventive and maintenance program rather than solely as a mechanism for making 
repairs. Landslides and other potential geologic and hydrologic hazards should be mitigated during 
the grading phase of work. 

GHADs essentially call for the fonnation of assessment districts to tax affected property owners to 
provide funding for the program. GHADs can be administered in several ways. Most commonly, 
homeowners' associations hire a consultant who specializes in GHAD monitoring to provide the 
technical expertise necessary and act as liaison between the homeowners and County engineer. This 
usually is a geotechnical company which is approved by the County. Once there is agreement on the 
necessary scope, an assessment district is fonned to fund the consultant's work and the cost of County 
review. Generally, a fund or contingency for a fund is established by the homeowners' association to 
pay for unexpected repairs or required geologic or hydrologic hazard mitigation (such as flooding or 
mudslides from a heavy stonn event) .. 

In the case of the proposed project, the Master Plan does not indicate yet whether or not the applicant 
would establish a homeowners' or property owners' association as part of project implementation. 
Furthennore, division of the site into Parcel 1 for residential development and Parcel 2 for office 
development would split long-tenn responsibility for overseeing maintenance of the entire project site. 
A GHAD for this project could be organized to administer the entire site. 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-13 The following measure would be required of the applicant to insure 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 

33 Geologic Hazard Abatement Districts have been established and have worked well in other communities, including 
Clayton, Blackhawk, San Ramon, Moraga, Orinda, and Palos Verdes. 
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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 (GRAD) 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 plact?._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. 

Significance after Mitigation Establishment and operation of such a funding mechanism for the 
project site would prevent and, through ongoing maintenance, reduce the magnitude of long-term 
geologic and hydrologic impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation The applicant should establish the funding entity (homeowners' or 
property owners' association, assessment district, or GRAD) to cover the entire site (both proposed 
Parcels I and 2). A draft of the funding entity should be submitted with the Precise Development 
Plan, and the entity's formal establishment should be a condition of filing the Final Subdivision Map. 

Impact 5.1-14 Naturally Occurring Asbestos 
The possibility of exposure from naturally occurring asbestos is considered very low. This would 
be a less-than-significant impact. 

Some types of serpentine rock contains naturally occurring asbestos. Disturbance of thickly 
concentrated asbestos ore during deep cutting and/or blasting during grading could potentially release 
asbestos particles into the environment and permit human contact. However, there are no known 
substantial concentrated deposits of asbestos in the vicinity of the subject project. Additionally, 
grading at the site is anticipated to be minimal and therefore, deep ripping and blasting will not be 
performed. Therefore, the possibility of exposure from naturally occurring asbestos is considered to 
be very low. 

Mitigation Measure 5.1-14 No mitigation would be required. 
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Hydrology and Drainage -- The Setting 

REGIONAL HYDROLOGY 

The project site occupies 106 acres of moderate to steep hillslopes and gently sloping colluvial 
deposits located northwest of the Lucas Valley Road / Highway 101 interchange in eastern Marin 
County (see Exhibit 5.2-1). Approximately 40.4 acres of the site drain to the south-southeast and 
ultimately discharge into the partly leveed and dredged upper reach of Gallinas Creek via a tributary 
channel parallel to Lucas Valley Road and ultimately into San Pablo Bay. The remaining 65.6 acres 
drain north-northwest to Miller Creek which forms the northern site boundary. The Miller Creek 
Watershed encompasses 5,133 acres at its local outlet under Highway 101. East of Highway 101, 
Miller Creek traverses the Silveira Ranch and St. Vincent Academy (primarily agricultural·lands) en 
route to the marshlands and mudflats of San Pablo Bay. 

Site elevations range from 300 feet along the prominent north-south ridgeline to roughly 25 feet 
adjacent to both the Lucas Valley Road / Highway 101 and Miller Creek Road / Highway 101 
undercrossings. Oak woodland is the prevailing habitat on mid- to upper-elevation hillsides while 
grassland dominates lower colluvial slopes. 

Land uses in the vicinity of the site include single-family residential (north and west), offices (south), 
agriculture/ cattle grazing (east of Highway 101, the eastern site boundary), and commercial (north of 
Miller Creek just south ofMarinwood Avenue). 

Rainfall in the site vicinity occurs primarily during the winter rainy season which normally extends 
from November through March. Mean annual rainfall at the site as mapped by the U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) is 30 inches. 1 

Major floods in the site vicinity typically result from long duration winter storms which develop over 
the Pacific Ocean. Moderate to intense cloudbursts nested in a two- to three-day storm can generate 
high magnitude pulses of stormwater runoff from saturated watershed soils. Recent examples of 
significant floods in Marin County include the January 1982, February 1986, and January 1995 
rainstorms. These storms each occurred as parts of longer duration events which exhibited maximum 
short-duration intensities in the ten- to 50-year recurrence interval range. 

Mean Annual Precipitation Depth-Duration Frequency Data for the San Francisco Bay Region, California, S.E. Rantz, 
U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report, 1971. 
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EXHIBIT 5.2-1 REGIONAL HYDROLOGY 
Oakview Master Plan 

Source: Clearwater Hydrology/ USGS 
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Exhibit 5.2-2 presents the flood insurance rate map (FIRM) published for Miller Creek by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2 The reach of the 100-year flood boundary only extends 
outside the main creek channel in the vicinity of Paseo Grande and Seville Drive in the adjacent Casa 
Marinwood neighborhood. Backwater flooding which can occur in this low-lying area of the Miller 
Creek floodplain is influenced by the reduced channel capacity east of the Highway 101 crossing. In 
this low-gradient downstream reach, sediment deposition, creekside levees, and dense ·in-channel 
vegetation combine to produce heightened upstream flood water surface elevations during severe 
rainstorms. 3 According to hydraulic information obtained from Caltrans engineers, the capacity of 
the Highway 101 bridge over Miller Creek is sufficient to pass the 100-year flood with adequate 
freeboard. 4 

In 1992, the City of San Rafael commissioned a hydraulic analysis of the· lower reach of Miller Creek, 
downstream of Highway 101. 2. The FEMA flood hazard zone through this reach was reduced as the 
result of the updated flood modeling. Since the targeted study did not encompass the reach of Miller 
Creek upstream of the Highway 101 bridge, the actual extent to which the slightly adjusted flood 
hazard zone would reduce the extent or severity of flooding in the Casa Mainwood neighborhood is 
unknown. However, with the slight reduction in the area of 100-year flooding predicted for the lower 
reach, it is likely that the Casa Marinwood flooding is somewhat less severe than indicated by the 
original FEMA flood assessment. 

Flooding on the small Gallinas Creek tributary along Lucas Valley Road (the Lucas Valley Road 
tributary channel) can occur in the vicinity of the box culvert due to lack of hydraulic capacity and 
obstruction by debris. 6 Backwater accumulating upstream of the box culvert inlet floods the west 
shoulder of Highway 101, south of the culvert entrance. 

No water quality data are available for Miller Creek or the Lucas Valley Road tributary channel. 
Development and continued grazing in parts of the Miller Creek Watershed suggest the likelihood of 
elevated levels of nitrate and ammonia, fecal coliform bacteria, petrochemical residues, heavy metals, 
and fertilizer and pesticide constituents in Miller Creek flows. Contaminant concentrations in 
stormwater runoff typically are greatest during the first significant storms of the winter and during the 
early phases of succeeding runoff events. 

2 Flood Insurance Study for Unincorporated Areas of Marin County California, Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA), 1982 (including March 2, 1982 FIRM Map). 

3 "Hydrology and Drainage", Daphne I Bacciocco Development Plan ADEIR (1986 Administrative Draft E/R), Philip 
Williams & Associates, 1986. 

4 Clearwater Hydrology conversation with Charlotte Cashin, Caltrans staff engineer, February 1996, and Preliminary 
Report: Miller Creek Bridge (Widening)- Bridge No. 27-04, California Department of Transportation, Office of 
Structures Design, 1983. 

5 Letter Report on the FEMA Limited Map Maintenance Program (LMMP) Flood Insurance Study for Miller Creek, 
Ensign & Buckley, May 1993. 

6 Clearwater Hydrology conversation with Andy Preston, staff engineer, Department of Public Works, City of San Rafael, 
February 1996. 
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LOCAL HYDROLOGY 

Surface Water 
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The project site contains six sub-watersheds (see Exhibit 5.2-3). Sub-watersheds 1 and 2 comprise 
19.7 and 20.7 acres, respectively, and drain to Lucas Valley Road. Sub-watershed 3 and-4 (8.6 and 
14.8 acres) drain west and eventually enter linked storm drain inlets on Erin Drive and a single 
headwalled inlet at the northwest corner of the site. This combined runoff flows north along Etta 
Court to the system outlet in Miller Creek. Sub-watersb_ed 5 · ( 11.8 acres) drains entirely overland to 
Miller Creek. Sub-watershed 6 (30.4 acres) overlooks Highway 101, and all runoff is directed north 
along the western shoulder of the freeway to Miller Creek. 

Exhibit 5.2-3 shows drainage patterns and storm drain system alignments. Runoff from Sub­
watershed 2 flows west-southwest to an 18-inch culvert with concrete headwall at the edge of the 
property at 281 Ellen Drive. From here, runoff is conveyed in the existing storm drain system 
underneath Lucas Valley Road to the channel south of and parallel to the roadway. Runoff continues 
east under Los Gamos Drive and part of the Marin Technology Center parking lot before daylighting a 
couple of hundred feet downstream in another earthen channel segment. Before entering a three- by 
six-foot box culvert under Highway 101, runoff in the channel is joined by stormwater runoff from 
Sub-watershed 1, which is routed via storm drains from the northern shoulder of Lucas Valley Road at 
the Highway 101 underpass. The box culvert ends on the east side of the freeway, and, after a short 
earthen reach, the channel reenters a box culvert, emerging east of the northbound exit ramp in an 
earthen channel which winds through the industrial park and discharges into the tidal reach of 
Gallinas Creek. 

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. 7 Not only was the culvert found to be 
incapable of handling the ten-year discharge without backwater conditions, but, during the design 
100-year rainstorm, it also was shown to create undesirable conditions at two additional freeway 
culvert crossings farther south along the western shoulder. These 24- and 30-inch freeway culverts 
meet Caltrans drainage criteria as long as there is no upstream diversion at the three- by six-foot box 
culvert. The study concluded that a second parallel culvert would need to be constructed at the Lucas 
Valley Road / Highway 101 interchange to accommodate increased flows generated by proposed 
interchange construction. While there is a consensus regarding the necessary construction of a second 
parallel culvert under Highway 101, it would be expensive, and to date, neither the City nor Caltrans 
has expressed an intention to fund the project. 8 

Site runoff emanating from Sub-watersheds 3 and 4 flows downslope and overland and either directly 
enters the existing Marinwood storm drain system along the western site boundary or is intercepted 
upslope by cross-slope concrete-lined ditches. These concrete-lined ditch segments transport hillslope 
runoff to the storm drain inlets at the ends of Ellen Drive and Erin Drive and to the off-street inlet at 
the northwest comer of the site. 

7 Final Drainage Report: Lucas Valley Road I U.S. 101 Interchange, CH2M Hill, September 1995. 

8 Clearwater Hydrology conversation with Andy Preston, City of San Rafael, April 2000. 
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Two gaps exist in the perimeter interceptor ditch system. The first gap is located on the northern half 
of the property at 282 Ellen Drive, roughly along the boundary between site Sub-watersheds 1 and 2. 
The second gap is located at the northwest corner of the site. Here, local slope runoff merges in a 
topographic depression adjacent to 1 Erin Drive and 291 Elvia Court. There are no interceptors along 
the eastern boundary of 1 Erin Drive or southern boundary of 291 Elvia Court. Either the ditch ends 
20-30 feet upslope, or it is buried under sediment which has slid or otherwise eroded from the 
adjacent hillslope. The 24-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) culvert and headwall accepts local 
runoff and conveys it to the Etta Drive storm drain system but is nearly 50 percent obstructed with 
sediment. Local stormwater runoff ponds in the adjacent-depression before draining via the culvert. 

Written testimony from Elvia Court property owners has stressed that subsurface seepage occurs 
along the cut face of the hillslope. Subsurface seepage along Lisa Court and Ellen Drive appears to 
occur in conjunction with some surface overflows. The applicant's civil engineer has suggested that 
gopher / rodent holes could be partly responsible for creating nuisance flooding and subsurface 
drainage conditions. While animal burrows can produce local subsurface routes for stormwater, their 
existence does not fully explain the widespread problems reported by area property owners. 

Groundwater and Sensitive Habitats 

The Marin County Soil Survey maps two soil units on the site. 9 Tocaloma-Saurin association-very 
steep is mapped on the ridgeline and steeper parts of the site. Tocaloma-Saurin soils are primarily 
loams and clay loams, 20-40 inches deep, overlying fractured bedrock. Soil permeability is described 
as moderate to moderately rapid, and both runoff potential and erosion hazard are high. Xerorthents­
Urban land complex soil unit - 0 to 9 percent slopes -- is located on adjacent toe slopes and the valley 
floor. Past cutting of the toes of hillsides to build existing off-site homes produced a mixture of soil 
and crushed and broken rock. Soil properties vary highly, depending on the extent of cut and fill 
grading activities which occurred during the development process. Erosion hazard can be high where 
soils are left exposed and unvegetated following construction. 

According to the EIR geologist, a significant portion of the soils on the middle and lower colluvial 
slopes are remnant features of ancient and more recent landslides and slumps (see 5.1 Geology and 
Soils Exhibit 5.1-1). The generalized aerial photographic interpretation used by the Soil Survey does 
not investigate such features. These lap.dslide deposits sit on the upper zone of fractured bedrock, and 
the interface between the two units functions as a pathway for the downslope movement of 
groundwater. This shallow groundwater originates as infiltrated rainfall and spring discharge from 
the bedrock fractures. 

Under intense rainfall conditions, small slump failures can occur in these large landslide deposits. 
Development of the Marinwood neighborhood in the 1960s involved cutting of slopes along the base 
of these deposits which created local seepage problems for properties along the site boundary. 

Seeped soil conditions were observed at two principle locations and ·additional sites during December 
1995 and January 1996 site inspections. The locations of these seeped soils are shown on Exhibit 5.3-
1. There is a strong correlation between the landslide deposits mapped on Exhibit 5 .1-1 and the 
seeped soils mapped on Exhibit 5.3-1. A perennial spring exists at the head of the main drainageway 

9 Marin County Soil Survey, Soil Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), 1985. 
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associated with Sub-watershed 2. A larger zone of seeped soil fans out downslope of the spring 
which keeps the grass green during the dry season. 

A second, principle seeped zone occurs in and adjacent to a broad swale, located between the main 
hillslope and the lower knoll immediately northwest of the Lucas Valley Road / Highway 1 0 1 
interchange. During the January 1996 site inspection, the surface soils were saturated and exhibited 
ponding in the vicinity of the swale outlet just above Lucas Valley Road. The saturated conditions 
followed a one- to two-week period of clear weather. Thus, seepage was not related to recent runoff. 

Additional zones of seeped soils were mapped along the toe of the east-facing slope, parallel to 
Highway 101. These seeped zones are associated with the toes of colluvial and landslide deposits 
which fill small ravines. While saturated or ponded conditions were not always observed in these 
areas during the site inspections, the soils were moist to wet, and the survey conducted by the EIR 
biologists noted the presence of wetland indicator plants. 

The zones of seeped soils that were verified as jurisdictional wetlands by the Corps of Engineers are 
shown in Exhibit 5.3-1. The off-site occurrence of seepage affecting the properties fronting Ellen 
Drive, Lisa Court, Erin Drive and Etta Drive has required many homeowners to install subsurface 
drainage systems and, in some cases, to reconstruct building foundations. 

Miller Creek 

Miller Creek, a USGS blue-line stream, forms the northern site boundary. The Marin Countywide 
Plan (Policy EQ-2.3) establishes a Stream Conservation Area (SCA) along all blue line watercourses 
shown on the most recent United States Geological Survey quad sheets. According to Policy EQ-2.3, 
where large tracts of land in the City-Centered Corridor are proposed for development, a 100-foot 
buffer should be applied, where consistent with legal requirements, and other planning and 
environmental goals. The riparian corridor lining Miller Creek is healthy and largely undisturbed. 
Exhibit 2.2-2. shows the 100-foot SCA associated with the on-site reach of Miller Creek. 

The south bank of Miller Creek, just upstream of the Highway 101 bridge, has been disturbed 
biologically. Quarter-ton pieces of riprap have been installed to prevent low bank erosion around the 
bend approaching the bridge and to train flows through the bridge undercrossing. Extensive bedrock 
outcrops are visible in the bed and on· the creekbanks through this lower reach and extending farther 
upstream past the Marinwood A venue extension. Although the bedrock is relatively soft, the outcrops 
have stabilized the creekbed against downcutting. 

Water Quality 

No data exist on water quality indicator constituents for any of the site drainageways, including Miller 
Creek. In the absence of grazing, the site does not generate any pollutant loading to Miller Creek or 
the Gallinas Creek tributary parallel to Lucas Valley Road. However, detectable levels of stormwater 
pollutants are likely in both of these drainageways due to existing residential and agricultural uses 
upstream of the site. Stormwater contaminants associated with vehicular traffic, including oil, grease, 
and heavy metals, affect background water quality. It also is likely that contaminants associated with 
cattle grazing and equestrian facilities are detectable in Miller Creek flows. Elevated levels of 
ammonia, nitrates, fecal coliform bacteria, turbidity, and oxygen-demanding substances typically are 
measured in stormwater runoff from grazed lands and from older equestrian facilities. Irrigation 
runoff from residential land typically contains high concentrations of nutrients, including nitrate­
nitrogen, phosphorous, and herbicides. 
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The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has permit authority over "non-point source" 
discharges to natural receiving waters. Any construction project of five acres or larger requires a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Activity stormwater 
permit. Such permits must meet all applicable provisions of Sections 301 and 402 of the Clean Water 
Act. This means that permitted entities must employ Best Management Practices (BMPs) for 
stormwater pollutant control. Site pollutant source identification and plans for reducing contaminant 
migration off-site are critical to any Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). In most cases, 
sediment management is a critical part of the SWPPP. Constructed wetlands can also be used to filter 
contaminant-laden sediments and floatables from developed site stormwater. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) through the auspices of the National Urban 
Runoff Program (NURP) has compiled data on representative contaminant concentrations in urban 
stormwater. The NURP was initiated in 1978 to clarify the extent and nature of pollution of receiving 
waters due to urban stormwater runoff in the United States. Further .research led to the amended 
water quality criteria that have been adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
These criteria are published in the "Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Region 
(2)", referred to as the "Basin Plan". 10 

USEP A's list of standard pollutants of concern in typical urban stormwater for which set threshold 
criteria are available includes the following: 

Nitrite 
Nitrate 
Cu 
Pb 
Zn 

Oil and Grease 

Nitrite ( as N) 
Nitrate ( as N) 
Total Copper 
Total Lead 
Total Zinc 

In its assessment of water quality data from a large number of municipalities, the USEP A assumed 
baseline conditions representative of mixed commercial, residential, and open space urban land 
uses. 11 The USEP A found that 90 percent of all urban runoff contaminants are removed by the first 
0.5 inches of runoff. For comparative estimates of pre- and post-project contaminant loading from 
site watersheds, see Imf>aet Exhibit 5.2-6, below. 

IO Water Quality Plan for the San Francisco Bay Region (2), California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1995. 

l I Results of the National Urban Runoff Program, Volume I, Final Report, Water Planning Division, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, 1983. Heavy industrial land use was not included in the data base. 
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Hydrology and Drainage -- Significance Criteria 

The project would result in a significant impact if it: 

Water Quality 

5.2 Hydrology and Drainage 
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• Violated any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 

• Otherwise substantially degraded water quality. 

Ground Water 

• Substantially depleted groundwater supplies or interfered substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a 
level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted). 

Drainage 

• Substantially altered the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion 
or siltation on- or off-site. 

• Substantially altered the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increased the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off-site. 

• Created or contributed runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

• Required or resulted in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 

Flooding 

• Placed housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood fusurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map. 

• Placed within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood 
flows. 

• Exposed people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. 
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Seiche, Tsunami, and Mudjlow 

• Was inundated by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

Hydrology and Drainage -- Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

5.2 Hydrology and Drainage 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

This analysis focuses on the potential project impacts on-the following characteristics: 

• On-site drainage patterns, erosion, and channel stability 
• Site peak flows 
• On-site and downstream sedimentation, hydraulic structure capacity, and flooding 
• On-site and off-site groundwater seepage and sensitive habitats 
• Water quality in on-site and downstream receiving waters due to non-point stonnwater 

contaminants derived from vehicular traffic and site grading and construction 
• Cumulative impacts of projects proposed within the Miller Creek and the Gallinas Creek 

tributary watersheds 

The Oakview Master Plan includes a technical site plan residential area layout, administrative / 
professional layout (showing office building footprints and residential building envelopes but no 
housing unit footprints on individual lots) and a Grading and Drainage plan. 12 The applicant's civil 
engineer, LL. Schwartz Associates, also prepared sub-watershed peak flow computations 13 and a 
hydraulic model assessment of the adjacent subdivision storm drain system, 14 both of which were 
reviewed independently by the EIR hydrologist (see Impact 5.2-2). However, detailed design of 
culvert / storm drain sizes and capacities and detailed geotechnical engineering plans (groundwater 
seepage controls) have not be defined yet and will not be known until later in the planning process. 

Site improvements envisaged by the Oakview Master Plan includes some hillslope grading, retaining 
wall construction, landslide repair, residential development, roadway and driveway construction, 
stonn drain system installation, and bridge construction. Site grading would shift existing sub­
watershed boundaries slightly and result in minor alterations to surface drainage patterns. Exhibit 
5.2-4 shows the post-project watershed boundaries and stormwater drainage patterns. Stonnwater 
runoff from most of Parcel 2 would be· conveyed in a new storm drain system to Miller Creek whereas 
runoff from the remaining sub-watersheds ultimately would enter existing stonn drain systems along 
the southern and western site boundaries. Stonnwater runoff from Sub-watersheds 1 and 2 would 
drain to the Ellen Drive stonn drain system, which conveys runoff to the three foot by six foot culvert 
under Highway 101. Sub-watershed 3 and 4 runoff would enter the Erin Dive storm drain system, 

12 Sheet 6 of the Oakview Mitigated Master Plan Drawings shows the proposed Residential Area Layout, sheet 7 the 
proposed Administrative/ Professional Layout and sheet 5 the Grading and Drainage Plan. The Master Plan Drawings 
are available for review at the Marin County Community Development Agency. 

13 Revised Preliminary Drainage Analysis, Oakview: A Residential & Administrative / Professional Development, Marin 
County, California, A.P.N. 164-270-03, February 22, 1999. 

14 I.L. Schwartz Associates, Inc. letter to Tim Haddad, Marin County Environmental Coordinator, dated Nov. 18, 1999, 
with attached "Hydraulic Analysis: Oakview- Erin Drive" and "Hydraulic Analysis: Oakview- Ellen Drive". 
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EXHIBIT 5.2-4 POST PROJECT 
WATERSHEDS AND DRAINAGE 
Oakview Master Plan 

Source: Clearwater Hydrology 

LEGEND: 
-· .. - Creek/Roadside Ditch +-- Concrete Interceptor Ditch 

(Arrow Dlrectlon=Flow Direction} 

U.S. 101 

D•D Storm Drain Inlets (Existing) - - • Sub-Watershed Boundary 
• •• Project Storm Drain Inlets 2 Sub-Watershed North 
• • • • Storm Drain Allgnment ""' Culvert/Storm Drain Headwall Inlet 
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which discharges to Miller Creek roughly 400 feet downstream of the Las Gallinas Bridge. Sub­
watershed 4 would retain its existing drainage pattern, as no development is proposed therein. The 
proposed Marinwood A venue Bridge would extend Marinwood A venue south across Miller Creek to 
the Parcel 2 offices (Lots 29 and 30). No bridge design details or construction plans have been 
prepared at this time. 

Impact 5.2-1 Stormwater Drainage Patterns 
Project grading, roadway construction, and storm drain installation would convert the existing 
intermittent drainageway in Sub-watershea 2 to a storm drain system. In addition, the 
watershed boundary separating Sub-watersheds 1 and 2 would be altered slightly. In 
combination, this would be a Jess-than-significant impact. 

Other than Miller Creek, the drainageway in Sub-watershed 2 is the only significant channel on the 
site. It begins as a perennial spring at a notch in the west-facing hillslope and has incised the colluvial 
fan deposits en route to the storm drain inlet at the rear of 281 Ellen Drive. Proposed roadway and 
home construction in this bowl area and the fan deposits below would require culverting the channel 
throughout its existing length. This intermittent drainageway is not a blue-line stream and is not 
subject to The Marin Countywide Plan policies governing Stream Conservation Areas (SCAs). 
Consequently, no measures would be required to mitigate the impact on stormwater drainage patterns 
from converting the drainageway. However, measures to mitigate groundwater and sensitive habitat 
impacts and cumulative water quality impacts would address these and stormwater drainage effects of 
implementing the project. 

A slight de facto diversion of runoff from Sub-watershed 2 to Sub-watershed 1 would occur as the 
result of the construction of the contour interceptor drain near the common ridgeline. The resulting 
drainage area for Sub-watershed I would increase by 0.3 acres, at the expense of Sub-watershed 2. 
See Impact 5.2-2 (Site Peak Flows) for further discussion of the impact of this diversion on-site 
runoff. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-1 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.2-2 Site Peak Flow Rates 
Project grading, construction of impervious surfaces, and installation of a storm drain system 
would increase site peal< 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 (see discussion of peak flow rates, 
including the independent EIR hydrologist estimates, in the Appendix). This would be a 
significant impact. 

The EIR hydrologist conducted a peer review of the peak flow computations prepared by the 
applicant's civil engineer. The computations were based on the Caltrans / Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District Method, the standard method used by the Marin County Public Services Agency, and 
refinements to this method (also known as the Rational Method) published by the U.S. Geological 
Survey. The Grading and Drainage Plan and Revised Preliminary Drainage Analysis 15 provided the 
general site development characteristics analyzed in this EIR, including Sub-watershed boundaries, lot 
coverage areas, probable building envelopes, and storm drain and roadway alignments. Typical 
impervious surface coverage associated with the proposed types of land uses -- hill residential (less 

15 Ibid. and Sheet 5 of the Oakview Mitigated Master Plan Drawings which shows the Grading and Drainage Plan. The 
Master Plan Drawings are available for review at the Marin County Community Development Agency. 
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than two units/ acre) and commercial -- was derived from U.S. Geological Survey storm drain design 
criteria. 

Exhibit 5.2-5 compares existing and post-project peak flow rates for site Sub-watersheds 1, 2, 3 and 6 
for the 100-year rainstorm. The remaining site sub-watersheds are not proposed for development, so 
they were not included in the current peak fl.ow assessment. Computed discharges differ from those 
estimated by the applicant's civil engineer, but not substantially. The EIR estimates suggest probable 
increases in post-project peak flows approximately 58 t.o 62 percent lower than estimated by the 
applicant's engineer for Sub-watersheds 2 and 3. The &IR estimates for Sub-watershed 6 peak.flows 
were higher than the applicant's engineering analysis, by 61 percent. The divergences in the estimates 
are due primarily to the use of a more physically-based method for estimating time of concentration 
for runoff, and to the lower estimates attributed to existing condition runoff coefficient "C" values in 
the EIR analysis. Regardless of which estimates are deemed more accurate, the project impact on-site 
peak flow rates remains significant due to the absence of any proposed on-site stormwater detention 
capacity and the presence of inadequate, downstream hydraulic structures in both destination 
drainages. Both the three-foot by six-foot box culvert under Highway 101 (Gallinas Creek 
Watershed) and the Southern Pacific Rail Road (SPRR) bridge on Miller Creek, downstream of the 
Highway 101 crossing, lack sufficient capacity to convey the 100-year flood discharge. The Marin 
County Department of Public Works requires that all development projects mitigate fully for 
increases in peak flows on drainageways that could negatively affect downstream hydraulic structures 
or the eK1eat of floodiflg ifl n&hlral eftllllftels. 16 For further discussion of the potential box culvert 
and Miller Creek flooding impacts, see Impacts 5.2-4 and 5.2-5. 

Exhibit 5.2-5 
Peak Flow Rates for Design 100-Year Rainstorm 
Existing versus Post-Project Conditions 

Existin 
1 18.5 
2 20.7 20.4 17.0 
3 8.6 8.6 7.9 
4 14.8 14.8 23.6 
5 11.8 11.8 28.2 
6 30.4 30.4 25.5 

Source: Clearwater Hydrology 

17.6 
17.7 

23.6 0 
28.2 0 
43.2 69.4 

On-site discharge from Sub-watersheds 1, 2, 3, and 4 under post-project conditions would be 
delivered to the existing subdivision storm drain system. Runoff from Sub-watersheds 1 and 2 would 
enter the Ellen Drive storm drain system, while runoff from Sub-watersheds 3 and 4 would enter the 
Erin Drive storm drain system. Discharge conveyed by the Ellen Drive storm drain system would 
eventually reach the three- by six-foot box culvert under Highway 101, and then the lower Gallinas 
Creek flood control channel. Erin Drive stonnwater would be discharged to Miller Creek, just 

16 Clearwater Hydrology conversation with Pat Baldarama, Director, Land Development Division, Marin County 
Department of Public Works, April 2000. 
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downstream of the Las Gallinas Road bridge crossing. As noted above, no development is proposed 
for Sub-watershed 4 under.the Oakview Master Plan. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 The following mitigation measure would be required to reduce peak flow 
impacts: 

• Construct -9:_stormwater detention / treatment basins, oee eaeh ia the lo¥,'er reaehes of Sub 
v.ratersheds 2, 3 aB:d 6. The Sab v,catershed 2 basm shoald be loeated m the •;aeant land 
paralleliag the proposed Roadway A. This tmde:'ieloped land is situated oa the most geatly 
slopiag portion of the site, sear the soathv,•est eorner. It 1Noald also hw;e the eloagated shape that 
is best saited for ¥,'8.ter EJ:Hality treatmeHt pomls. If the area of the preseHtly designated •;aeant 
la:B:d is iasaffieieat to pro11ide the eeeessary basin storage 11olume,. the lo1.¥er portioa of Lot 28 
shoald be added, v,ri:ta a roadway 6\H\•ert e0nB:ecti0R. 

The 8ab ·watershed 3 basi.B shm,dd be loeated aloeg the eastern edge of the proposed Eris DriYe 
e~a:ensioa, oeeapyiag the base of Lots 2 through 9. Beeaase of the smaller size a:B:d peak 
diseha-rges assoeiatea with Sab watershea 3, a Harrow, elongates detentioa basiB shoula be 
saffieieat to aeeomplish the neeessa.r;r le¥el of peak f1o•.v atleBaation. Eaeh eatranee ari11eway 
v,rould haye to .be eulYertea to allov.r for hyaraalie eoooeefrlity betweeB storage eells. Basia 
aiseha-rge would join roadwa.:y nmoff and eHter the proposed Yegetated s•uale apslope of 1 Eris 
9ri¥e. 

To maximize hyG:FaUlie effieiene;r and minimize the poteHtial for maifitenanee problems, both 
basins should be eEJ:uippea with ae•Natering pipes and emergeney v;eir spillways. The de1twtering 
pipes should be sized to maintain post J)rojeet f)eak flo1tvs at pre projeet 101,rels for the design lQO 
year rainstorm. Eaeh em.ergeney O"rerflow weir should he designea eonsenrathrely to pass aB: 

unattenuatea 100 year peak diseha-rge, e•,en though the preserihea hasin storage woula allow for 
full attenuation ofraaoff from that storm. Primary de•.-,,cateriag f)ipes ana emergene~· v;eirs should 
he loeated at the aovrngradieHt eads of eaeh basiB, i.e. at the southern end for the Suh watershed 
2 basi-B. anel the Borth.era ead for the S:eb watershed 3 basiB. Appropriate energy dissif)ation 
shoula he iBstallea at all spilh¥ay diseharge outlets. 

The Sub watershea 2 and 3 hasins should be designed to sen•e a two fola purpose: (1) fully 
attenuate 100 year peak ffo•.vs &om Sub 1t¥atersheds 2 and 3 to r,re projeet le•;els and, thus, 
reauee r,ressare oa the <lo11,'B:stream. storm. dram systems, the Gallmas Greek trihutary (i.e. 
Highway 101 bo:x eul•;ert); and the lower reaeh of Miller Creek; a:B:d (2) fiker aed eleanse 
storm.v;ater nmoff h;• use of aB: •;egetatea i:Blet S't\'ale anel detention area. 

A thira deteHtion / treatmeHt hasiB shoula be eonstmeted iH the lov, lyiBg de•;eloped lands of 
Sub vratershea 6, aear the eastem eage of either Lot 29 or 30. Gi:r,•ea the Sf)atial eoastraints i.B 
this r,ortion of the sub watershed, a passiYe pipe or eistem type storage UHaergrouaa aeteation 
struetare shnald be eonstrueted. Sueh a structare eould ae loeated heaeath 1:he Lot 30 parking lot 
or the northern eaa of Roadway C. The ~·araalie elesign woHld ensare that when. a partieular 
flood stage in Miller Creek is reaehed (e.g. 10 year flooa), haekwater ia the storm araia system 
would induee dh•erted storm '+¥ater iHto the storage unit. Onee Miller Creek flood le•;els had 
reeeaed, the stored storm.water would re eHter the system ana discharge to Miller Creek. The 
sii"ie of the off ~·stem storage UHit woald equal the •;olum.etrie differeaee iH the pre and post 
projeet stornw.•ater hyarographs for the 100 year design raiBstorm.. 
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Sinoe the passi¥e stormwater detention storage v,zm,Ild be :aadergFound, oleenom stl:!bs v;o:ald be 
reElltired at the ltf)gradiest eads of eaoh storage eompooent (e.g. oistern or pipe array). Periodie 
mainteaenee wo:ald be req:aired to remo•;e tmy debris end sediment that: aeeltHlulat:e ifl these 
storage 0omJ>OHents. 

A sediment ma-ift-1:eHaftee plan desoribifl:g aoth frequen~' aad timing of sediment remo:ir;,al, as well 
es e1Eea•,<atioa equipment aad eaYironmental preoautioas, shmild be iaoluded iB the projeet's 
StoffflWat:er Pollmion Pfe•;entioa Plaa (SWPPP) suamitted to the Couaty Departffleat of Publie 
Works. 

Follo•li'ing release ofprojeet performanoe bead, mainteaanee of the eleteation basia v.•ould be the 
respoasibmty of the funeliflg eatity established by the poojeet applieant. Sueh aa eatity eould 
ehose to maiataia the basin aftd other erosioa aad sedi:meat ooatrol measures itself or eould hire 
beaded ifld0Jleadent eontraotors. (f..lso, see Geology Mitigat:ioa Measure 5.1 13) 

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 (e.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.) 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 would reduce the adverse 
impact of the project on-site peak flows to a less-than-significant level. 

Implementation of Mitigation Hydraulic design and .construction of the stormwater detention I 
treatment basin should be reviewed and approved by the Marin County Department of Public Works. 
Preliminary designs should be submitted with the Precise Development Plan, detailed designs should 
be approved as a condition of filing the Final Map; site alteration permits to build Parcel 1 roadways 
and install infrastructure should cover construction of the stormwater detention / treatment basins; and 
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granting of individual building permits would be subject to completion and full operation of the 
stormwater detention I treatment basins. 

Impact 5.2-3 Downstream Hydraulic Structures and Flooding 
Project-induced increases in peak flow rates and I or runoff volumes for Sub-watersheds 2 and 
3 would exacerbate flooding in portions of the adjacent Marinwood Subdivision due to 
inadequate stonn drain capacities and extant backwater conditions during floods. In addition, 
gaps have been noted in existing cross-slope interceptor ditches. If unreparied, these gaps 
would create avenues for off-site, downslope-diversion of concentrated ditch flows. This would 
be a significant impact. 

Two storm drain systems comprise the stormwater drainage network for the subdivision. The 
southern system drains the hillslopes of Sub-watershed 2, as well as the lowland areas of the 
subdivision along Ellen Drive and Lisa Court. Stormwater conveyed in this system moves in a south­
southeasterly direction, then under Lucas Valley Road, before discharging into an open earthen ditch 
on the south side of the roadway. Here surface water flows toward Highway 101 and eventually 
enters the three- by six-foot box culvert, which lacks sufficient capacity to convey high magnitude 
flood discharges without peripheral surface flooding. 

The northern storm drain system drains the hillslopes of Sub-watershed 3 and the subdivision lands 
along Erin Drive and Elvia and Etta Courts. Stormwater conveyed in this system flows in a 
northwesterly direction to an outlet on the banks of Miller Creek. 

Peer Review of Subdivision Drainage System Capacities 

The EIR hydrologist conduced a peer review of the hydraulic analysis performed by the applicant's 
civil engineer, I.L. Schwartz Assoc., for the storm drain systems in the adjacent Marinwood 
Subdivision. 17 18 The applicant's hydraulic analysis was conducted for the design 100-year 
rainstorm using a ·computer routine for backwater profiles in gravity-flow pipe systems. Pipe 
diameters, slopes and elevations were defined for each component in the system and water surface 
profiles were computed assuming a starting (i.e. control) water surface elevation at the system outlet. 
For the preliminary analyses, a normal depth assumption was made for the condition of flow at the 
system outlets. Normal depth is the depth that would occur in a pipe unaffected by backwater (i.e. 
near or total submergence of the pipe outlet). This simplifying assumption was later deemed 
inappropriate, due to probable high tailwater stages in Miller Creek during the design 100-year 
rainstorm. Thus, the control water surface elevation used in the final April 2000 version of the Erin 
Drive storm drain system modeling was 45.0 feet. I9 This matches the flood water surface elevation 
identified on the FIRM map published for this reach of Miller Creek by FEMA. The revised, final 
modeling assessment included both the existing and post-project land use conditions. 

17 I.L. Schwartz Associates, Inc. letter to Tim Haddad, Marin County Environmental Coordinator, dated Nov. 18, 1999, 
with attached "Hydraulic Analysis: Oakview- Erin Drive" and "Hydraulic Analysis: Oakview- Ellen Drive". 

l 8 I.L Schwartz Associates, Inc. April 26, 2000 letter to Nichols Bennan, with revisions to original 11 /99 pipe system 
modeling for the Ellen and Erin Drive storm drain systems, Marinwood Subdivision. 

l9 National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD), equivalent to mean sea level (MSL). 
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For the Ellen Drive storm drain system analysis, the normal depth assumption was deemed acceptable 
for purposes of system c_apacity assessment. The final analysis reviewed by the EIR hydrologist 
indicated that one of the existing storm drain segments, an 18-inch reinfqrced concrete pipe (RCP) 
linking model inlets 1-4 and 1-5, was undersized. Post-project modeling of this system, assuming a 30-
inch RCP replacement for the 18-inch RCP, indicated that Marin County hydraulic criteria would be 
satisfied throughout the Ellen Drive system. · 

For the Erin Drive storm drain system analysis, the EIR hydrologist found the nonnal depth 
assumption unacceptable due. to--extant high floodwatei: stages in Miller Creek during the 100-year 
storm. Following revisions to the modeling assumptions for the existing land use conditions, model 
runs indicated that street or yard flooding would occur at four storm drain inlet locations, labeled I-15, 
J-12, J-11 and 1-10 in the Grading and Drainage Plan, during the design 100-year rainstorm. Based on 
the existing condition hydraulic analyses, the Erin Drive storm drain system would not meet current 
hydraulic design/ performance criteria applied by the Marin County Department of Public Works (i.e. 
Title 24 of County Code). 

Departing from the approach used in the Ellen Drive analyses, the post-project model run for Erin 
Drive did not include an upgrading of any of the system pipe segments which could have reduced or 
eliminated the existing condition lot / street flooding. Instead, the post-project condition analysis 
indicated only that modeled water surface elevations increased at two points in the system, inlets 1-13 
and 1-15. _At inlet 1-13, the existing condition flood depth (e.g. hydraulic grade line [HGL]) was 
modeled at an elevation of 52.81 feet, compared to the local ground surface elevation of 52.80 feet. 
For the post-project condition, the HGL was computed at 53 .77 feet NGVD, an increase of 0.85 feet 
over the existing condition HGL. This represents a significant increase in local flooding depths on the 
lot at 1 Erin Drive. Adjacent lots at 2180 Gallinas Avenue and 297, 291 Elvia Court could also be 
affected by this increased flooding during the 100-year design rainstorm. 

The increase in the post-project flood elevation at inlet 1-15, located at the intersection of Etta Drive 
and Elvia Court, was 0.4 feet, resulting in a local HGL elevation of 49 .83 feet With an adjacent 
ground surface elevation of 48.55 feet, this represents a flooding depth of 1.3 feet. It is unlikely that 
either condition would satisfy hydraulic design criteria. The existing condition flooding documented 
at inlets J-12, J-11 and 1-10 improved slightly, due to local storm drain diversions. However, nuisance 
flooding would continue at these loca#ons as under existing conditions. 

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

• Replace the existing 18-inch storm drainpipe along the rear of 281 Ellen Drive with a 30-inch 
RCP, as indicated in the proposed Grading and Drainage Plan. 

• Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 (Peak Flow Rates). 

• Repair the gaps 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. 

Significance a'fter Mitigation Implementation of all of the component measures under Mitigation 
Measure 5.2-3 would potentially reduce the project impact on the Ellen Drive storm drain system to a 
less-than-significant level. However, since on-site detention basins would be subject to interruptions 
in service due to clogging of outlet pipes and other maintenance problems, the project could continue, 
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albeit infrequently, to exacerbate flooding at points in the Erin Drive storm drain system during severe 
rainstorms. Thus, to fully ameliorate the downstream flooding problem and any potential project 
impacts on this flooding, the project would have to participate to some extent in the funding of storm 
-drain system improvements for the Erin Drive system. Implementation of the interceptor ditch repair 
program would eliminate the risk of hillslope runoff diversion onto adjacent properties in the 
Marinwood Subdivision. 

Implementation of Mitigation For a discussion of detention basin design / construction 
requirements, see Mitigation Measure 5 .2-2. Hydraulie-design and construction of any replacement 
piping in the Ellen Drive and Erin Drive storm drain systems and repairs to the existing cross-slope 
interceptor ditches should be reviewed and approved by the Marin County Department of Public 
Works. Preliminary design should be submitted with the Precise Development Plan; detailed design 
should be approved as a condition of filing the Final Map; site alteration permits to build Parcel 1 
roadways and install infrastructure should cover existing storm drain segment replacements; and 
granting of individual building permits would be subject to completion of the off-site storm drain 
system upgrades. 

Impact 5.2-4 Downstream Hydraulic Structures and Flooding 
Project-induced increases in peak flow rates for Sub-watersheds 1 and 2 would worsen 
flooding at the three- by six- foot box culve,t under Highway 101. Since no corrective 
measures have been agreed upon to remedy this flooding condition and no funding currently 
exists for such action, this would be a significant impact 

The Gallinas Creek tributary flood assessment conducted for the City of San Rafael concluded that 
the Highway 101 culvert had inadequate capacity even under existing conditions. No decision has 
been made yet by the City or Caltrans on the ultimate course of action required to rectify the problem. 
The surcharge peak flow generated by the project (3 .3 cfs) would have to be accommodated by any 
new cross-freeway drainage facilities. Moreover, exposed hillslope soils, such as those belonging to 
the Tocaloma-Saurin association, are highly erodible and are subject to rill and gully development. 
Higher sediment yields and occasional entrained debris can obstruct both local and downstream (i.e. 
off-site) culverts and storm drains and increase the downstream flood hazard. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-4 Either of the following measures should be implemented to reduce 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. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of the first measure cited above would decrease the 
project impact on flooding at the Highway 101 box culvert to a less-than-significant level. 
Implementation of the second above-cited measure alone would reduce project impacts on 
downstream flooding to a less-than-significant level, but not until a new Highway 101 culvert or an 
equivalent freeway drainage structure was constructed. 
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Implementation of Mitigation The applicant would be responsible for implementing all of the 
provisions cited above for Mitigation Measure 5.2-2. The Marin County Department of Public 
Works would review all aspects of hydraulic design and construction related to detention / treatment 
basins. Alternatively, the applicant would be responsible for reaching agreement with the City of San 
Rafael Department of Public Works over an appropriate drainage fee assessment, if this is the course 
of action preferred by the City. · 

Mitigation 5.2-2 shall be implemented concurrently with project construction, but the detention basin 
may be removed once the Highway 101 box culvert upwade is completed. If and when the detention 
basin is removed, the proper grading permit shall be obtained from Marin County DPW, Land 
Development Division. Furthermore, site erosion controls consistent with the provisions of the 
mitigation measures outlined in this EIR shall be applied to all exposed soil surfaces immediately 
upon completion of the grading (i.e. basin removal). 

Impact 5.2-5 Off-site I Downstream Flooding on Miller Creek 
Project-induced increases in peak flow rates for Sub-watersheds 3 and 6 would marginally 
increase the 1 OD-year peak discharge afkl., /:iowev-er i-r-1-1p9FG9f)tibly-, to #le sl:IFG/:iarge ef 
tJoodwatoFS tf:!at ereato siyR.ifi6aRt bac!<wator flaodiRg at the SPRR bridge on Silveira Ranch. 
Since this structure lacks adequate capacity to pass the existing 100-year flood discharge 
without significant inundation of the adjoining ranch/ands, the project i-r-1-1pact OR downstFoam 
flaodiRg wel-J!fl be a &'gmfieaRt tFRpactminor increase in the flood discharge due to the proiect . 
would not produce a detectable increase in either local flood elevations or the spatial extent of 
the 1 OD-year floodplain. Thus, the proiect impact on flooding along Miller Creek would be less­
than-significant. 

Ensign and Buckley, Consulting Engineers for the City of San Rafael prepared an updated 100-year 
flood analysis for Miller Creek. 20 The results cited an estimated I 00-year peak discharge of 2,870 
cfs at the Highway 101 bridge crossing. Under the post-project condition, the increase in peak flows 
entering Miller Creek from the project watersheds would total 19.1 cfs, or 0.7 percent. Peak flow 
rates are a function of both impervious surface coverage and the time of concentration for runoff. 
Since the project site is located toward the far downstream end of the watershed, its development in 
the manner proposed would not produce a calculable increase in the 100-year peak flow through the 
project reach or downstream. As noted in the setting section, Caltrans engineers have confirmed that 
the Highway 101 bridge undercrossitig is sufficient to convey the 100-year peak flow with adequate 
freeboard. 

Downstream of the Highway 101 bridge crossing, Miller Creek enters the Silveira Ranch property. A 
SPRR bridge crossing forces significant backwater flooding upstream of the bridge during severe 
flood events (e.g. 100-year flood), as evidenced on the FEMA FIRM map reproduced in Exhibit 5.2-2. 
Since a free flow condition with adequate freeboard to pass the design 100-year flood does not exist at 
this crossing, the Marin County guidelines regarding peak flow impacts on inadequate downstream 
structures would be applicable. A Master Plan for development of the property is currently in the 
early stages of preparation. It is anticipated that some degree of channel / floodplain modification 
will be required along the lower reaches of Miller Creek in order to accommodate future land uses. 
However, given the minor proportion (0.7 percent) of the 100-year flood discharge that would be 

20 Letter Report on the FEMA Limited Map Maintenance Program (LMMP) Flood Insurance Study for Miller Creek, 
Ensign & Buckley, May 1993. 
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generated by the project, no detectable increase in the 100-year flood elevation would result. 
Therefore, the project impact on downstream flooding along Miller Creek would not be significant. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-5 No mitigation would be required.To recmee project tffif)acts OH flooding 
aloag the OH site a.ad dovmstreatn reaches of.Miller Creek, either of the follo1Ning mitigatioa measures 
should be implemeated: · 

• ImplemeHt Mitigatioa Measure 5.2 2. 

OPay a drainage fee to Maria CoeHty with the stipela-tion that the fee be l¼flplied to the e>,entual 
chanBel modification Bll:d bridge remo¥al / replacement on Si1',eira Ranch. The fee total 'Noeld be 
aegotiated betweeH the l¼flplicam: and the CoHR-1:y. 

SignifiGaRGe a#.er Mitigation ImplemeHtatioH of the first mitigation measere cited W1:der Mitigation 
Measure 5.2 5 would recmce project impacts oa floodiag aloag Miller Creek to a less than significaat 
le•,el. Implemeatatioe. of the secoad measere woeld aot redaee the impact to a less taaB. significaftt 
le1,el l¼B-1:il the do•,vnstreatn o.hanBel modifioatioH and bridge remo•ral / replaoemeat projects v;ere 
completed. If Mitigation Mease-re 5.2 2 is aot implemeHted, the project impact OH floodiag along 
Miller Creek ,.-.,,oeld remain significant based OH the oerreHt Coumy criteria. 

Implementation ofMitigatioR Satne as fer Mitigation Measure 5.2 2. 

Impact 5.2-6 Off-site I 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 hills/ope runoff by proposed interceptor drains to the rear of Oakview 
Lots 10-13 and construction of the curbed Roadway A and its stonn drain system, continuance 
of this minor nuisance flooding would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Upslope of 282 and 284 Ellen Drive, a gap was observed in the existing concrete interceptor drain 
during a field inspection by the EIR hydrologist. The gap allows intercepted upslope surface drainage 
to be diverted onto the adjacent subdivision properties, rather than to proceed south toward the 
existing stonn drain system inlet at the southeastern comer of 282 Ellen Drive. Some historical 
flooding has been reported along the Marinwood subdivision properties contiguous to the western site 
boundaries. Comment letters submitted to Marin County during the public review period of the 1996 
Draft EIR attributed at least part of observed flooding to the improper functioning of cross-slope 
interceptor drains. 

Localized increases in site runoff volumes and concentrated flows would result from the construction 
of impervious surfaces such as buildings, roadways, and driveways, as well as adjacent highly 
compacted ground. However, installation of the project's storm drain system and an additional 
concrete interceptor drain upslope of Lots IO through 13 would divert much of the upslope runoff 
which formerly reached the downslope interceptor drain. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-6 No mitigation would be required. 
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Impact 5.2-7 Site Erosion and Downstream Sedimentation and Flooding 
Hills/ope 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 hills/ope runoff. Eroded sediments would eventually be 
discharged to off-site drainage channels, including Miller Creek, where sedimentation could 
reduce nood conveyance or impair water quality. This would be a significant impac~. 

The majority of the site that is proposed for development is situated on moderate to steeply sloping 
terrain. Yard and landscaped areas adjacent to the residential and commercial structures and 
associated driveways would initially be graded in conformance with the proposed Grading and 
Drainage Plan. Exposed soils in these areas would be subject to rill and gully erosion due to rainfall 
impact and surface runoff during rainstorms. Eroded sediments would eventually enter street gutters 
and storm drain system inlets. These sediments would be discharged downstream of the · project, 
either into Miller Creek or into the roadside (i.e., Lucas Valley Road) drainage. ditch that conveys 
Gallinas Creek Watershed runoff to the three- by six-foot box culvert under Highway 101. 
Sedimentation in these receiving channels could reduce flood conveyance in the roadside drainage 
ditch and the lower reaches of Miller Creek (for example on Silveira Ranch), or locally degrade water 
quality in Miller Creek. 

Mitigation 5.2-7 To reduce project impacts of on-site erosion and downstream 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. 
These measures are referred to as Best Management Practices (Bl\.1Ps) for the control of point 
and non-point source pollutants in stormwater. Bl\.1Ps 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 through this period. 

Significance after Mitigation hnplementation of Mitigation Measure 5 .2-7 would reduce project 
impacts on erosion and downstream sedimentation to a less-than-significant level, as long as the 
additional measures cited under Mitigation Measure 5 .2-8 were concurrently implemented. 

Implementation of Mitigation As part of the NPDES General Permit acquisition process, the 
applicant would be required to file a Notice of Intent with the State Water Resources Control Board, 
Division of Water Quality. The filing would include a description of erosion control and stormwater 
treatment measures (Bl\.1Ps) to be implemented during and following project construction, as well as a 
schedule for monitoring of performance. These measures constitute the SWPPP, which the applicant 
would be required to submit to the Marin County Department of Public Works for review. Following 
approval of the SWPPP, the applicant and its contractors would be responsible for implementing all 
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erosion control and water quality protection measures described therein. The State Water Resources 
Board would be responsible for reviewing the filing of the Notice of Intent and for delegating 
monitoring authority to the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board staff. 

Impact 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. 
This would be a significant impact. 

Bridge construction would involve the use of heavy equipment for land clearing, bank and overbank 
grading, abutment construction and installation of bank stabilization measures. In the absence of an 
erosion protection and revegetation program, the exposed and compacted soils would be vulnerable to 
erosion from raindrop impact and surface runoff. Sediments mobilized from ground surfaces would 
be entrained in local surface runoff and enter Miller Creek. Such sediment discharge would impair 
water quality in Miller Creek and increase the potential for downstream sedimentation on the Silveira 
Ranch property, east of Highway 101. · 

Because bridge construction would require disturbance of the bed and banks of Miller Creek, the 
project would impact jurisdictional Waters of the United States, as defined in Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act. Thus, a Department of the Army Fill Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers would be required prior to beginning construction. If the extent of disturbance below the 
Ordinary High Water (OHW) stage in Miller Creek involved less than 500 lineal feet of disturbance 
and fill / excavation of less than one cubic yard of soils / sediments per lineal foot of disturbance at 
OHW, the project could fall under the provisions of the Nationwide Permit Program for bridge 
crossings. Under these provisions, the project would potentially require only written notification of 
the intent to undertake construction, as long as Corps staff successfully verified the project's 
satisfaction of the aforementioned criteria. 

In addition to the Department of Army Fill Permit, the project would require a Waiver of Water 
Quality Certification from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
and a Stream Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). The 
RWQCB typically requires submittal of project plans, Army Fill Permit or, if appropriate, a letter of 
notification to the Corps documenting compliance with Corps Nationwide Permit criteria, as well as a 
copy of the CDFG Stream Alteration Agreement. Issuance of the Agreement by CDFG would be 
conditioned upon the implementation of stream habitat protection measures during and following 
construction. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-8 To reduce project impacts of on-site erosion and downstream 
sedimentation due to construction of the Marinwood A venue 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 
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active channel area 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 Pennit, in accordance with provisions of the Nationwide Pennit 
Program. · 

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

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.2-7 and 5.2-8 would reduce 
project impacts on downstream sedimentation and flooding to a less-than-significant level. 

Implementation of Mitigation The applicant would be responsible for filing the Notice of Intent 
with the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality (see Mitigation 5.2-7) and 
for acquiring a Waiver of Water Quality Certification from the RWQCB. In addition, the applicant 
would be responsible for submitting an application and fee to the CDFG for a 1603 Streambed 
Alteration Agreement. During and following construction, the applicant and his contractors / 
consultants would be responsible for implementing all of the field erosion control, stream habitat 
protection and stonnwater treatment measures described in both the approved SWPPP and the Stream 
Alteration Agreement. Assigned staff with the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 
Board would be responsible for reviewing project design plans and for issuing the Waiver of Water 
Quality Certification. R WQCB staff would also be responsible for inspecting the construction sites 
for compliance with the SWPPP. The designated warden overseeing the project for the CDFG would 
be responsible for ensuring that the applicant and his agents implement the habitat protection 
measures outlined in the Stream Alteration Agreement. Before construction of the Marinwood 
A venue bridge across Miller Creek, an approved CDFG 1603 Stream Alteration Agreement and Corps 
Fill Pennits should be filed with the Marin County Department of Public Works and Community 
Development Agency. The Marin County Department of Public Works would be responsible for 
ensuring that any bank stabilization measures associated with bridge construction ( e.g. riprap 
revetments) are installed in acc_ordance with approved project plans. 
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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. This 
would be a beneficial impact. 

Construction of residential structures and surface and subsurface drainage measures associated with 
hillslope grading and retaining wall construction in Sub-watersheds 2 and 3 would intercept a 
significant portion of the historical shallow groundwater discharge. This would constitute a beneficial 
impact of the project. The existing seepage problems were triggered by previous excavations into the 
toes of landslide and colluvial deposits that have accumulated on shallow bedrock. These deposits 
extend from the edges of Marinwood subdivision properties upslope and onto the project site. Similar 
cuts made in the hillslope for housing unit and roadway construction in Sub-watersheds 2 and 3 would 
intercept much of the shallow groundwater which formerly moved along the face of the underlying 
bedrock. However, since residential roadways are all situated downslope of hillslope cuts and 
retaining walls, intercepted subsurface drainage from the lots would enter the roadway gutter system 
or would discharge directly to the storm drain system. Thus, as long as the standard design and 
construction procedures proposed in the project geotechnical report are competently implemented, 
these measures would be adequate to mitigate any potential problems with on-site seepage. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-9 No mitigation measure would be required. 

Impact 5.2-10 Water Quality-- Violation of Water Quality Standards 
Proposed residential development 'in Sub-watersheds 2 and 3 and commeroial 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. Oil and grease concentrations in the site runoff reaching Miller 
Creek and the Gal/inas 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. This would be a significant 
impact. 

A water quality assessment was performed by. the EIR hydrologist for the existing and post-project 
conditions in the developed sub-watersheds draining to Miller Creek (Sub-watersheds 3 and 6) and to 
the Gallinas Creek tributary (Sub-watershed 2). Based on the development of the planned residential 
and commercial uses, the concentrations of heavy metals in stonnwater runoff entering these 
waterways would exceed concentrations specified in the Water Quality Control Plan for San 
Francisco Bay 21 for protection of aquatic habitat (see Exhibit 5.2-6 below). Post-project 
concentrations for Cu, Pb and Zn could range from two to thirty-three times the current water quality 
criteria. Note that the more lenient USEPA criteria from 1986 have been dramatically reduced in the 
more current RWQCB objectives. Oil and grease concentrations estimated for post-project conditions 
were below the cited threshold for point dischargers to San Francisco Bay, which is the only 
published criterion for these contaminants. However, the RWQCB considers any visible residues of 
these substances on the water surface as harmful to beneficial uses. 

21 Water Quality Plan/or the San Francisco Bay Region (2), California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1995. 
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While some of the aforementioned contaminants can be transported in dissolved form, the bulk of 
heavy metals are conveyed in particulate form. Metals can also be adsorbed onto sediment particles 
that become entrained in stormwater runoff. Thus, on-site control or treatment of particulate-laden 
runoff is critical in minimizing the contaminant loading of stormwaters discharging from the project 
area. 

Ornamental landscaping in the vicinity of buildings and parking lots is normally maintained with 
significant amounts of irrigation water and chemical inputs, such as fertilizer, herbicides and 
pesticides. Overwatering of chemically maintained tnrf and shrubs could result in transport of 
chemical residues in surface runoff, which can reach site drainageways. While no ready means is 
available for quantifying the potential for this downstream migration of contaminants, the affect on 
the receiving waters of Miller Creek and lower Gallinas Creek, including the wetland pond east of 
Highway 101, could be locally significant. 

Exhibit 5.2-6 
Annual Contaminant Loading from Project Site Watersheds8 

m /JC 

Miler Creek 
NO3N 0 58.5 0.47 45 45 

TotalCu 0 2.89 0.02 12 0.006 

Total Pb 0 12.3 0.10 3.2 0.003 

Total Zn 0 13.8 0.11 4.7 0.023 

Oil and Grease 0 2.5 5.3 
Gal/inas Creek Tributary 

NON 0 21.7 0.4 45 45 
TotalCu 0 1.0 0.02 12 0.006 
TotalPb 0 4.6 0.07 3.2 0.003 
Total Zn 0 5.2 0.1 4.7 0.023 
Oil and Grease 0 12 5.3 

a Assumptions: 
1) Mean annual rainfall for site= 29.8 inches (San Rafael Civic Center) vs. USEPA reference site= 40 inches. 
2) Loading Rates for residential and commercial land uses based on Table 6-25 "Annual Urban Runoff Loads," 

Results of the Nationwide Urban Runoff Program, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, December 1983. 

b Toxicity thresholds for selected contaminants from Quality Criteria for Water, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
May 1986, Journal of Environmental Engineering, Stenstrom et al, February 1984, and SF Bay Water Quality Control 
Plan (RWQCB 1995): Table 3-4: Water Quality Objectives for Toxic Pollutants for Surface Waters with Salinities Less 
Than 5 ppt - 4-day average concentrations. 

c NO3-N objective not available for freshwater/ habitat, therefore, objective for municipal supply is cited; objectives for 
Pb and Zn are based on a hardness value of 100 mg/I as CaCO3• 

Mitigation Measure 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). 
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• 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. 22 · 

• 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 minini.um for 
Oakview 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. 23 

• Installation of oil / grease t.fiips or similar in liae filtration 5-)'Stems for stoFm Eiram systems. Sueh 
traps or separators should be aeeompanied b;· a eleanout / mamteBanee program. that eHsures 
aeeeptable trap effieieneies, speeifies appropriate disposal proeedures, and reduees the risk that 
tl½e a:aps become sinks for pollutants. 

• 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. 

• 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 Highway 101, 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, 

22 CA. Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbook for Construction Activity. Stonnwater Quality Task Force 1993 

23 The erosion control requirements adhered to by Marin County are those published by the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG). 
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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) should be installed 
to reduce the erosive energy of incoming raindrops for the first couple .of winter seasons. 

• 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 (for example 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). 

Significance A'fter Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2-10 would significantly 
improve the prospects for minimizing on-site and downstream water quality impacts. It would also 
represent the best available, practical technology for addressing water quality impacts associated with 
urbanization and therefore reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. It should be noted, 
however, that due to the stringent water quality criteria in force for heavy metals, it remains uncertain 
as to whether the BMPs that could be implemented within the site and developmental constraints of 
the project would reduce contaminant concentrations in runoff to levels below the thresholds cited in 
the Basin Plan. 

Implementation of Mitigation See same section under Mitigation Measures 5.2-7 and 5.2-8. In 
addition, hydraulic design and construction of vegetated swales and the irrigation / chemical 
management plan should be reviewed and approved by the Marin County Department of Public 
Works. Preliminary design for vegetated swales should be submitted with the Precise Development 
Plan, and detailed design should be approved as a condition of filing the Final Map. Site alteration 
permits to build the office complex and its roadway and drainage systems should cover construction 
of the vegetated swales. 

Impact 5.2-11 Cumulative Water Quality Impacts 
Contaminants in stormwater discharges from the site would contribute to the contaminant 
loading of the waters of Miiler Creek (a spawning stream), the Gallinas Creek tributary, and 
eventually Gal/inas Creek. This would be a significant impact. 

Exhibit 2.3-1 lists the cumulative projects and their status in the planning and development process. 
Of the nine projects listed 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. 

The Lucasfilm (Grady Ranch) project includes construction of 640,800 square feet of commercial 
uses. Within the Gallinas Creek and South Fork Gallinas Creek Watersheds, cumulative project 
development would include 190 units ofresidential and 24,000 square feet of commercial/ office use. 

The density of the Oakview Master Plan would represent ten percent of the total cumulative 
residential development in the Gallinas Creek Watershed and about 100 percent of the residential 
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development proposed within the Miller Creek Watershed. Conversely,. Oakview commercial 
development impacts within the Gallinas Creek Watershed would be nil, while it would comprise 12.8 
percent of that land use in the Miller Creek Watershed. In this cumulative context, the project would 
contribute significantly to the incremental increases in non-point stormwater contaminant loading on 
receiving waters in Miller and Gallinas Creeks. 

As indicated above under Impact 5.2-10, unmitigated post-project contaminant concentrations would 
exceed the stringent water quality objectives set forth in the RWQCB's 1995 Basin Plan. Thus, in the 
context of cumulative watershed development in the Miller Creek and Las Gallinas Creek 
Watersheds, the water quality impact of the project would remain potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-11 The following measures would be required to reduce cumulative water 
quality impacts: 

• Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-10. 

Significance after Mitigation Mitigation Measure 5.2-12 would reduce the project's incremental 
contribution to cumulative water quality impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation Same as Mitigation Measures 5 .2-7, 5 .2-8 and 5 .2-11. 
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5.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Biological Resources -- The Setting 

INTRODUCTION AND METHODS 

The biological resources of the project site were determined by reviewjng available information on 
resources in the site vicinity, including the Vegetation and Wildlife section of the 1986 
Administrative Draft EIR, the Biological Resources section of the 1996 Draft EIR, additional 
investigations conducted by the applicant's wetland consultant and a follow-up filed reconnaissance 
survey. Available documentation was again reviewed to provide an update on information on general 
resources in the area, the presence of sensitive natural communities, and distribution and habitat 
requirements of special-status species which have been recorded from or are suspected to occur in the 
site vicinity. Information reviewed included the California Native Plant Society's (CNPS) Inventory 
of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California 1 and other references on California flora, 2 

the Guide .to California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System and Volumes I, II, and ill of 
California's Wildlife, 3 the Notice of Review for federally-listed and candidate animals, 4 the 
California Department of Fish and Game's (CDFG) list of special animals and plants, 5 and a records' 
search conducted by the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) of information on file with 
theCDFG. 6 

The Vegetation and Wildlife section of the 1986 Administrative Draft EIR provided a general 
description of vegetation, wildlife, and the potential presence of special-status species. The report 
indicates that field surveys were conducted in September, October, and November 1985 but does not 
describe the scope and duration of each survey effort. The report also includes conclusions about the 

1 Jrrventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California, Special Publication No. 1 (5th Edition), California 
Native Plant Society, 1994. 

2 A California Flora and Supplement, P. Munz and D. Keck, 1973, and Marin Flora, T. Howell, 1970. 

3 Guide to the California Wildlife Habitat Relationship Systems, California Department of Fish and Game, prepared by 
Jones & Stokes Associates, 1988, and Volume 1 Amphibians and Reptiles, 1988, Volume 11 Birds, 1990, and Volume Ill 
Mammals, 1990. 

4 Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants, Animal Notice of Review, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Federal 
Register 50 CFR Part 17, 1993. 

5 Special Plants and Animals Lists, California Natural Diversity Data Base, California Department of Fish and Game, 
1994. ' 

6 Natural Diversity Data Base, record search of the Novato and San Geronimo 7.5-minute USGS quadrangles, California 
Department of Fish and Game. 
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significance of potential impacts on identified resources and makes general recommendations to 
mitigate adverse effects. _ 

Site surveys were conducted for the 1996 Draft EIR on August 28, 1995, September 11, 1995, March 
23, 24, and 30, 1996, April 24, 1996, and July 1, 1996. They were performed to confirm and update 
the vegetation and wildlife habitat descriptions in the 1986 Administrative Draft EIR, independently 
review maps of trees prepared by the applicant's engineer, determine the extent of sensitive natural 
communities and possible jurisdictional wetlands not addressed in the 1986 Administrative Draft EIR, 
and provide a conclusive determination on the presence or absence of populations of special-status 
species. 

A field reconnaissance was conducted on March 15, 2000 by the EIR biologist to c~nfirm the extent 
of biological resources on the site. The preliminary wetland delineation prepared by the applicant's 
wetland consultant was also reviewed in the field during the reconnaissance. A delineation has been 
verified by representatives of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to provide an accurate mapping of 
jurisdictional habitat on the site. No additional detailed surveys have been conducted on the site. 

VEGETATION 

Site vegetation consists of a mosaic of woodland, grassland, freshwater seeps, scrub, and riparian 
forest. Woodland vegetation grows on the upper elevations and north-facing slopes above Miller 
Creek. Riparian forest occurs along Miller Creek, intergrating with species characteristic of the 
adjacent woodland. The woodland opens to a savanna of scattered trees and grassland along the crest 
of the site's main ridgeline. Grasslands dominate the valley floors and lower. slopes below the 
woodland. Scattered freshwater seeps occur in the grasslands and support perennial species indicative 
of wetlands. Scrub occurs on the east-facing slopes in areas with an open woodland canopy with 
several distinct stands growing on the south-facing slope above Lucas Valley Road. Exhibit 5.3-1 
shows the extent of the various vegetation types on the site. 

Woodland vegetation forms a dense to open canopy on hillside slopes. The woodland is dominated 
by coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) and California bay (Umbellaria califomica) of mixed ages, with 
coast live oak and valley oak (Quercus lobata) occurring with higher frequency where the woodland 
gives way to an open savannah. California bay is particularly abundant on the north-facing slope 
above Miller Creek, forming stands characteristic of California bay forest. California buckeye 
(Aesculus califomica), big-leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), black oak (Quercus kelloggii), and 
madrone (Arbutus menziesh) also occur in the woodland but only sporadically. 

The applicant's engineer mapped trees in the vicinity of proposed site alterations and recorded 
information on tree species and trunk diameter (measured at waist height) as part of the tree inventory 
in 1994 and 1995. 7 The applicant's inventory of mapped tree locations does not consistently 
distinguish the three on-site species of oak, sometimes identifying trees as "live oak" and others 
simply as "oak". The applicant's tree map and inventory also were limited to areas encompassed by 

7 Sheet 6 of the Oakview Mitigated Master Plan Drawings shows the proposed Development Areas for Residential Lots, 
and Sheet 7 of the Oakview Mitigated Master Plan Drawings shows Tree Location Plan for Administrative/ Professional 
Area, April 23, 1999. The Master Plan Drawings are available for review at the Marin County Community Development 
Agency. 
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proposed roadway and other initial improvements and did not extend throughout the development 
areas identified on proposed residential lots at the time of the previous application. Although trees 

have continued to grow over the past five years, the inventory still provides a fairly accurate mapping 
of trees in the vicinity of the proposed improvements. 

Understory vegetation in the woodland generally is sparse, composed primarily of scattered shrubs 
and vines, including poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), honeysuckle (Lonicera hispidula 
vacillans), common snowberry (Symphoricarpos rivularis), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), and 
goldenback fern (Pityrogramma triangularis). Where the canopy is open, species common to the 
non-native grassland are abundant, together with miner's lettuce (Mantia perjoliata) and bedstraw 
(Galium sp.). 

The riparian forest along Miller Creek intergrates with the dense woodland and forest on the slopes to 
the south of the creek and is bordered by existing development to the north. Willow (Salix lasiolepis), 
white alder (A/nus rhombifolia), Oregon ash (Fraxinus oregonus), and California bay form the 
dominant tree cover along the creek banks. Understory vegetation generally is sparse, with cream 
bush (Holodiscus discolor), wood rose (Rosa gymnocarpa), and blackberry (Rubus ursinus) forming 
dense thickets on some segments of the creek banks. High water volumes and velocities associated 
with severe storms have contributed to active erosion and downcutting of the channel banks, creating 
large vertical banks of ten feet or more at some locations and undercutting the root systems of trees 
and other vegetation along the stream. Parts of the northern creek bank have been covered with 
sandbags, cement, and riprap to control erosion and bank sloughing. 

Small stands of coastal sage scrub, dominated by California sage (Artimisia californica), are scattered 
in a number of openings in the woodland and intergrate with grassland and woodland habitat on the 
south-facing slope above Lucas Valley Road. Species diversity in the scrub is low, generally limited 
to California sage and grassland species. Due to the poorly defined limits of its occurrence on the 
site, this vegetation type is not mapped on Exhibit 5 .3-1. 

Grassland vegetation throughout most of the site is composed primarily of introduced annual grasses 
and forbs, forming a cover of non-native grassland. Common species include wild oat (Avena spp.), 
foxtail fescue (Vulpia myuros), hedgehog dogtail (Cynosorus echinatus), perennial ryegrass (Lolium 
perenne), big quaking grass (Briza maxima), and soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus). Native species in 
these portions of the grasslands generally are limited to scattered perennials such as blue-eyed grass 
(Sisyrinchium helium), wild iris (Iris douglasiana), California poppy (Eschscholzia califomica), and 
soap plant (Chlorogalum pomeridianum). Where-heavy grazing or other disturbance has occurred, 
ruderal species are more prevalent and include yellow star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), purple star 
thistle (Centaurea calcitrapa), bristly ox-tongue (Picris echioides), and wild radish (Raphanus 
sativus). 

Although much of the grasslands have been disturbed by intensive cattle grazing, stands of native 
perennial bunchgrass remain on parts of the site, dominated by purple needlegrass (Nassella pulchra) 
and California oatgrass (Danthonia californica). Most of the native grasslands throughout the state 
have been eliminated during the past 100 years by over-grazing, agricultural practices, and other 
factors. This has led· the CNDDB to recognize native grasslands as a sensitive resource with a high 
inventory priority. The CNDDB considers grasslands containing ten percent or greater cover by 
native grass species to represent a natural grassland community. This ten percent threshold is a 
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loosely applied standard which the State has used for many years and generally refers to "relative" 
rather than "absolute" cover of native species. 8 Another parameter the State uses in evaluating 
whether a stand specifically of purple needlegrass is to be included in the data base inventory and 
monitored as a priority for preservation is a general minimum size of 50 acres. · This is due to the 
rather abundant distribution and density of purple needlegrass in coastal areas. Because most 
remaining grasslands in the state have been highly modified by past and on-going disturbance, the 
remaining native grassland communities generally form a mosaic of different cover classes, 
sometimes interspersed with areas dominated by non-native species. The CNDDB typically averages 
cover classes over a larger area-to determine the overall percent of cover and value of the native 
grasslands. 

Exhibit 5.3-1 shows the extent of native grassland stands observed during the spring 1996 field 
surveys and confirmed during the March 15, 2000 field reconnaissance. Stands were categorized into 
general cover class percentages, based on a visual estimate of absolute cover. Mapped cover classes 
range from absent (where little or no native species occur) to as high as 40 percent native species in 
one area. High quality stands of native grasslands with a diverse assemblage of native grasses and 
forbs generally are absent from the site. Most are composed of fairly small patches of purple 
needlegrass smaller than a few thousand square feet in size. Collectively, stands of native grassland 
with a cover class often percent or greater total approximately 4.8 acres of the site. One large stand 
of about 1.8 acres occurs on the slopes above Erin Drive, but most of this stand just barely meets the 
ten percent threshold the State uses to identify the presence of this sensitive natural community. 

Freshwater seeps also occur within the grasslands. This natural community type occurs in areas with 
perennial or seasonally wet soil supporting a dense cover of perennial herbs and making an abrupt 
transition to the surrounding grasslands. Most of the seeps are dominated by iris-leaved rush (Juncus 
xiphioides), although others are dominated by slender rush (Juncus tenuis), creeping spike-rush 
(E/eocharis macrostachya), and sedge (Carex sp.). Pennyroyal (Mentha pulegium), harding grass 
(Pha/aris aquatica), and rabbitfoot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis) also are present at some seep 
areas. The largest of these seeps occurs in the swale in the southwest corner of the site where surface 
water was present in an excavated trench which appears to have served as a watering location for 
livestock when the property was still used for grazing. 

8 "Absolute" and "relative" cover are statistical methods of quantifying the areal extent of vegetative cover within a 
sampling area. Absolute cover considers all components of the sampling area, including the percentage of barren 
unvegetated ground. Relative cover factors out the amount ofunvegetated ground in the sampling area, and the 
percentage of the component species is adjusted accordingly, depending on the density of the cover in a particular 
location. Where plant cover basically is 100 percent, as throughout much of the site's grasslands, there virtually is no 
difference between absolute and relative cover values. However, in areas with sparser cover, the difference between the 
two methods is substantial. The following hypothetical example shows the contrast between relative and absolute cover 
values. In an area where unvegetated ground comprises 50 percent of a total sample area, native grasses comprise five 
percent of the absolute cover, and non-native grasses comprise the remaining 45 percent of the absolute cover. The 
relative cover of this same sample area would be ten percent cover of native grasses and 90 percent cover with non-native 
grasses. To some degree, the issue of absolute and relative cover is irrelevant to the project's potential impacts because 
all of the native grasslands in the vicinity of proposed alterations generally have 100 percent plant cover, and the absolute 
and relative cover values are the same in these areas. 
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Although definitions vary to some degree, wetlands generally are considered to be areas which are 
periodically or permanently inundated by surface or ground water and support vegetation adapted to 
life in saturated soil. Wetlands are recognized as important features on a regional and national level 
due to their high inherent value to fish and wildlife, use as storage areas for storm and floodwaters, 
and water recharge, filtration, and purification functions. Technical standards for delineating 
wetlands have been developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the U.S. Fish & 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) which generally define wetlands through consideration of three criteria: 
hydrology, soils, and vegetation. 9 

Based on the verified wetland delineation, a total of 2.62 acres of jurjsdictional waters of the U.S. 
occur on-site. Exhibit 5.3-2 summarizes the jurisdictional waters which consist of approximately 0.33 
acre of "other waters" associated with Miller Creek, 0.026 acre of primarily "other waters" associated 
with the ditch which drains the active spring in the southwest comer of the site, and collectively about 
2.26 acres of potential wetlands composed of the scattered freshwater seeps. The largely isolated 
freshwater seeps are dominated by wetland indicator species such as iris-leaved rush, slender rush, 
creeping spike-rush, pennyroyal, and rabbitfoot grass. 

9 The CDFG and U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers (Corps) have jurisdiction over modifications to stream channels, river 
banks, lakes, and other wetland features. Corps jurisdiction is established by the provisions of Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act which prohibits the discharge of dredged or fill material into "waters of the United States" without a pennit, 
including wetlands and unvegetated "other waters of the U.S." The Corps uses three mandatory technical criteria 
(hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology) to detennine whether an area is a jurisdictional wetland. 
All three of the identified technical criteria must be met for an area to be identified as a wetland under Corps jurisdiction, 
unless the area has been modified by human activity. 

Jurisdictional authority of the CDFG over wetland areas is established under Sections 1601-1606 of the Fish and Game 
Code which pertain to activities that would disrupt the natural flow or alter the channel, bed, or bank of any lake, river, or 
stream. The Fish and Game Code stipulates that it is "unlawful to substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow or 
substantially change the bed, channel or bank of any river, stream or lake" without notifying the Department, 
incorporating necessary mitigation, and obtaining a Streambed Alteration Agreement. The CDFG's Wetlands Resources 
Policy states that the Fish and Game Commission will "strongly discourage development in or conversion of wetlands ... 
unless, at a minimum, project mitigation assures there will be no net loss of either wetland habitat values or acreage." 
The Department also is responsible for commenting on projects requiring Corps' pennits under the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act of 1958. 
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Acreage of Jurisdictional Wetlands and Unvegetated Other Waters 

Scattered Freshwater See Wetlands 
Freewa Reserve Parcel 0.64 
All Other Wetland Areas 1.62 
Total Jurisdictional Wetlands 2.26 

Unve etated Other Waters o the U.S. 
Miller Creek Channel 0.33 
S rin Associated Other Waters 0.026 
Total Other Waters o the U.S. 0.356 

Total Wetlands and Other Waters 2.62 

WILDLIFE 

The project site provides a mosaic of wildlife habitat types, consisting of woodland, forest, open 
grassland, and the Miller Creek riparian corridor. The varied vegetation, available surface water, and 
limited human activity contribute to the site's relatively high wildlife habitat value. However, existing 
development (northwest and south) and Highway 101 (east) limit the site's use by large mammalian 
predators, such as mountain lion, bobcat, and coyote, sensitive to human disturbance. · 

The woodland provides important cover for wildlife, and the complex vertical distribution of canopy 
and understory vegetation provides for a greater diversity of wildlife than often found in the adjacent 
grasslands. Wildlife commonly associated with forest and woodland habitat includes dusky-footed 
woodrat, deer mouse, western flycatcher, chestnut-backed chickadee, plain titmouse, Hutton vireo, 
Wilson warbler, orange-crowned kinglet, rufous-sided towhee, fox sparrow, bushtit, ringneck snake, 
California newt, and California slender salamander. Dead limbs and cavities in older trees often are 
used for nesting or denning. The abundant seed crops produced by o~ bay, madrone, poison oak, 
and toyon are important food sources for black-tailed deer, scrub and Steller jays, woodpeckers, and 
other wildlife species. 

Grasslands support numerous small mammals and birds and provide important foraging habitat for 
raptors. Many species use the grassland for only part of their habitat requirements, foraging in the 
grassland and seeking cover in adjacent tree and scrub cover. Species common in the grassland 
include California vole, Botta pocket gopher, black-tailed jackrabbit, common garter snake, western 
fence lizard, northern alligator lizard, and gopher snake. Grassland vegetation provides food, nesting 
material, and nesting substrate for numerous species of birds, including mourning dove, American 
goldfinch, song sparrow, red-winged blackbird, and western meadowlark. The smaller mammals, 
reptiles, and birds are important prey for several species of raptors which frequent the grasslands of 
the site and surrounding area, such as red-tailed hawk, great horned owl, American kestrel, and turkey 
vulture. No raptor nests were detected during field surveys, although it is possible that new nests 
could be established on the site in the future. 

The freshwater seeps and stands of native grasses contribute to the complexity of the grasslands, but 
no unique wildlife species endemic to these natural community types are expected to occur on the 
site. Garter snake, tree frog, western toad, and other species generally associated with emergent 
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wetland habitat may use seeps with abundant surface water. The spring in the southwest part of the 
site most likely serves as an important source of surface water for numerous birds and mammals 
during the dry summer months. 

The Miller Creek riparian corridor contributes to the value of the site's adjacent woodlands and 
provides an important source of surface water for wildlife. The stream channel serves as a ·movement 
corridor for fish and wildlife, particularly larger species such as black-tailed deer, raccoon, opossum, 
and, possibly, grey fox. Evidence indicates that the culvert under Las Gallinas A venue is used as a 
link to the undeveloped lands :to the northwest. The stream provides aquatic habitat for fish, 
amphibians, and large populations of invertebrates. Miller Creek historically supported runs of 
steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), 10 and steelhead_ have been observed in the creek during 
recent fish surveys. 

SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT AND ANIMAL SPECIES 

A record search conducted by the CNDDB 11 and the other relevant information identified above 
indicate that historical occurrences of several plant and animal species with special status have been 
recorded from or are suspected in the west-central Marin County area. Special-status species 12 are 
plants and animals which are legally protected by the State and / or Federal Endangered Species 
Acts 13 or. other regulations and other species which the scientific community and trustee agencies 
have identified as rare enough to warrant special consideration, particularly the protection of isolated 
populations, nesting or denning locations, communal roosts, and other essential habitat. Species 
protected by the Endangered Species Acts often represent major constraints to development, 

IO Grady & Luiz Ranches - Lucas Valley Final Environmental Impact Report, James A Roberts Associates, Inc., September 
20, 1974. 

11 Novato and San Geronimo Quadrangles, Natural Diversity Data Base, California Department of Fish and Game, op. cit. 

12 Special-status species include: 

• Officially designated (rare, threatened, or endangered) and candidate species for listing by the CDFG. 
• Officially designated (threatened or endangered) and candidate species for listing by the USFWS. 
• Species considered to be rare or endangered under the conditions of Section 15380 of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, such as those identified on lists IA, IB, and 2 in the Inventory 
of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California (Special Publication No. 1, 5th Edition, California 
Native Plant Society, 1994). 

• And possibly other species which are considered sensitive or of special concern due to limited distribution or 
lack of adequate infonnation to pennit listing or rejection for state or federal status, such as those included on 
lists 3 and 4 in the CNPS Inventory or identified as animal "Species of Special Concern" by the CDFG. Species 
of Special Concern have no legal protective status under the state Endangered Species Act but are of concern to 
the CDFG because of severe decline in breeding populations in California 

13 The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973 declares that all Federal departments and agencies shall use their 
authority to conserve endangered and threatened plant and animal taxa The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) 
of 1984 parallels the policies ofFESA and pertains to native California species. 
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particularly when they are wide ranging or highly sensitive to habitat disturbance and where proposed 
development would result in a "takell 14 of these species. 

According to CNDDB records, no special-status plant or animal species have been reported on the 
project site or immediate vicinity. However, suitable habitat for numerous special-status species 
occurs on and in the vicinity of the site. Occurrence information may not be recorded with the 
CNDDB due to the lack of detailed survey work to detect existing populations or because the CNDDB 
does not closely monitor species of concern without legal status. Detailed field surveys generally are 
necessary to provide a conclusive·detennination on presence or absence of species of concern. 

As discussed above (Introduction and Methods), detailed surveys were performed as part of the 1996 
Draft EIR to determine whether any species of concern occur on the site. These included a habitat 
suitability analysis, field surveys for essential habitat features of numerous mammals, amphibians, 
and bird species, and systematic surveys for plant species of concern initiated in March and 
continuing through the 1996 flowering period. 

Information on animal and plant species of concern suspected to have a reasonable likelihood of 
occurrence on the site is summarized in Exhibits 5.3-3 and 5.3-4, respectively. These exhibits identify 
the common and scientific names of each species, current status, preferred habitat, and other life 
history or distribution information. Numerous other special-status species have been reported in parts 
of Marin County and the San Francisco Bay Area, but the lack of unique habitat conditions, such as 
serpentine derived soils or salt marsh habitat, precludes occurrence of any of these species on the site. 
These include many of the 75 species identified in I 994 by the USFWS 15 in a general list of species 
which may be affected by projects in Marin County, such as California brown pelican (Pelecanus 
occidentalis califomicus), California clapper rail (Rallus /ongirostris obsoletus), marbled murrelet 
(Brachyramphus marmoratus), northern spotted owl (Strix occidenta/is caurina), salt marsh harvest 
mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris), and Suisun ornate shrew (Sorex omatus sinuosus). 

Suitable habitat for most of the animal species of concern identified in Exhibit 5.3-3 was absent from 
the site during a habitat suitability analysis conducted in August 1995. Systematic surveys were not 
considered necessary for any of these species due to the absence of essential habitat features, such as 
nests, dens, or suitable breeding habitat. Steelhead are known from Miller Creek which passes 
through the northern edge of the project site. A slight potential remains that western pond turtle, 

14 The FESA defines "take" as "to harass, hann, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect" a threatened or 
endangered species. The USFWS further defines "hann" as including the killing or banning of wildlife due to significant 
obstruction of essential behavior patterns (i.e., breeding, feeding, or sheltering) through significant habitat modification 
or degradation. The CDFG also considers the loss oflisted species habitat as "take", although this policy lacks statutory 
authority and case law support under the CESA. 

Two sections of PESA contain provisions which allow or pemrit "incidental take". Section 10( a) provides a method by 
which a state or private action which may result in "take" may be permitted. An applicant must provide the USFWS with 
an acceptable conservation plan and publish notification for a permit in the Federal Register. Section 7 pertains to a 
Federal agency which proposes to conduct an action that may result in "take", requiring consultation with USFWS and 
possible issuance ofajeopardy decision. Under the CESA, "take" can be permitted under Section 2081 of the Fish and 
Game Code. An applicant must enter into a habitat management agreement with the CDFG which defines the permitted 
activities and provides adequate mitigation. 

15 Marin County Species List for Proposed Oakview Residential Development Master Plan, letter to Dean Powell, Principal 
Planner, from Joel A. Medlin, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, July 20, 1994. 
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Special-Status Animals Considered to Potentially Occur in Project Vicinity 

Invertebrates 
Syncaris pacifica 
California freshwater shrimp 

A 
Ambystoma tigrinum californiense 
California ti er salamander 
Clemmys marmorata 
Western ond turtle 
Oncorhynchus Mykiss 
Steelhead - Central California Coast 
ESU 
Rana aurora draytoni 
California red-le ed fro 

Birds 
Accipiter cooperri 
Coo er's hawk 
Accipiter striatus 
Sh -shinned hawk 
Aquila chrysaetos 
Golden le 
Athene cunicularia 
Burrowing owl 

Elanus caeruleus 
White-tailed kite 
Eremophila alpestris actia 
California horned lark 
Falco mexicanus 
Prairie falcon 
Fa/co peregrinus 
Pere · e falcon 
Lanius /udovicianus 
Loggerhead shrike 

FE/SE 

C/CSC 

-/CSC 

FT/-

FT/CSC 

-/CSC 

-/CSC 

-/CSC 

-/CSC, CP 

-/CSC 

-ICP 

-/CSC 

-/CSC 

FE/SE, CP 

-/CSC 

Occurs in tree-lined, freshwater streams with underwater 
vegetation and exposed tree root (suitable habitat occurs in other 
locations along Miller Creek. but species has not been detected in 
this or an other nearb drain es . 

Grassland and open woodlands with temporary or permanent 
water suitable breedin and u land retreat habitat absent • 
Ponds, marshes, rivers, and streams (suitable breeding habitat 
absent, but Miller Creek ma serve as dis ersial corridor . 
Andromus species spawning in freshwater rivers and streams and 
migrates to ocean (known to migrate up Miller Creek). 

Permanent ponds, pools, and streams (suitable breeding habitat 
absent, but Miller Creek ma serve as di ersial corridor . 
Perennial streams in grassland, woodland, and forest (intermittent 
nature of Miller Creek most likel recludes occurrence . 

Riparian woodlands and open forest (marginal foraging and 
nestin habitat resent, but no nests detected durin surve s . 
Riparian woodlands and dense forest (marginal foraging and 
nestin habitat resent, but no nests detected durin surve s . 
Open mountains, foothills, and canyons (suitable foraging habitat 
resent, but nestin habitat absent). 

Open grassland and fields, farms, and ruderal areas (marginal 
foraging habitat present, but ground nesting habitat absent and not 
detected durin surve s . 
Open foothills, marshes, and grassland (suitable foraging habitat 
resent, but nestin activi not detected durin surve s . 

Open habitat with sparse cover (suitable foraging habitat present, 
but nestin activi not detected durin surve s . 
Canyons, mountains, open grassland (suitable foraging habitat 

resent, but nestin habitat absent . 
Canyons, mountains, open grassland (suitable foraging habitat 

resent, but nestin habitat absent . 
Open habitat with scattered trees, shrubs, and other perches 
(suitable foraging habitat present, but not detected during 
surve s. 

Exhibit 5.3-3 Continued on Following Page 
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Exhibt 5.3-3 (continued) 
Special-Status Animals Considered to Potentially Occur in Project Vicinity 

Mammals 

Antrozous pal/idus 
Pallid bat 

-ICSC Roosts in caves, crevices, unused structures (suitable maternity 
roost habitat absent, not detected during surveys). 

Eumops perotis californicus 
California mastiff bat 

-ICSC Caves ana crevices in arid areas with high cliffs (roosting habitat 
absent, not detected during surveys). 

Plecotus townsendi townsendi 
Townsend western big-eared bat 

-/CSC Cave, mines, and abandoned buildings (marginal roosting habitat 
present, but not detected during surveys). 

Taxidea taxus 
American badger 

-ICSC Grassland, oak savanna, and woodland (suitable foraging habitat 
present, but no signs of foraging activity or dens detected during 
surveys. 

Status Designations: 

Federal: 
FE= 
FT= 
PE= 
C= 

RI= 
R2= 

State: 
SE= 
ST= 
CP= 
CSC= 

Listed as Endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act. 
Listed as Threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act. 
Proposed for federal listing as Endangered. 
A candidate species under review for federal listing. Category taxa include those for which the USFWS has sufficient 
biological infonnation to support a proposal to list as endangered or threatened. 
Recommended for Category I candidate status. · 
Recommended for Category 2 candidate status. 

Listed as Endangered under the California Endangered Species Act. 
Listed as Threatened under the California Endangered Species Act. 
California fully protected species; individual may not be possessed or taken at any time. 
Considered a species of special concern by the California Department of Fish and Game; taxa have no fonnal legal protection 
but nest sites and communal roosts are generally recognized as significant biotic features. 
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Special-Status Plant Species -- Potential Occurrence in Project Site Vicinity 

Amsinckia lunaris 
Bent-flowered fiddleneck 

Arabis blepharoph:yl/a 
Coast rock cress 

Arctostaph:ylos virgata 
Marin manzanita 
Astraga/us breweri 
Brewer milk vetch 

A. tener var. t. 
Alkali milk-vetch 

Castilleja a/finis ssp. 
neglecta 
Tiburon indian aintbrush 
Cirsium andrewsii 
Franciscan thistle 
Delphinium bakeri 
Baker larks ur 
D. luteum 
Yellow larks ur 
Dichondra occidentalis 
Western dichondra 

Elymus californicus 
California bottle-brush 
Eriogonum luteolum var. 
caninum 
Tiburon buckwheat 
Erysimum franciscanum 
San Francisco wallflower 

Friti/laria li/iacea 
Fragrant fritillary 

Hemizonia congesta ssp. 
leucocepha/a 
Ha 1eld !ant 
Hesperolinon congestum 
Marin western flax 
Holocarpha macradenia 
Santa Cruz lant 

-/-/4 Valley grassland 

-/-/4 Rocky places, coastal scrub, 
coastal prairie, and mixed 
ever een forest 

-/-/IB Forests and chaparral 

-/-/4 Meadows and grassy hillsides, 
often on serpentine and in 

· cha arral or woodland 
-/-/lB Grasslands and vernal pools 

E/T/IB Grasslands, often on serpentine 

-/-/4 Moist places, coastal scrub and 
mixed ever een forest 

PE/R/IB Coastal scrub and valley 
sland 

PE/R/IB Open places in coastal scrub 
and bluffs 

-/-/4 Dry sandy banks in brush or 
under trees, chaparral, coastal 
scrub and woodl.and 

-/-/4 Woods and shade 

-/-/3 Dry rocky slopes 

-/-/4 Open, woody, or brushy places 
in rocky to sandy soil, often on 
se entine 

*I-JIB Heavy soils, open hills and 
fields, often on serpentine 

-/-/3 Coastal scrub, grassland 

T /Tl 1B Chaparral and grasslands 

PT/E/IB Heavy soils on grassy flats, 
coastal scrub 

Contra Costa, Lake, Marin, May-June 
Santa Cruz, Shasta, Siskiyou, 
Alameda 
Marin, Santa Cruz, San Feb.-April 
Francisco, San Mateo, 
Sonoma, Colusa, Mendocino 
Marin Jan.-March 

Lake, Marin, Napa, Sonoma, April-May 
Yolo 

Alameda, Contra Costa, March-Jun. 
Merced,. Napa, Santa Barbara, 
Santa Clara, San Francisco 
Marin, Napa, Santa Clara, San April-June 
Joaquin, Solano, 
Sonoma,Stanislaus, Yolo 
Marin, San Francisco, San June-July 
Mateo, Sonoma 
Marin, Sonoma March-May 

Marin, Sonoma March-May 

Los Angeles, Marin, Orange, March-May 
Santa Barbara, Santa Catalina 
Island, San Diego, San 
Miguel Island, Sonoma, 
Ventura, Ba" a California 
Marin, Monterey, Santa Cruz, June-August 
San Mateo, Sonoma 
Alameda, Lake, Marin, Napa, June-Sept. 
Santa Clara, San Mateo, 
Sonoma, Colusa 
Marin, Santa Cruz, San March-June 
Francisco, San Mateo, 
Sonoma 
Alameda, Contra Costa, Feb.-April 
Marin, Monterey, San Benito, 
Santa Clara, San Francisco, 
San Mateo, Solano, Sonoma 
Marin, Mendocino, Sonoma April-Oct. 

Marin, San Francisco, San May-July 
Mateo 
Alameda, Contra Costa, June-Oct. 
Marin, Montere , Santa Cruz 

Exhibit 5.3-4 Continued on Following Page 
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Special-Status Plant Species - Potential Occurrence in Project Site Vicinity 

Horkelia cuneata ssp. ././IB Sandy and gravelly places Alameda, Marin, Monterey, April-Sept. 
sericea Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz, 
Wedge-leaved horkelia San Francisco, San Luis 

Obis o, San Mateo 
H. tenui/oba -/-/IB Sandy or silty meadows, Marin, Mendocino, Sonoma May-July 
Thin-lobed horkelia chaparral and mixed evergreen 

forest 
Li/ium maritimum */-JIB Brush and woods, sandy soil, Marin, Mendocino, San May-July 
Coast lily or bog hummocks Francisco, San Mateo, 

Sonoma 
Lessingia holo/euca -/-/3 Coastal scrub and grasslands Alameda, Marin, Monterey, June-October 
Woolly-headed lessingia Napa, Yolo, Santa Clara, San 

Mateo, Solano, Sonoma 
Micropus amphibola -1-14 Shallow soil in rocky places Alameda, Contra Costa, Lake, April-May 
Mt. Diablo cottonweed Marin, Napa, Sonoma, Santa 

Cruz, Montere 
Monardel/a undulata var. u. -1-/4 Sandy places below 500 feet Marin, Monterey, Santa May-July 
Curly-leaved monardella Barbara, Santa Cruz, San Luis 

Obis o, San Mateo, Sonoma 
Navarretia leucocephala -/-JIB Forests, meadows, and Marin, Mendocino, Sonoma May-Aug. 
ssp. bakeri grasslands 
Baker's navarretia 
Pentachaeta bellidiflora E/E/lB Open dry rocky slopes, coastal Marin, Santa Cruz, San Mateo March-May 
White-ra ed entachaeta rairie and scrub 
Perideridia gairdneri ssp. *l-/4 Wet places below 11,000 feet Kem, Los Angeles, Marin, June-Oct. 
g. Monterey, Napa, Orange, 
Gairdner yampah Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, San 

Diego, San Luis Obispo, San 
Mateo, Solano, Sonoma 

Piperia michae/ii -1-14 Dry hills below 8,000 feet Alameda, Humboldt, Marin, May-Aug. 
Michael's rein orchid Monterey, Santa Cruz, San 

Francisco, San Luis Obispo, 
San Mateo, Contra Costa 

Plagiobothrys mollis var. */-/IA Coastal salt marsh, wet Sonoma June-July 
vestitus meadows 
Petaluma o com-flower 
Pleuropogon hooverianus */R/IB Meadows, mixed evergreen Marin, Mendocino, Sonoma May-Aug. 
North coast semaphore forest 

s 
P. re.fractus -1-/4 Meadows and mountain Del Norte, Humboldt, Marin, May-Aug. 
Nodding semaphore grass streams Mendocino, Oregon, 

Washin on 
-1-/4, Wooded slopes in shaded Marin, Mendocino, Napa, March-April 

canons Solano, Sonoma 
Stebbinsoseris decipiens *I-JIB Coastal prairie and valley Marin, Monterey, Santa Cruz April-May 
Santa Cruz microseris sland 

Exhibit S.3-4 Continued on Following Page 
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Exhibit 5.3-4 (continued) 
Special-Status Plant Species -- Potential Occurrence in Project Site Vicinity 

Streptanthus glandulosus 
ssp. pulche/lus 
Mt. Tamai ais · ewelflower 
Trifolium amoenum 
Showy Indian clover 

Triphysaria floribundus 
San Francisco owl's-clover 

Status Designations: 

Federal: 

-/-/IB Chaparral, serpentine ridges 

E/-/IB Low rich fields, swales, etc. 

*/-/IB Open places, coastal prairie and 
vall sland 

E = Listed as "endangered" under the federal Endangered Species Act. 

Marin 

Alameda, Marin, Mendocino, 
Napa, Santa Clara, Solano, 
Sonoma 
Marin, San Francisco, San 
Mateo 

May-July 

April-June 

April-May 

C = A "candidate" species under review for federal listing. Includes taxa for which the USFWS has sufficient biological 
infonnation to support listing as endangered or threatened species. 
PE= Petitioned for listing as "endangered". 
PT= Petitioned for listing as "threatened". 
* = Species of Concern 

State: 
E = An "endangered" species. Serious danger of becoming extinct throughout all or significant portion of range due to 
varying factors. 

T = A "threatened" species. Likley to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range. 
R = A "rare" species. Although not presently threatened with extinction, may become endangered if present 
environmental factors worsen. 

CNPS: 
IA= Plants of highest priority; plants presumed extinct in California 
1B = Plants of highest priority; plants rare and endangered in California and elsewhere. 
3 = Plants requiring additional infonnation; a review list. 
4 = Plants of limited distribution; a watch list. 
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California red-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, and, to a lesser extent, California :freshwater 
shrimp may use the aquatic habitat of Miller Creek. At most, this likely would be limited to 
occasional dispersal along the channel by individuals of these species because characteristic breeding 
habitat is absent along this reach of the creek. Most of the raptors and other bird species of concern 
occasionally may forage in the grasslands and open woodlands of the site, but individual nests or 
suitable nesting habitat were not detected during the field surveys. · 

Systematic surveys for special-status plant species were conducted in March, April, and July 1996. 
No plant populations with any legal protective status were detected during the spring and summer 
field effort. Seven occurrences of Mt. Diablo cottonweed (Micropus amphibola) were detected in 
scattered locations on the site. This species has no legal protective status but is maintained on the 
CNPS List 4 because of uncertainties about its distribution and abundance. It is a small 
inconspicuous composite which appears to have contributed to concerns about its status. List 4 plants 
are considered to be of limited distribution in California, and their vulnerability or susceptibility to 
threat appears low at this time. It has no legal protective status under the provisions of CEQA or the 
State or Federal Endangered Species Acts. 

As described above, valley oaks grow in the site's woodlands and open savanna. This species once 
was included on List 4 of the CNPS Inventory but is now considered too abundant for continued 
listing. Although the Inventory notes that this species of oak is widespread and relatively abundant, it 
is threatened by loss of habitat from urbanization and agricultural development in the Central Valley, 
and regeneration needs monitoring in many areas. 

Biological Resources -- Criteria for Significance 

The State CEQA Guidelines and Appendix N of the Marin County Environmental Review Guidelines 
and Procedures identify potentially significant environmental effects on biological resources if a 
project: 

• Had a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations or by the California Department offish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

• Had a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

• Had a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. 

• Interfered substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native nursery sites. 

• Conflicted with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance. 
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• Conflicted with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

According to CEQA, if the following condition occurs the lead agency (in this case Marin County) 
shall find that the project may have a significant effect on the environment: l6 · 

• Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant-or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal? 

Biological Resources -- Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 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-tenn management to ensure successful establishment. This would be a 
significant impact. 

Proposed development would require removal of existing vegetation to accommodate new structures, 
roadways, parking lots, landscaping, and other improvements. The general impacts on vegetation 
resources, loss of non-native grasslands, and appropriateness of landscape improvements proposed as 
part of the project are evaluated below. Development also would encroach into woodland, native 
grassland, and freshwater seep communities, each of which is considered a sensitive biological 
resource. Impacts on sensitive natural communities are evaluated as separate impact items following 
this assessment of general vegetation resources. 

Based on the anticipated limits of grading indicated in the proposed Grading and Drainage Plan, 17 

development would affect primarily non-native grassland cover. Much of this cover would be re­
established at least temporarily as part of reseeding and erosion control on graded slopes. Due to the 
abundanc~ of this plant community throughout the state and the fact that it is characterized primarily 
by introduced species, loss of the non-native grasslands would be considered a less-than-significant 
impact. 

l6 Under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15065. 

17 Sheet 5 of the Oakview Mitigated Master Plan Drawings shows the proposed Grading and Drainage Plan. The Master 
Plan Drawings are available for review at the Marin County Community Development Agency. 
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The Conceptual Landscape Plan 18 describes project landscaping, including street trees, screening, 
entry area landscaping, and landscaping around the office area. Species identified in the Conceptual 
Landscape Plan are predominantly non-native ornamentals, such as holly oak (Quercus ilex), scarlet 
oak (Quercus coccinea), Bishop pine (Pinus muricata), Carolina laurel cherry (Prunus caroliniana), 
European hackberry (Ce/tis australis), and Chinese pistachio (Pistache chinensis). Native species, 
such as live oak, tan bark oak, and toyon, would be used in transitional areas between development 
and retained woodlands, such as the slope below Erin Drive and above the proposed office buildings. 

The Conceptual Landscape Plan· does not address salvage of on-site plant material as a possible 
source of landscape plants. With careful planning and implementation, much of the native grass tufts 
within the limits of grading could be salvaged and used in project landscaping. This approach to 
revegetation would provide a local source of plant material and limit the net loss of vegetative cover 
on the site. Several other native shrubs and grasses not identified in the Conceptual Landscape Plan 
would be suitable for revegetation and landscaping, such as California rose, creeping wildrye, and 
purple needlegrass. 

Project-related grading would create suitable conditions for establishment of broom ( Cytisus and 
Genista spp.) which could result in the introduction and spread of this highly invasive species on the 
site. Broom tends to develop into dense thickets which out-compete and eventually replace grassland 
and herbaceous cover. While broom currently is not a problem on the site it does occur along parts of 
the Lucas Valley Road corridor. Seeds from broom often becomes lodged in the tires of grading 
equipment and are transported to new locations during construction. A detailed management program 
would be required to ensure that broom does not become established on graded slopes and other parts 
of the site. The Conceptual Landscape Plan mentions the need for an eradication plan, but provides 
no details. Roads through the site could provide improved vehicle access to the proposed open space 
which may result in secondary disturbance to grassland cover and damage to other vegetation at 
higher site elevations. However, the restricted access to the site would limit the potential for 
substantial disturbance in open space areas, with the highest risk perhaps during the construction 
phase when the development area could be less intensively monitored than by residents and workers 
after buildout. 

Mitigation 5.3-1 The following measures would be required to mitigate landscape compatibility and 
management impacts: 

Mitigation Measure 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: 

18 Sheet 8 of the Oakview Mitigated 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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• 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 (Aesculus californica), California rose (Rosa californica), common 
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. 

• 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 1 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 (Acacia spp.), pampas grass (Cortaderia selloana), 
broom (Cytisus and Genista spp.), gorse (Ulex europaeus), bamboo (Bambusa spp.), giant reed 
(Arundo 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 sp~cify provisions to maintain landscaping and graded slope 
revegetation with replacement plantings and seeding for a minimum of five years to ensure re­
establishment of cover. 

Mitigation Measure 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. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.3-l(a) and 5.3-l(b) would 
ensure successful re-establishment of vegetative cover and landscape improvements and would 
provide for replacement and enhancement with native species, thus reducing impacts on general 
vegetation resources to less-than-significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation Development Plan approval should be conditioned on incorporation of 
Mitigation Measures 5.3-l(a) and 5.3-l(b) in the project. These mitigation measures should be 
completed during preparation of the Final Landscape Plan or implemented as part of landscape 
monitoring. 
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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. · 

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 area. These consist of oaks, 
bays, buckeye, and a few ornamental trees. No trees occur within the anticipated limits of grading in the 
residential area, although numerous trees occur on proposed individual lots outside the designated 
building envelope area. These include numerous trees in the woodland above Lots 1 to 4 and Lots 19 to 
27, and individual trees bordered by the proposed building envelopes on Lots 8, 9, and 10. Additional 
trees occur along the fringe of proposed development and could also be affected by grading, in both the 
proposed office and residential areas. 

Trees not directly removed by grading or other development activities may be damaged or adversely 
affected during construction or as a result of long-term changes to drainage patterns, irrigation, and 
other conditions. Mature oaks and other trees are sensitive to changes in drainage patterns, soil 
compaction, trenching, landscape irrigation, and other modifications within the root zone. 
Considerable care is necessary to protect trees in the vicinity of grading, building and roadway 
construction, and landscaping. Wounding of trunks and major roots during construction is a common 
problem which results in the invasion of harmful organisms and can contribute to structural decay of 
the tree. Root loss and a reduction in potential rooting area often contribute to long-term tree decline. 
In general, any disturbance within the dripline should be avoided to prevent adverse changes which 
may affect the long-term health and condition of trees to be preserved. Monitoring by a certified 
arborist would ensure that vulnerable trees are treated appropriately during construction. 

The County's Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance (Ordinance #3291) serves to control 
removal of protected trees. Protected trees under the ordinance are generally native species with trunk 
diameters of either six or ten inches, depending on species. All of the trees to be removed as part of 
the project would meet the County's definition as protected trees. A separate tree removal permit 
would not be required for the project because the potential affects of development have been 
considered as part of this EIR, and measures have been recommended to minimize tree removal, 
provide for protection of trees· to be preserved, and replace trees lost as a result of proposed 
development. Based on the tree inventory, the applicant's engineer estimates that the site contains 
approximately 6,250 trees and that the minimum anticipated tree removal would affect less than one 
percent of the total number of trees on the site. While this represents only a very small percentage of 
the trees on the site, any loss would be considered significant because of the age and length of time 
needed to replace mature trees. Detailed measures to minimize removal, protect retained trees from 
damage due to construction activities and long-term changes, and provide for replacement plantings 
would be necessary to fully mitigate impacts on tree resources. 

Mitigation 5.3-2 The fdllowing measures would be required to mitigate the impacts of tree loss: 
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Mitigation Measure 5.3-2(a) The development envelope shown on the Master Plan's Residential Area 
Layout 19 should be revised to indfoate 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. 

Mitigation Measure 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. 

Mitigation Measure 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. 

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. 

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. 

Trenching within the tree dripline should be prohibited, and any required utility line within the 
dripline should be installed by bonng 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. 

Mitigation Measure 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 

19 Sheet 6 of the Oakview Mitigated Master Plan Drawings shows the proposed Residential Area Layout. The Master Plan 
Drawings are available for review at the Marin County Community Development Agency. · 
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Mitigation Measure 5.3-l[a]) and implemented as part of site revegetation 
Provisions of the tree replacement program should include the following: 

I . 
and landscaping. 

. I • 

Oaks and other native trees generally should be replaced at a ratio of 2: 1 *1--(:ratio of replacement 
trees to number of trees removed) . 

All other native tree speeies shm,ild be replaeed at a 3: 1 ratio. 

• 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 encouraged~ b~· redueing 
the required re13lacement ratio from 5:1 to 3:1 vlhere seedlings from on site collection are useEI as 
replacement plaatings. 

• If 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-l[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 respeeti:r,·e 5:1 or 3:1 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. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.3-2(a), 5.3-2(b), 5.3-2(c), 
and 5 .3-2( d) to minimize removal of existing trees and provide extensive tree plantings as part of the 
tree replacement program would reduce significant impacts on trees to less-than-significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation Precise Development Plan approval should be conditioned on 
incorporation of Mitigation Measures 5.3-2(a), 5.3-2(b), 5.3-2(c), and 5.3-2(d) in the project. 
Recommended refinement of Grading Plans to protect existing trees should be completed before 
preparation of the Precise Development Plan. Tree preservation guidelines should be completed 
before preparation of the Precise Development Plan, with details incorporated into the Final 
Landscape Plan and with preservation methods followed during grading and construction. Tree 
replacement planting should be performed as part of landscape improvements with monitoring 
conducted as specified in the Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan. 
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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 
presently consist mainly of purple needlegrass and California oatgrass. Because the· CNDDB 
considers this natural community sensitive due to its rarity, any future Joss of native grasslands 
would "substantially" diminish habitat for plants. This would be a significant impact. 

Scattered stands of native grassland would be disturbed and eliminated by site grading, primarily in the 
residential area. Individual residential lots encompass an estimated 1.5 acres of native grasslands with a 
cover classification often percent·or greater. Although the proposed building envelopes generally avoid 
most of the native grassland stands, such as the large stand above Lots 2 to 7, landscape improvements 
and other modifications by future lot owners could result in the eventual elimination of the native 
grasslands on these lots. Several smaller stands of native grasslands would also be affected by· grading 
and development in the office area, consisting of an estimated 0.1 acres of native grasslands. The 
possible wetland mitigation improvements could also affect stands of native grasslands in the 
southeastern portion of the site. The project would not directly affect the scattered stands of native 
grasslands on the slopes above Lucas Valley Road and at higher elevations on the property. The State 
CEQA Guidelines do not clearly define the sensitivity of native grasslands and other natural 
communities or the threshold for which mitigation must be required. Unlike potential impacts on a 
special-status species covered by a CEQA criterion and protected by the State and / or Federal 
Endangered Species acts, the significance of potential impacts on a sensitive natural community is 
only addressed indirectly on the basis of rarity. It can be inferred from criteria on diminishment of 
habitat for fish, wildlife, or plants that, because of this natural community's rarity, any further loss of 
native grasslands would "substantially" diminish habitat for plants. Appropriate mitigation would 
depend on the diversity of native species, cover class, and ex.tent of the particular grasslands, as well 
as opportunities for and feasibility of successful restoration. 

Using the CNDDB standard, any loss of grasslands with a native cover of ten percent or greater would 
constitute an impact to a sensitive natural community and should be considered significant. None of 
the grasslands affected by proposed site development forms densely tufted stands with a cover class of 
50 percent or greater, and the diversity of native species tends to be low, generally limited to purple 
needlegrass or California oatgrass. 

Purple needlegrass has survived successfully in grassland restoration and revegetation projects using 
transplanted tufts, plug plantings, and seeding. The loss of on-site grasslands could be mitigated 
adequately by a combination of protection and restoration of remaining undisturbed areas of native 
grasslands on the southeast part of the site and by establishment of replacement stands on graded 
slopes as a component of the Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan required for the project by 
Mitigation Measure 5.3-l{a). Complete avoidance of the stands of native grasslands on the site would 
be unwarranted. 

The text of the proposed Master Plan and the Conceptual Landscape Plan proposes to replace native 
grasslands lost as a result of development. Native grasslands would be replaced at a 1:1 ratio (ratio of 
acreage lost to acreage replaced) in the remaining open space areas. Although this replacement ratio 
would be appropriate, no details on the location of proposed replacement plantings, methods for 
implementation, and maintenance or monitoring details have been provided as part of the application. 

Mitigation Measure 5.3-3 A grassland restoration and enhancement program should be required 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 
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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-l(a) and should be implemented as part of site revegetation and 
landscaping. Provisions of the grassland program should include the following: 

• Deed restrictions or some other mechanism should be established over individual lots ·to prevent 
possible removal of native grasslands outside the identified 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 pative 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 adjacen~ 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. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.3-3 would provide for 
protection and replacement of native grasslands disturbed by the project, thus reducing impacts on 
sensitive grassland resources to less-than-significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation Precise Development Plan approval should be conditioned on 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure 5.3-3 in the project. The grassland restoration and enhancement 
program should be completed before preparation of the Precise Development Plan with details 
incorporated into the Final Landscape Plan and with restoration methods followed during grading and 
construction. Salvage and restoration associated with the grassland mitigation should be implemented 
as part site revegetation and landscaping with monitoring conducted as specified in the Landscape and 
Vegetation Management Plan. 
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Proposed development would affect a minimum estimated 1.4 acres of scattered freshwater 
seep wetlands and a limited area of unvegetated other waters. This would be a significant ~- . 

Potential impacts to wetlands would include loss of much of the scattered freshwater se~p habitat, 
possible modifications to accommodate the Miller Creek crossing, and indirect changes associated 
with the increased potential for erosion and water quality degradation. Potential erosion and 
degradation of the wetland and riparian habitat may result from increased urban runoff volumes and 
degraded water quality associated with proposed development. Soils exposed during grading and 
construction would contribute to increased sediment loads in the creek if adequate erosion control 
measures are not implemented. Increased urban pollutants, such as petroleum produc.ts from 
automobiles, and fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides associated with landscape maintenance may 
contribute to long-term degradation of water quality. 

Anticipated grading would affect a minimum of 1.4 acres of the scattered freshwater seep wetlands 
and 0.03 acres ofunvegetated drainage ditches. This would include the active spring and an estimated 
0.62 acre of associated freshwater seep habitat in the southwest part of the site and most of the seep 
habitat in the vicinity of the proposed office area. Although 0.23 acre of seep habitat in the office 
area would be located outside the anticipated limits of grading, these areas could be inadvertently 
affected during construction. The 0.64 acres of freshwater seep on the freeway reserve area in the 
southeast part of the site would not be directly affected by the project but eventually could be affected 
by proposed wetland mitigation or could be eliminated by future Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road 
interchange improvements. 

Impacts to the unvegetated "other waters" associated with Miller Creek would result from bridge 
construction and affect an area approximately 50 feet wide and 50 feet across the channel. The 
applicant's engineer indicates that a bridge or arched culvert would be built across the creek, thus 
minimizing possible fill and creek disturbance. Through careful design and construction, fill within 
the creek channel could be largely avoided, and significant disturbance to the corridor minimized. 
Improvements to the existing . path along the southern edge of the creek corridor would not be 
expected to affect any jurisdictional waters or wetlands. 

Modifications to the Miller Creek channel would be subject to jurisdictional review and approval by 
the CDFG, and the elimination or "filling" of the scattered wetlands would require approval by the 
Corps and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Further review by representatives of 
these agencies would focus on the adequacy of replacement and enhancement efforts to mitigate 
disturbance to existing wetlands, with new wetlands and native plantings provided as necessary to 
achieve adequate mitigation. The objective of these agencies is to ensure no net loss of either habitat 
acreage or value. Depending on the extent of proposed disturbance and quality of affected habitat, 
required mitigation ratios may vary from simple in-kind replacement to as high as 3: 1 wetland 
replacement. 

The Master Plan proposes to replace wetlands lost as a result of development by creating new wetlands 
in the area reserved for future improvements to the Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road interchange in the 
southeastern corner of the site. No details on wetland mitigation have been proposed by the applicant, 
although the land area for wetland mitigation shown in the Conceptual Landscape Plan indicates 
replacement at an approximately 1: 1 ratio. The freshwater seep habitat and the active spring to be 
removed represent significant wetland resources, which are difficult to recreate without an artificial 
water source. Providing a 1: 1 replacement for wetlands lost as a result of development would be 
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inadequate, considering the sensitivity of this habitat type. Use of the future Highway 101 interchange 
area to create replacement wetland habitat would also be inappropriate given the likelihood that they 
would be eliminated in the future. Any replacement habitat should be located in an area which is 
preserved in perpetuity as a wetland mitigation area. · 

Mitigation 5.3-4 The following measures would be required to mitigate impacts on jurisdictional 
waters: 

Mitigation Measure 5.3-4(a) A . qualified wetland consultant should prepare a detailed wetland 
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-l(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 a 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 include consideration of both 
on-site and an off-site location in the general vicinity. Use of the southeastern portion of the site for 
wetland mitigation would be unacceptable given that this area will most likely be developed with 
Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road 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. 

Mitigation Measure 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-l(a). 

Implement Mitigation Measures 5.2-7 and 5.2-8 (Site Erosion and Downstream Sedimentation and 
Flooding.) 

Mitigation Measure 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 
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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. · 

Significance after Mitigation hnplementation of Mitigation Measures 5.3-4(a), 5.3-4(b), and 5.3-4(c) 
would reduce impacts on wetland and surface water resources to less-than-significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation , Precise Development Plan approval should be conditioned on 
incorporation of Mitigation Measures 5.3-4(a), 5.3-4(b), and 5.3-4(c) in the project. The wetland 
restoration and enhancement program should be completed before preparation of the Precise 
Development Plan. Restoration associated with the wetlands plan shoqld be implemented as part of 
site revegetation and landscaping with monitoring conducted as specified in the Landscape and 
Vegetation Management Plan. Coordination and approval by jurisdictional agencies must be 
completed prior to any disturbance which would affect jurisdictional waters on the site. 

Impact 5.3-5 Disturbance to Stream Conservation Areas and Riparian Habitat. 
Development as proposed would conform with the intent of The Marin Countywide Plan 
polic,es on Stream Conservation Areas with disturbance limited to the proposed roadway 
crossing over Miller Creek. This would be a Jess-than-significant impact. 

The Stream Conservation Area (SCA) policies of The Marin Countywide Plan require provision of 
setbacks from the tops of stream banks and restoration and enhancement as part of development. 20 

Proposed residential and office development would be located outside of and would not affect the 
SCA designated along the Miller Creek corridor. The Marinwood Avenue extension would involve 
construction of a new Miller Creek crossing which would affect a limited area of riparian vegetation. 
New stream crossings are allowed within SCAs, and mitigation would be provided under Mitigation 
Measures 5.3-4(c) and 5.3-6 to alleviate impacts to the riparian and wetland habitat of Miller Creek. 

Mitigation Measure 5.3-5 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.3-6 Disruption of Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Site development would alter existing patterns of wildlife use and could disrupt movement of 
fish and wildlife species along the Miller Creek conidor. This would be a significant impact. 

The project would alter existing patterns of wildlife use on parts of the site proposed for development 
by replacing grassland, freshwater seeps, and the fringe of woodland habitat with new buildings, 
roadways and other paved surfaces, and landscaping. Small resident mammals, amphibians, and 
reptiles would be eliminated from areas encompassed by proposed grading, and larger wildlife species 
would avoid using disturbed areas during construction. Residential development would infringe into 
the woodland habitat in the southern part of the site and destroy the active spring which provides an 
important source of surface water for wildlife. 

20 Streams subject to the SCA policies include all creeks identified with solid or dashed blue-lines on USGS topographic 
maps or smaller creeks with at least 100 feet of riparian vegetation along their banks. On the project site, this definition 
only applies to Miller Creek. 
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However, Miller Creek would continue to provide a perennial source of drinking water to wildlife and 
improvements would not restrict access to the creek corridor. Other than the proposed bridge crossing, 
development would generally be restricted away from the Miller Creek corridor, including avoidance of 
the dense woodland on the north-facing slope and woodlands throughout most of the site. Due to the 
amount of land to be preserved as open space, proximity of proposed residential use to existing 
development, and separation of the site from other open space lands, the general impact on ·wildlife in 
the Miller Creek corridor is considered to be less-than-significant. 

Proposed modifications in the _vicinity of Miller Creek would involve the Marinwood A venue 
extension bridge, northern office building and parking area, and improvements to the existing 
creekside path. The office development area would be located outside the creek corridor, along the 
heavily traveled Highway 10 I, and would not have a significant effect on the habitat value of the 
creek. The possible use of night-lighting along the path, substantial tree removal to build the 
proposed bridge, and construction of a drop structure or other impediment under the bridge could 
have a significant effect on the habitat value of creek, if included as part of project plans. Careful 
bridge design and construction could largely avoid disturbance at the crossing and avoid significantly 
disturbing the corridor. 

After completion of construction and establishment of landscaping, developed areas eventually would 
be frequented by birds and smaller wildlife and also may support species common to suburban areas, 
such as deer, raccoon, Norway rat, English sparrow, American robin, rock dove, and house finch. 
Deer could become a nuisance on the site, as they have in other parts of the County, by damaging and 
destroying ornamental landscaping. 

Mitigation Measure 5.3-6 The following measure would be required to mitigate impacts on 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 drop 
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. 

Significance After Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.3-6 would reduce impacts on 
wildlife resources to less-than-significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation Precise Development Plan approval should be conditioned on 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure 5.3-6 in the project. 
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Impact 5.3-7 Impacts on Special-Status Plant and Animal 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. 

No special-status animal species. were encountered during surveys of the site, and essential habitat, 
such as dens and nests, was absent. Proposed development would reduce the extent of foraging 
habitat available for raptors and other bird species of concern, but no direct impacts on essential 
habitat features are anticipated. Due to the extent of suitable foraging habitat which would be 
preserved in the surrounding open space areas, potential impacts on bird species of concern are 
considered to be less-than-significant. However, because grading and construction would not occur 
until some future year (if approved), a slight possibility remains that one or more species of raptor 
may establish a nest in the vicinity of proposed development which could be destroyed or abandoned 
as a result of construction activities. Destruction of a raptor nest in active use would be a violation of 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and provisions of the State Fish and Game Code. A pre-construction 
survey would be required to confirm absence of any raptor nesting activity if one or more nesting 
seasons pass before construction is initiated. 

Construction of the Miller Creek bridge crossing could affect possible dispersal habitat for western 
pond turtle, California red-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, steelhead, and California 
freshwater shrimp. Detailed confirmation surveys for these species do not appear to be necessary, 
assuming sensitive construction practices are used to alleviate any adverse impacts on the habitat of 
the creek corridor. hnplementation of Mitigation Measures 5.3-4(c) and 5.3-6 would minimize 
impacts on jurisdictional "other waters" and wildlife of the creek, and would alleviate possible 
adverse impacts on these species of concern as well. Further consultation with jurisdictional agencies 
may be required as part of the wetland permitting process, which would further ensure adequate 
mitigation and protective measures. 

The scattered occurrences of Mt. Diab lo cottonweed would be avoided by both the initial grading and 
residential and office development. _Two of the occurrences are located at the upper elevations of 
proposed Lots 20 and 26, and a third occurrence is located just upslope from the limits of grading for the 
southern office building. Grading and other improvements are not proposed near these three occurrences 
of Mt. Diablo cottonweed, and no direct impacts are anticipated. Due to the relative abundance of this 
species, lack of legal protective status, and direct avoidance, impacts on this species would not be 
considered significant. 

Valley oak is no longer considered a special-status plant species. Although this species has no legal 
protective status and the County currently does not have a tree preservation ordinance, mature oaks 
and other native trees should be preserved or replaced as defined in Mitigation Measure 5.3-2. With 
incorporation of mitigation measures required above to minimize the loss of mature trees and provide 
for the re-establishment of native vegetation using locally available plant materials, removal of 
individual valley oaks would be considered less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measure 5.3-7 The following measures would be required to mitigate impacts on 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-
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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. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.3-7 would reduce potential 
impacts on special-status species to less-than-significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation Precise Development Plan approval should be conditioned on 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure 5.3-7 in the project. 

Impact 5.3-8 Cumulative Development 
Potential impacts on biological 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 Joss of wildlife habitat. 
This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

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. The extent of surrounding 
development, including the freeway to the east and residential and office/commercial development to 
the north, west, and south, limits the possible connectivity of the site to the other undeveloped lands. 
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5.4 VISUAL AND AESTHETIC QUALITY 1 

Visual and Aesthetic Quality-- Significance Criteria 

CEQA GUIDELINES CRITERIA 

According to the State CEQA Guidelines a project would result in a significant aesthetic impact if it: 

• Had a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 

• Substantially damaged scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings 
and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. 

• Created a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area. 

• Substantially degraded the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 

For the last criterion ("substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site") visual analysis 
is used, as described below. 

CONFORMANCE WITH COUNTY PLANS AND POLICIES 

A project usually has significant visual impacts if it conflicts with adopted plans or policies relating to 
visual quality. Chapter 4.0 of this EIR presents a detailed analysis of each policy of The Marin 
Countywide Plan and Zoning Ordinance applicable to the project. The Marin Countywide Plan 
enumerates numerous policies which relate to new development, 2 including an environmental 
checklist: 3 

The organization of this section differs slightly from the other sections in Chapter 5.0. Rather than provide the entire 
setting information in one discrete subsection at the beginning of this section existing conditions for each viewpoint are 
described immediately preceding the analysis of each view. · 

2 Objective EQ-3, "The Built Environment", The Marin Countywide Plan. 

3 "Suggested Development Review Checklist for Environmental Zones", Table EQ 7, The Marin Countywide Plan, page 
EQ-54. 
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Open Grassy • Rural roads and minimal lighting 
Hillsides 

Replant graded cuts and fills with • 
fire resistant plants 

Wooded Hillsides • Retain trees in natural setting 

• Leave substantial area where 
natural litter and soils buildup can 
occur 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 
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Buildings clustered in pockets. below 
ridge line 

Grazing or management plan for 
retaining grassy hillside character 

Planting program with native growth 
predominant 

Buildings set apart (scattered acceptable) 

Buildings grouped naturally in tree area, 
no detrimental grading or runoff 

Ridge line not developed 

Various additional Countywide Plan policies and Zoning Ordinance requirements also relate to the 
project. They are analyzed thoroughly in Chapter 4.0 and include Countywide Plan Polices BQ-3.11 
(avoid tree. cutting and damage), BQ-3.11-b (minimize visual impacts of public facilities), BQ-3.19 
and 3.20 (Ridge and Upland Greenbelt policies), BQ-3.21 (creekside development), and BQ-3.26 
(rural character and lighting). While the project's conformance with some Countywide Plan policies 
is straightforward, the analysis of other policies is more subjective. In this case, the BIR turns to 
visual analysis. 

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

• Conflicted with County goals and policies related to visual quality 
• Significantly altered existing natural viewsheds, including changing natural terrain or vegetation 
• Significantly changed existing visual quality of the region or eliminated significant visual 

resources 
• Significantly increased light and glare in the vicinity 
• Significantly reduced sunlight or introduced shadows in areas used extensively by the public 

VISUAL ANALYSIS 

This BIR uses a visual analysis to describe how the existing site would change with project 
implementation (how the project would substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site). 
The BIR presents exhibits which show existing visual conditions and photomontages which illustrate 
the project from a number of different viewpoints. Using these exhibits, the visual conditions are 
described using four visual elements: 4 

4 The elements listed in the text combine and refine, for CEQA purposes, definitions originally identified by the U.S. 
Forest Service and BLM to assess large-scale resource use and land management programs. While this EIR uses 
elements originally defined by the U.S. Forest Service and BLM (form, line, color, and texture), the system for 
determining visual significance was developed separately for CEQA 
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Form The shape or structure of something as opposed to the material which composes it. Important 
subelements of form include geometry (the shape of the form), complexity (the simplicity of the form), 
and orientation. 

Line The path, real or imagined, the eye follows when perceiving abrupt differences in form, color, 
or texture. The most common line in the landscape is the edge of shapes or masses. · Important 
subelements of line include boldness ( the strength of the line), complexity ( the simplicity of the line), 
and orientation. 

Color The property of reflecting light. Color is composed of hue (the aspect of color we know by 
name, such as blue or green), value (the degree of darkness from black to white), and chroma (the 
degree of color saturation or grayness, ranging from pure (high chroma) to dull (low chroma)): 

Texture The visual or tactile surface characteristics of something. Texture consists of grain (the 
relative dimensions of surface variation, from fine to coarse), density (the spacing of surface 
variation), and regularity (the amount of evenness and randomness). 

These elements are used to describe the difference between existing pre-project and post-development 
views. Existing views have variations in form, line, color, and texture. These views are changed by 
the addition of structures and alterations to the natural site. 

First Step - Determine Visual Sensitivity of the Project Location 

The first step in the visual analysis is to determine the visual sensitivity of each viewpoint location. 
This is determined using both County policies and viewer sensitivity. Visual sensitivity is defined 
below: 

Exhibit 5.4-1 
Sensitivity Level 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

Maximum 

The sensitivity of the site is low. The form, line, color, and texture 
of the Project can be completely different (or contrast) with existing 
elements. 

The sensitivity of the site is moderate. The form, line, color, and 
texture of the Project must have similarities to (or borrow from) the 
existing elements so that visual characteristics are compatible with 
their surroundings. 

The sensitivity of the site is high. The form, line, color, and texture 
of the Project generally must repeat the existing elements. 

The sensitivity of the site is maximum. The form, line, color, and 
texture of the Project should not be evident. No changes in the 
characteristics of size, amount, intensity, pattern, etc. should be 
noticeable. This usually is applied to protected scenic areas such as 
ridgelines or vistas. 

The Marin Countywide Plan and Zoning Ordinance allow development on the site, thus providing an 
expectation that the site could change visually. Taking this into consideration, the EIR analysis 
determined that the lower part of the site has a moderate visual sensitivity. However, the proposed 
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development should borrow from the existing form, line, color, and texture of the site to be 
compatible with the natural environment. 

Development on the site's upper slopes would be subject to different standards,· as required by the 
County Zoning Ordinance. According to Section 22.47.024(2)(b) (Design Requirements of Planned 
District Zoning): · 

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 on the site. If structures must be placed within this restricted area because of site 
size or similar constraints, they shall be on locations that are least visible from nearby highways and 
developed areas. 

Exhibit 5 .4-2 shows the part of the site affected by this zoning provision. According to this provision, 
if other suitable locations are available on a site, development would not be allowed, thus defining the 
maximum visual sensitivity of this area and indicating that no development should be evident. The 
sensitivity of this area is considered to be maximum. 

No development is proposed along the visually prominent ridgeline, however, portions of six lots 
(Lots 18 to 23) would intrude into the 300 foot setback. The residential development envelopes 
proposed for the project 5 would, however, ensure that construction would not occur within the 300 
foot setback. Therefore, this analysis will use the visual sensitivity of the lower elevations, which is 
moderate. 

5 Sheet 6 of the Oakview Master Plan Drawings show the proposed Residential Area Layout and development envelopes. 
The Master Plan Drawings are available for review at the Marin County Community Development Agency. 
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Second Step- Determin~ the Visual Dominance of the Project 

Visual dominance measures how the form, line, color, and texture of structures added to a view 
interact with the natural surroundings where the project would be built. Definitions of visual 
dominance are described below: 

Exhibit 5.4-3 
Visual Dominance 

Dominant 

Co-Dominant 

Subordinate 

lnevident · 

Project dominates the landscape. Project elements are strong - they 
stand out against the setting and attract attention away from the 
surrounding landscape. Form, line, color, and texture contrast with 
existing elements. 

Project co-dominates. Project elements are moderate - they are 
prominent within the setting and attract attention equally with other 
landscape features. 

Project is visibly subordinate. Element contrasts are weak - they 
can be seen but do not attract attention. 

Project is generally not visually evident. Element contrasts are not 
visible or perceived. 

Whether structures adopt existing elements or create new ones determines the level of visual 
dominance of a project. For example, if the existing view is composed of natural colors or earth 
tones, a structure could adopt those colors and have a lower visual dominance or could be painted or 
plastered with completely different contrasting colors and create a high level of visual dominance. 
The visual dominance of the project was determined by BIR preparers, using site visits and visual 
analysis techniques. 

Third Step - Determine the Visual Significance of the Project 

The level of visual significance is determined by placing the project site's sensitivity in a matrix with 
the project's visual dominance. 6 An impact is considered significant if its visual dominance exceeds 
what is appropriate for the site's sensitivity level. A change might be significant in one setting and 
not significant in another. The resulting matrix is shown below. 

6 A more detailed description of the visual dominance appropriate for each sensitivity level is given in Exhibit 4.4-2. 
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Exhibit 5.4-4 
Visual Significance Matrix 

Dominant 
Maximum si 'ficant 
Hi si 'ficant 
Moderate significant 

Low less-than-significant 

Steps used in Visual Analysis 

Co-dominant 
Si 'ficant 
Si ificant 
Less-than.-
si cant 
Less-than-
si ificant 
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lnevident 
less-than-si ificant 
less-than-si ificant 
less-than-significant 

less-than-significant less-than-significant 

To reduce subjectivity, the following steps were taken to prepare this visual analysis: 

Determine viewpoints Five viewpoints were selected for illustration in this EIR (including an 
additional nighttime view from one of the viewpoints). (CEQA does not, and could not, require a 
visual analysis of the site from "every imaginable" view.) Exhibit 5.4-5 shows the location of these 
viewpoints, and Exhibits 5.4-6, 5.4-8, 5.4-10, 5.4-12, 5.4-14, and 5.4-16 show existing conditions 
from the viewpoints. 

Prepare photosimulations Photosimulations were prepared to illustrate the project at completion as 
seen from each viewpoint (Exhibits 5.4-7, 5.4-9, 5A-l 1, 5.4-13, 5.4-15 and 5.4-17). The solid model 
simulations assumed project elements discussed in Chapter 2.0 Description of the Proposed Project 
to determine the approximate. location, height, and scale of residential and office development (see 
Visual Changes Created by the Project, below). A typical Caltrans light standard (similar to the ones 
used in the adjacent neighborhood) was used to develop the night time simulation. Because specific 
grading information is not available for individual lots building pad elevations were determined by 
approximately balancing the cut and fill on each lot. The solid model simulations are designed to 
illustrate the potential visibility, scale and mass of the project. 
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EXHIBIT 5.4-5 LOCATION OF VIEWPOINTS 
Oakview Development 

Source: Nichols-Berman 

VIEWPOINTS 

1' 
North 
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Visual and Aesthetic Quality -- Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

VISUAL CHANGES CREATED BY THE PROJECT 

Chapter 2.0 Description of the Proposed Project presents the aspects of the proposed project 
defined by the Master Plan, the most relevant visual characteristics of which are described below, 
including key design assumptions used to prepare the photosimulations. 

The principal components of the project which potentially could influence ground-level views include 
the following: 

• Resid~ntial buildings 
• Office buildings 
• Roadways 
• Landscaping 

The Master Plan does not contain detailed designs of proposed housing units or office buildings but 
describes general design elements. The Precise Development Plan would define those elements. 
Conditions of Master Plan and Precise Development Plan approval (if approved by the County) would 
provide parameters and / or function as detailed design guidelines for subsequent site development. 

Residential Buildings According to the Master Plan, the structural form of buildings would conform 
to site contours. Stepped foundations would be used as necessary. Site grading would be limited to 
the amount required to construct the internal streets, curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. All residential 
building would be located below the existing tree line. 

Buildings would have hip, gable, or shed roofs. Truncated roofs would be discouraged, but semi-flat 
hip roofs would be allowed. 

Large expanses of wall area would be discouraged to avoid the appearance of massive structures. 
Walls would be articulated by four- to five-foot offsefparallel planes. 

The main residential structures would.be limited to 30 feet in height. 

Siding materials generally would be wood, stone, or stucco. Earth and grey-tone materials and 
medium-dark to medium-light colors would be used. Overly brilliant colors, colors with high 
contrast, reflective, or mirror glazing materials would not be allowed. Wall and trim colors with high 
contrast, clear anodized aluminum frames, and bright, shiny or reflective elements would be 
discouraged. · 

Roof materials would conform to fire standards, but natural appearing materials would be used, with 
dark- to medium-light earth tones. Light-colored composition shingles or tiles, tar or gravel or 
mineral surface sheet roofing would be discouraged. 

Street lighting would conform to standards of the Marin wood Community Services District. Exterior 
lighting would be shielded to mask the light source. The cutoff angle for exterior lighting would be 
30 degrees upward or downward from horizontal. 
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Office Buildings Maximum office building height would be 30 feet above the natural grade. Office 
parking would be located between the buildings and freeway, and a landscaped earth berm along the 
eastern side of the parking lots would face the :freeway. 

Building materials would have non-reflective finishes, such as masonry, prefabricated panels, metal 
panels, or integrally colored concrete or plaster. Windows would not have a mirror-like reflective 
finish. 

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. 

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 largely of 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. 

VISUAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 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. This would be a significant impact. 

Existing Conditions Exhibit 5 .4-6 shows the site from a parking lot on the south side of Lucas 
Valley Road, looking northeast onto the site (Viewpoint 1 in Exhibit 5.4-5). This viewpoint shows a 
bowl-shaped grassland area in the southern part of the site. The bowl slopes upwards to ridges on the 
north and east which are covered with trees (mainly oaks). 

The landscape form consists of two distinct areas - the unified mass of trees on the upper ridge and 
the contrasting area of grassland just below. The area between the grassland and treeline (including 
the area of the trees' morning shadow) forms a somewhat jagged but discrete line. This line is 
emphasized by the color and texture of the contrast, with the darker value and medium texture of the 
trees next to the lighter colored and finer textured grassland. The dark tree masses and shadows tend 
to attract the eye. The contrast between the trees and sky is more pronounced, with the treetops 
forming a simpler flowing line. 

The mass of trees appears larger in the morning and afternoon when the position of the sun creates 
more shadows than at mid-day. During much of the day the site is :frontlit from this viewpoint, thus 
decreasing contrasts among various parts of the view. This is because colors become paler, forms 
tend to be flatter, and line strength is reduced. 
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Visual Sensitivity From this viewpoint, the lower site elevations are considered to be an area of 
moderate visual sensitivity and the uplands areas along the ridgelines an area of maximum sensitivity, 
as described above (see Exhibit 5.4-1). 

Visual Impact of Proposed Project Exhibit 5 .4-7 shows the project site immediately after 
construction. 7 From this viewpoint, Roadway A would tum left, and Roadway B would proceed 
right. 

The most prominent change would be the box-like form and series of straight lines of structures which 
would contrast with the undulating character of the existing landscape. 

Roofs would break the simple natural line where trees and grassland meet, and the resulting 
demarcation would become more complex. The medium-dark to medium-light, earth, or gray tone 
colors of houses would blend with the existing environment, but the uniform fine grain texture of the 
existing grassland would change with the introduction of coarser structures. 

Roads would be very noticeable from this viewpoint, although the texture and color of on-site roads 
would be similar to Lucas Valley Road. 

From this viewing location, development on lower site grassland elevations would dominate the 
landscape, specifically the form and line of proposed housing units. Because of the moderate visual 
sensitivity of lower site elevations, this would be a significant impact. 

The color of development would be co-dominant in the lower areas, since earth tones and hues would 
borrow from the existing environment, and, thus, would constitute a less-than-significant impact. The 
texture of housing units using wood or stucco siding materials also would be similar to the 
surroundings, resulting in a less-than-significant impact. 

Short-term impacts would remain until landscaping is somewhat mature, but this is not considered to 
be a significant visual impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-1 The following measure proposed by the applicant would reduce visual 
impacts from this viewpoint: 

• Implement the applicant's proposed project landscaping (which includes street trees, a 20-foot 
wide landscaped area between existing homes on Ellen Drive, Lisa Court and the project site, 
and landscaping along Lucas Valley Road at the entrance to the project site) as shown in the 
Conceptual Landscape Plan. 8 This would break up the form and lines of project site 
development. 

7 Mitigation Measure 5.7-1 would require property-line fences to shield the backyards ofLots 27 and 28. As discussed in 
Section 5. 7 the potential secondary visual impact of building fences around the yards of Lots 27 and 28 was considered 
but dismissed as insignificant. 

8 Mitigation Measure 5.3-1 (a) requires the preparation of a detailed Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan which 
would be reflected in the Final Landscape Plan to be submitted with the Precise Development Plan. The changes 
required by Mitigation Measure 5.3-l(a) would not reduce the effectiveness of the Landscape Plan to reduce the 
identified visual impacts to a less-than-significant impact. 
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Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5 .4-1 would reduce the visual 
impacts of project implementation .. Visual dominance of the line and form of the housing would be 
reduced from dominate to co-dominate, and therefore be reduced to a less-than-significant impact. 

Implementation of Mitigation Precise Development Plan approval should be conditioned on 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure 5.4-1 in the project. 
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Source: Matt Brockway 

Exhibit 5.4-6 
View from Proposed Lucas Valley Road Entrance -- Existing Conditions 

Photograph Date: January 28, 2000 



Source: Matt Brockway 

Exhibit 5.4-7 
View from Proposed Lucas Valley Road Entrance -- Proposed Project 
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Impact 5.4-2 View from Proposed Lucas Valley Road Entrance, Nighttime 
Nighttime lighting could dominate the view from this viewpoint. This would be a significant 
impact. 

Existing Conditions Exhibit 5.4-8 shows the same view as Exhibit 5.4-6 at night. The silhouette of 
the ridgeline against the night sky is the prominent visual feature. 

Visual Sensitivity From this viewpoint, development is proposed m an area of moderate visual 
sensitivity. 

Visual Impact of Proposed Project Exhibit 5.4-9 shows the same view as Exhibit 5.4-7 but at night. 
At this location, both streetlights and interior lights would be visible. 

Landforms generally cannot be seen at night. Rather, the location, type, and quantity of light sources 
become the important visual factors. Nighttime sources of light can include vehicle headlamps, 
streetlights, decorative outdoor landscape or safety lighting, and interior lighting. Highly visible 
lights at night can disrupt views by interrupting the viewshed and have the potential to be seen for 
miles if geography and landscaping do not intervene. Moving sources of light and glare (such as 
vehicles) easily catch the eye and are difficult to ignore. Complaints about night lighting usually 
relate to "light trespass" and include light shining into windows, light shining onto adjacent property, 
and excessive brightness (glare). 9 

The strong line of the ridgeline -- backlit against the night sky -- dominates the view from this 
viewpoint. Colors would be washed out because the human eye cannot differentiate colors at low 
light levels. Lack of texture and visual cues also decrease the ability to differentiate scale and 
distance. 

Streetlights and interior lighting would be the primary sources of the project's nighttime light. 
Headlights from traffic would be visible both off- and on-site. Nighttime lighting effects could 
dominate the scene. This would be a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-2 The following measures would be required to be incorporated into 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 reflective objects to prevent 
glare. 

• Avoid high-angle high-candela distribution. 

• Select lighting fixtures which can be shielded after installation, if a problem is identified. 

9 Lighting Handbook Reference & Application, Illuminating Engineering Society of North America, 1993. 

5.4-16 



5.4 Visual and Aesthetic Quality 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

• 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. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.4-2 would reduce impacts to 
a less-than-significant level. 

Implementation of Mitigation Precise Development Plan approval should be conditioned on 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure 5 .4-2 in the project. 
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Soucce: Matt Bmckway 

Exhibit 5.4-8 
View from Proposed Lucas Valley Road Entrance (Nighttime View) -- Existing Conditions 

Photograph Date: January 28, 2000 



Source: Matt Brockway 

Exhibit 5.4-9 
View from Proposed Lucas Valley Road Entrance (Nighttime View) -- Proposed Project 
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When viewed from this location, development would appear dominant. This would be a 
significant impact. 

Existing Conditions Exhibit 5 .4-10 shows the site from the end of Erin Drive looking southeast 
(Viewpoint 2 in Exhibit 5.4-5). Erin Drive curves to the right in this exhibit and stubs out at the site 
boundary. The site appears as a sloping ridge, ascending from right to left, and continues uphill left 
of the utility pole but is hidden by vegetation. Grasslands cover most of the site shown from this 
location, with trees growing on upper ridge elevations. 

The site can be seen from this location as an enclosed grassland area bounded by trees. The form of 
the grassland is the dominant visual element from this viewpoint. The edge of the grassland forms a 
distinct line which is somewhat complex due to scattered lower elevation trees. The line of the 
ridgetop is similarly complex in this view, due to the scattering of trees on the lower on-site elevations 
and developed off-site areas of Erin Drive. Darker value trees stand out and contrast against lighter 
value grasslands. 

Visual Sensitivity From this viewpoint, development is proposed in an area of moderate visual 
sensitivity. 

Visual Impact of Proposed Project 

From this viewpoint, the houses form and line of the houses would stand out against the setting and 
attract attention away from the surrounding landscape. The bulk and mass of the houses would appear 
even larger as they would be seen from an inferior (lower elevation) viewpoint, which tends to 
increase the visual perception of bulk. The impacts of development would be muted somewhat due to 
the clustering of structures below the ridge line. However, the form and line would still be considered 
dominant, and therefore a significant impact. 

The color of development would be co-dominant in this view, since the earth-tones and hues of the 
units would borrow from the existing environment, and thus would constitute a less-than-significant 
impact. The texture of housing units using wood or stucco siding materials also would be similar to 
the surroundings, particularly the nearby existing houses, resulting in a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-3 Same as Mitigation Measure 5 .4-1. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.4-3 (screening trees and other 
vegetation) would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant impact by breaking up the form and line of 
the structures. 

Implementation of Mitigation Development Plan approval should be conditioned on incorporation of 
Mitigation Measure 5.4-3 in the project. 
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Source: Matt Brockway 

Exhibit 5.4-10 
View from Erin Drive -- Existing Conditions 

Photograph Date: January 28, 2000 



Source: Matt Brockway 

Exhibit 5.4-11 
View from Erin Drive -- Proposed Project 



Impact 5.4-4 View from Ellen Drive 
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Development would dominate the surrounding grassland area. This would be a significant 
impact. 

Existing Conditions Exhibit 5.4-12 shows the site from the western end of Ellen Drive looking east 
(Viewpoint 3 in Exhibit 5.4-5). Most of the western part of the site is visible in the middle of this 
exhibit. The wooded north-south ridgeline, the site's most prominent feature, extends across this 
exhibit. It abruptly descends towards Lucas Valley Road near the right side of the exhibit. On-site 
grasslands are visible below the wooded ridgeline. 

From this location, the project site's two major forms -- lower grasslands and upper woodlands -- are 
clearly visible. The most prominent line is the ridgetop which contrasts against the sky. The distance 
from this viewpoint makes colors paler. The site's texture is fine-grained grassland and medium­
grained dense tree cover. 

Visual Sensitivity From this viewpoint, development is proposed in an area of moderate visual 
sensitivity. 

Visual Impacts of Proposed Project As with other viewpoints, the form of structures would be very 
noticeable from this location. The siting of development along proposed roads also is visible. 

The color and texture of development would be co-dominant, a less-than-significant impact, as with 
Im pact 5 .4-1. 

The form and line of structures similarly would dominate the lower elevations, as they would attract 
attention away from the surrounding landscape. This would be a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-4 Same as Mitigation Measure 5 .4-1. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.4-1 would reduce the impacts 
of development on lower site elevations to less-than-significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation Precise Development Plan approval should be conditioned on 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure 5.4-4 in the project. 
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Exhibit 5.4-12 
View from Ellen Drive -- Existing Conditions 

PhotoQraph Date: January 28, 2000 



Source: Matt Brockway 

Exhibit 5.4-13 
View from Ellen Drive -- Proposed Project 
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Impact 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. This would be a significant impact. 

Existing Conditions Exhibit 5.4-14 shows the site from northbound Highway 101 looking northwest 
(Viewpoint 4 in Exhibit 5.4-5). The site is visible across Highway 101 in this exhibit. The wooded 
north-south ridgeline shown in Exhibit 5.4-12 from the western side is visible in this exhibit from the 
eastern side. The tree mass is less compact and linear on this side, and the scattered trees are more 
distinguishable with no sharp line dividing the trees and grasslands near the freeway. 

The major forms in this view are Highway 101 and the scattered trees and denser ridgeline vegetation 
on the project site. Lines are irregular and complex, except for the comparably simple ridgeline and 
very simple straight line of Highway 101. The woodland-grassland edge is transitional in this 
location which creates a soft and diffuse line. The color and texture of the woodlands and grasslands, 
described above, are seasonal. The color of Highway 101 ranges from dark (the roadway itself) to 
light and bright (such as the center dividers and roadway signs). The texture ranges from very fine­
grained (as in the roadway surface), to somewhat coarse (with the clustering of various signs). 

Visual Sensitivity From this viewpoint, development is proposed in an area of moderate visual 
sensitivity. 

Visual Impacts of Proposed Project The form of proposed office development (Building A) would 
be prominent and would attract attention. Building form would be similar to many other nearby office 
buildings adjacent to Highway 101 but would be dominant (until landscape screening is planted) 
which only would be appropriate in low sensitivity areas. This would be a potentially significant 
impact. 

The berm proposed between the on-site parking lot and Highway 101 also would be noticeable. The 
series of straight lines of development would borrow from the natural contours of the surrounding 
hillside. This would be a less-than-significant impact. Office building color and texture is not known 
but would borrow from many of the varied element of Highway 101, such as the roadway itself, road 
signs, and roadway dividers. The presence of Highway 101 allows for brighter colors and smoother 
surfaces than would be allowed in the residential areas, where these elements could contrast with the 
residential and woodland colors and textures. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-5 The following measure proposed by the applicant would reduce visual 
impacts from this viewpoint: 

• Implement the applicant's proposed project landscaping (which includes landscaping around the 
office area) as shown in the Conceptual Landscape Plan. This would break up the form and lines 
of project site development. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5 .4-5 would reduce visual 
impacts from this viewpoint to less-than-significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation Precise Development Plan approval should be conditioned on 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure 5.4-5 in the project. Granting of site alteration permits should be 
conditioned on implementation of the landscape screening plan. 
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EXHIBIT 5.4-14 VIEW LOOKING NORTHWEST FROM HWY 101 NORTHBOUND- EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Oakview Master Plan 

Source: Michael Reardon Photograph Date: 1996 



EXHIBIT 5.4-15 VIEW LOOKING NORTHWEST FROM HWY 101 NORTHBOUND- PROPOSED PROJECT 
Oakview Master Plan 

Source: Michael Reardon 



Impact 5.4-6 View Looking West from Highway 101 Northbound 
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Office Building B's form would dominate the suffounding environment. This would be a 
significant impact. 

Existing Conditions Exhibit 5 .4-16 shows the site from northbound Highway 101 looking west 
(Viewpoint 5 in Exhibit 5.4-5). This exhibit shows the northeast corner of the site. The .vegetation 
visible along Miller Creek (left of the van driving on the freeway) marks the northern site property 
line. 

Visual Sensitivity From this vie~oint, development (Building B) is proposed in an area of moderate 
visual sensitivity, a view very similar to that analyzed in Impact 5.4-5. However, the tree cover is 
more coherent, and the transition between the trees and grassland is more distinct from this vi~wpoint. 

Visual Impact of Proposed Project Impacts would be similar to those identified in Impact 5.4-5. 

Mitigation Measure 5.4-6 Same as Mitigation Measure 5.4-5. 

Significance Mitigation Same as Mitigation 5.4-5. 

Implementation of Mitigation Development Plan approval should be conditioned on incorporation of 
Mitigation Measure 5.4-6 in the project. · 
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EXHIBIT 5.4-16 VIEW LOOKING WEST FROM HWY 101 NORTHBOUND- EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Oakview Master Plan 

Source: Michael Reardon Photograph Date: 1996 



EXHIBIT 5.4-17 VIEW LOOKING WEST FROM HWY 101 NORTHBOUND- PROPOSED PROJECT 
Oakview Master Plan 

Source: Michael Reardon 



5.5 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Transportation and Circulation -- The Setting 

STREET NETWORK 

The proposed Oakview project site is located at the northwest comer of the intersection of Highway 
101 and Lucas Valley Road in central Marin County. Access to the site is proposed at three locations 
which include Lucas Valley Road, Erin Drive and Marinwood A venue. The major streets and 
intersections in the vicinity of the project site are shown in Exhibit 5.5-1. Regional highway access is 
provided by the Highway 101 interchanges at Lucas Valley Road and Miller Creek Road. A brief 
description of the primary traffic network expected to carry the majority of project-related traffic to 
and from the project site follows: 

Highway 101 is a major north-south freeway providing eight travel lanes (four in each direction) 
within the study area. The Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) for a peak month for Highway 101 
at the Lucas Valley Road Interchange is approximately 168,000 vehicles and 155,000 vehicles at the 
Miller Creek Road Interchange.1 Caltrans defines the peak month ADT as the ADT for the month of 
heaviest traffic flow. This data is obtained because high traffic volumes which occur during a certain 
season of the year are more representative of traffic conditions than the annual ADT, for most routes. 
Approximate peak hour volumes on Highway 101 at the Lucas Valley Road Interchange are 13,000 
vehicles and 12,100 at the Miller Creek Road Interchange. 2 

Lucas Valley Road is an east-west arterial roadway providing an interchange with Highway 101 and 
two travel-lanes (one in each direction). From its interchange with Highway 101 west to Miller Creek 
Road the road follows a generally straight alignment and is relatively wide. 

Las Gal/inas Avenue is a north-south arterial which provides between four (two in each direction) and 
two (one in each direction) travel lanes. It provides access to residential communities of Marinwood 
to the north, and Terra Linda to the south. 

Los Gamos Road is a north-south roadway which parallels Highway 101 to the west, between Lucas 
Valley Road and the Manuel T. Freitas Parkway. This road provides two travel lanes (one in each 
direction). Los Gamos Road does not, however, provide vehicular access between Lucas Valley Road 
and Manuel T. Freitas Parkway. Removable barriers prevent through traffic while providing 
emergency through access. 

Miller Creek Road is an arterial road which provides access through the residential area of 
Marinwood. This road provides an interchange with Highway 101 approximately one mile north of 
the Lucas Valley / Highway 101 interchange. 

-1-998-2000 Traffic Volumes on California State Highways, Ca!trans, June -19992000. 

2 Ibid. 
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EXHIBIT 5.5-1 MAJOR STREETS AND INTERSECTIONS IN STUDY AREAS 
Oakview Master Plan 

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates 
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Marinwood A venue is a north-south collector road which provides access to an area of residential 
development off Miller Creek Road. An extension of this road is proposed as access to the project 
office development. 

TRAFFIC ANAL YS/S METHODOLOGIES 

Peak hour level of service (LOS) analysis is conducted for all study area intersections and for three · 
segments of Highway 101. Lev~l of service is a qualitative measure used to describe operational 
conditions within a traffic stream. Six levels of service are defined for both intersection and freeway 
operations. They are given letter designations from A to F, with A representing the best operating 
conditions and LOS F the worst. The County of Marin has designated LOS D as the lowest (worst) 
acceptable LOS category for intersection operations. The City of San Rafael considers an LOS mid-D 
standard for signalized intersections within the Northgate Activity Center Plan Area. The County of 
Marin has conditionally adopted the mid-D LOS standard for the Lucas Valley / Highway 101 
interchange. This is the only signalized study area intersection within the Northgate Activity Center 
Area. 

All intersections were evaluated using the 1994 Hi'ghway Capacity Manual (HCM) operations 
methodology for intersection delay, outlined in Chapter 9 of the HCM. This method detennines the 
capacity for each lane group approaching an intersection. The average delay is first calculated for 
each intersection approach. Then the weighted average of the delays for each approach is calculated to 
detennine the average delay for the intersection as a whole, which is used to detennine the LOS for the 
overall intersection. 

The HCM procedure for calculating delay employs a numerical figure of 0.1 ( or one tenth of one 
second) as the smallest quantified change in vehicle delay. Vehicle delay is characterized as seconds 
of delay per vehicle, per peak 15 minutes. A change in delay of less than 0.1 seconds would be 
undetectable and would have no impact on intersection operations. 

The three study area Highway 101 segments are analyzed using the methodology described in the 
-l-994-2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Chapter ;23. The concept of density is used to define 
LOS. In order to provide a means of measuring the Proposed Project's peak hour contribution to 
freeway traffic a volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio is also used. This HCM methodology assumes that 
the ide.al highway capacities are 2,200 passenger cars per hour per lane (pcphpl). The threshokl for 
high-way seg-meftt le•;els of seffiee &Fe def med eased OB the maximum v:olmne to capaeity fv/C) ratio. 
(See Appendix A B for a detailed description of intersection and freeway segment LOS concepts and 
methodologies). 

The HCM procedure for calculating volume to capacity (V /C) ratio usually employs a numerical 
figure of 0.01 (or one percent) as the smallest quantified change in the V/C ratio. However, in view of 
the small vehicle contributions anticipated for the Proposed Project, the V /C analysis quantifies the 
change in the V/C ratio from project contributions in increments of 0.001 (or 1/10 of one percent). 
This is done in order to show as accurately as possible the smallest measurable contributions of the 
project to the V /C ratio for segments of Highway 101. 
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Nine intersections were analyzed in· this study during the AM and PM peaJ.( hours. Existing turning 
movement counts used in analyzing the intersections were taken in January 2000. · Existing peak hour 
volumes at the study intersections are shown on Exhibit 5.5-2. The nine study area intersections 
include: 

1. Highway 101 Northbound Ramp / Miller Creek Road 

2. Highway 101 Southbound Ramp/ Miller Creek Road 

3. Miller Creek Road / Marinwood A venue 

4. Miller Creek Road/ Las Gallinas Avenue 

5. Lucas Valley Road/ Miller Creek Road 

6. Lucas Valley Road/ Las Gallinas Avenue 

7. Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road 

8. Highway 101 Southbound Ramp/ Lucas Valley Road 

9. Highway 101 Northbound Ramp/ Smith Ranch Road 

The peak hour volumes for four of the study intersections were compared to peak hour counts taken in 
March 2001 by Marin County. The four intersections included: 

Highway 101 Southbound Ramp / Miller Creek Road 

Miller Creek Road / Marinwood A venue 

Miller Creek Road / Las Gallinas A venue 

Lucas Valley Road / Miller Creek Road 

The Highway 101 Southbound Ramp / Miller Creek Road intersection showed an increase in morning 
commute hour traffic of 2. 7 percent over the 14 month period. The increase represented a total of 55 
intersection vehicles. Morning peak hour traffic volumes at the other three intersections were all 
lower than the 2000 counts. The decrease in total peak hour traffic at these locations ranged from just 
under one percent at Miller Creek Road/Las Gallinas A venue to four percent at Miller Creek Road / 
Marinwood A venue . These differences were not significant in terms of the numbers of peak hour 
vehicles and indicated that traffic in the area had neither improved or worsened in the 14 months 
between the intersection counts. 

In March of 2002, Wilbur Smith Associates (WSA) conducted 15 minute spot check counts of PM 
peak hour traffic at the Highway 101/Lucas Valley Road Ramps. These observations indicated that 
traffic was lower than counts collected in January 2000 at both the northbound and southbound 
locations by approximately three percent. Again, a difference of three percent is not significant. 
Studies of traffic flow characteristics have found a potential for wide variability (up to 10 percent) in 
peak hour volumes on a daily basis at the same locations. What the comparisons do suggest is that 
peak hour traffic has not increased significantly over the past two year period in this area. 
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The Januazy 2000 study area intersection volumes were increased by 1.5 percent per year (3 percent 
total) and used to provide the base case analysis for both the existing and short-range cumulative 
analysis. The Januazy 2000 intersection volumes were increased to ensure a conservative approach to 
the analysis of traffic impacts. 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS SUMMARY 

During the AM peak hour, the un'signalized intersections of Highway 101 Southbound Ramps / Miller 
Creek Road, Miller Creek Road / Marinwood A venue, Lueas V&lley Road / MilleF CFeek Read and 
Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road experience heavy congestion. The unsignalised intersection at 
Lucas Valley Road / Miller Creek Road will be signalized in May 2002.3 For that reason. this 
intersection is analyzed with a signal in the setting section. At the Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I 
Miller Creek Road intersection; the southbound left and through movements from Highway 101 fail 
(LOS F). At Miller Creek Road / Marinwood A venue, the intersection operates at an unacceptable 
LOS E. 1<\t the Lueas Valle;· Road / }.filleF CFeek Road inteFSeetieH, the se'l¼thbeuad left tam 
me¥emeat from MilleF Creek R-0ad eB:te Lueas VaUe;· Road 013eFates at LOS F. At the Lucas Valley 
Road / Los Gamos Road intersection, the northbound left turn movement from Los Gamos Road onto 
Miller Creek RoadLucas Valley Road operates at LOS F and the . westbound left turn from MilleF 
Creek R-0adLucas Valley Road onto Los Gamos Road operates at LOS E. At the Higw.1,iay 101 
8euthbeuael Ramps / MilleF CFeek R-0ad, the seuthbeUHd left tl:lfR ma•,erneB:t fmrn the freewa;· eff 
F8:Hl.JJ oB:to vrestheUHd MilleF Creek Road 0130Fates at LOS F. The remaining twe--six study 
intersections operate at acceptable service levels during the AM peak hour. 

During the afternoon PM peak hour, all signalized and unsignalized intersections and intersection 
movements operate at LOS I)..Q_or better with the exception of the northbound left-tum movement at 
the unsignalized intersection of Lucas Valley Road/Los Gamos Road which opertaes at LOS E. 

Existing Levels of Service and corresponding intersection delays for the study area signalized and 
unsignalized intersections 4 are. shown in Exhibit 5 .5-3. The results of the Level of Service analysis 
are summarized below. 

Highway 101 Northbound Ramp I Miller Creek Road This is an unsignalized intersection where the 
Highway 101 northbound on-ramp fonns the northbound leg of the intersection. The northbound left­
turning movement functions at LOS B (6.~.2._seconds of delay per vehicle) and LOS C (11.8-±_seconds 
of delay per vehicle) during the AM and PM peak hours respectively. The remaining movements 
operate at LOS A during both the AM and PM peak hours. 

Highway 101 Southbound Ramp I Miller Creek Road This is a four leg unsignalized intersection 
where the Highway 101 southbound on-ramp forms the southbound leg of the intersection. The 
southbound left-turning movements function at LOS F (over 60.0 seconds of delay per vehicle) and 
LOS B (7 .8 seconds of delay per vehicle) during the AM and PM peak hours respectively. In the AM 
peak hour, a large number of vehicles exit southbound Highway 101 at Miller Creek and re-enter 
Highway 101 by passing through the Miller Creek Road intersection. Drivers use the freeway on- and 

3 Mr. Jason Nutt, Traffic Operations Engineer, Marin County Department of Public Works, Februarv 2002. 

4 Level of service calculations are available for review at the Marin County Community Development Agency. 
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Existing AM/PM Peak hour Levels of Service 
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.• .. •,: ,.Existina. ... .• 

:.i 
lrtter:secti~~ · · · 

.. ·;: .. 
.... . ·.· 

'. . ·.. ··::~ .. ·AM· 
Signalized Intersections LOS Delav 

Lucas Valley/Miller Creek B 8.1 

Lucas Vallev/Las Gallinas B 14.7 

US101 SB Ramos/Lucas ValleY Road C 17.9 

US101 NB Ramos/Smith Ranch Road C 22.0 

Unsignalized Intersections 

A/1-Wav STOP LOS Delav 

Miller Creek/Marinwood E 40.7 

Miller Creek/Las Gallinas D 21.3 

2-Wav STOPIT-/ntarsactions LOS Oelav 

US 101 NB Ramos/Miller Creek 

NBL B 6.9 

EBL A 2.4 

Intersection Averaae A 3.6 

US 101 SB Ramos/Miller Creek 

SBL F >60 

WBL A 3.5 

Intersection Averaae F >60 

Lucas Valley/Los Games 

NBL F >60 

NBR B 9.9 

WBL E 37.3 

Intersection Averaae D 23.1 

Highway Segments 1 LOS VIC 

South of Lucas Valley Road F 0.97 

North of Lucas Valley Road F 0.96 

North of Miller Creek Road F 0.96 

1 -AM peak hour= southbound commute, PM peak hour= northbound commute; 

Highway volume to capacity r,J/C) ratio calculated at 2,200 vehicles per hour per lane. 

., ·pM . 

LOS Delav 

A 3.9 

B 9.8 

C 16.1 

B 9.8 

LOS Oelav 

B 7.7 

A 3.7 

LOS Oelav 

C 11.4 

A 2.6 

C 6.4 

B 7.8 

A 3.3 

B 1.5 

E 31.2 

C 11.2 

A 4.6 

A 4.6 

LOS VIC 

E 0.92 

E 0.91 

E 0.90 

r,J/C) ratio shown for purposes of comparison. Freeway LOS based on HCM 2000 methodology (density). 
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off-ramps to temporarily bypass congestion along the freeway mainline. Since southbound left­
turning vehicles share a lane with through traffic, left turn delay is affecte~ by the vehicles bypassing 
the freeway mainline. · 

Miller Creek Road I Marinwood Avenue This is a four leg AU-Way Stop unsignalized intersection. 
The south leg would provide access to the project office use driveway. During the morning peak hour 
the intersection operates overall at LOS E (40.7 seconds of delay per vehicle) and LOS B (7.:};-1 
seconds of delay per vehicle) ~uijng the afternoon peak.hour. 

Mil/er Creek Road I Las Gallinas Avenue This is a four leg All-Way Stop unsignalized intersection 
which operates at overall LOS D (21.4-J_seconds of delay per vehicle) during the AM peak hour. 
During the PM peak hour the intersection operates at overall LOS A (3 -~ Lseconds of delay per 
vehicle). 

Lucas Valley Road I Miller Creek Road This is a three leg liRsigaali2:ea intersection that is approved 
and scheduled for signalization by May 2002 . With signalization this intersection operates at LOS B 
(8.1 seconds of delay per vehicle) and LOS A (3.9 seconds of delay per vehicle) The solithbouea left 
mm mo•;emeefs ft:mefioe at LOS F (::-€iQ seeonas of aela,' per •;ehiele) ftfta LOS C (14 .5 secoeds of 
delay per ,,,ehicle) during the AM and PM peak hours respectively. The remainieg mo•.•emems all 
Of)erate at LOS A duria.g bot:h t:he AM: S:Rd PM f)eak hours. 

Lucas Valley Road I Las Gallinas A venue This is a four leg signalized three-phase intersection. 
Free, right-tum lanes are provided in the northbound, southbound, and westbound directions. A free, 
right-lane is a right-tum lane which is not controlled by a signal and does not have opposing 
movements at the intersection. This intersection functions at LOS G-fl_(-1-§:14.7 seconds of delay per 
vehicle) during the AM peak hour, and at LOS B (-W-:49.8 seconds of delay per vehicle) during the PM 
peak hour. 

Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road This is an unsignalized T-intersection. The northbound leg 
(Los Gamos Road) is controlled by a stop sign. Traffic on Los Gamos Road experiences considerable 
delay during the AM peak period. The northbound left-tum movements function at LOS F (> 60 
seconds of delay per vehicle) during the AM peak hour, and at LOS P..~(~31.2 seconds of delay 
per vehicle) during the PM peak hour .. 

Highway 101 Southbound Ramp I Lucas Valley Road This is a signalized T-intersection. The 
Highway 101 off-ramp forms the northbound leg of this intersection and is signal controlled. This 
intersection functions at acceptable LOS B-Q.(8-:+17.9 seconds of delay per vehicle) during the AM 
peak hour. During the PM peak hour, this intersection functions at LOS B-C (8-:+ 16.1 seconds of delay 
per vehicle). 

Highway 101 Northbound Ramp I Smith Ranch Road This is a signalized intersection where the 
Highway 101 northbound off ramp forms the northbound leg of the intersection. There are two sets of 
northbound on-ramps near this intersection which are considered part of the intersection in this 
analysis. There is a loop on-ramp from eastbound Smith Ranch Road and a diamond on-ramp from 
westbound Smith Ranch Road. Both of these on-ramps are provided with exclusive right-tum lanes 
and neither is controlled making them free movements. Because they are free, they do not impact the 
intersection. In addition to these free movements, the northbound right-tum movements from the off­
ramp to eastbound Smith Ranch Road is also free. The only conflicting movement at this intersection 
is the northbound left-turn· movement which conflicts with the eastbound and westbound through 
movements. This intersection functions at acceptable LOS C (+9:G22.0 seconds of delay per vehicle) 
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during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour, this intersection functions at LOS B (9.9-~ 
seconds of delay per vehicle). 

FREEWAY OPERA TJONS 

Three segments of Highway 101 were analyzed in this study during the AM and PM peak hours. The 
segments include: 

North of the Miller Creek Road Interchange; 

Between Miller Creek Road and Lucas Valley Road; and 

South of the Lucas Valley Road Interchange. 

Highway 101 data was obtained from the Marin County Department of Public Works. 5 The peak 
hour highway volumes were developed from the Marin County Congestion Management Agency 
(CMA) traffic model forecasts for Base Year 1999 and Year 2020. CMA Base Year 1999 peak hour 
volumes are used in this study to provide existing conditions freeway analysis. Current estimates of 
existing freeway traffic in the study area were not available, with the exception of the t998-2000 
Caltrans peak month daily estimates referenced in this report. · 

Using CMA Base Year 1999 model forecasts, volumes for freeway segment capacity analysis shows 
congested LOS F conditions on all three segments during the produces acceptahle AM peak hour and 
acceptable PM peak hour level of service (LOSE) operations at all segments. Exhibit 5.5-3 shows the 
results of the Highway 101 segment LOS analysis. 

The freeway segment LOS analysis is based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000 methodology 
(Chapter 23). This updated method was used in order to approximate the current approach and 
findings of the Marin County CMA freeway segment forecast LOS. This method determines segment 
LOS based primarily on density (passenger car/per mile/per lane) and not volume-to-capacity (V/C) 
ratio. A freeway segment V/C ratio is provided however, based on the 1994 HCM "ideal conditions" 
of 2,200 vehicles per lane. The V /C ratio is provided for purposes of comparison only and is not 
directly tied to the LOS value of a given segment. Use of the V/C ratio provides continuity to 
previous analysis and provides a direct measure of the Proposed Project's peak hour vehicle 
contribution to the highway. The freev,<ay segmeBt LOS aaalysis methodology (see Appendix A) is 
based 0fi "ideal conditions" in vihich the capacity of a freeway lane is 2,200 passenger cars per lane, 
per hOHr, l:l-Bder desigs speeds e-f 70 and 60 miles per hol:lf' (mph). This analysis pro11ides a volume to 
capacity (VIC) . F&tio (the aumber of •;ehicles di'lidea by the BUmber of lanes) and is related to the 
estimated speed of the traffic flows. The segmeBt LOS is Elerived from the WC ratio. The segmeBt 
analysis does aot accolffit for the effects of traffic stream coastraiBts S'l:leh as bottleaecks Of :tfaffie 
iBciaeBts -..vlli:eh further degraae highvray opeF&tioas. The HCM Freeway 8egmeBt Analysis is used ifl 
this report to prO'+'ide a method of quaatifying the project's eoatributioa of traffic per highway segmeat 
to the 011erall base traffic forecasts. 

5 Tho X. Do, Assistant Civil Engineer. Marin County Department of Public Works. Februruy 2002.WiU,tH' Smith 
Assasia.es soo,.,ersMian wi:Y!. Art l!lraek; Transpartatiaa BBgifteer, MariB C01;1my Det)ar..meat af Paalis Werle,, l\.pril 
~ 
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Existing AM and PM peak hour Highway 101 operations within the study area are affected by a 
number of variables which include traffic flows, lane capacity, lane utilization (basic through lane, 
high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane, auxiliary lane) travel speed, terrain and others. Prevailing peak 
hour freeway operations within the study area are often characterized by reduced speeds and heavy 
congestion which approximate unacceptable LOS F conditions rather than the HCM calculated LOS E 
during the evening peak hour. Morning peak hour flows on the study area highway segments are 
impacted by downstream bottlenecks. The planned Highway 101 Gap Closure Project will provide 
auxiliary lanes southbound from the Lucas Valley Road interchange to Mission A venue in San Rafael. 
The project will also construct a.reversible HOV lane between N. San Pedro Road to Lucky Drive. 
When complete this construction will-should improve peak hour traffic flows in the study area. 

TRANSIT SERVICE 

Golden Gate Transit provides intercounty transit service as well as local bus service within the study 
area at the Miller Creek Drive and Lucas Valley Road bus pads located along Highway 101. The 
project site area is well served by a number of transit routes described below: 

• Route 1 The 1 is a local bus route providing weekday and limited weekend service throughout 
Marin County. The route serves Miller Creek Road and Las Gallinas Avenue in the study area. 
Buses operate on intervals of30 to 60 minutes depending on the time of day. · 

• Route 39 The 39 is a local supplemental bus route providing limited service on school days in the 
Lower Lucas Valley. The route serves the Dixie School and the Miller Creek Middle School in 
the study area. 

• Route 40 The 40 is a basic bus route providing service between San Rafael and the East Bay 
(Richmond and El Cerrito). The western terminus for this route is located at the Lucas Valley 
Road bus pad. Buses operate throughout the day and evening on intervals of 30 to 60 minutes. 

• Route 41 and 51 These commute services are ferry feeder bus routes. The 41 route makes stops 
on Lucas Valley Road, and travels along Highway 101 south to the Larkspur Ferry Terminal. 
The 51 provides peak hour service between San Marin and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal where a 
ferry provides service to San Francisco's Ferry Building. Golden Gate Transit runs two 
southbound buses in the AM and three northbound buses during the PM peak periods on both 
routes. These routes provide no off-peak service. 

• Route 44 The 44 is a commute services bus route linking Lucas Valley with San Francisco. The 
44 route makes stops on Lucas Valley Road and Miller Creek Road within the study area. The 
route travels along Highway 101 south to San Francisco and runs two southbound buses in the 
AM and three northbound buses during the PM peak periods. There is no off-peak service. 

• Routes 48, 54 and 56 These commute bus routes link north Marin County (Novato and San 
Marin) to San Francisco. All of these routes make stops at the Marinwood and Lucas Valley 
Road bus pads along Highway 101. Golden Gate Transit runs two southbound buses in the AM 
and three northbound buses during the PM peak periods on these routes. These routes provide no 
off-peak service. 

• Routes 50, 70, 80, and 90 These basic bus routes provide daily service between Marin, San 
Francisco, Sonoma and Contra Costa Counties. Buses operate on intervals of 30 to 60 minutes 
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throughout the day and evening. These routes all make stops at the Marinwood and Lucas Valley 
Road bus pads along Highway 101. 

• Routes 71, 72, 74, 75, 76 and 78 These commute bus routes link Santa Rosa and Rohnert Park 
to Marin County and San Francisco. All of these routes make stops at the Marinwood and Lucas 
Valley Road bus pads along Highway 101. Golden Gate Transit runs southbound buses in the 
AM and northbound buses during the PM peak periods on these routes. These routes provide no 
off-peak service. 

PEDESTRIAN C/RCULA TION 

The study area was observed on several occasions during both the AM and PM peak hours. Overall, 
the background peak hour level of pedestrian and bicycle activity in this area is lewmoderate. There 
was minimal activity observed in the area between Las Gallinas A venue and the Highway 101 
interchange along Lucas Valley Road. The pedestrian activity which was observed here was 
concentrated in the area of the Caltrans park-and- ride facility (northeast quadrant of the highway 
interchange) and the Golden Gate Transit bus pads. 

Pedestrian activity, which is characterized as low to moderate, was observed along Las Gallinas 
A venue between Lucas Valley Road and Miller Creek Road. This area exhibited the most walking, 
jogging and bicycle activity observed in the site area. The location of the Miller Creek School on Las 
Gallinas A venue near Elvia Court contributed to the activity during the AM peak hour; however, the 
majority of pedestrians observed were older and did not appear to be associated with the school. As 
observed, the background peak hour level of pedestrian activity on the major streets of Lucas Valley 
Road, Las Gallinas A venue and Miller Creek in the study area was less than moderate. 
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TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION-- SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

The Comity of Mftf'iB Marin County currently considers an intersection impact to be significant if it 
causes the intersection, or a movement of the intersection, to fall below LOS D. Causing further delay 
at an intersection at or below LOS E is also considered to be a significant impact. 

The City of San Rafael eniplqys a LOS mid-D s~dard (32.5 seconds delay) for signalized 
intersections as part of the Northgate Activity Center Plan. If a signalized intersection deteriorates 
below LOS D as a result of a project, the impact is considered significant. If an intersection is already 
operating below LOS mid-D and the project results in increased delay, regardless of whether tq.e Level 
of Service changes, the impact is considered significant. The signalized:intersections at Highway 101 
Northbound and Southbound Ramps/ Lucas Valley Road are the only study area intersections within 
the Northgate Activity Center. 

The County of Marin has conditionally adopted the mid-D LOS standard for the Lucas Valley / 
Highway 101 interchange. The remaining study area intersections are within the jurisdiction of Marin 
County and the LOS D threshold is used to determine significant environmental impacts at these 
intersections. 

Unsignalized intersections are considered to be significantly impacted if a movement of the 
intersection falls below LOS D. Causing an increase in delay at an intersection at or below LOS E is 
also considered to be a significant impact. 

HIGHWAY SEGMENTS 

The County considers highway segments to be significantly impacted if traffic operations operating at 
LOSE or better deteriorate to LOS F. If a highway segment is already operating at LOS F then the 
addition of traffic which results in the deterioration of the V/C ratio by one percent (0.01) is 
considered to be significant. The significance criteria applied to the highway segment analysis uses 
the Marin County Plan and related Congestion Management Program (CMP) standards as the criteria 
of significance because these set the adopted performance standards accepted by all jurisdictions in the 
County for levels of service on the mainline of Highway 101. 

The current Marin County Congestion Management Program 6 indicates that the Highway 101 
segments from North San Pablo Road to Atherton Avenue are "grandfathered" into a list of highway 
segments designated to operate at the interim performance standard of LOS F until recommended 
improvements are in place. The three segments studied in this EIR (north of the Miller Creek Road 
Interchange, between Miller Creek Road and Lucas Valley Road, and south of the Lucas Valley Road 
Interchange) all fall within the Countywide Plan and related CMP implementing standards. While the 
HCM analysis of the highway segments in this report indicate existing LOS E PM peak hour 
operations on all three segments, it is noted that actual and observable peak hour operations often 
approximate LOS F conditions. For this reason the study area highway segments are included in the 
CMP "grandfathered" list of interim performance standard segments. The Marin Countywide Plan 
and the CMP provides that the adopted level of service interim performance standard is LOS F for 

6 Marin County Congestion Management Agency, Marin County Congestion Management Program, DKS Associates, 
October 1999. 
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each of the segments of Highway 101 studied in this EIR.. Therefore, the long-range LOS F conditions 
of the segment studied (with or without the project) north of Miller Creek Road would not represent a 
significant impact. The change in V/C ratio for the studied segment (less than eight-tenths of one 
percent) would be undetectable at LOS F. This is considered a de minimus effect well below the level 
of significance. 

Transportation and Circulation -- Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

IMPACT ANALYSIS SCENARIOS 

Peak hour project impacts are analyzed under the following scenarios: 

• Existing plus Project 

• Short-range Cumulative plus Project 

• Long-range Cumulative plus Project 

In addition to these scenarios, analysis of alternatives include the following: 

• Short-range Cumulative Base ("No Project") 

• Long-range Cumulative Base ("No Project") 

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS CONDITIONS 

The proposed project is evaluated under existing, short-range cumulative, and long-range cumulative 
(2015) conditions. Short-range cumulative conditions are based on a manual assignment of vehicle 
trips generated from approved projects within the study area as listed in the Marin County PROPDEV 
~H, Semi-Annual Proposed Development Survey, August 1999February 2002. These forecasts 
represent the short-range cumulative traffic volumes that would be generated by existing plus project, 
plus approved projects in the general area. The distribution of short-range trips is based on previous 
traffic studies including the Merrydale Assisted Living Facility Transportation Study, May 1998, 
Lucasfilm Grady Ranch I Big Rock Ranch Master Plan EIR, October 1995 and the Marin County 
CMA Traffic Model outputs for Year 1999. Model generated origin and destination tables were used 
for Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) 170 (proposed project location) as well as TAZ's in the vicinity of 
the proposed project. 

Long-range cumulative traffic conditions are based on the AJJAG 2020 De·;elepment Projee#ens 1998 
most recent Marin County CMA Travel Demand model forecasts . The long-range cumulative traffic 
volumes are expected to occur with the projected General Plan land uses for San Rafael and 
corresponding land use increases for the general region. 

A number of steps were taken to develop long-range, intersection peak hour turning movement 
volume estimates. The CMA highway mainline forecasts were used to develop an average peak hour 
background traffic growth percentage between 1999 and 2020 highway volumes. The peak hour 
average growth for the three studied highway sections was 17 percent (AM peak hour) and 23 percent 
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(PM peak hour) when adjusted for 2015 conditions. CMA Traffic Model network peak hour link 
volumes (1999 and 2020) were compared to the estimates of background traffic growth in the study 
area. Peak hour growth percentages were applied to existing peak hour intersection turning movement 
volumes. 

Peak hour traffic from two potential long-range projects was added to the 2015 network to insure a 
conservative analysis of cumulative impacts. Vehicle trips associated with the Lucasfilm Grady 
Ranch project (340 employees) located west of the project site and development of the St. Vincent 
Silveria property CMA designated Scenario 5 (800 .residential units and 150,000 square feet of 
commercial use) located east of the project site were added to the long-range network for analysis. 
The approach of using both a growth factor and project based trip generation undoubtedly results in 
some double counting of vehicle trips in the area. The approach was wap-anted however based on the 
comparisons (1999 to 2020) of network link volumes and results in a conservatively high estimate of 
cumulative traffic. 

SHORT-RANGE CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 

EKhibit 2.3 2 pro•,ides a The list of approved and under review projects used to develop the short­
range forecasts and the peak hour vehicle trips generated by each project is provided in Appendix B .. 

The short-range forecast network includes the signalization of the Lucas Valley Road / Miller Creek 
Road intersection. This iB-terseetiOB :r.vill likely be sigealfaeel b:')' the s\:Hllffier of 2001., which is 
scheduled for signalization in May 2002. The intersection will be signalized as a condition of 
approval for the Lucasfilm Grady Ranch development. Lucasfilm will pay for con~ction of the 
signal. The City of San Rafael proposes that the current traffic signal at Highway 101 Southbound 
Ramp / Lucas Valley Road serve as an interim improvement until the complete planned improvements 
and redesign of the interchange is constructed. 

LONG-RANGE CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 

Long-range cumulative conditions approximate potential buildout of the City of San Rafael's General 
Plan. The CMA Traffic Model assumes several improvements to transportation facilities in the area 
including: 

I • The Highway 101 Gap Closure Project will be completed, providing a reversible HOV lane -from 
N. San Pedro Road to Lucky Drive, and one auxiliary lane southbound from Lucas Valley Road 
to Mission A venue, San Rafael. 

• Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road southbound ramp improvements. The programmed 
improvements to the Highway 101 southbound ramps are illustrated in Exhibit 5.5-4. 
Improvements to the southbound ramps will include the following: 

c The existing southbound loop off-ramp would be removed and replaced with a direct 
off-ramp which will align with Los Gamos Road creating a north (southbound) 
approach at this intersection. This intersection would be signalized. 
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EXHIBIT 5.5-4 PLANNED HIGHWAY 101 INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 1" 
Oakview Master Plan North 

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates 
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0 A new loop on-ramp would be constructed on the north side of Lucas Valley Road. 
This ramp would eliminate the need for a left-tum lane for westbound Lucas Valley 
Road traffic headed southbound on Highway IO I. A free right-tum lane would be 
provided for westbound traffic headed south on Highway IO I . 

0 The existing westbound left-tum lane at the Highway 101 southbound on-ramp, which 
extends under the underpass, would be converted to a through lane. That additional 
through lane would be carried through the intersection with Los Gamos Road and 
would merge back to a single westbound through lane west of this intersection. 

0 An additional eastbound through lane would be constructed from just west ·of Los 
Gamos Road to just prior to the Highway IO 1 underpass. At the intersection of Los 
Gamos Road, the additional through lane would occupy what is currently an exclusive 
right-tum lane. 

0 The existing southbound on-ramp from eastbound Lucas Valley Road would be 
reconstructed and would provide two on-ramp lanes and an HOV lane. The HOV lane 
would begin on the on-ramp. 

Because free right-tum lanes would be provided for each of the southbound on-ramps, the intersection 
of Highway 101 Southbound Ramps/ Lucas Valley Road would cease to exist. No movements at this 
location would be controlled. For this reason the intersection is not analyzed under long-range 
cumulative conditions. 

The Lucas Valley Road/ Highway 101 southbound ramp improvement project is oarreatlycontinues as 
ll1_under review project by Caltrans,. iB. a re>1ised P~eet 8mdy Report (PSR). 7 The project is 
identified by Caltrans as locally funded and currently there are not sufficient local funds available to 
construct the project in the near-term. Both Marin County and the City of San Rafael have expressed 
a commitment to building this project in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). 8 The MOU 
identifies the need for the project, for funding and for a portion of the Oakview Proposed Project 
parcel (approximately 10 acres) in order to construct new ramps. Cakrans and County staff h&",i:e 
indien-ted thn-t ·within the ne* two yeais efforts will be made to seow-e projeet fundmg n-t eoth the state 
and federal le•;el. The project is recognized as an important improvement for the area by Caltrans; 
however, the eWTent NO¥ato NarrO"i't'S JWOjeet and the UJJeommgproposed -Highway 101 Gap Closer, 
as well as the Reversible HOV Lane project are Caltrans priorities in the Highway 101 corridor. 

This EIR analyzes 2015 traffic conditions with the Lucas Valley Road southbound ramp 
improvements in place. This is a reasonable approach based on discussions with state and local 
agencies concerning the recognized necessity of the ramp improvement project. 

The Oek\1iew projeetProposed Project -would be required to pay a fair share toward the ramp 
improvements based on the percent of the project's traffic contribution to the interchange. 

7 Wilbur Smith Associates conversation with Jason Nutt, Traffic Operations Engineer, Marin County, Department of 
Public Works. February 2002 Bea Chl:!ek, T~ertatiea Eagiaeer, Galtraas, Al:lgHst 2000. 

8 San Rafael City Council Resolution Number 8055, October 2, 1989. 
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• The 2015 network studied in this EIR does not include the extension of Mclnnis Parkway from 
the Civic Center area to St. Vincent Drive. If this parkway were to be constructed it would likely 
improve peak hour operations at both the Lucas Valley and Miller Creek Road Highway 101 
interchanges. The Mclnnis Parkway extension project is unfunded and a reasonable timeframe 
for when it may be constructed and what the extent of the project would be is not available. Not 
including the Mcinnis Parkway extension in the analysis of 2015 conditions results in a 
conservative analysis approach of project impacts. 

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

Trip generation rates for the proposed project were taken from the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual. 9 Exhibit 5 .5-5 presents the ITE trip rates and the project's 
estimated trip generation. The single-family detached housing trip rates GTE Land Use Code 210) 
were increased by 20 percent over the standard published rates in order to provide a conservative 
analysis for the larger homes (2,000 plus square feet) proposed by the project. 

Project Trip Generation The Oakviev,r pFOjeetProposed Project would generate approximately 1,587 
daily vehicle trips based on the development of 94,000 square feet of office space and 28 single-family 
homes. Each project generated vehicle trip is counted individually. A vehicle departing the project in 
the morning and returning in the evening would account for two discrete (though related) vehicle trips. 

AM Peak Hour Generation During the AM peak hour, the project would generate an estimated 207 
vehicle trips. The 28 housing units would account for 29 trips of which 7 would be inbound and 22 
would be outbound. The proposed office development would generate 178 vehicles trips of which 157 
would be inbound and 21 would be outbound. The total project would generate 164 inbound and 43 
outbound vehicle trips. 

PM Peak Hour Generation During the PM peak hour, the project would generate an estimated 219 
vehicles trips, of which 53 would be inbound and 166 would be outbound. The 28 housing units 
would generate 34 peak hour vehicles trips of which 22 would be inbound and 12 outbound. The 
office use would generate 185 peak hour trips with 31 inbound and 154 outbound trips. 

9 Institute ofTransportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 6th Edition, 1997. 
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Impact 5.5-1 Existing Plus Project AM and PM Peak Hour Conditions 
The proposed project alone and in conjunction with existing traffic conditions would create 
significant AM peak hour impacts for the Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road, Miller Creek 
Road I Marinwood Avenue, and Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road 
intersections. Significant PM peak hour im{)8Cts would be created for the Lucas Valley Road I 
Los Gamos Road intersection. 

Exhibit 5.5-8 illustrates the existing plus project peak hour turning vol~es. Exhibit 5.5-9 shows the 
impact of project trips on study area intersection and highway segment levels of service in the AM and 
PM peak hours under existing plus project conditions. 

During the AM peak hour, the addition. of project traffic to existing -conditions would result in 
deteriorated LOS E and F conditions at the unsignalized intersections of Lucas Valley Road / Los 
Gamos Road, Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road, and Miller Creek Road / 
Marinwood Avenue. 

During the PM peak hour, the unsignalized intersection at Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Reatl 
W&HldR.oad would fall ooe full serviee le,;el to operate at unacceptale LOS E at the northbound left 
turning movement ftom LOS D to 1maeeeptable LOS E. 

Each intersection is discussed in further detail below: 

Highway 101 Northbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road The project would increase traffic volumes 
at this intersection during the AM and PM peak hours. The additional traffic would not result in a 
change to· level of service. The vehicle delay would increase slightly for AM and PM peak hour traffic 
however these impacts are considered to be less-than-significant. 

Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour, this unsignalized 
intersection experiences LOS F operations at the southbound left-tum / through movement under 
existing conditions. The addition of project traffic would result in further deterioration. The 
intersection operates acceptably in the PM peak hour. The AM peak hour impact is considered to be 
significant. 

Miller Creek Road I Marinwood A venue During the AM peak hour project traffic would result in a 
change in level of service from LOS E to LOS F as a result of the inbound, (westbound) left-turning 
project traffic accessing the office use. The AM peak hour impact is considered to be significant. 

During the PM peak hour, the intersection would deteriorate from existing LOS B to LOS C. This 
impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 

Miller Creek Road I Las Ga/linas A venue The project would increase traffic volumes at this 
intersection during the AM and PM peak hours. The additional traffic would not result in a change to 
level of service. The vehicle delay would increase slightly for AM and PM peak hour traffic however 
these impacts are considered to be less-than-significant. 
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Exhibit 5.5-9 
Existing Plus Project AM/PM Peak Hour Levels of Service 

lri't~rs.ection 
· 1Existing'AM :Existi11g,FHus :: 

. •. iP.rojecfiAIVF· : 
. ·J:xisti11g,iPM, · · · 
'.-.·· ·. . . 

Signalized Intersections LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Lucas Valley/Miller Creek B 8.1 B 8.1 

Lucas Valley/Las Gallinas B 14.7 B 14.9 

US101 SB Ramps/Lucas Valley Road C 17.9 C 18.3 

US101 NB Ramps/Smith Ranch Road C 22.0 C 23.3 

Unsi.analized Intersections 

A/I-Way STOP LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Miller Creek/Marinwood E 40.7 F >60 

Miller Creek/Las Gallinas D 21.3 D 21.3 

2-Wav STOPIT-lntersections LOS Delay LOS Delay 

US 101 NB Ramps/St. Vincent's Drive 

NBL B 6.9 B 8.5 

EBL A 2.4 A 2.5 

/nteTSection Averaae A 3.6 A 4.8 

US 101 SB Ramps/Miller Creek 

SBL F >60 F >60 

WBL A 3.5 A 3.6 

Intersection Average F >60 F >60 

Lucas Vallev/Los Games 

NBL F >60 F >60 

NBR B 9.9 C 10.3 

WBL E 37.3 E 41.7 

Intersection Average D 23.1 E 31.3 

Highway Segments 2 LOS VIC LOS VIC 

South of Lucas Valley Road F · 0.97 F 0.98 

North of Lucas Valley Road F 0.96 F 0.96 

North of Miller Creek Road F 0 •• 96 F 0.96 

1 • Plus project LOS reflects planned trafic signal installation at SB off-ramp, October 2000. 

2 - AM peak hour= southbound commute, PM peak hour = northbound commute; 
Highway volume to capacity r,JIC) ratio calculated at 2,200 vehicles per hour per lane. 
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Lucas Valley Road I Miller Creek Road The project would increase traffic volumes at this 
intersection during the AM and PM peak hours. The additional traffic would not result in a change to 
level of service. The vehicle delay would increase for the PM peak hour; however, this impact is 
considered to be less-than-significant. 

Lucas Valley Road I Las Gallinas A venue The project would increase traffic volumes at this 
intersection during the AM and PM peak hours. The additional traffic would not result in a change to 
level of service. The vehicle delay would increase for_the AM and PM peak hours; however, these 
impacts are considered to be less-than-significant. 

Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road During the i=especti•;e AM and PM peak hours, this 
unsignalized intersection experiences LOS F and Dand LOS E-operations respectively at the 
northbound left-tum movement under existing conditions. The addition of project traffic would result 
in further deterioration in the AM and PM peak hour§. and a dro13 froffl LOS D to an HBacceptable LOS 
E i.B: the PM: peak hoar. Nortahoand right 1:l¼rn degrades from LOS B to LOS C. Both AM and PM 
peak hour impacts are considered to be significant. 

Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Lucas Valley Road The project would increase traffic volumes 
at this intersection during the AM and PM peak hours. The additional traffic would not result in a 
change to level of service. The vehicle delay would increase for the AM peak hour; however, this 
impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 

Highway 101 Northbound Ramps I Smith Ranch Road The project would increase traffic volumes 
at this intersection during the AM and PM peak hours. The additional traffic would· not result in a 
change to level of service. The vehicle delay would increase for the AM and PM peak hours; 
however, these impacts are considered to be less-than-significant. 

HIGHWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

In general it should be noted that the proposed project would add vehicle trips to Highway 101 during 
both the AM and PM peak hours. The increase in traffic' levels due to the project however, would 
have an imperceptible effect on highway operations. For instance, the project is estimated to add 68 
PM peak hour vehicle trips to the highway segment north of Miller. Creek Road. Under existing 
conditions this segment carries approximately -8,±007,950 vehicles during the PM peak hour. An 
increase of 68 vehicles to the existing level of background highway traffic would be undetectable to 
drivers already on the highway and would have no measurable impact on existing operations. In 
general, traffic volumes on highways have been observed to fluctuate as much as ten percent on a 
daily basis. The reasons for day to day shifts are numerous and include such things as weather 
conditions, seasonal changes, accidents, and roadway construction activities. Therefore the project's 
contribution to peak hour highway volumes would be insignificant. At all highway study segments the 
project would affect less than a 0.008 (eight-tenths of a percent) change to the V/C ratio (see Appendix 
B). 

Highway 101 - Segment South of Lucas Valley Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment operates at LOS J;.E_(V/C ~0.97) under base year conditions. 
With the addition of project traffic (27 vehicles) the segment would continue to operate at LOS J;.E_ 
(VIC= ~0.98). This impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 
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During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment operates at LOS E (VIC= 
Me0.92) under base year conditions. With the addition of project trips (32 vehicles) the segment 
would continue to operate at LOS E (VIC = Me0.92). This impact is considered to be less-than­
significant. 

Highway 101 - Segment North of Lucas Valley Road During the AM peak hour (s·outhbound 
direction) this highway segment operates at LOS e--E_(VIC = M3-0.96) under base year conditions. 
With the addition of project traffic (11 vehicles) the segment would continue to operate at LOS Er-E 
(VIC= G.W-0.96). This impact is considered to be less-th~-significant. 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment operates at LOS E (VIC= 
G.W-0.91) under base year conditions. With the addition of project trips (17 vehicles) this segment 
would continue to operate at LOS E (VIC = G.W-0.91). This impact is considered to be less-than­
significant. 

Highway 101 - Segment North of Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment operates at LOS e--E_(VIC = ~0.96) under base year conditions. 
With the addition of project traffic (67 vehicles) the segment would continue to operate at LOS Er-E 
(VIC= GB40.96). This impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment operates at LOS E (VIC= 
~0.90) under base year conditions. With the addition of project trips(~.~ :r;ehioles)trips this segment 
would continue to operate at LOS E (VIC = G.W-0.91). This impact is considered to be less-than­
significant. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-1 The following mitigations would be required to reduce existing plus 
project AM and PM peak hour conditions to a less-than-significant level. 

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

Significance After Mitigation During the AM peak hour, if this intersection were signalized, it would 
function at LOS B (5.88.85.8 seconds of delay per vehicle) under existing plus project conditions. 
Implementation of this measure would reduce this impact to less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(b) Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road - The recommended mitigation 
measure at this intersection is the installation of a traffic signal. The applicant should pay its fair share 
toward this improvement. The project applieant shoald fu.Bd this impr0't'emeat. 

Significance After Mitigation During the AM peak hour, if this intersection were signalized, it would 
function at LOS B (14.313.010.6 seconds of delay per vehicle) under existing plus project conditions. 
During the PM peak hour, signalization would result in LOS B (~11.8 seconds of delay per vehicle) 
operations. Implementation of this measure would reduce this impact to less-than-significant. 

As stated, this intersection would be signalized with the programmed improvements to the southbound 
Highway 101 ramps. If signalized prior to the reconstruction of the ramps, the signal controller and 
other infrastructure should allow for the later addition of a southbound leg at this intersection as well 
as for exclusive left-tum phases on the westbound approach and for a north-south split phase. 
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Mitigation Measure 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. · 

Significance After Mitigation If this intersection were signalized, it would function at LOS QA--B 
(5.012.215.4 seconds of delay per vehicle) under existing plus project AM peak hour. Implementation 
of this measure would reduce this impact to less-than-significant. 

Implementation of Mitigation . Master Plan approval should be conditioned upon the applicant 
funding Mitigation 5.5-l(a) and 5.5-l(b) and paying its fair share of Mitigation 5.5-l(c) prior to 
issuance of a building permit. 

Impact 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 I Marinwood Avenue, Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road, and Highway 101 
Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road intersections. 

Exhibit 5.5-10 illustrates the short-range cumulative with project peak hour intersection volumes. 
LOS peak hour intersection operations under short-range cumulative conditions (no project and project 
scenarios) are shown in Exhibit 5.5-11. IO 

' During the AM peak hour, the unsignalized intersections of Miller Creek Road / Marinwood A venue, 
Highway 101 Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road and Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road 
deteriorate from existing conditions under short-range cumulative (no project) conditions. 

The three Highway 101 study segments deteriorate from base year conditions but remain at LOS B-E 
under short-range cumulative conditions during the AM peak hour. 

During the PM peak hour, under short-range cumulative conditions, the left turn movement from Los 
Gamos Road at the unsignalized intersection of Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road would continue 
to operate at LOS E-F with the addition of project traffic, with slightly increased delays. 

All Highway 101 study segments deteriorate from base year conditions but remain at LOS.£ B-under 
short-range cumulative conditions during the PM-AM peak hour and LOS E during the PM peak hour. 

I -

Each intersection and highway section is discussed in further detail below,· 

Highway 101 Northbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road This unsignalized intersection would 
experience some deterioration as a result of short-range cumulative development. During both the 
AM and PM peak hours this intersection would operate at acceptable LOS C or better under the no 
project and project short-range cumulative scenarios. These cumulative impacts are considered to be 
less-than-significant. 

10 Level of service calculations prepared as a part of this EIR analysis, are available for review at the Marin County 
Planning Department. 
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Exhibit 5.5-11 . 
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Short-Range Cumulative AM/PM Peak Hour Levels of Service 

.J>;M:,P.eak'.H<>,ur · ·-: ·tP,M,P.eakiHQur, ,, 
,.• . ,: . 

.·. ,•' 
', ,, 

" ·1Short,!Ra11ge::~ ' ;·~·h,iR~:::f f?)J ,, 
" · ·. ,:No:rPr:~Ject · Intersection :. ' .... ,, 
'' 

Signalized Intersections LOS Delay LOS 
Lucas Valley/Miller Creek B 7.9 B 

Lucas Valley/Las Gallinas B 14.4 B 

US 101 SB Ramos/Lucas Valley C 17.6 C 

US 101 NB Ramps/Smith Ranch Road D 35.3 D 

Unsianalized Intersections 

All-Way STOP LOS DelaY LOS 
Miller Creek/Marinwood E 42.8 F 

Miller Creek/Las Gallinas D 22.0 D 

2-Way STOPn-lntersections LOS Delav LOS 
US 101 NB Ramps/St Vincent's Drive 

NBL B 6.9 ·s 
EBL A 2.4 A 

Intersection Average A 3.6 A 

US 101 SB Ramos/Miller Creek 

SSL F >60 F 

WBL A 3.5 A 

Intersection Averaae F >60 F 
Lucas Valley/Los Gamos 

NBL F >60 F 

NBR C 10.2 C 

WBL E 40.8 F 

Intersection Average E' 31.9 F 

Highway Segments 1 LOS VIC LOS 
South of Lucas Valley Road F 0.98 F 

North of Lucas Valley Road F 0.97 F 
North of Miller Creek Road F 0.97 F 

1 • AM peak hour= southbound commute, PM peak hour= northbound commute; 
Highway volume to capacity (V/C) ratio calculated at 2,200 vehicles per hour per lane. 

Delav 

7.9 

14.6 

20.3 

37.8 

Delay 

>60 

22.2 

Delav 

8.5 

2.5 

4.8 

>60 

3.6 

>60 

>60 

10.5 

45.9 

45.1 

VIC 
0.98 

0.97 

0.98 

·: :·shor.PRa[\ge . ., :} 
,: : :\:Nc,:iPr.oject' .. · ) 

LOS Delay 

A 3.7 

B 9.9 

B 13.3 

B 9.9 

LOS Delay 

B 7.3 

A 3.5 

LOS Delay 

C 11.4 

A 2.6 

a 6.4 

B 7.8 

A 3.3 

A 1.5 

E 37.6 

C 14.2 

B 5.1 

B 5.4 

LOS VIC 
E 0.92 

E 0.92 

E 0.91 

(V/C) ratio shown for purposes of comparison. Freeway LOS based on HCM 2000 methodology (density). 
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LOS Delay 

A 3.8 

B 9.9 

C 19.8 

B 10.0 

LOS Delay 

C 15.7 

A 3.7 

LOS Delay 

C 16.9 

A 2.8 

a 8.5 

B 9.0 

A 3.9 

A 1.5 

E 40.3 

C 14.7 

B 5.2 

a 5.6 

LOS V/C 
E 0.93 

E 0.92 

E 0.91 
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Highway 1 in Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour, project generated 
traffic added to the short-range cumulative base (no project) would result in an increase of delay at the 
southbound left-tum / through movement. This movement currently operates at LOS F under existing 
conditions. This cumulative impact is considered to be significant. 

Miller Creek Road I Marinwood Avenue During the AM peak hour, project generated traffic added to 
the short-range cumulative base (no project) would result in a worsening in level of service at this 
intersection from existing conditions LOSE (42.8 sec/ve_h) to an unacceptable LOS F (>60.0 sec/veh). 
This cumulative impact is considered to be significant. 

During the PM peak hour, project generated traffic added to the short-range cumulative base (no 
project) would result in a worsening in level of service from existing· conditions LOS B (~7.3 
sec/veh) to LOS C (~15.7 sec/veh). This cumulative im ... pact is considered to be less-than­
significant. 

Miller Creek Road I Las Gallinas Avenue This unsignalized intersection would experience some 
deterioration as a result of short-range cumulative development. During both the AM and PM peak 
hours this intersection would operate at acceptable LOS D or better under the no project and project 
short-range cumulative scenarios. These cumulative impacts are considered to be less-than­
significant. 

Lucas Valley Road I Miller Creek Road This intersection would continue to operate at LOS B or 
better under the no project and project short-range cumulative scenarios during both the AM and PM 
peak hours. The project impacts are considered to be less-than-significant. 

Lucas Valley Road I Las Ga/linas A venue This intersection would continue to operate at LOS G-.B_ 
or better under the no project and project short-range cumulative scenarios during both the AM and 
PM peak hours. The project impacts are considered to be less-than-significant. 

Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road During the AM peak hour, the addition of project traffic to 
short-range cumulative (no project) base traffic would result in further deterioration of this 
unsignalized intersection. The northbound left-tum aftd right U:H'R Ffto•,emeBts would function at LOS 
F (>60.0 sec/veh) OHd LOS C (10.2 seo/\teh), respeet:i',el;·. The westbound left-tum movement would 
deteriorate to LOS F (4&4 45.1 sec/veh). These cumulative impacts are considered to be significant. 

During the PM peak hour, the project would add additional traffic to this intersection and the 
northbound left-tum movement a.-1: this iBterseet:ioB would increase vehicle delay but would deteriera:t:e 
continue to operate at LOS E. :&om eKistiBg LOS E (33.2 seo/•,eh) to LOS E (35.9 sec/•,eh) aad 
oontiaae to operate at LOS F f?60 seol¥eh). the northboUBd right rum mo¥ement would ooatinHe 
deteriorate from LOS C (10.2 seo/:veh) of the sher range ao project soeBario to LOS C (10.5 see/¥eh)to 
operate at: LOS C (11.7 seel¥eh) Vlith project tra:ffie added to saort rOHge e:1:1mtdati,.,e (Bo projeet) 
eonaitions. . The northammd right mm mo-vement wOHld deteriorate from eKistieg LOS E (10.& 
seol..,eh) to LOS F (15.9 see/>,eh) .These cumulative impacts are considered to be significant. 

Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Lucas Valley Road This intersection would continue to operate 
at LOS C and LOS B during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. These cumulative impacts are 
considered to be less-than-significant. 

Highway 101 Northbound Ramps I Smith Ranch Road _This signalized intersection would 
experience some deterioration as a result of short-range cumulative development. However, during 
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both the AM and PM peak hours this intersection would operate at acceptable LOS G-12_or better 
under the no project and_ project short-range cumulative scenarios. These cumulative impacts are 
considered to be less-than-significant. 

HIGHWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

Highway 101 - Segment South of Lucas Valley Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment.would continue to operate at LOS B--E._(VIC = Q.;%0.98) with and 
without project traffic-:-. The project would add 27 trips which would further deteriorate the short­
range cumulative LOS F (VIC= 0.978) to LOS F (VIC= 0.981). This is considered to be less-than­
significant because the VIC shift from without project traffic to with traffic is less than one percent 
(three-tenths of one percent). · 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment would continue to operate at 
LOS E without project traffic (VIC = G:%0.92h When project traffic is added, this highway segment 
would operate at LOSE (VIC= 0.93) with aBel v,rithou-t projeet t:ra:ffic. This impact is considered to be 
less-than-significant. 

Highway 101 - Segment North of Lucas Valley Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment would continue to operate at LOS B--E._(VIC = Q.;9;0.97) with a:nd 
without project traffic. The project would add 11 trips to this segment which would further deteriorate 
the short-range cumulative LOS F (VIC = 0.966) to LOS F (VIC = 0.967).This is considered to be 
less-than-significant because the VIC shift from without project traffic to with traffic is lesss than one 
percent (one-tenth of one percent) .. 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment would continue to operate at 
LOSE (VIC= G-:-W0.92) with and without project traffic. This impact is considered to be less-than­
significant. 

Highway 101 - Segment North of Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment would continue to operate at LOS I;--E_(V/C = -0-:940.97) without 
project traffic and LOS B--E._(VIC = ~.98) with project traffic. The project would add 67 trips to 
this segment which would further deteriorate the short-range cumulative LOS F (VIC = 0.969) to LOS 
F (VIC = 0.976).-This is considered to be less-than-significant because the VIC shift from without 
project traffic to with traffic is less than one percent (seven-tenths of one percent). 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment would continue to operate at 
LOS E-f.VIC = M2:0.91) with and without project traffic aB:el LOS B (VIC 0.93). This impact is 
considered to be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measures 5.5-2 The following mitigations would be required to reduce short-range 
cumulative AM and PM peak hour conditions to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-2(a) Miller Creek Road/ Marinwood Avenue - Same mitigation measure as 
5.5-l(a). 

Significance After Mitigation If this intersection were signalized, as recommended under existing 
plus project conditions, it would function at LOS B (5.8 seclveh) under short-range AM peak hour 
conditions. Implementation of this measure would reduce this impact to less-than-significant. The 
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project's percentage share of short-range traffic growth would be 95 percent during the AM peak hour. 
During the PM peak hour, the project's percentage share of short-range growth would be 97 percent. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-2(b) Lucas Valley Road/ Los Gamos Road- Same mitigation measure as 
5.5-l(b). 

Significance After Mitigation During the AM peak hour, if this intersection were signalized, it would 
function at LOS B (+4-:+10.4 sec/veh) under short-range cumulative plus project conditions. During 
the PM peak hour, signalization would result in LOS B (B-:612.1 sec/veh) operations. Implementation 
of this measure would reduce this impact to less-than-significant. The project's percentage share of 
short-range traffic growth would be 24 percent during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour, 
the project's percentage share of short-range growth would be 38 percent._ 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-2(c) Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road- Same mitigation 
measure as 5.5-l(c). 

Significance After Mitigation During the AM peak hour, if this intersection were signalized, it would 
function at LOS A--.Q_(~l 7.5 sec/veh) under short-range cumulative plus project conditions. 
Implementation of this measure would reduce this impact to less-than-significant, The project's 
percentage share of short-range traffic growth would be 95 percent during the AM peak hour. During 
the PM peak hour, the project's percentage share of short-range growth would be 83 percent. 

Implementation of Mitigation Master Plan approval should be conditioned upon the applicant 
funding Mitigation 5.5-2(a) and 5.5-2(b) and paying its fair share of Mitigation 5.5-2(c) prior to 
issuance of a building permit. 

Impact 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. 

Exhibit 5.5-12 illustrates long-range cumulative peak hour intersection volumes.· The peak hour LOS 
for long-range cumulative conditions at study area intersections and highway segments 11 is shown in 
Exhibit 5.5-13. Under long-range cumulative conditions programmed improvements to the Highway 
101 southbound ramp system would result in improved operations of the Highway 101 Southbound 
Ramps I Lucas Valley Road. 

During the AM peak hour, all of the unsignalized intersections would operate at unacceptable 
operatiag conditions (LOS E and F eoaditioas ). 

Under PM peak hour conditions, the two unsignalized intersections of Highway 101 Northbound 
Ramps I Miller Creek Road and Highway 101 Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road would operate 
at LOS F conditions. 

11 Level of service calculations prepared as a part of this EIR analysis, are available for review at the Marin County 
Planning Department 
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Long-Range Cumulative AM/PM Peak Hour Levels of Service 

;.AM Peak Hour 

· :L.ong:Range·-'No ?l~orig~Range ·•. 

Intersection ::Project' Project 
Signalized Intersections LOS Delay LOS 

' 
Lucas Valley/Miller Creek B 9.4 B 

Lucas Valley/Las Gallinas C 22.8 D 

Lucas Vallev/Los Games D 33.6 D 

US101 NB Ramos/Smith Ranch Road B 14.1 B 

Unsionalized Intersections 

A/1-Wav STOP LOS Delay LOS 
Miller Creek/Marinwood F >60 F 

Miller Creek/Las Gallinas E 34.4 E 
2-Wav STOPIT-lntersections LOS DelaY LOS 
US 101 NB Ramps/St. Vincent's Drive 

NBL E 36.1 F 

EBL B 5.2 B 

Intersection Averaae B 6.4 E 
US 101 SB Ramps/Miller Creek 

SBL E 38.9 F 

SBR F >60 F 
WBL B 7.2 B 

Intersection Average F 57.3 F 
Highway Segments 1 LOS VIC LOS 
South of Lucas Valley Road E 0.90 E 

North of Lucas Valley Road E 0.89 E 
North of Miller Creek Road E 0.89 E 

1 • AM peak hour= southbound commute, PM peak hour= northbound commute; 
Highway volume to capacity (',//C} ratio calculated at 2,200 vehicles per hour per lane. 

Delay 

9.5 

25.3 

35.3 

14.1 

Delay 

>60 

34.5 

Delay 

>60 

5.3 

31.3 

51.2 

>60 

7.6 

>60 

VIC 

0.90 

0.89 

0.89 

PM ·Peak'Hour 
L:ong Range .:·No' :Long'.Range-

' ;project :-Prtije·ct .. 

LOS Delay LOS Delav 

A 4.1 A 4.1 

B 10.3 B 10.3 

C 24.7 C 24.9 

B 10.7 B 10.7 

LOS Delay LOS Delav 

B 9.8 D 21.6 

A 4.3 A 4.4 

LOS Delay LOS Delay 

F >60 F >60 

B 5.2 B 5.8 

F >60 F >60 

F >60 F >60 

B 5.6 B 8.4 

B 6.1 B 8.4 

D 23.0 F >60 

LOS VIC LOS V/C 

F 0.99 F 0.99 

F 0.96 F 0.96 

F 0.98 F 0.99 

(',!IC) ratio shown for purposes of comparison. Freeway LOS based on HCM 2000 methodology (density}. 
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Each of these intersections and highway segments is discussed in further detail below: 

Highway 101 Northbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour, project- generated 
traffic added to the long-range cumulative base would result in increased delay at the northbound left­
turn movement. The northbound left-tum movement is projected to operate at LOS E without project 
traffic. With the addition of proj~ct traffic, the moveme_p.t would operate at LOS F. This cumulative 
impact is considered to be significant. 

During the PM peak hour, the northbound left-tum would operate at LOS F under long-range 
cumulative conditions, with or without project traffic. This cumulative impact is considered to be 
significant. 

Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour, project generated 
traffic added to the long-range cumulative base would result in increased delay at the southbound left­
turn and right-tum movements. The southbound left-tum movement is projected to operate at LOS E 
without project traffic. With the addition of project traffic, the movement would operate at LOS F. 
The southbound right-tum movement would operate at LOS F with or without the addition of project 
traffic. These cumulative impacts are considered to be significant. 

During the PM peak hour, the southbound left-tum would operate at LOS F under long-range 
cumulative conditions, with or without project traffic. This cumulative impact is considered to be 
significant. 

Miller Creek Road I Marinwood A venue During the AM peak hour, this intersection would operate at 
LOS F conditions, with or without the addition of project traffic. This cumulative impact is 
considered to be significant. 

During the PM peak hour, project generated traffic added to the long-range cumulative base (no 
project) would result in a worsening in level of service at this intersection from no project conditions 
LOS B (9.8 sec/veh) to LOS D (21.6 sec/veh). This cumulative impact is considered to be less-than­
significant. 

Miller Creek Road I Las Gallinas A venue During the AM peak hour, this unsignalized all-way-stop 
intersection would experience minor deterioration as a result of project trips added to long-range 
cumulative development. The intersection would operate at unacceptable LOS E (~34.4 sec/veh) 
without the projecnmder ao pFQjeet loag nmge euraulati-ve both proje~ and at LOS E (:¼-34.5 sec/veh) 
uader ao with the project loag rae:ge eumalati1i'e ooaditioas. This cumulative impact is considered to 
be significant. 

During the PM peak hour this intersection would operate at acceptable LOS A under the no project 
and project long-range cumulative conditions. These cumulative impacts are considered to be less­
than-significant. 

Lucas Valley Road I Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour, this signalized intersection 
would operate at acceptable LOS B under long-range cumulative no project and project conditions. 
This cumulative impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 
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During the PM peak hour, this intersection would operate at acceptable LOS A under long-range 
cumulative plus project conditions. The cumulative impacts are considered to be less-than-significant. 

Lucas Valley Road I Las Gaflinas Avenue During the AM peak hour, this signalized intersection 
would operate at acceptable LOS C and D under long-range cumulative no project and project 
conditions, respectively. This cumulative impact is considered to be less-than-significant. · 

During the PM peak hour, this intersection would operate at acceptable LOS B under long-range 
cumulative plus project conditions. The cumulative impa_sts are considered to be less-than-significant. 

Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road During the AM peak hour, this signalized intersection would 
operate at acceptable LOS D under long-range cumulative no project and project conditions. This 
cumulative impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 

During the PM peak hour, this intersection would operate at acceptable LOS C under long-range 
cumulative plus project conditions. The cumulative impacts are considered to be less-than-significant. 

Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Lucas Valley Road As stated, this location would cease to 
function as an intersection and is not analyzed for that reason. 

Highway 101 Northbound Ramps I Smith Ranct, Road During the AM and PM peak hours, this 
signalized intersection would operate at acceptable LOS B conditions under long-range cumulative no 
project and project conditions. This cumulative impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 

HIGHWAY SEGMENTS 

The Marin County CMA 2020 forecasts for the Highway 101 study segments includes the addition of 
a reversible, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane. This project is approved and funded and will 
provide additional capacity to the Highway 101 corridor. The CMA model estimates of peak hour 
traffic include a portion of that traffic assigned to the HOV lanes. The BIR long-range freeway 
analysis accounts for the HOV lane traffic (1,360 AM peak hour southbound vehicles, and 1,285 PM 
peak hour northbound vehicles) in the long-range without and with project scenarios. 

Highway 101 - Segment South of Lucas Valley Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment would operate at LOS E (VIC= G-:9+0.90) as a result of long-range 
cumulative development. With the addition of project traffic the segment would continue to operate at 
LOS E E.fV/C Q.97lli2.2)E (YIC = 0~90). The AM peak hour cumulative impact is considered to be 
less-than-significant. 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment would operate at LOS E-E 
(VIC Q.99Q.9Q0.99) under the no project long-range cumulative development scenario. With the 
addition of project trips this segment would continue to operate at LOS E-E_(VIC = 0.99). The project 
would add 32 trips to this segment which would further deteriorate the long-range cumulative LOS F 
NIC = 0.991) to LOS F (VIC= 0.994). This is considered to be less-than-significant because the VIC 
shift from without project traffic to with traffic is less than one percent (three-tenths of one percent). 
This deteriomtion is eonsidered to ee _less ilia.a significam. 

Highway 101 - Segment North of Lucas Valley Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment would operate at LOS E (VIC= G:-960.89) as a result of long-range 
cumulative development with and without the project. With the addition of project traffic the segment 
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1n1ould eoBtiHue to opefB:te at LOS I; E_(V/C 0.96). The AM peak hour cumulative impact is 
considered to be less-than:significant. 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment would operate at LOS :g..E 
(VIC 0.960.890.96) under the no project and with project loag Fa£1:ge eumulati>re de¥elopmeftt 
scenario. The project would add 17 trips to this segment which would :further deteriorate the long­
range cumulative LOS F (VIC= 0.962) to LOS F (YIC = 0.964). This is considered to be less-than­
significant because the VIC shift from without project traffic to with traffic is less than one percent 
(two-tenths of one percent) The e:aaitioR of projeet trips J\'Olild fur.her deteriorate th.is segmeBt to LOS 
I; .E(V/C 0.97~). This deterioratioH is eonsidefed to he less th.aa signifieaat. 

Highway 101 - Segment North of Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment would operate at LOS F-E (VIC = +:-W-9'0.89) as a result of long-range 
cumulative development. With the addition of project traffic the segment would :further deteriorate to 
LOS F-E (VIC = 1.0270.980.90). The AM peak hour cumulative impact is considered to be less-than­
significant.,, heee:use the V,lC shift from without 13rojeet traffie to with traffie is less than one peroeftt 
(eight teBths of one 13ereeB1:). 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment would operate at LOS Ii'. 
BF(VIC = 1.0480.900.978) under long-range cumulative conditions. The addition of 68 project trips 
would :further deteriorate to LOS F (VIC= ~0.9859). _This is considered to be less-than-significant 
because the VIC shift from without project traffic to with traffic is less than one percent (seven tenths 
of one percent). 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-3 The following mitigations would be required to reduce long-range 
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 ¼-RPM peak hour project 
generated trips that would travel through the Highway 101 I Lucas Valley Road I 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. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-3(a) Miller Creek Road I Marinwood Avenue - Same mitigation measure as 
5.5-l(a). 

Significance After Mitigation If this intersection were signalized, it would :function at LOS B ( ~-7 
seclveh) under long-range AM peak hour conditions. Implementation of this measure would reduce 
this impact to less-than-significant. The project's percentage share of long-range traffic growth would 
be 49 percent during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour, the project's percentage share of 
long-range growth would be 54 percent. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-3(b) Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road - Same mitigation measure as 
5.5-l(b). 

Significance After Mitigation It was assumed in the analysis that this location would be signalized as 
part of the Highway 101 I Lucas Valley interchange improvement under long-term cumulative 
conditions. During the AM peak hour, this signalized intersection would :function at LOS ~ 
(~20.3 seclveh) under long-range cumulative plus project conditions. During the PM peak hour, 
the intersection would operate at LOS C (¼-:-717.5 seclveh). 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-3(c) Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road- Same mitigation 
measure as 5.5-l(c). 
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Significance After Mitigation During the AM peak hour, if this intersection were signalized, it would 
function at LOS B (+:89.1 sec/veh) under long-range cumulative plus project conditions. The 
intersection would operate at LOS B (-7:-l-13.2 sec/veh) during the PM peak hour. Implementation of 
this measure would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant. The project's percentage share of 
long-range traffic growth would be 53 percent during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour, 
the project's percentage share of long-range growth would be 22 percent. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-3(d) Miller Creek Road / Las Gallinas Avenue - The recommended 
mitigation measure at this intt;irs~ction is the installation..of a traffic signal. The applicant should pay 
its fair share toward this improvement. 

Significance After Mitigation If this intersection were signalized, it would function during .the AM 
peak hour at LOS B (+.-9tl sec/veh). Implementation of this measure· would reduce this impact to 
less-than-significant. The project's percentage share of long-range traffic growth would be six percent 
during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour the project's percentage share of long-range 
growth would be 13 percent. 

Mitigation Measure 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. The 
applicant should pay its fair share toward this improvement. 

Significance After Mitigation During the AM peak hour, if this intersection were signalized, it would 
function at LOS B (~12.2 sec/veh) under long-range cumulative plus project conditions. The 
intersection would operate at LOS D (~25.6 sec/veh) in the PM peak hour. Implementation of this 
measure would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant. The project's percentage share of long­
range traffic growth would be ten percent during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour the 
project's percentage share of long-range growth would be seven percent. 

Implementation of Mitigation Master Plan approval should be conditioned upon the applicant 
funding Mitigation 5.5-3(a) and 5.5-3(b) and paying its fair share of Mitigation 5.5-2(c), 5.5-2(d), 5.5-
2( e) prior to issuance of a building permit. 
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The proposed project would generate a moderate number of transit trips and would not be 
expected to impact transit. This impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-4 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.5-5 Pedestrian Impacts 
The proposed project's impact on pedestrian circulation would be less-than-significant. 

The proposed project would not be expected to generate a significant n~ber of peak hour pedestrian 
trips in the study area. As noted in the Setting Section, although characterized as low, Las Gallinas 
A venue exhibited the most pedestrian activity in the study area. The proposed residential 
development with access off of Las Gallinas Avenue on Erin Drive would consist of 8 dwelling units. 
This number of units would not generate a meaningful increase in peak hour pedestrian trips given the 
prevailing low level of activity. Neither the proposed office use located off of Miller Creek Road nor 
the 20 residential units located off of Lucas Valley Road would increase the pedestrian peak hour 
background activity beyond moderate levels. The proposed project's impact on pedestrian circulation 
would be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-5 No mitigation would be required. 

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

The project proposes the development of 378 on-site office parking spaces to be located on the 
freeway side of the buildings. The ratio of parking spaces to total office building square footage is 
four cars per 1,000 square feet (one space per 250 square feet). The proposed supply of 378 parking 
spaces is sufficient to meet the demand generated by an office use of 94,400 square feet. The project 
would have no significant impacts on parking conditions. · 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-6 No mitigatiQn would be required. 

Impact 5.5-7 Project Access Impacts 
The Lucas Valley Road access intersection would have operational problems. This would be a 
significant impact. 

There are three points of access that would serve the proposed project site. The office use component 
would be accessed off of Miller Creek Road via Marinwood A venue. The significant impacts at this 
intersection under all project conditions are documented in this report. Signalization is the proposed 
mitigation measure at this intersection. 

The residential element of the project would consist of a total of 28 dwelling units with 20 units 
accessed directly off of Lucas Valley Road and the remaining 8 units accessed from Las Gallinas 
A venue via Erin Drive. 

The stop sign controlled project access at Erin Drive would operate at acceptable LOS C or better 
under all project scenarios during both the AM and PM peak hours. Existing AM peak hour traffic 
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along Las Gallinas Avenue is very congested; however, the 8 residential units would not generate a 
sufficient number of vehicle trips to create significant operational problems. 

The southbound left-tum movement of the stop sign controlled project access at Lucas Valley Road 
would operate at unacceptable LOS F under existing, short-range cumulative conditions, and long­
range cumulative conditions during the AM peak hour. The project generated impacts are considered 
to be significant. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-7 The project applicant has prop.osed the following roadway improvements at 
the Lucas Valley Road access driveway: 

• Construction of an eastbound left-tum 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. 

Significance After Mitigation - The construction of the above improvements on Lucas Valley Road at 
the access driveway would result in acceptable LOS C or better operations for the southbound left-tum 
movement. The improvements would require a widening of Lucas Valley Road in the vicinity of the 
access driveway. Implementation of this measure would reduce this impact to less-than-significant. 

Impact 5.5-8 Stopping Sight Distance 
The proposed Lucas Valley Road access would provide adequate stopping-sight distance. This 
would be a less-than-significant impact. 

The proposed Lucas Valley Road access would provide adequate stopping-sight distance (SSD) for 
east-west traveling vehicles under prevailing vehicle speeds ( 45-50 mph) in the area. The proposed 
development plan shows the proposed access drive positioned with an excess of 600 feet of SSD in 
either direction on Lucas Valley Road. Under conditions based on the 85th percentile speed of 50 
mph the AASHTO design guidelines require a SSD of 400-475 feet on wet pavement. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-8 No mitigation would be required. 
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Air Quality -- The Setting 

This section describes project local and regional air quality impacts. It was prepared using 
methodologies and assumptions recommended within the air quality impact assessment guidelines of 
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). I In accordance with BAAQMD 
guidelines, this section describes existing air quality, construction- period impacts, emissions 
associated with project occupancy and oper.ation, the impacts of project emissions on local and 
regional air quality, and mitigation measures to reduce or avoid identified significant impacts. 

CLIMATE AND AIR QUALITY CONDITIONS 

The project site is located just north of San Rafael. The area is sheltered somewhat from the flow of 
marine air by mountains to the west and south. During warm summer afternoons, the prevailing wind 
flows from the northwest and can be gusty. During the morning, especially in winter, wind flow is off 
of the bay. Wind speeds in the area are generally low, with average speeds of five miles per hour or 
less occurring almost half the time at Hamilton Field. Average maximum summer temperatures are in 
the low 80's. Average maximum winter temperatures are in the high 50's to low 60's, while the 
minimum temperatures are in the high 30's. 

Pollution potential is not that high due to the lack of sufficient sources of air contaminants nearby. 
Traffic in the eastern portion of Marin County is the primary source of air pollutants affecting the 
project area. Winds during the summer and fall can transport and trap ozone precursors from the more 
urbanized portions of the Bay Area. Light winds and stable conditions during the late fall and winter 
contribute to the buildup of particulate matter from motor vehicles, agriculture, and wood burning in 
fireplaces and stoves. 

REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

The Federal and California Clean Air Acts have established ambient air quality standards for different 
pollutants. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) were established by the Federal Clean 
Air Act of 1970 (amended in 1977 and 1990) for six "criteria" pollutants. These criteria pollutants 
include carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (03), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate (since changed to 
inhalable particulate matter-PM10), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb). In 1997, USEPA established 
an eight-hour standard for ozone and annual and 24-hour standards for very fine particulate matter 
(PM2.5). These new standards were challenged in court, and at this time their status is uncertain.· The 
air pollutants for which standards have been established are considered the most prevalent air 
pollutants known to be hazardous to human health. California established ambient air quality 
standards as early as 1969 through the Mulford-Carrol Act. Pollutants regulated under the California 
Clean Air Act are similar to those regulated under the Federal Clean Air Act. In many cases, 

1 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, April 1996, revised December 1999. 
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California standards are more stringent than the national ambient air quality standards. The six criteria 
air pollutants are described briefly below: 

Ozone Ground-level ozone is the principal component of smog. It is not directly emitted into the 
atmosphere, but is formed by the photochemical reaction of reactive organic gases and nitrogen oxides 
(known as ozone precursors) in the presence of sunlight. Ozone levels are highest during fate spring 
through early summer when precursor emissions are high and meteorological conditions are favorable 
for the complex photochemical reactions to occur. Approximately half of the reactive organic gas and 
nitrogen oxide emissions in the Bay Area are from motor vehicles. Adverse health effects of grom:id­
level ozone include respiratory impairment and eye irritation. High ozone concentrations are also a 
potential problem to sensitive crops such as wine grapes. 

Carbon Monoxide Carbon monoxide (CO) is a non-reactive pollutant ·that is highly toxic, invisible, 
and odorless. It is formed by the incomplete combustion of fuels. The largest source of carbon 
monoxide emissions is motor vehicles. Wood stoves and fireplaces also contribute to high levels of 
carbon monoxide. Unlike ozone, carbon monoxide is directly emitted to the atmosphere. The highest 
carbon monoxide concentrations occur during the nighttime and early mornings in late fall and winter. 
Carbon monoxide levels are strongly influenced by meteorological factors such as wind speed and 
atmospheric stability. Adverse health effects of carbon monoxide include the impairment of oxygen 
transport in the bloodstream, increase of carboxyhemoglobin, aggravation of cardiovascular disease, 
impairment of central nervous system function, plus fatigue, headache, confusion, and dizziness. 
Exposure to carbon monoxide can be fatal in the case of very high concentrations in enclosed places. 

Nitrogen Dioxide Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is a reddish-brown gas that is a by-product of combustion 
processes. Automobiles and industrial operations are the primary sources of nitrogen dioxides. 
Nitrogen dioxide contributes to ozone formation. Adverse health effects associated with exposure to 
high levels of nitrogen dioxide include the risk of acute and chronic respiratory illness. 

Sulfur Dioxide Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is a colorless gas with a strong odor and potential to damage 
materials. It is produced by the combustion of fuels containing sulfur such as oil and coal. Refineries 
and chemical plants are the primary sources of sulfur dioxide emissions in the Bay Area. Sulfur 
dioxide concentrations in the North Bay Area are well below the ambient standards. Adverse health 
effects associated with exposure to high levels of sulfur dioxide include aggravation of chronic 
obstruction lung disease and increased risk of acute and chronic respiratory illness. 

lnha/ab/e Particulates Inhalable particulate or PM10 (particulate matter IO microns or less in 
diameter) and PM2_5 (particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter) refers to a wide variety of 
solid or liquid particles in the atmosphere. These include smoke, dust, aerosols, and metallic oxides. 
Some of these particulates are considered toxic. Although particulates are found naturally in the air, 
most particulate matter found in the Bay Area is emitted either directly or indirectly by motor vehicles, 
industry, construction, agricultural activities, and wind erosion of disturbed areas. Most PM2.5 is 
comprised of combustion products (i.e., soot). Small particulate matter may be inhaled, and possibly 
lodge in and / or irritate the lungs. Exposure to small particulate matter can also increase the risk of 
chronic respiratory illness with long-term exposure and altered lung function in children. 

Lead Lead occurs in the atmosphere as particulate matter. It is primarily emitted by gasoline­
powered motor vehicles, although the use of lead in fuel has been virtually eliminated. As a result of 
lead being eliminated from fuels, levels in the Bay Area have dropped dramatically. Lead 
concentrations in the Bay Area are well below the ambient standards. 
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Toxic Air Contaminants Besides the "criteria" air pollutants, there is another group of substances 
found in ambient air referred to as Toxic Air Contaminants. These contaminants tend to be localized 
and are found in relatively low concentrations in ambient air. However, they can result in adverse 
chronic health effects if exposure to low concentrations occurs for long periods of time. They are 
regulated at the local, State, and Federal level. 

Federal Air Quality Regulations 

Under the Federal Clean Air Act,.specific levels for each.pollutant are called the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS). If an area does not meet the NAAQS over a set period of time, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) designates it as a "nonattainment" area for that particular 
pollutant. Before 1995, the Bay Area was designated as a "moderate nonattainment" area for ozone, 
since some air pollutant monitors in the area routinely exceeded the NMQS. The USEPA designated 
the Bay Area as a "maintenance" area after the region had not violated the NAAQS for more than 
three years. However, ozone NAAQS violations occurred during the summers of 1995 and 1996. As 
a result, in 1997 USEP A redesignated the area as an "unclassified nonattainment" area for ozone. The 
Bay Area was a "moderate nonattainment'' area for carbon monoxide due to localized NAAQS 
exceedances in downtown San Jose and Vallejo but the NAAQS has not been exceeded since 1991. 
Therefore, the USEP A has reclassified the region as a carbon monoxide "maintenance" area in 1997 
and that status remains. Bay Area counties, including Marin County, do not exceed any NAAQS for 
other air pollutants. · 

The USEPA requires states that are not in compliance with the Federal standards to prepare and 
submit air quality plans showing how the standards would be met. If the states cannot show how the 
standards would be met, they must show progress toward meeting the standards. These plans are 
referred to as the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Under severe cases, the USEPA may impose a 
Federal plan to show progress in meeting the Federal standards. In 1999, the Bay Area prepared and 
submitted the ozone attainment plan or ozone SIP to the California Air Resources Board (CARB), 
which submitted it to the USEP A. This plan demonstrates how the region will attain the Federal 
ozone standard during the summer of the year 2000 and thereafter. The Bay Area co-lead agencies 
(BAAQMD, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and Association of Bay Area Governments) 
were responsible for preparing the revision to the State Implementation Plan. This plan is a 
compilation of plans and regulations that govern how the region complies with the Federal Clean Air 
Act requirements. 

California Air Quality Regulations 

The CARB is the State air pollution control agency. The California Clean Air Act sets more stringent 
concentrations for all of the pollutants covered under Federal law, and regulates levels of vinyl 
chloride, hydrogen sulfide, sulfates, and visibility-reducing particulates as well. The specific levels 
for each pollutant are called the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). If an area does 
not meet the CAAQS, the CARB designates the area as a nonattainment area. Under California 
standards, the Bay Area is a serious nonattainment area for 'ozone (since the area cannot forecast 
attainment of the standard in the foreseeable future). It is also a nonattainment area for particulate 
matter ten microns or less in size. The Bay Area has met the CAAQS for all other air pollutants. The 
CARB requires regions that do not meet the ozone CAAQS to submit clean air plans that describe 
plans to attain the standard. 
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Regional air quality is regulated by the BAAQMD. The BAAQMD regulat~s stationary sources (with 
respect to Federal, State, and local regulations), monitors regional air pollutant levels (including 
measurement of toxic air contaminants), develops air quality control strategies and conducts public 
awareness programs. The BAAQMD has also developed CEQA guidelines that establish significance 
thresholds for evaluating new projects and plans and provide guidance for evaluating air quality 
impacts of projects and plans. 

-
The BAAQMD has prepared the Bay Area Clean Air Plan. This plan includes a comprehensive 
strategy to reduce emissions from stationary, area, and mobile sources. Its objective is to indicate how 
the region would attain the stricter State -air quality standards, as mandated by the California Clean Air 
Act. The plan is designed to achieve a region-wide reduction of ozone precursor pollutants through 
the expeditious implementation of all feasible measures. Air quality plans are developed on a triennial 
basis, with the latest plan developed in 1997 (i.e., '97 CAP). 

The State CEQA Guidelines states that an BIR shall discuss "any inconsistencies between a proposed 
project and applicable general plans and regional plans. Such regional plans include, but are not 
limited to, the applicable Air Quality Management Plan (or State Implementation Plan) ... ". The Bay 
Area Clean Air Plan serves as the applicable air quality management plan. 

Marin Countywide Plan Policies 

Policy EQ-3.2 (Air, Water, and Noise Pollution) of the Environmental Quality Element of The Marin 
Countywide Plan contains the following policy pertaining to air quality: Air, water, and noise 
pollution shall be prevented or minimized. 

EXISTING AIR QUALITY CONDITIONS 

Air quality is affected by the rate of pollutant emissions and by meteorological conditions such as 
wind speed, atmospheric stability, and mixing height, all of which affect the atmosphere's ability to 
mix and disperse pollutants. Long-term variations in air quality typically result from changes in air 
pollutant emissions, while short-term variations result from changes in atmospheric conditions. 

The San Francisco Bay Area generally is considered one of the cleanest major metropolitan areas in 
the country with respect to air quality. The air pollutants of greatest concern in Marin County are 
ground-level ozone and ve:ry small particulate matter (referred to as PM10), because the San Francisco 
Bay region as a whole does not comply with air quality standards for either pollutant. The San 
Francisco Bay region annually exceeds the California Ambient Air Quality Standard for one-hour 
ozone and 24-hour PM10 levels. Throughout the Bay Area, the national one-hour ozone standard was 
exceeded at one or more stations from zero to eight (0 to 8) days annually over the last three years and 
the new eight-hour ozone standard was exceeded from zero to 16 (0 to 16) days annually. The number 
of days annually that the more stringent one-hour State ozone standard was exceeded at one or more 
stations in the Bay Area ranged from eight to 34 days over the last five years. The NAAQS for PM10 

is not exceeded anywhere in the Bay Area, but the more stringent State standard is routinely exceeded 
in the Bay Area, as well as most other parts of the State. No other air quality standards are exceeded 
in the Bay Area. As a result, the San Francisco Bay region is considered nonattainment for ground­
level ozone at both the State and Federal level, and nonattainment for PM10 at the State level. The San 
Francisco Bay region currently complies with State and Federal standards for all other air pollutants 
(CO, N02, SO2 and lead). 
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The Bay Area Air Quality Management District monitors air pollutant levels continuously throughout 
the Bay Area. The station closest to the project site is in San Rafael. Air pollutant levels are expected 
to be slightly higher at the San Rafael station than at the project site. Exhibit 5.6-1 shows the highest 
air pollutant levels measured in San Rafael during the past five years (1995-99). Both State and 
Federal air quality standards are also shown in Exhibit 5.6-1. Based on the data reported by the 
BAAQMD, maximum one-hour ozone levels exceeded the State standards of 0.09 parts per million 
(ppm) on two days in 1996, one day in 1997, and two days in 1999. The 24-hour PM10 levels also 
exceeded the State standard of 50 ug/m3 on about six days in 1995, 12 days in 1997, six days in 1998 
and 12 days in 1999. Federal standards were not exceeded for any criteria air pollutants at this station. 
The maximum levels for all other criteria air pollutants were below standards (both CAAQS and 
NAAQS). 

SOURCES OF AIR POLLUTION 

Sources of air pollution in and around the project site are primarily vehicular traffic. The largest 
source of air pollutant emissions is traffic on Highway 101. The combustion of fuel for space and 
water heating is another source of air pollutant emissions. Wood burning and other outdoor burning is 
a major source of air pollutants (primarily particulates and carbon monoxide) during late fall and 
winter. There are no major industrial sources of air pollution in the project area. 

Wood burning from residential fireplaces and wood stoves is a substantial source of particulate matter 
emissions in wintertime. These emissions occur intermittently, generally at times when 
meteorological conditions are conducive to localized build up of particulate air pollution (i.e., cold 
calm nights with strong surface-base inversions). 

Carbon monoxide emissions from traffic near the project site would be the pollutant of greatest 
concern at the local level. Congested intersections with a large volume of traffic have the greatest 
potential to cause high-localized concentrations of carbon monoxide. The roadway segments with the 
greatest traffic congestion near the project site are Lucas Valley Road / Smith Ranch Road and 
Highway 101 on-and off-ramps. 
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Exhibit 5.6-1 
Measured Air Pollutant Concentrations in San Rafael 

1-Hour 0.12ppm 0.09ppm 0.09ppm 0.11 ppm _0.11 ppm 0.07 ppm 0.10 ppm 

Ozone(O3) 8-Hour 0.08ppm 0.07 ppm 0.08 ppm 0.07 ppm 0.06ppm 0.08 ppm 

Carbon Monoxide I-Hour 35ppm 20ppm 7ppm 6ppm NA NA 

(CO) 8-Hour 9 ppm 9.0 ppm 3.2ppm 4.0ppm 2.6ppm 3.3 ppm 2.9ppm 

I-Hour 0.25ppm 0.06ppm 0.07ppm 0.07 ppm 0.06 ppm 0.09ppm 
Nitrogen Dioxide 

0.018 0.018 0.017 0.018 (N02) Annual 0.053ppm 0.016 ppm 
ppm ppm ppm ppm 

Fine Particulate I-Hour 65 ug/m3 NA NA NA NA NA 
u, Matter (PM2.s) Annual 15 uglm3 NA NA NA NA NA 0\ 
I 

°' Respirable 24-Hour 150 ug/m3 50 uglm3 74 ug/m3 50 ug/m3 72 ug/m3 52 ug/m3 76 ug/m3 

Particulate Matter 
50uglm3 30 ug/m3 21 ug/m3 22 ug/m3 22 ug/m3 20ug/m3 22 ug/m3 

(PM10) Annual 

Note: ppm = parts per million 
Values reported in bold exceed ambient air quality standard 
NA = data not available. 



Air Quality- Significance Criteria 

The project would result in a significant impact if it: 
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• Conflicted with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

• Violated any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation. This EIR defines a significant impact to local air quality as increased carbon 
monoxide concentrations at the closest sensitive receptors that cause a violation of the most 
stringent ambient standard for carbon monoxide (20 ppm for the one-hour averaging period, 9.0 
ppm for the eight-hour averaging period). 

• Resulted in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors). A 
significant impact on regional air quality is de.fined in this analysis as: an increase in emissions 
of an ozone precursor or PM10 exceeding the BAAQMD recommended thresholds of significance. 
The latest guidelines issued by the BAAQMD for the evaluation of project air quality impacts 
consider emission increases to be significant if they exceed 80 pounds per day (or 15 tons I year) 
for ozone precursors or P Mw. Any proposed project that would individually have a significant 
air quality impact would also be considered to have a significant cumulative air quality impact. 

• Exposed sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

• Created objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

Air Quality- Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 5.6-1 Air Quality Standards 
Traffic generated by bui/dout of the proposed project would not cause or contribute to carbon 
monoxide violations. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Carbon monoxide emissions from traffic generated by buildout of the proposed project would be the 
pollutant of greatest concern at the local level. Congested intersections with a large volume of traffic 
have the greatest potential to cause high localized concentrations of CO. This carbon monoxide 
analysis focused on intersections affected by this project. Carbon monoxide concentrations were 
modeled at these intersections to assess project impacts to local air quality. 

Carbon monoxide concentrations were modeled using the screening procedure established by the 
BAAQMD. 2 This procedure is based on the use of the Caline4 Line-Source dispersion model, using 
traffic volumes, emissions (based on the use of EMFAC7G emission factors), meteorology, and the 

2 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, April 1996, revised December 1999. 
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roadway/receptor geometry. Concentrations of carbon monoxide are predicted at the edge of the 
roadway, regardless of the land use. Modeled concentrations were added to background levels to 
calculate total carbon monoxide concentrations. There are one- and eight;-hour standards for carbon 
monoxide, to which predicted carbon monoxide levels were compared to evaluate the significance of 
carbon monoxide exposure. 

Exhibit 5.6-2 shows carbon monoxide concentrations associated with future conditions are predicted 
to remain below California and national ambient air quality standards. Future carbon monoxide 
concentrations are predicted to . be lower, even withjncreased traffic conditions. The predicted 
decrease in future levels would be due to vehicle fleet turnover, where newer (less polluting) vehicles 
replace older (more polluting) vehicles. Newer vehicles emit about up to 100 times less carbon 
monoxide than older vehicles. As a result, the project impact on local air quality would be less-than-
significant. · 

Exhibit 5.6-2 
Predicted Carbon Monoxide Concentrations at the Busiest Intersections Near the 
Oakview Project (in parts per million) 

Lucas Valley Rd/Las Gallinas Rd 7 4.3 6 3.8 6 3.8 6 

Lucas Valley Rd/US 101 Ramps 7 4.5 6 4.0 6 4.0 6 

Smith Ranch Road/US 101 Ramps 7 4.5 6 3.9 6 3.9 6 

Air Quality Standards 20 

Source: Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. 

Mitigation Measure 5.6-1 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.6-2 Cumulative Net Increase in Non-Attainment Pollutants 

3.8 

3.8 

3.8 

9.0 

Buildout of the proposed project would generate new air pollutant emissions that would affect 
long-term air quality throughout the region. This would be a Jess-than-significant impact. 

Emissions of ozone precursor pollutants - reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) -
and small particulate matter (PM10) can affect air quality throughout the Bay Area. It is virtually 
impossible to predict the effect of emissions from this project to concentrations of ozone and PM10 in 
the region. However, the significance of project air pollutant emissions are evaluated against emission 
thresholds established by the BAAQMD. 

In order to evaluate the project effects on regional air quality, emissions of ozone precursor pollutants 
and PM10 were predicted. The URBEMIS7G Model was used to predict air pollutant emissions 
associated with buildout of the project. The model combines assumptions for automobile activity 
(number of trips, vehicle miles traveled, etc.) with vehicle emission factors. Project trip generation 
data provided by the EIR's traffic analyst was used as input to the URBEMIS7G model. Emissions 
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factors utilized by URBEMIS7G are based on the EMFAC7G emission factor model, which is the 
most recent set of emission factors available for evaluating air quality impacts of projects in 
California. Emission rates are dependent on the year and decrease in the future. Such factors as fleet 
turnover (from older high polluting vehicles to newer and cleaner vehicles), future vehicle emission 
standards and cleaner fuels affect the rate of pollutants emitted by motor vehicles. The URBEMJS7G 
model also calculates emissions associated with area sources, such as energy usage from new homes. 

Residential fireplaces are a source of particulate emissions during cold, calm winter nights. New 
fireplaces that are U.S. EPA approved would not result in. substantial emissions of particulates. 

Daily emissions of regional air pollutants from the proposed project are shown in Exhibit 5.6-3. 
Buildout of the project was assumed to occur by 2005. As shown in Exhibit 5.6-3, emissions of all air 
pollutants would not exceed the significance thresholds established by the BAAQMD. This would be 
a less-than-significant impact. 

Exhibit 5.6-3 
Daily Air Pollutant Emissions Resulting from the ProposedProject 

J{,"\}ff}\ 
Proposed Project - Area Sources 1.6 0.6 94 5.9 

Proposed Project - Mobile Sources 19.6 34.7 262 13.5 

Total 21.2 35.3 376 44 

BAAQMD Significance Thresholds 80 80 80 

A If project also causes or contributes to CO concentrations that exceed ambient air quality standards. 

Note: Emissions for ROG and NOx calculated for summer conditions. CO and PMI O emissions calculated for winter 
conditions and include wood smoke. 

Source: Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. 

Mitigation Measure 5.6-2 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.6-3 Impacts to Sensitive Receptors 
Dust generation from short-tenn construction activities associated with development of the 
project components would cause potential health and nuisance air quality impacts to adjacent 
land uses. Although temporary, this would be a potentially significant impact. 

Construction activities are a source of particulate matter and gaseous emissions during much of the 
construction period. The most substantial air pollutant emissions would be dust generated from site 
grading and other disturbance of soil. Minor sources of construction related emissions include exhaust 
emissions from gasoline or diesel powered construction equipment, solvents in construction materials, 
and gases emitted from asphalt for a short period of time after paving occurs. 

Construction activities would include grading and earthmoving, paving of roadways, and building 
construction. Disturbance of dry soils by graders and other mobile construction equipment could 
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generate substantial amounts of fugitive dust. Wind and disturbance of exposed areas would also be 
sources of dust emissions. USEP A studies have estimated uncontrolled construction related 
particulate matter emissions at about 1.2 tons per acre per month (or 51 pounds per acre per day). 
These emissions can be reduced greatly through appropriate control measures. 

Construction activities may occur over several years. Emissions from construction activities would 
vary considerably over the period and would be greatest during late spring through fall when ground 
disturbances occur. The closest residences are located upwind of the project site (the site is usually 
exposed to westerly winds) .. Ho.wever, uncontrolled d!lst emissions could lead to both health and 
nuisance impacts at adjacent land uses. There are reasonable and feasible dust control measures tha:t 
would substantially reduce these emissions. To ensure that these emissions are less-than-significant, 
visible dust clouds should be prevented from extending beyond construc~on sites. 

Mitigation Measure 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. 

• 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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• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (iastaataneous gusts) e:itoeed 25 mph cause 
dust clouds to extend beyond the construction 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. 

Significance After Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.6-3 would- reduce 
construction dust emissions to a less-than-significant level. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure Master Plan approval shall be conditioned on incorporation 
of Mitigation Measure 5.6-3 into contracts of all subsequent contractors involved in site preparation 
and development activities on the project site. 

Impact 5.6-4 Odors 
Proposed residential and office uses are not anticipated to generate odors or be exposed to 
substantial odors from neighboring sources. There would be no impact. 

The proposed project is not anticipated to generate odors that would be considered offensive by 
neighboring residential land uses. The project site is located in an area that has no known sources of 
offensive odors that could affect the proposed uses. 

Mitigation Measure 5.6-4 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 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. The project would have a Jess-than-significant cumulative impact. 

Cumulative air quality impacts are evaluated based on both a quantification of the project-related air 
quality impacts and the consistency of the project with local and regional air quality plans (The Marin 
Countywide Plan and the '97 Bay Area Clean Air Plan). At the local level, future cumulative traffic 
conditions would not result in any violation of the carbon monoxide standard (see Exhibit 5.6-2). As a 
result, there would not be a cumulative impact to local air quality. Project-related emissions 
associated with the project are predicted to be below significance levels established by the BAAQMD 
for all air pollutants (see Exhibit 5.6-3). The Marin 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. As discussed in 
Exhibit 4.1-1 the proposed project is consistent with the site's Planned Residential designation and 
with the site's FAR range. Since the proposed land use is consistent with The Marin Countywide Plan 
land use designation and with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would not have 
a significant cumulative air quality impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.6-5 No mitigation would be required. 
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5.7 NOISE 

Noise •• The Setting 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTS OF ENVIRONMENTAL ACOUSTICS 

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Airborne sound is a rapid fluctuati!)n of air pressure above and 
below atmospheric pressure. Sound levels usually are measured and expressed in decibels (dB) with 
zero decibels (0 dB) roughly corresponding to the threshold of hearing. Decibels and other technical 
tenns are defined in Exhibit 5.7-1. 

Most sounds heard in the environment do not consist of a single frequency but, rather, a broad band of 
frequencies with each frequency differing in sound level. The intensities of each frequency combine 
to generate a sound. The method commonly used to quantify environmental sounds consists of 
evaluating all of the frequencies of a sound in accordance with a weighting which reflects the fact that 
human hearing is less sensitive at low frequencies and extreme high frequencies than in the frequency 
mid-range. This is called "A" weighting, and the decibel level so measured is called the A-weighted 
sound level ( dBA). In practice, the level of a sound source is conveniently measured using a sound 
level meter which includes an electrical filter corresponding to the A-weighting curve. Typical A­
levels measured in the environment and in industry for different types of noise are shown in Exhibit 
5.7-2. 

Although the A-weighted noise level may adequately indicate the level of environmental noise at any 
instant in time, community noise levels vary continuously. Most environmental noise includes a 
conglomeration of noise from distant sources which creates a relatively steady background noise in 
which no particular source is identifiable. To describe the time-varying character of environmental 
noise, the statistical noise descriptors L10, L50, and L90 are commonly used. They are the A-weighted 
noise levels equaled or exceeded during ten, 50, and 90 percent of a stated time period. A single­
number descriptor called the Leq is also widely used. The Leq is the average A-weighted noise level 
during a stated period of time. 

In detennining the daily level of environmental noise, it is important to account for the different 
responses of people to daytime and nighttime noises. At night, exterior background noises generally 
are lower than the daytime levels. However, most household noise also decreases at night, and 
exterior noise becomes very noticeable. Further, most people sleep at night and are very sensitive to 
noise intrusion. To account for human sensitivity to nighttime noise levels, a descriptor, Ldn (day/ 
night average sound level), was developed. The Ldn divides the 24-hour day into daytime (7:00 AM 
to 10:00 PM) and nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) periods. The nighttime noise level is weighted 
ten decibels (10 dB) higher than the daytime noise level. The Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL) is another 24-hour average which includes both an evening and nighttime weighting. 
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Definitions of Acoustical Terms 

Decibel, dB 

Frequency, Hz 

A-Weighted Sound Level, 
d.BA 

Equivalent Noise Level, 
Leq 

Community Noise 
Equivalent Level, CNEL 

Day/ Night Noise Level, 
Ldn 

Ambient Noise Level 

Intrusive 

A unit describing the amplitude of sound equal to 20 times the logarithm to the 
base 10 of the ratio of the pressure of the sound pressure, which is 20 micropascals 
(20 micronewtons per square meter). 

The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and below 
atmospheric pressure. 

The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter using the 
A-weighting filter network. The A-weighting filter de-emphasizes the very low and 
very high frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the frequency 
response of the human ear and correlates well with subjective reactions to noise. 
All sound levels in this report are A-weighted. 

The A-weighted noise levels which are exceeded one (1), ten (10), 50, and 90 
percent of the time during the measurement period. 

The average A-weighted noise level during the measurement period. 

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition 
of five decibels (5 dB) in the evening from 7:00 PM to 10:00 PM and after 
addition office decibels (5 dB) in the evening from 7:00 PM to 10:00 PM and after 
addition often decibels (10 dB) to sound levels in the night between 10:00 PM and 
7:00AM. 

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after addition 
often decibels (10 dB) to levels measured in the night between 10:00 PM and 7:00 
AM. 

The maximum and minimum A-weighted noise level during the measurement 
period. 

The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The normal or existing level 
of environmental noise at a given location. 

That noise which intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at a given 
location. The relative intrusiveness of a sound depends upon its amplitude, 
duration, frequency, and time of occurrence and tonal or informational content as 
well as the prevailing ambient noise level. 

Source: Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc., Acoustical Engineers 
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TyPical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment and Industry 

Civil Defense Siren (100 feet) 130 
Jet Takeoff (200 feet) 120 Pain Threshold 

110 Rock Music Concert 
Pile Driver (50 feet) 100 Verv Loud 
Ambulance Siren (100 feet) 

90 Boiler Room 
Frefo:ht Cars (50 feet) Printing Press Plant 
Pneumatic Drill (50 feet) 80 In Kitchen With Garbage 

Disposal Running 
Freeway (100 feet) 

70 Moderately Loud 
Vacuum Cleaner (10 feet) 60 Data Processing Center 
Department Store 
Light Traffic (100 feet) 50 Private Business Office 
Large Transformer (200 feet) 

40 Quiet 
Soft Whisper (5 feet) 30 Quiet Bedroom 

20 Recording Studio 
10 Threshold of Hearing 
0 

Source: Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc., Acoustical Engineers 
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There are three general categories of noise effects on people: 

• Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction 
• futerf erence with activities, such as speech, sleep, learning 
• Physiological effects, such as startling, hearing loss 

5.7 Noise 
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Environmental noise levels mostly produce effects in only the first two categories. 1 However, there 
currently is no completely satisfactory way to measure the subjective effects of noise or the 
corresponding reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction. This primarily is because of the wide 
variation in individual thresholds of annoyance and because of habituation to noise due to differing 
individual past experiences with noise. 

An important way of determining a person's subjective reaction to a new noise, therefore, is to 
compare it with the existing environment to which one has adapted - the so-called "ambient". In 
general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing ambient noise level, the less acceptable 
the new noise will be judged by the hearers. 

fu considering increases in A-weighted noise level, knowledge of the following relationships is 
helpful in understanding this report: 

• Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a one-decibel (1 dB) change cannot be 
perceived 

• Outside a laboratory, a three-decibel (3 dB) change is considered a just-perceivable difference 

• A change of at least five decibels (5 dB) is required before any noticeable community response 
would be expected 

• A ten-decibel (10 dB) change is heard subjectively as approximately a doubling in loudness and 
would almost certainly cause an adverse community response 

REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

The following State and local guidelines would apply to the noise impact assessment for this project. 

State 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that projects be evaluated for their 
potential to create a noise impact. Under CEQA, a noise impact occurs if the project would result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies? 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundbome vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

1 Workers in industrial plants can experience noise in the last category. 
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c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

Local 

The Marin Countywide Plan includes an adopted Noise Element. The Noise Element contains local 
goals and standards for evaluating noise impacts. The following Objectives, Policies, and Programs 
are applicable to the Oakview project: 

• Objective N-1 Protection from Excessive Noise Levels To site and design new development 
projects in a manner that minimizes the exposure of residents and workers to excessive levels of 
noise. 

• Policy N-1.1 Use Noise Level Guidelines-New Development The County shall use noise level 
guidelines contained in this element to direct the siting, design, and insulation of new 
commercial and residential development. 

• Program N-1.1a Use the CEQA Process and Discretionary Review to Minimize Exposure to 
Excessive Noise Levels Both CEQA and discretionary review of new development shall ensure 
that new development is protected from excessive noise levels. Potential noise impacts and 
mitigation measures shall be evaluated through discretionary review procedures such as 
environmental view, master plans, design review, and use permits. 

• Program N-1.1 b Noise Guidelines for New Projects Exposed to Transportation-Generated Noise 
An acoustical analysis shall be perfonned for new residential development in areas with greater 
than 60 dBA outdoor Lc1n to determine the appropriate mitigation measures for meeting an 
exterior noise level of 60 dBA, measured at the property line, and an interior noise level of 45 
dBA. The threshold for performing an acoustical analysis shall be 65 dBA existing outdoor Ldn 

for office and retail commercial development and 70 dBA existing outdoor Ldn for industrial 
commercial development. The acoustic ana.Jysis shall determine ambient noise level conditions 
and mitigation measures necessary to minimize the exposure of residents and / or workers to 
excessive levels of noise. 

• Objective N-2 Prevent Significant Noise Impacts from New Development in Existing Developed 
Areas To ensure that new development does not significantly increase noise levels within 
existing residential, commercial, industrial, and agricultural areas and to ensure that noise from 
new development does not exceed County guidelines. 

• Program N-2.1a Use the CEQA Process and Discretionary Review to Protect Existing Land 
Uses from Significant Noise Impacts Due to New Development Both CEQA and discretionary 
review of new development shall determine the noise impacts of new development. Potential 
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noise impacts and mitigation measures shall be evaluated through environmental review, master 
plans, design review, use permits, and other discretionary permits in cases of significant 
increases in noise levels. 

• Program N-2.1 b Noise Guidelines to Protect Existing Land Uses from Transportation-Generated 
Noise Due to New Development Table N-2 (see Exhibit 5.7-3) shall be used as a guide to 
establish allowable noise levels. Where the existing noise level is rated "Normally Acceptable", 
if new development raises the Ldn by more than 5 dBA but the noise level still remains in the 
"Normally Acceptable" category, it is considered_a significant impact. In areas where the 
existing noise level is ''Normally Acceptable", if new development raises the Ldn by more than 3 
dBA and the noise level exceeds the ''Normally Acceptable" standard, it is considered a 
significant impact. In areas that already exceed the ''Normally Ac9eptable" noise level; if new 
development raises the Ldn by more than 3 dBA, it is considered a significant impact. When a 
significant impact occurs, mitigation measures shall be required. 

• Program N-2.1c Noise Guidelines to Protect Existing Land Uses from Stationary-Source Noise 
Generated by New Development Table N-3 (see Exhibit 5.7-4) shall be used as a guide to 
establish allowable noise levels. New noise-generating development proposed near existing 
residential or other noise-sensitive land uses shall have an acoustical analysis performed to 
determine the appropriate mitigation necessary to conform to the standards in Table N-3 (see 
Exhibit 5.7-4). Effective mitigation measures shall be incorporated into the new development to 
reduce exposure to noise levels at or below the standards shown in Table N-3 (Exhibit 5.7-4). 

Table N-2 (see Exhibit 5.7-3) shall be used to determine allowable noise levels for commercial, 
industrial, agricultural or other less noise-sensitive land uses exposed to stationary source noise 
generated by new development. 

• Policy N-2.4 Minimize Impacts from Excessive Noise Levels Due to Construction Activity During 
all phases of construction, measures should be taken to minimize the exposure of neighboring 
properties to excessive noise levels from construction-related activity. 

• Program N-2.4a Limit Construction Hours The Planning Department 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 will 
determine the hours of construction. The conditions of approval will specify hours for staging 
and type of construction activities. Special consideration shall be given to homeowners who 
perform their own work. 

The noise thresholds discussed above will be used as the criteria for assessing significance in this 
EIR. 
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Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments 

Residential - Low Density Single Family, Duplex, 
Mobile Homes 

Residential - Multi-Family 

Transient Lodging - Motels, Hotels/ 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing 
Homes 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, 
Cemeteries 

Office Buildings, Business Commercial and 
Professional 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 

65 70 

Source: The Marin Countywide Plan Noise Element, Table N-2 

a Decibels (dBA) 
~;~~t:' H;~{~;~~;~'f:i(f~}'.t;~~i}~;,\:~,:;,;::lt:I 

Normally Acceptable , 

Specified land use is satisfactory, 
based upon the assumption that 
any buildings involved are of 
nonnal conventional construction, 
without any special noise 
insulation requirements 

Conditionally Acceptable 

New construction should be 
undertaken only after a detailed 
analysis of the noise reduction 
requirements is made and needed 
noise insulation features included 
in the design. Conventional 
construction, but with closed 
windows and fresh air supply, will 
nonnally suffice. 
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Normally Unacceptable 

New construction of development 
should generally be discouraged. 
IF new construction or 
development does proceed, a 
detailed analysis of the noise 
reduction requirements must be 
made and needed noise insulation 
features included in the design. 
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Benchmarks for Allowable Noise Exposure From Stationary Noise Sources 

Source: The Marin Countywide Plan Noise Element, Table N-3 

Guidelines for Use of Table N-3 

I The measurements are made at the property line of the receiving land use. The effectiveness ofnoise 
mitigation measures should be determined by applying the standards on the receptor side of noise 
barriers or other property line noise mitigation measures. 

2 The nighttime standards apply only when the receiving land use operates or is occupied during nighttime 
hours. 

3 Sound level measurements to determine maximum level noise shall be made with "slow" meter response. · 

4 Sound level measurements for impulsive noise sources shall be made with "fast" meter response. 
Impulsive noises are defined as those which may have sharp, loud peaks in decibel levels but which 
quickly disappear. Examples include a dog's bark, a hammer's bang, and noise with speech or music 
content. 

5 The allowable noise level standard shall be raised to the ambient noise level in areas where the ambient 
level already exceeds the standards shown in this table. For example, if the neighborhood already 
experiences daytime hourly noise levels of 60 dBA as an ambient condition, thew noise level standard 
shall be raised to 60 dBA. 

6 The allowable noise level shall be reduced 5 dB if the ambient hourly Leq is at least 10 dB lower than the 
noise level standard shown in this table. For example, if the neighborhood experiences daytime hourly 
noise levels of 40 dBA as an ambient condition, the noise level standard shall be lowered to 45 dBA. 
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The noise environment at the project site is dominated primarily by vehicular traffic on Highway 101 
and to a lesser extent by automobile traffic on Lucas Valley Road and Las Gallinas A venue. The 
1996 Draft EIR contained the results of a noise measurement survey done to describe the noise 
environment on the site. Since these noise measurements are now four years old, the ·EIR noise 
consultants revisited the site and updated the noise measurements to reflect current conditions. 
Exhibit 5.7-5 shows the location of the noise measurements and the corresponding Ldn at each 
location. Noise levels measured along Highway 101 have not changed measurably. Noise levels 
along Lucas Valley Road have increased slightly. Based on these measurements, the topography of 
the site, and projected traffic volumes, the future Ldn noise exposure contours on the site were plotted 
(see Exhibit 5.7-5). 

Noise -- Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

Based on the State CEQA Guidelines this analysis uses the following criteria to determine the 
significance of the project's noise impacts. The project would be deemed to have a "significant noise 
impact" if: 

• It would conflict with the policies contained in the Noise Element of The Marin Countywide 
Plan. 

• An activity generated by the project would raise the Ldn in an existing residential area by more 
than five decibels (5 dBA) but would remain below an Ldn of 60 dBA. 

• An activity generated by the project would raise the Ldn in an existing residential area by more 
than three decibels (3 dBA) if the noise level currently exceeds 60 dBA or would exceed 60 dBA 
as a result of project implementation. 

A project impact would be deemed a "significant short-term noise impact" if: 

• The average noise level outdoors generated by construction activities is estimated to be 60 dBA 
or greater or if maximum instantaneous noise levels would exceed 80 dBA. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 5.7-1 Land Use Compatibility Impact 
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Noise levels on some proposed 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.-

The Noise Element of The Marin Countywide Plan requires that an acoustical analysis be performed 
for new residential development proposed in areas with outdoor noise levels greater than an outdoor 
Ldn of 60 dBA. The pwpose of the analysis is to determine the appropriate mitigation measures for 
meeting an exterior noise level of 60 dBA measured at the property line and an interior noise level of 
45 dBA. The threshold for performing an acoustical analysis for office and retail commercial 
development is an outdoor Ldn of 65 dBA. An acoustical analysis must detennine ambient noise level 
conditions and mitigation measures necessary to minimize the exposure of residents and / or workers 
to excessive noise levels. The noise contour map (see Exhibit 5. 7-5) shows that the proposed office 
development would be exposed to an Ldn in excess of 65 dBA and that the Ldn would exceed 60 dBA 
at proposed Lots 27 and 28. The Master Plan does not propose office building outdoor areas next to 
the Highway 101, and normal new office building construction would reduce interior noise levels to 
an acceptable level for an office environment. Exterior noise levels in the outdoor living areas of 
residential Lots 27 and 28 would exceed the standard without mitigation. Interior noise levels with 
windows closed would meet the 45 dBA standard, although the standard could be exceeded indoors 
with windows open. 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-1 No measures would be required to mitigate noise exposure of 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 closed to 
achieve interior noise criteria. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5. 7-1 would reduce the impact 
of noise exposure on Lots 27 and 28 to a less-than-significant level. The alternative - relocating lots 
or eliminating residential use from the area proposed for Lots 27 and 28 -- was considered but 
dismissed as unnecessary. This is because Mitigation Measure 5.7-1 would be a feasible measure to 
mitigate acoustical exposure in conformance with County policy. The potential secondary visual 
impact of building fences around the yards of Lots 27 and 28 also was considered but dismissed as 
insignificant. This was because a masonry sound wall would not be required (as could be necessary, 
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for example, along a major highway) and because it is expected that fences would be built for privacy. 
The difference between a hypothetical five- and recommended six-foot high fence would not be 
expected to result in visual impacts. However, a six-foot fence would be expected to reduce noise 
attenuation more effectively than a five-foot fence because a six-foot fence would reach the ear-height 
of more people than would a five-foot fence. · · 

Implementation of Mitigation The applicant should submit draft deed restrictions with the Precise 
Development Plan which incorporate Mitigation Measure 5.7-1 for any future residential development 
in the areas of currently proposed Lots 27 and 28 and should file fmal deed restrictions with the Final 
Map. Individual lot owners ultimately would submit their detailed site plans to the County during 
design review to obtain building permits. 

Impact 5.7-2 Traffic Noise 
Traffic noise levels on the streets serving the project site would increase by less than three 
decibels (3 dBA), even under cumulative traffic conditions. This would be a less-than­
significant impact. 

The Noise Element of The Marin Countywide Plan defines a traffic noise impact to be an increase of 
3 dBA (if the resulting noise level would exceed the "normally acceptable" standard for the impacted 
land uses) or an increase of 5 dBA (if the noise level would not exceed the "normally acceptable" 
standard). · An evaluation of the traffic analysis prepared for this EIR indicates that noise levels, even 
under cumulative conditions with the project, would not increase by more than 3 dBA. The project 
itself would result in a less than 2 dBA increase along any of the streets. Since noise levels would not 

. exceed the criteria, even for buildout conditions, this would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-2 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.7-3 Construction Noise 
During construction, noise levels would be elevated outside and inside existing homes 
immediately adjacent to the project site boundary. This would be a significant short-term 
impact. 

Homes located along Ellen and Lisa· Courts and at the end of Erin Drive which share a common 
property boundary with the project site would experience noise levels that, at times, could reach 85 
dBA. Grading on other project site lots would take place farther away, and resulting noise levels 
would be substantially lower. During the framing of proposed housing units, noise levels would be 
lower. Maximum noise levels of 75-80 dBA could be expected on occasion outside the existing 
adjacent homes. Average noise levels during a typical hour of construction would be 5-10 dBA lower 
than the maximum noise levels. Nevertheless, average noise levels occasionally would exceed an Leq 
of 60 dBA behind existing off-site homes. At this level, construction noise would interfere with 
outdoor activities and could be annoying to existing residents. 

Mitigation Measure 5.7-3 Countywide Plan Policy N-2.4 requires that measures should be 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 
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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. 

• Assign a disturbance coordinator to be available on-site during construction. 

• 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 on other parts of the site could be lengthened as appropriate, including 
commercial construction on Parcel 2. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.7-3 would reduce 
construction noise impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Although Marin County often allows construction between 7:30 AM and 6:00 PM Monday through 
Saturday in residential areas, confining such activity to weekdays would address anticipated adverse 
response from nearby residents about construction noise on Saturdays, especially use of heavy 
equipment for site preparation, grading, road building, and installing utilities. Even when the Parcel 1 
residential development concept is better defined by the Precise Development Plan, it may not be 
known whether residential construction would proceed on a lot-by-lot "custom home" basis or as a 
single developer-implemented phase. If the former where to be approved some flexibility in hours 
(but not days) might be appropriate during framing and finishing tasks but would not be recommended 
for lot preparation, grading, and foundation construction tasks. This is because custom home 
construction would not occur simultaneously on all lots. Thus, construction noise generated by ·home 
building activities on individual lots would be less intrusive for existing off- and on-site residents than 
development of28 units as a single project. 

Implementation of Mitigation Precise Development Plan approval should be conditioned on 
incorporation of Mitigation 5.7-3 in contracts of all subsequent contractors involved in site 
preparation and development activities on Parcels 1 or 2, and all future site alteration and building 
permits should be granted contingent on full compliance with the measures. 
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5.8 PUBLIC SERVICES 

A variety of agencies would provide public services to the proposed project. 

It is proposed that the Marinwood Community Service District (Marinwood CSD) provide fire 
protection, street lights, and parks and recreation services for the project. Police protection would be 
provided by the Marin County Sheriffs Department. 

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 provided 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. 

The project site is in the jurisdictions of the Dixie Elementary School District (DESD) and San Rafael 
High School District (SRHSD). 

The impact analyses of the following public service and facility topics are presented in this section: 

• Fire and emergency medical services 
• Police services 
• Water supply 
• Sanitary sewer 
• Schools 
• Parks and Recreation 

Fire and Emergency Medical Services 

FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES -- THE SETTING 1 

The Marinwood Fire Department currently provides fire protection to the site. Paramedic service is 
provided by the San Rafael Fire Department. 

In the event of a medical emergency, the Kaiser Hospital in Terra Linda is the nearest medical facility. 

Nichols• Berman conversation with Jay Neuhaus, Fire Chief, Marinwood Community Services District, February and 
April 2000. 
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Marinwood Fire Department (MFD) 
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The Marinwood Fire Department (MFD) operates from a single station located at Miller Creek Road 
near Lucas Valley Road. The MFD is responsible for fire protection services ·in the Marinwood 
Community Service District (which currently does not include any of the project site.) 

MFD staffing consists of one fire chief, three captains, seven firefighters, and 25 volunteer on-call 
firefighters. Minimum MFD staffing is three people on duty at all times. In addition, one volunteer 
firefighter is on duty from 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM, seven days a week, when scheduling permits. 

The MFD has two Type-1 engines (designed for structural protection) and one Type-3 engine 
(designed for wildland fires). The Type-1 engines can produce 1,500 and 1,000 gallons per.minute 
(gpm) while the Type-3 engine can produce 250 gpm. · · 

The MFD's longest ground ladder is a 30-foot extension ladder. However, a truck company -- capable 
of reaching higher than 30 feet - is included in the first alarm assignment to structural fires through 
an Automatic Aid Agreement with the City of San Rafael, as described below. 

MFD Emergency Medical Technicians respond to emergency calls and provide paramedic service by 
contractual arrangement with the City of San Rafael, as described below. 

San Rafael Fire Department (SRFD) 

The San Rafael Fire Department (SRFD) provides dispatch services for the MFD and also has an 
Automatic Aid agreement with the MFD. This means the SRFD responds to all structural fire calls in 
the Marinwood Community Service District with one Engine Company, one Truck Company, .one 
Paramedic Rescue Ambulance, and one Chief Officer. For wildland fires, an additional Engine is 
substituted for the Truck Company. The SRFD also has a Mutual Aid Agreement with the Marin 
County Fire pepartment (MCFD) and responds to incidents as requested. 

The SRFD also provides paramedic service to Marinwood for medical emergency calls. Most 
emergency calls (approximately 80 percent) are for emergency medical service. The SRFD operates 
two paramedic ambulances. 

FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES - SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact would be created if: 

• The project would "result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives" 
for fire service. 

Additional issue-specific thresholds of significance are discussed in Appendix N of the Marin County 
Environmental Impact Review Guidelines and Procedures which asks "would the project require 
additional fire staff, facilities, or equipment to maintain an acceptable level of service ( e.g. response 
time, rating, other)"? · 

5.8-2 



5.8 Public SeNices 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES -- IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact 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. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

The Marinwood Fire Department (MFD) would have primary responsibility for the project site. 

MFD Response Times Estimated response time to the Lucas Valley and Erin Drive entrances (both 
0.6 mile from the MFD station) is one minute 15 seconds. Estimated response time to the Marinwood 
Avenue entrance (1.2 miles) is three minutes 15 seconds. · 

MFD Service Calls The MFD estimates that the number of project-generated calls would affect the 
Department minimally. No additional staff or equipment would be required. This would be a less-
than-significant impact. · 

SRFD Paramedic Response Times The closest ambulance would respond from San Rafael Fire 
District Station 6 (at 650 Del Ganado Road). Response times are estimated to be four minutes 40 
seconds to the Lucas Valley or Erin Drive entrances and six minutes ten seconds to the Marinwood 
A venue entrance. Response times would be longer if the closest ambulance is unavailable. 

Travel time from the site to Kaiser Hospital (the nearest medical facility) at 99 Montecillo Road are 
estimated to be four minutes 22 seconds from the Lucas Valley Road entrance, four minutes 35 
seconds from the Erin Drive entrance, and six minutes 15 seconds from the Marinwood A venue 
entrance. 

Mitigation Measure 5.8-1 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.8-2 Wild/and-Building Fire Exposure Impacts 
New building construction adjacent to wild/and areas on the project site would be exposed to 
fire hazards under severe weather and wind conditions. This would be a significant impact. 

Open space fires could spread unchecked to buildings and, under extreme weather conditions, 
threaten people's safety or lives. In addition, fire could spread from buildings to open space and 
threaten other property. There have been a few wildland fires over the years on the project site. A 
fire occurred on the project site on September 29, 1994 and consumed ten acres. A fire also occurred 
on the project site in the summer of 2000. The fire started at the end of Erin Drive and burned toward 
the ridgetop. 

Vegetation in the area provides a natural fuel source for fire. The amount of vegetation present is 
known as the "fuel load". Heavy fuels include wood, trees, timber, and heavy large brush. Small to 
medium fuels include grass, weeds, brush, shrubs, and small trees. Small (light) fuel loads ignite 
more easily, burn faster, generate less heat, and are easier to extinguish than heavy fuel loads. Slope 
affects the rate fire can spread. Fire bums faster uphill than on flat lands because a fire burning 
upslope can preheat fuels located even farther upslope and cause them to ignite easily. 

Proposed development would occur in a variety of locations on the site, some more at risk for 
wildfires than others. Areas most at risk would be those immediately upslope of wooded areas. No 
high risk areas are proposed for development with this project. All development would o.ccur 
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downslope of wooded areas in grassy flatlands or slopes. However, some homes would be 
constructed near woodland, primarily along Roadway B. This would be a significant impact. 

Site landscaping could affect wildland interface conditions adversely. While the County does not 
require a specific landscaping and vegetative management plan for a Master Plan, the applicant has 
prepared a Conceptual Landscape Plan. Some plants proposed by the Conceptual Landscape Plan are 
considered to present a very high fire risk (such as Bishop Pine [Pinus muricata], Tan Oak 
[Lithocarpus densiflorus], California Bay [Umbellularia ca/ifomica], and Coyote Brush [Bacharis 
pi/ularis ]). Plantings can increase the risk of a wildland-fire in various ways, including increasing the 
fuel load of the site. In addition, some of the species proposed for screening could create extreme fire 
conditions due to site topography. Much of the site is located on open southern slopes which create 
hot dry conditions in summer months. 

The Conceptual Landscape Plan states that a Fire Management Plan would be prepared as a part of 
the Precise Development Plan. It is stated that the Fire Management Plan would address the potential 
fire hazards of the site by considering fuel load, slope, aspect, topography, and other factors designed 
to minimize vegetative fuel load. 

Construction activities could result in accidental wildfires before water delivery and communications 
systems are in place. Emergency vehicle access to the site would be limited before construction of the 
on-site roadway system is complete. 

Mitigation Measure 5.8-2 The following measures would be required to 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. 2 

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 buiidings (such as 
California Bay) could be retained with permission of the MFD and would require special 

2 Note that the Vegetation Maintenance and Modification Plans deal with fire exposure impacts. These plans should not 
be confused with biological "Landscape and Vegetation Management Plans" such as discussed in Impact 5.3-1. 
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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 
ca/ifornica], California Lilac [Ceanothus spp.], and Toyon [Heteromeles arbutifolia]), all of 
which are included in the Conceptual Landscape Plan. · 

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

0 Installing all project roadway and water requirements before any residential sidewall 
construction on the site, consistent with Section 10.502 of the Uniform Fire Code. 

°ᫌ� Clearing brush and other potential fire fuel around construction areas. 

0 Maintaining and clearly marking on-site fire response equipment (such as fire extinguishers, 
fire retardant blankets, shovels, buckets, etc.) at each construction area. 

0 Ensuring that all construction workers are trained to use on-site fire response equipment and 
· workplace safety measures. 

0 Locating and clearly identifying a cellular phone or other communication device on-site at all 
times during construction. 

Significance after Mitigation Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.8-2 would reduce wildland­
building fire exposure impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation Master Plan approval should be conditioned on incorporation of these 
mitigation measures in the Precise Development Plan. 

Impact 5.8-3 Roadway Impacts 
The proposed roadway system would meet County requirements. This would be a less-than­
significant impact. 

New development projects are required to provide internal roadway systems which can accommodate 
traffic emergency situations. Emergency vehicles (such as fire trucks) are large and sometimes 
difficult to maneuver. They require internal circulation systems which allow easy access, including 
adequate road widths and slopes for safe maneuvering in different weather conditions. 

Marin County Design Guidelines Marin County defines a Residential Road as a roadway providing 
access to 20 or more housing units and with a maximum Average Daily Trip (ADT) rate of 1,000. A 
Minor Residential Road is a roadway serving from seven to 19 housing units and with a maximum 
ADT of 500. 3 

A Residential Road requires a minimum paved width of36 feet 4 not exceeding a 12 percent grade. 

3 Marin County Code, Sections 24.04.030 (road classifications), 24.04.110 (road width), and 24.04.120 (grades). 

4 Measured from "Face of Curb to Face of Curb" ("F/C to F/C"). 
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A Minor Residential Road requires a minimum paved width of 28 feet not exceeding an 18 percent 
grade. 

The County intends that the "minimum standards are to be used as design guidelines, recognizing that 
it will not always be possible or reasonable to adhere to them rigidly". 5 · 

Proposed Roadway System The proposed on-site roadway system would consist of Roadways A 
and B and an extension of the existing Erin Drive to residential development on Parcel 1. Roadway C 
would serve commercial development on Parcel 2. Roadways are shown on Exhibit 2.2-2. 

• Roadway B would be 36 feet wide between the entrance at Lucas Valley Road and the 
intersection with Roadway A. It would be 28 feet wide for the remainder of its length. This 
roadway would be considered a Residential Road at the entrance (it would serve 20 units), and a 
Minor Residential Road for the remainder of its length (it would serve up to 14 units). This 
roadway would meet width requirements. The maximum grade for this roadway would be 16. 7 
percent, which is within the 18 percent standard for a Minor Residential Road. 

• Roadway A would be 28 feet wide. Roadway A would serve up to five housing units classifying 
it as a Minor Residential Road. Width requirements would be met, and the roadway would not 
have an excessive slope. 

• Erin Drive would be 28 feet wide and serve an additional eight housing units on the site. This 
would meet the minimum width of28 feet required of Minor Residential Roads. This would be a 
less-than-significant impact. 

• Roadway C (a private roadway) would vary between 24 and 32 feet wide. The minimum width 
of commercial streets is determined by the Marin County Department of Public Works (DPW) on 
a case-by-case basis. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.8-3 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.8-4 Cumulative Fire and Emergency Medical Service Impacts 
Cumulative development projects would add to the demands of the MFD and the SRFD. 
These increased demands would not lower current levels of service of these departments. 
This would be a less-that-significant impact. 

Marinwood Fire Department 

In addition to the Oakview project, the MFD would respond to new development in the Smith Ranch 
area under contract to the City of San Rafael (Smith Ranch Homes, Smith Ranch Court, and Marin 
Lofts). 6 (The SRFD paramedic units would respond to new development in unincorporated Marin 
County in the vicinity of the project site. 

5 Marin County Code, Section 24.15.010. 

6 Exhibit 2.3-1 describes these cumulative development projects, and Exhibit 2.3-2 shows where these projects are located. 
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The low number of new residential units expected would not create any substantial increase in fire or 
paramedic calls. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation 5.8-4 No mitigation would be required. 

Police Protection 

POLICE PROTECTION -- THE SETTING 7 

The Marin County Sherif:f s Department provides police protection services to all unincorporated 
areas of the County. Beat 32, out of San Rafael, has primary responsibility for the project site, but the 
closest officer responds regardless of geographic beat. In the vicinity of the site, this could include 
another two beats out of San Rafael. In the past, San Rafael beats have responded first to emergencies 
in the area. 

The project site also is within Line Beat 44 of the California Highway Patrol (CHP) which covers 
Lucas Valley Road to State Highway 1 in West Marin. There is no set patrol, but officers respond 
when needed. In an emergency (such as an accident on Lucas Valley Road), Marin County Sheriffs 
Department units usually respond first. 

POLICE PROTECTION·· SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact would be created if: 

• The project would "result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives" 
for police service. 

The Marin County Environmental Impact Review Guidelines and Procedures also asks "would the 
project require additional police / sheriff staffing, facilities, or equipment to maintain acceptable 
service ratios"? 

7 Information in this section is from a Nichols• Berman interview with Lt. Dan Payne, Marin County Sheriff's 
Department, April 1995; and Mark Sooy, CHP, April and August 21, 1995. 
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The Marin County Sheriffs 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 incidents on Lucas Valley Road. The proposed project is not expected to 
result in an adverse physical change in the environment. This would be a Jess-than-significant 
impact. 

The Marin County Sheriff's Department does not expect the proposed project to affect service. This 
would be a less-than-significant impact. 

The CHP expects that the project would have some impact by resulting in more traffic and, thus, 
potentially more accidents. However, the CHP cannot estimate the exact amount of increased service 
expected. Since the degree of impact would be speculative to determine and it is unclear what 
physical environmental effect would result if the project affects service, this would be a less-than­
significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.8-5 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.8:.6 Cumulative Police Protection Service Impacts 
Cumulative development projects would add to demands on the Marin County Sheriffs 
Department and CHP. However, these increased demands would not lower current levels of 
service. This would be a Jess-than-significant impact. 

The Marin County Sheriff's Department responds to service calls from unincorporated areas of the 
County. The project combined with other projects under review, approved, or proposed in the area 
have the potential to cumulatively affect the Marin County Sheriff's Department. The Marin County 
Sheriff's Department indicates that cumulative development listed in Exhibit 2.3-1 would not cause 
impacts. 

The CHP expects that the project and cumulative development would result in more traffic, 
potentially more accidents, and thus some impact. However, similar to hnpact 5.8-5, the CHP cannot 
estimate the exact amount of increased service expected. Because the degree of impact is too 
speculative to determine and it is unclear what physical environmental effect would result if the 
project affected service, this would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.8-6 No mitigation would be required. 
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The Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) would supply water to the project site. MMWD 
facilities include six area reservoirs, two water treatment plants, and various storage tanks, pumps, 
and water mains. Water sources include rainfall and some water from the Russian River, purchased 
from the Sonoma County Water Agency. 

Existing MMWD facilities near the site include water lines terminating at the ends of Ellen and Erin 
Drives adjacent to the site. In addition, the site also abuts MMWD facilities in Lucas Valley Road, 
consisting of a 12-inch recycled water main and an eight-inch potable water pipeline. These lines can 
serve the project site to an elevation of210 feet. 

MMWD Water Conservation Ordinance m 385 requires new development to install low-flow toilets, 
shower heads, and faucets and plant drought-tolerant landscaping. 

WATER SERVICE·· SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

According to State CEQA Guidelines, would the project: 

• Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

• Require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

The Marin County Environmental Impact Review Guidelines and Procedures further states that a 
project would "constitute a significant impact on local water supply, distribution system, and 
treatment facilities if it ... 'involve[ d] a significant increase in the consumption of potable water' or 
'require[ d] substantial expansion of water supply or distribution facilities"'. 

WATER SERVICE - IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact 5.8-7 Water Service Impacts 
No new water facilities would be necessary. This would be a Jess-than-significant impact. 

The existing water system would need to be expanded to serve proposed development at the project 
site. Existing MMWD facilities near the site would be able to serve to an elevation of 210 feet. No 
homes or fixtures within homes are expected above this level. No new water facilities would be 
required, except for tie-ins to the existing water distribution system in the area. Overall, this would be 
a less-than-significant impact. 

8 Nichols • Bennan conversation with Jim Mistron, MMWD, April 2000. 
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Mitigation Measure 5.8-7 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.8-8 Increased Water Demands 
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Project development would increase water demands on the MMWD. However, the MMWD has 
sufficient capacity to serve the project. This would be a less-than-significant impact 

The project is estimated to result in an increased demand of about 20 acre-feet 9 of water per year. 10 
This estimate does not include water used for landscap~ irrigation as well as for non-potable uses in 
the commercial buildings. The MMWD ~will require use of recycled water (available from the 
main running adjacent to the site under Lucas Valley Road) for irrigation. Irrigation consumption 
cannot be determined until submittal of landscaping plans which w~uld occur after Master Plan 
review. 

The MMWD has an involved process to determine water availability for a specific site. MMWD 
developed its overall water supply plan based on current zoning throughout its service area and, to be 
conservative, assumed maximum buildout of all parcels in the district. MMWD then estimated water 
demand for the year 2025, developed a water supply plan based on the expected demand, and obtained 
a firm water supply for the water demand through 2025. This process assumed project site 
development. MMWD water supplies are adequate to serve the project. Therefore, project-generated 
water demand would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.8-8 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.8-9 Cumulative Water Service Impacts 
The proposed project would not add to cumulative water service impacts. This would be a 
less-than-significant impact. 

The only cumulative water impact would be the increased use of the MMWD's limited water supply. 
A mandatory water cutback and building moratorium were imposed in March 1989 as a result of 
drought conditions which affected water supply to existing customers and prohibited new water 
connections. Those restrictions were lifted in March 1993 as a result of a bond issue which funded 
the transfer of water from the Russian River. Because MMWD has obtained a committed water 
supply for current water demand (including cumulative development) through the year 2025, as 
described in Impact 5.8-8, this would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.8-9 No mitigation would be required. 

One acre-foot of water is equal to 325,829 325,851 gallons of water. This measurement refers to the amount of water 
covering one acre to a depth of one foot. 

10 The MMWD estimated that the 28 housing units would use approximately 0.38 acre-foot a year each for a total of 10.64 
acre-feet a year. Commercial development would use approximately 0.10 acre-foot per 1,000 square feet of building area 
or about 9.4 acre-feet a year for the 94,400 square feet of commercial space proposed. 
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The Las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District (LGVSD) provides sanitary sewer service to northern 
parts of the City of San Rafael and the unincorporated areas of Lucas Valley, Marinwood, and Santa 
Venetia. The project site is not currently within the LGVSD. 

Wastewater Treatment Plant 

The LGVSD operates a treatment plant located at 300 Smith Ranch Road. In 1978, plant capacity 
was estimated to serve growth projected for 20 years. However, these growth projections did not 
account for the amount of new development proposed on the St. Vincent / Silveira properties and in 
the Northgate area. The 1988 City of San &fael General Plan estimated that wastewater flows 
generated by new development would exceed the plant's design capacity by 1992. 12 However, this 
did not tum out to be the case, and capacity has not yet been exceeded. Currently, the district believes 
that buildout of the service area would bring the plant up to but not over capacity, although this 
largely depends on the ultimate buildout of the St. Vincents/Silveria Property, the largest 
underutilized parcel remaining in the district. 

The dry weather design capacity of the treatment plant is 2.92 million gallons per day (mgd). The dry 
weather flow in 1999 was 2.34 mgd, leaving a capacity of 0.58 mgd. 

This district does not currently plan any major expansions of the treatment plant, although NPDES 
permit requirements will require some new equipment to reduce concentrations of certain metals. 

Collector System 

The LGVSD operates a number of collection lines in the site vicinity. The wastewater system around 
the site generally consists of two major areas. 

The area south of the site drains into a series of mains which ultimately cross Highway 101 
approximately 900 feet south of the Lucas Valley-Smith Ranch Road / Highway 101 interchange. 
This system consists of a six-inch line which runs east under Lucas Valley Road and turns south onto 
Los Gamos Drive. It then connects to an eight-inch line under the AMEX Life Assurance Company 
Building (1650 Los Gamos Drive). The line expands to ten inches under the Marin Tech Center 
( 1600 Los Gamos Drive) where it then crosses Highway 101. 

The area west of the site includes six-inch lines under Ellen Drive, Lisa Court, Erin Drive, and Elvia 
Court which drain into a ten-inch line under Las Gallinas A venue. This line continues under Round 
Tree Boulevard and Grande Paseo north of the site and connects to a ten-inch line located under 
Marinwood Avenue. This line ultimately connects to an 18-inch line under Miller Creek Road and 
crosses Highway 101. 

l l Nichols• Bennan conversations with Al Petrie, District Manager, LGVSD, February 2000. 

12 City of San Rafael General Plan 2000, City of San Rafael, July 1988. 
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• Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

• Result in the detennination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the-project's projected demand in addition to the 
provider's existing commitments? 

• Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

In addition, the Marin County Environmental Impact Review Guidelines and Procedures states that a 
project would "constitute a significant impact on local sanitary sewer service if it ... 'require[d] 
substantial expansion of treatment facilities'". 

SANITARY SEWER SERVICE -- IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

The project would require annexation of the site to the LGVSD and the construction of a sanitary 
sewer system to serve development. 

Impact 5.8-10 Sanitary Sewer Service Impacts 
The LGVSD wastewater plant has sufficient existing capacity to serve the project. This would 
be a less-than-significant impact. 

The LGVSD would provide sanitary service to the site, and the site's development area is proposed to 
be annexed to the LGVSD. 

Project buildout would generate about 16,900 gallons per day (gpd) of wastewater ( equivalent to 
about 0.017 million gallons per day [mgd]). Twenty-eight housing units would generate about 5,600 
gpd, 13 and commercial development would generate about 11,328 gpd. 14 

To receive sanitary service, the applicant would need to apply for a wastewater allocation from the 
LGVSD's treatment plant. As described above, current plant capacity is 0.58 mgd. As the plant has 
enough excess capacity for the project, no impact is expected. No impact is expected for any of the 
wastewater lines serving the site. Overall, this would be a less-than-significant impact. 

The County would not issue building pennits without LGVSD approval of a wastewater allocation for 
the project. 

13 The LGVSD uses the same wastewater generation rates as the City of San Rafael, 200 gpd per unit for residential 
development 

14 The LGVSD generation rate for commercial development is 120 gallons per day per 1,000 square feet of development. 
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Mitigation Measure 5.8-10 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.8-11 Cumulative Sanitary Sewer Service Impacts 

5.8 Public Services 
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The LGVSD wastewater plant has sufficient existing capacity to serve cumulative development. 
This would be a Jess-than-significant impact. 

This project would create less demand than currently assumed in planning documents of the LGVSD. 
The LGVSD currently assumes that development of the project would create a demand of 128 
"Equivalent Dwelling Units" ·or EDUs, while the project as proposed would create a demand of 96 
EDUs. In addition, the LGVSD currently estimates that the wastewater plant has sufficient capacity 
for buildout of the service area. Therefore, cumulative demand in the service area (inclu9ing the 
proposed project) would not result in the expansion of the wastewater plant (or any wastewater lines). 
This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.8-11 No mitigation would be required. 

Schools 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS - THE SETTING 15 

The project site is in the jurisdictions of the Dixie Elementary School District (DESD) and San Rafael 
High School District (SRHSD). 

Dixie Elementary School District 

The DESD operates four schools: 

• Dixie Elementary School (grades K-5) has a capacity of about 450 students. Enrollment as of 
February 18, 2000 is 437, leaving a residual capacity of about 13 students. 

• Vallecito Elementary School (grades K-5) has a capacity of about 450 students, enrollment of 
424, and remaining capacity of 26. 

• Mary Silveira Elementary School (grades K-5) has a current capacity of about 450 students, 
current enrollment of 411, and remaining capacity of about 39 students. 

• Miller Creek Miller Middle School (grades 6-8) has a capacity of about 750, enrollment of 624, 
for a remaining capacity of 126. 

Total enrollment is 1,896, while remaining capacity is about 204 students. 

15 Nichols• Berman conversation with Caryl Callsen, Business Manager, Dixie School District, February and April 2000. 
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DESD enrollment dropped slightly for the 1999-2000 school year, but is expected to increase again 
next year. The district does not expect enrollment to exceed available capacity for another ten years 
at least, unless the St. Vincent's/ Silveria property builds out with residential uses. 

The DESD also owns four closed schools - Don Timoteo, Santa Margarita, Lucas Valley, and Nova 
Albion Schools. Nova Albion School has been converted to DESD offices. 

The DESD service area is in the San Rafael High School District and includes Lucas Valley and 
adjoining canyon areas. 

San Rafael High School District 

The SRHSD operates two schools: 

• Terra Linda High School has a capacity of 2,250 students. May 2000 enrollment was 1,080, 
leaving a remaining capacity of 1,170. 

• San Rafael High School has a capacity of 2000 students. May 2000 enrollment was 950, leaving 
a remaining capacity of 1,173. 

SRHSD enrollments are increasing and should continue to do so. With the current surplus capacity, 
the SRHSD has no plans for future facilities or expansions. Some unused space currently is being 
rented. Apart from its excess capacity, the SRHSD has expressed a need to modernize facilities. 

The SRHSD extends south from Hamilton Air Force Base to Larkspur Landing, including Terra 
Linda, Santa Venetia, and the City of San Rafael. 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS - SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

According to the State CEQA Quide/ines, a significant impact would be created if: 

• The project would "result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives" 
for school service. 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS - IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 5.8-12 Public School lmpacts--Dixie Elementary School District 
Project implementation would generate approximately 14 students who would attend Dixie 
Elementary Schoo/ District schools. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

The DESD estimates its current student generation rate is about 0.5 for each residential household 
(excluding senior housing). Given this rate, the project would generate about 14 total students (for K-
8). The district has adequate capacity for these new students. This would be a less-than-significant 
impact. 
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Cumulative development is not expected to significantly affect the district. A total of 117 new 
residential units are expected with cumulative development for a total of about 59 new students. This 
is far below the remaining capacity of about 204 students. No cumulative impacts are expected. 

Mitigation 5.8-12 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.8-13 Public Schoo/ Impacts-San Rafael High School District 
Project implementation would generate approximately six students who would attend Terra 
Linda High School. This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

The SRHSD uses a generation rate of 0.2 student per new single-family housing unit which would 
result in approximately six new students from the project site upon l:;mildout. With a remaining 
capacity of more than 2,000 students in existing facilities, the SRHSD has adequate capacity to 
accommodate students both now and in the foreseeable future. Existing and cumulative impacts of 
the project are considered less-than-significant. 

Mitigation 5.8-13 No mitigation would be required 

Parks and Recreation 

PARKS AND RECREATION- THE SETTING 16 

The Marinwood Community Service District (Marinwood CSD) is responsible for the development, 
maintenance and operation of their 700 acres of parks, open space and recreation facilities. The 
district maintains a 17.8-acre community park which includes tennis courts, a playground, a 
community center and a community pool and 760.74 acres of permanent open space. 

The open space land, which was either purchased or dedicated to the district since 1973, is mainly 
located in the hills on the northern side of the district. Known as the Marinwood Open Space, the 
open space is accessible to the public via trails maintained by the Marinwood CSD. Open space of 
varying size is found sporadically throughout the Marinwood area as well as in the Lucas Valley 
Estates to the west of Marinwood. 

The community center and pool are located at 775 Miller Creak Road. Classrooms in the community 
center are rented out to various groups such as a traffic school, dance, and yoga instructors, while 
other community groups such as the boy scouts use the facilities for free. Both the community center 
and pool are very near capacity; certain days the pool limits use to members only. Though there are 
no plans for expansion of the community center, there is a tentative plan to add a youth pool sometime 
in the far future. 

The Marin wood CSD has 20 full time employees, ten of which are associated with park and recreation 
facilities. (The other ten work for the Marinwood Fire Department, also a part of the Marinwood 
CSD). 

16 Nichols• Berman conversation with Tom Horne, Marinwood CSD District Manager, August, 2000. 
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According to the State CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact would be cre~ted if: 

• The project would increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated. 

• The project includes recreational facilities or _requires the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse effect on the environment. 

PARKS AND RECREATION- IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 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. This would 
be a .less-than-significant effect. 

The project applicant proposes to dedicate 69.1 acres of the project site as permanent open space to 
either the· Marinwood CSD or the Marin County Open Space District. 17 The open space 
encompasses the ridge between the housing and office developments, as well as parts of Miller Creek. 
Acquisition of this open space potentially would increase maintenance costs, particularly concerning 
Miller Creek which may require regular clearing of debris. Although the dedication of this area for 
open space would not directly result in an adverse physical effect on the environment the Marinwood 
CSD anticipates the need for additional funding for operations and maintenance before the District 
would accept the open space. 

Mitigation Measure 5.8-14 No mitigation would be required. 

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

Because the Marinwood CSD does not have standards to determine adequate ratios of recreational 
facilities and park acreage to population size, this EIR.s uses the standards contained in The Marin 
Countywide Plan. According to The Marin Countywide Plan, community parks should be comprised 
of 2.5 acres per 1,000 people. 18 The Marinwood CSD estimates a population of 6,000 people, l9 

17 The 69 .1 acres includes ten acres that may be necessary for the Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road interchange, so the 
actually number of acres dedicated to open space is likely to be less than 69 .1. 

18 The Marin Countywide Plan, page PR-5. 

5.8 -16 



5. 8 Public Services 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

which would require 15 acres of community park. Because the district already has 17 .8 acres of 
community park, the Marinwood CSD would have sufficient community park land to accommodate 
the population increase from an additional 28 housing units. 

The Marin Countywide Plan only sets a minimum population for recreational center and pool 
facilities, 25,000 people and 10,000 people respectively. Both far exceed the existing Marinwood 
population, so would not require additional facilities be constructed. It is anticipated that the existing 
facilities can accommodate the additional demand created by the project. 20 

Mitigation 5.8-15 No mitigation would be required 

19 Nichols• Bennan conversation with Tom Home, Marinwood CSD District Manager, August 2000. This is the figure the 
District uses, based upon 2.5 to 3.5 people per each of the District's approximately 1,750 housing units. 

20 Ibid 
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5.9 COSTS AND REVENUES 

Costs and Revenues -- The Setting 

This section analyzes the project's fiscal impact on the £ounty and various public service providers. 
The analyses examine the potential short-term and long-term fiscal impacts, looking at both revenue 
and cost factors. 

ONE-TIME REVENUES AND COSTS 

One-time costs would include funds needed for capital improvements needed because of increased 
demand created by the project. 

Marin Municipal Water District fees The Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) charges a 
connection fee based on the amount of water expected to be used. Single-family housing units in the 
project would use an estimated 0.38 acre-foot of water a year, as discussed in Impact 5.8-8. 1 The 28-
lot project would use approximately 11 acre-feet a year. The commercial property would use about 
nine acre feet annually. The MMWD charges a connection fee of $23,650 for every acre-foot 
expected to be used per year. At this rate, connection fees should be approximately $473,000. 2 

Dixie Elementary School District fees The Dixie Elementary School District (DESD) charges an 
impact fee of$1.27 per square foot of new residential building space and $0.21 per square foot of new 
commercial building space. Impact fees would total $412,254. (This fee is discussed in more detail 
in Impact 5.9.3.) 

San Rafael High School District fees The San Rafael High School District (SRHSD) charges an 
impact fee of$0.59 per square foot of new residential building space and $0.10 per square foot of new 
commercial building space. Impact fees would total approximately $184,600. (This fee is discussed 
in more detail in Impact 5.9-4.) 

Las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District fees The Las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District (LGVSD) 
charges an annexation fee of $450 per acre (exclusive of dedicated open space). The LGVSD also 
charges a connection fee of $1,300 per acre (exclusive of dedicated open space) plus $3,600 per 
dwelling or "equivalent dwelling unit" ($5,400 if a pump is required). 

County planning and building fees The project would contribute revenue to the County with 
payment of one-time fees collected during the planning process. Fees would completely reimburse 
the County for the costs of the project application. 

One acre-foot is the amount of water which covers one acre to a depth of one foot and equals 325,829 gallons. 

2 Water use is estimated. Because specific development details for each lot are not known, more specific figures cannot be 
detennined at this time. The actual connection fee would be calculated on a lot-by-lot basis and would be based on more 
specific details not yet available, such as the type of landscaping. 
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Local Agency Formation (LAFCO) fees LAFCO is the public agency responsible for coordinating 
changes in local governmental boundaries. Boundary changes proposed by other agencies or 
individuals would be reviewed by LAFCO for approval. LAFCO imposes a boundary change fee 
which would be determined at the time of a boundary change application. This fee would fully 
reimburse LAFCO for its cost. 

ANNUAL REVENUES AND COSTS 

Annual costs of the project would include the expense of increasing public services to adequately 
serve the project. These public service impacts are covered in more detail in Section 5 .8 Public 
Services. 

Property taxes Annual revenue would be collected almost entirely through property taxes, based on 
the assessed value of the proposed project. The total estimated assessed value of the project at 
buildout would be $44.0 million, based upon the estimated value of each of the 28 housing units at 
$900,000 3 (for $25.2 million) and the office uses at $18.8 million. 4 Property taxes currently are 
levied at one percent of the total assets valued which would result in annual property taxes of 
$440,000. 

The County divides and allocates this revenue to different funds according to the Tax Rate Area 
where property is located. The current Tax Rate Area (TRA) of the project site is 60-005. Upon 
annexation to the LGVSD, the site's TRA would change. Through negotiations between LAFCO and 
the special districts, a tax disbursement percentage would be established for each fund. Exhibit 5.9-1 
estimates how these taxes would be dispersed, using the TRA of the adjacent Marinwood 
neighborhood (TRA 60-004). This table describes how the County allocated taxes among different 
agencies during 1999. It also estimates the reduction in this allocation, as County funds are shifted to 
the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF), to offset State educational shortfalls. 

Note that this table is an estimate by the County of Marin Auditor-Controllers office based on 1999 
tax rates and ERAF amounts, given the assumption that the Tax Rate Area would change to that of the 
adjacent Marinwood neighborhood, and given estimates of the future assessed value of the project. 
Actual revenue from the project would in all likelihood be different. 

School district parcel taxes The SRHSD currently levies a flat parcel tax of $73.84. This would 
result in the 28 residential parcels generating $2,067.52 per year. In addition, the office development 
would also generate a parcel tax revenue, although it is uncertain how many parcels are planned. 

3 Based on a value of $200 per square foot and a maximum floor area of 4,500 square feet. Nichols • Berman conversation 
with Brad MacLane, Property Diligence and Valuation, May 2000. 

4 Based on a value of $200 per square foot of commercial office space. Recent sales in the San Rafael areas have ranges 
from $146 per square foot to $329 per square foot. Nichols• Berman conversation with Brad MacLane, Property 
Diligence and Valuation, May 2000. 
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Exhibit 5.9-1 
Estimated Post-Project Tax A/location Factors a 

Marin County General Fund -.08511061 

Marin County Library -.00843068 

Marin County Open Space .00959892 -.00098344 

Marin-Sonoma Mosquito .00286535 .00000000 
Vector Control 

Bay Area Air Quality .00183382 .00000000 
Management District 

Marin County Transit .00560176 -.00074833 

Marinwood Community .18849705 -.03241462 
Services District 

Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary .02217781 -.00887198 
District 

Dixie Elementary School .26443599 .00000000 
District 

San Rafael High School .14139786 .00000000 
District 

Marin Community College .06599617 .00000000 
District 

Marin County Office of .02264343 .00000000 
Education 

Educational Revenue .00000000 .13655966 
Augmentation Fund (ERAF) 

Total 1.00000000 

5.9 Costs and Revenue 
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.15947568 $70,200 

.02193487 $9,700 

.00861548 $3,800 

.00286535 $1,300 

.00183382 $800 

.00485343 $2,100 

.15608243 $68,700 

.01330583 $5,900 

.26443599 $116,400 

.14139786 $62,200 

.06599617 $29,100 

.02264343 $10,000 

.13655966 $60,100 

l.00000000 $440,300 

Source: County of Marin Auditor-Controller provided estimated disbursement percentages and information on ERAF 
reductions (columns a through c). Nichols• Berman calculated estimated revenue based on estimated valuation of 
the project ( column d). 

a Allocation of basic one percent ( of assessed property value) property tax rate. This analysis assumes that after 
annexation, the site would have similar property tax disbursements as adjoining Marinwood neighborhood parcels (Tax 
Rate Area 60-004). 

b This column estimates how the property tax disbursements (from column a) would be changed as County funds are 
shifted to the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF), to offset State educational shortfalls. 

c This column estimates property tax disbursements after ERAF reductions (from column b) are applied. Note that 
educational funds are not reduced. 

d This column shows the estimated revenue to be generated by the project, rounded to the nearest hundred. 
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Marinwood Community Service District Fees The Marinwood Community Services District 
(Marinwood CSD) provides fire protection services, park and recreation facilities, and street lighting. 

Paramedic Fees Paramedic services are supported by a housing charge that accrues directly to the 
City of San Rafael.· · 

Costs And Revenues -- Significance Criteria 

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a economic impact itself is not 
considered to be significant effect on the environment. Section 21068 of CEQA states that an effect 
is significant if it results in a "substantial, or potential(ly] substantial, adverse change in the 
environment". Section 1513l(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that "economic or social effects 
shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment". However, economic impacts can be 
significant if they result in a physical effect on the environment. For example, a proposed suburban 
shopping center might cause an adverse economic effect on the downtown shopping area. While the 
loss of downtown income would not directly cause any physical effects, it might result in a significant 
effect if it indirectly caused the downtown area to deteriorate physically. 

Therefore, the proposed project is considered to result in a significant impact if: 

• The project's economic impacts would result in an adverse physical change in the environment. 

Even if economic effects clearly would not result in direct or indirect physical impacts, such 
information often is included in an BIR to facilitate later stages of the planning process. Section 
1513 l(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that: 

Economic, social, and particularly housing factors shall be considered by public agencies 
together with technological and environmental factors in deciding whether changes in a 
project are feasible to reduce or avoid the significant effects on the environment identified in 
theEIR.. . 

Costs And Revenues - Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The goal of these analyses is to determine if the project would cause a fiscal impact to various public 
services, such as police, fire, and schools. These analyses are based on a number of assumptions. 

The first assumption concerns the amount of revenue the project would generate which is based on the 
assessed value of each improved lot. The EIR. estimates that the assessed project as a whole would be 
worth $44.0 million dollars. Once collected, property tax would be distributed to various programs 
according to the percentages shown in Exhibit 5 .9-1. 

Property tax theoretically is dispersed in exactly the percentage stated, but in reality the percentages 
drop as the State takes out funds for particular programs, resulting in shortfalls which the County 
must make up by reducing County funding to other programs. Some of these State decisions are not 
made until after property taxes have been collected, making an accurate prediction of disbursement 
percentages impossible. 
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Second, when possible, this report uses a "marginal cost by service calls" analysis. This type of 
analysis determines the cost of a project by first dividing the total budget of a public service by the 
total amount of service calls received, to identify the average cost of one service call. Then, the 
number of service calls the project would generate is estimated. The total cost of the project to the 
service provider then can be determined. However, this type of analysis assumes that each service 
call costs the same to the provider. In actuality, a call to the Marinwood Fire Department (MFD), for 
example, which turns out to ~e a false alarm is much less costly than a major structural fire. 

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

One-time costs and revenues The County General Fund would receive planning and approval fees. 
As these fees are collected to recover the costs of reviewing and processing a development 
application, these revenues would be off-set by the one-time costs. This would be· a less-than­
significant economic impact. 

Annual costs and revenues As described in Exhibit 5.9-1, the County General Fund would receive 
approximately $70,200 annually from property taxes collected from the project. 

The two major expenses of the County General Fund would be roadway maintenance and police 
protection. 

• The Marin County Department of Public Works (DPW) would be responsible for maintaining 
new public roadways constructed as part of the project. Because new streets generally are 
maintenance free for approximately 20 years, maintenance of internal project roadways would 
not represent a significant cost to the County. 

• The Marin County Sheriff's Department would be responsible for police protection for the 
project. It would be speculative to determine the annual number of calls received by the 
proposed development, and so it is impossible to estimate how much police protection would 
cost. However, new office and residential development such as proposed would generate a very 
low number of calls, and take up a very small amount of an officer's time. As the annual cost per 
officer is approximately $80,000 a year, even a half-time officer assigned to the project would 
not represent a significant impact. 

As annual revenues would greatly exceed annual costs, no economic impact to the general fund would 
be created. 

Mitigation Measure 5.9-1 No mitigation would be required. 
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Impact 5.9-2 Economic Impact to the Marinwood Community Service 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. 

One-time costs and revenues A one-time fee for developing new parcels would be collected for 
fire protection review. This fee would be assessed at $40 an acre, for a total of $1,416.00. 5 

Annual costs and revenues -- park and recreation facilities and streetlight services 6 Annual 
parcel fees include $11 for streetlight fees, and $75 for park maintenance fees. For the 
office/professional offices, parcel fees were calculated based upon how many residential units could 
be accommodated in the 11.1 acres of office use. Given the site's current zoning of 1.38 units per 
acre, 11 acres could support eight residential units. Therefore, total annual parcel fees are estimated 
at $3,100 for 36 units (28 residential units, counting the office development as eight units). The 
Marinwood CSD would also receive an estimated 15.6 percent of the total property tax revenue 
generated from the project, as shown in Exhibit 5.9-1. This would total an estimated $68,700. It is 
assumed that annual fees cover the cost of annual services, and thus fees and revenues are equal. 

Annual costs and revenues-- fire services The MFD charges a fire fee at $0.12 per square foot of 
residential and commercial space. Total square footage would be 220,400 (126,000 square feet of 
residential and 94,400 of commercial), for annual fire fees of $26,448. In addition, 26 percent of the 
Marinwood CSD's share of the tax revenue generated by the project would accrue to the MFD, or 
approximately $17,900. In total, annual revenues are estimated at $44,300. 

As it is unrealistic to estimate the number of calls generated by this project, a marginal cost analysis 
based on service calls is infeasible. 7 Therefore, this report does not include the project's fire 
protection costs. However, the impacts of the project on the MFD would be "minimal". Therefore, 
the marginal cost is estimated to be zero. 

The total annual financial impact to the MFD is calculated by subtracting the total costs of the project 
from the total revenues of the project which results in a net gain of approximately $44,300 a year. 

5 This is based on 35.4 acres (residential area of 15.3 acres and office area of20.l acres) ofthe 106.3 acre site begin 
developed. 

6 During the scoping process for this EIR the Marinwood CSD raised a concern that existing parks and recreational 
facilities have been developed and maintained in part with parcel charges levied on developed properties since 1980 and 
since new development would place new demands on these facilities Marin County should assess mitigation fees for 
parks and recreation, and pass the fees to Marinwood CSD. See letter to Mr. Tim Haddad, Marin County Community 
Development Agency from Thomas D. Home, Marinwood Community Services District, RE: Oak.view Master Plan -
Issues to be addressed in Draft Revised EIR. August 27, 1999. Since this issue appears to be addressing a existing fiscal 
concern of the Marinwood CSD and not related to a physical impact on the environment of the proposed project its 
discussion and resolution is beyond the scope of this EIR. 

7 A marginal cost analysis based on population or housing unit was also considered. In this type of analysis, the average 
number of annual calls received by the MFD would be divided by the population or number of housing units in the 
service area to obtain the average number of calls per person. Given the estimated site population, the average number of 
calls the project would generate then could be extrapolated. It was concluded that this method was infeasible because the 
MFD also responds to commercial users, which would not be represented in either district population or housing units 
numbers. 
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This is not expected to lead to a significant physical environmental impact, and therefore is a less­
than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.9-2 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.9-3 Economic Impact to the Dixie Elementary School District 
The project would result in a less-than-significant impact on the Dixie Elementary Schoo/ 
District because no significant physical change would occur in order to provide school services. . -

The project at buildout could result in an increase of approximately 14 students of grades K-8. 

One-time revenue The DESD assesses an impact fee on new development. The DESD ·charges 
$1.27 per square foot for new residential building space. As described in the Project Description, 
each of the 28 homes would have a maximum floor area of 4,500 square feet, for a total of 126,000 
square feet. Residential impact fees would total $160,020. 

The DESD has a commercial impact fee of $0.21 per square foot. The proposed 94,400 square feet of 
office space would generate $19,824. 

One-time revenue would be $179,844. 

One-time Costs The DESD estimates a one-time, capitol improvement cost of $10,960 per 
elementary student and $11,592 per middle school student in order to upgrade and expand facilities. 
For the 14 new students, depending on their distribution by grade level, the project could generate 
$153,440 to $162,288 in one-time costs. The approximately $179,844 dollars to be collected in 
impact fees would cover one-time costs generated by new students. 

Annual costs The average cost per student is approximately $6,048 per year. Therefore, the 
project's annual cost to the DESD would be $84,672. 

Annual revenue The project would generate approximately $116,400 in annual property taxes for 
the District, as shown in Exhibit 5.9-1. However, this revenue would not accrue to the district, as 
state funds would be withdrawn to match any increase in revenue, leaving the District's annual 
revenue about the same. Therefore, as this would not create any significant physical impact, this is 
considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.9-3 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.9-4 Economic Impact to the San Rafael High School District 
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. 

The project at buildout could result in an increase of approximately six students. The SRHSD has 
more than enough capacity, as discussed in hnpact 5.8-13. 

One-time revenue The SRHSD assesses an impact fee on new development. The SRHSD charges 
$0.59 per square foot for new residential building space. As described in the Project Description, 
each of the 28 homes would have a maximum floor area of 4,500 square feet, for a total of 126,000 
square feet. Residential impact fees would total $74,340. 
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The SRHSD has recently implemented a commercial impact fee of $0.10 per square foot. The 
proposed 94,400 square feet of commercial development would generate $9,440. 

One-time revenue would be approximately $83,780. 

One-time Costs The SRHSD has estimated that each new student would cost the district $14,510 in 
capital improvements in order to upgrade existing facilities. For the six new students expected by the 
project, this would total $87,060. The approximately $83,780 to be collected by impact fees would 
not completely cover this cost, and the SRHSD would suffer a one-time loss. The district has stated 
that this would require expenses to be cut in other programs or to provide facilities that would not 
completely meet current needs. However, as this would not result in a physical environmental impact, 
this is considered less-than-significant. 

Annual costs The SRHSD does not have a current estimate for the annual average cost per student, 
however, in 1995 the cost was approximately $6,000 per year. Therefore, the project's annual cost to 
the SRHSD could be $36,000. 

Annual revenue The project would generate approximately $62,200 in annual property taxes for the 
District, as shown in Exhibit 5.9-1. In addition, the district charges a parcel assessment fee of $73.84 
per parcel, which would result in approximately $2,000, for a total of $64,200. 

Mitigation ·Measure 5.9-4 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.9-5 Economic Impact to Marin Municipal Water District 
The 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. 

The MMWD would provide water service to the site. 

One-time costs and revenue The MMWD charges a one-time fee of $23,650 per acre-foot of water 
consumed per year. As described above, site development is estimated to use an average of 20 acre­
feet of water per year, resulting in a fee of approximately $473,000. This fee would not be collected 
all at once. Rather, each lot would be charged separately. This fee would fully reimburse the 
MMWD. 

Annual costs and revenue Ongoing water charges would be based on use which fully reimburses 
theMMWD. 

Mitigation Measure 5.9-5 No mitigation would be required. 

Impact 5.9-6 Economic Impact to las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District 
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 service. 

The LGVSD would provide sanitary sewer service to the site. 

One-time costs and revenue The site currently is outside of the District. The LGVSD charges an 
annexation fee of $450 per acre ( exclusive of dedicated open space). The LGVSD also charges a 
connection fee of $1,300 per acre (exclusive of dedicated open space) plus $3,600 per dwelling or 
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"equivalent dwelling unit" ($5,400 if a pump is required). As it is unknown if pumps would be 
required at this time, the exact amount of revenue is unknown. However, as the developer is required 
to pay for all improvements needed to the system, no one-time costs would accrue to the district. 
Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact. · 

Annual costs and revenue Property taxes would generate approximately $5,900 annually for the 
LGVSD. Taxes and sewage charges would fully reimburse the LGVSD for the project's annual costs. 

Mitigation Measure 5.9-6 No mitigation would be required. 
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This section 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 were formulated to provide a realistic and representative range of potential use and 
development concepts for the site. The principal criterion for selecting the alternatives was to ensure 
that the range of concepts evaluated would be sufficient to provide information to the public and 
public officials to make decisions about the project. A chief objective was to test a variety of site 
planning and other approaches to site development to compare the outcome with the effects of the 
proposed project. 

An EIR conceivably can analyze an infmite number of alternatives or variations on alternatives. · 
However, CEQA directs EIRs to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives to the project or project 
location which could feasibly attain basic project objectives. The analysis of a range of alternatives is 
governed by a "rule of reason." In order for the analyses to be meaningful for readers, the alternatives 
also must be distinctly different and readily discernible in order to distinguish between their effects 
and determine the environmentally preferred alternative. 

As noted above, the range of alternatives to be included in an EIR should focus on those which are 
feasible and capable of attaining basic project objectives. In order to satisfy the applicant's goals and 
objectives identified for the project, the alternatives would need to meet the following specific 
development objectives: 1 

• Divide the existing 106.3 acre sit~ into two parcels (Parcel 1 51.9 acres; Parcel 2 54.4 acres). 

• Preserve the ridgelines as undeveloped open space. 

• Preserve as many healthy, mature trees as possible. 

• Retain 69 .1 acres of the site as permanent open space. 

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

1 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, The objectives are 
presented verbatim. 
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• Create an internal circulation system that prevents through traffic. 
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• Establish a conservation easement at the rear of the residential lots. 

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

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

• Limit the site grading. 

• Develop a residential subdivision that is visually compatible with the existing neighborhood 
adjacent to the site. 

During the discussion of the alternatives, the currently proposed project will be 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 
will be referred to as the "1995 plan". 

6.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 -- NO DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE 

Section 15126.6(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires every EIR to evaluate a "no project" 
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 projected 
by The Marin Countywide Plan would continue to occur with Alternative 1 (No Development 
Alternative), but this alternative would not contribute to such cumulative development. Alternative 1 
(No Development Alternative) 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. This means that, in addition to no development occurring, prevailing site conditions 
also would persist unabated or unmitigated. 

Alternative 1 (No Development Alternative) would not meet the applicant's goals and objectives for 
the project because this alternative would maintain the status quo and assumes that no development 
would occur in the foreseeable future. 
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Analysis of No Development Alternative 

Geology and Soils 

Present topographic conditions would remain on the project site under Alternative 1 (No 
Development Alternative). The only large bedrock landslide mapped near existing development is 
feature D, located along the western edge of the project site. Exploration and analyses by the 
applicant's geotechnical consultant indicate that this old and dormant feature is stable in its current 
configuration. Calculations indicate that it should remain stable in the foreseeable future, even during 
strong ground shaking from earthquakes. However, there are shallow landslides and colluvial soils 
that could undergo additional erosion and movement overtime due to heavy rain and seismic events. 
It is not anticipated that such movements would affect any off-site properties. With no development, 
no grading, slope stability impacts attributable to site grading, impacts on groundwater, or impacts 
from disturbing serpentine soil would occur. Soil creep, expansive soils, and liquefaction would not 
be relevant with no on-site development to affect. While the potential for localized areas of rockfall 
may still exist, they would not be expected to affect adjacent properties. 

Hydrology and Drainage 

Absent any development, site drainage patterns would not be subjected to the minor alterations that 
are associated with the proposed project. Primarily, the intermittent drainageway and seep zone in 
Sub-watershed 2 would not be eliminated due to roadway and storm drain construction. 

Site peak flow rates would remain at current levels and would not surcharge the floodflows that 
overtax off-site hydraulic structures, including th inadequate three-foot by six-foot box culvert under 
Highway 101 (southern drainage system) and the SPRR bridge on Miller Creek (northern drainage 
system), during higher recurrence interval rainstorms (50 to 100 years). However, if the project is not 
constructed, the identified storm drain system segments that currently lack the capacity to convey the 
design 100-year peak flow without surface flooding on streets and yards will continue to under­
perform during severe runoff events. Furthermore, without the construction of the project's 
residential lots and the associated subsurface drains that are designed to intercept and divert seepage 
from the west-facing hillslopes, existing lots in the Marinwood Subdivision will continue to 
experience seepage problems due to seasonally high, shallow groundwater discharge. This alternative 
would eliminate the project-induced water quality impacts on-site stormwater and downstream 
receiving waters, including elevated levels of some heavy metals and oil and grease. 

Biological Resources 

Under this alternative, no development would occur, and the site would remain vacant. Existing 
conditions would remain unaltered, thus preserving trees, native grasslands, and freshwater seep 
wetlands. 

Visual and Aesthetic Quality 

With Alternative 1, the site's existing visual character would remain unchanged. 

Transportation and Circulation 

With Alternative 1, three intersections would fail to meet the desired LOS D criterion under short­
range cumulative conditions during the AM peak hour - the Miller Creek Road / Marinwood A venue, 
Highway 101 Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road, and Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road 
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intersections. The same improvements required for cumulative development with the project 
(Mitigation Measures 5.5-2 and 5.5-3) also would be required without site development. These 
improvements would involve signalizing two unsignalized intersections and providing an eastbound 
acceleration lane on Lucas Valley Road in the vicinity of Miller Creek Road. · 

During the PM peak hour, the unsignalized Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road intersection would 
operate under LOS E conditions under Alternative 1. As with the proposed project, signalization of 
the Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road intersection would mitigate this impact. 

Under long-range conditions in the AM peak hour, all four unsignalized intersections would 
deteriorate to unacceptable LOS E conditions ( or worse). 

During the PM peak hour, the minor left-tum movements at the two unsignalized Highway 10 I ramp / 
Miller Creek Road intersections would operate at LOS F. 

Overall, intersection operations under Alternative 1 would be better than those under the proposed 
project. However, the need for mitigation measures to satisfy Marin County and City of San Rafael 
level of service criteria would be comparable with and without the proposed project for both AM and 
PM peak hour conditions. 

Air Quality 

Alternative 1 would not result in any construction period impacts and would not contribute to local 
carbon monoxide or regional air quality impacts due to the lack of new traffic. 

Noise 

With Alternative 1, the existing noise levels on the site would remain unchanged. 

Public Services 

Demand for public services would not increase with Alternative 1. 

• Fire Service No infrastructural. facilities or roadways would be built on the site which would 
facilitate fire fighting, such as provision of on-site water supplies and roads to accommodate 
access to open space. In terms of fire fighting capabilities, Alternative 1 would be inferior to the 
proposed project but, without development, no people or property on the site would be 
threatened by wildfires. · 

• Police Protection and Public Schools With no new on-site population, neither police service 
nor public schools would be affected. 

• Water and Sanitary Sewer Service With no development, no new water supply would be 
required for the site. Similarly, no new sanitary sewer service would be required. 

Costs and Revenues 

Alternative 1 would not change existing economic conditions related to the project site or lead to any 
physical impacts. Therefore, there would be no impacts on the County or any special districts if no 
development occurred on the project site. However, this alternative would not generate any new 
property taxes, and, thus, there would be no increase in revenue to the County or special districts. 
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6.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 - COUNTYWIDE PLAN DESJGNA TION ALTERNATIVE 

As stated in Alternative 1 (No Development Alternative), the State CEQA Guidelines require every 
EIR to evaluate a "no project" alternative. CEQA's "no project" requirement also could mean 
buildout of a site under existing land use designations or zoning. Different plans allow different 
densities on the site. Current zoning allows 1.38 units per acre (RMP-1.38), which would allow 
development of a maximum of 146 units. However, this would violate the maximum development 
allowed under The Marin Countywide Plan which allows for a maximum of 106 units (0.1 to 1 unit 
per acre). Alternative 2 (Countywide Plan Designation Alternative) 2 assumes that the entire 106-acre 
site would be developed with housing units consistent with the maximum allowed under The Marin 
Countywide Plan, or 106 units. This alternative does not include any office use. It should, however, 
be noted that the RMP zoning, which is consistent with the site's Countywide Plan designation of 
Planned Residential, does permit office uses subject to Master Plan and Use Permit approval. 

The San Rafael General Plan 2000 designates the unincorporated site for residential development 
(Hillside Residential) at a density of 0.5 to 2.0 units per acre. At this density, 53 to 212 housing units 
would be allowed on the site. This alternative would be consistent with the San Rafael General Plan 
2000 land use designation for the project site. 

No specific plan has been prepared to show where 106 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. 

It is difficult to estimate the actual number of units which ultimately could be approved on the site. It 
is possible that environmental conditions, lack of public services, or other factors would result in 
approval of fewer units than permitted by the zoned residential capacity. Nevertheless, Alternative 2 
assumes buildout of the maximum number of units permitted under The Marin Countywide Plan. 

It should be noted that when a public agency reviews a residential project, the agency's ability to 
reduce the number of housing units is constrained by existing State law. For example, State of 
Califomia Government Code Section 65589.5(j) states that a public agency cannot deny or reduce the 
density of a residential development if it is consistent with the applicable general plan, zoning, and 
development policies unless the following two conditions exist: 3 

• The housing project would have a specific adverse impact on public health and safety unless the 
project is disapproved or is approved at a lower density and 

• There is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the identified adverse impact other 
than denial of the project or approval at a lower density. 

2 In the 1996 Draft EIR this alternative was referred to as the All Residential Development Alternative. 

3 Section 65589.5(j) of the Government Code is contained in Section 65589.5, entitled "Disapproval or Approval of Local 
Agency of Low- and Moderate-income Housing Projects." The legislature included several findings in this section about 
the problems caused by the lack of affordable housing. Although subsection (j) seems to apply to all housing 
development projects, the entire section appears to be focused on local government actions which limit approval of 
affordable housing. 
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Furthermore, State of California Public Resources Code Section 21085 and State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15092( c) state that a public agency cannot reduce the proposed number of housing units in a 
project as a mitigation measure to substantially lessen or avoid a significant effect if the agency 
determines that there are other feasible mitigation measures or alternatives which would provide a 
comparable level of mitigation. However, this section does not affect any other requirement on the 
density of a residential project. · 

Alternative 2 would not fulfill several of the applicant's objectives. For example, development of 106 
housing units would likely result in a development .pattern that would not meet the applicant's 
objectives to preserve the ridgelines as undeveloped open space, preserve as many healthy, mature 
trees as possible, to preserve, or enhance, the existing seasonal seeps and riparian forest to the 
maximum extent possible, or to limit the site grading. 

Analysis of Countywide Plan Designation Alternative 

Geology and Soils 

All significant impacts expected to result from project implementation would occur under Alternative 
2 (Countywide Plan Designation Alternative). This alternative would involve disturbance of a much 
larger portion of the project site than would occur during implementation of the proposed project. 
This would likely result in mass grading of the site to accommodate access roads and to repair the 
numerous landslides which could potentially impact building sites and roadways. Additionally, due to 
the larger development area that would be necessary to accommodate more housing units, it is likely 
that landslide feature B, a large ancient landslide of questionable stability (successfully avoided in the 
proposed project), would probably require repair through the use of mass grading. Alternative 2 
would also result in increased water infiltration and therefore, increased seepage of nuisance water 
from the slope of landslide feature D into the adjacent housing tract. 

Hydrology and Drainage 

With nearly four times the number ofresidential units as proposed for the project, Alternative 2 would 
eliminate most of the seeped soils. on the site through the construction of a dense network of 
subdrains. The subdrains would be required to protect the expanded number of housing units from 
seepage damage and nuisance soil conditions. The intermittent drainageway and seep zone in Sub­
watershed 2 that would be eliminated by the proposed project would also be eliminated for this 
alternative to allow for roadway construction and storm drain system installation. Peak flow increases 
for Alternative 2 would also be much greater than for the proposed project, as the area of impervious 
surface would be much greater and the time of concentration for local runoff would decrease due to 
the pervasive storm drain system coverage. Consequently, the flooding impacts of development on 
inadequately sized downstream hydraulic structures would be more severe than for the proposed 
project. The installation of-a denser network of storm drains and subsurface drains for hillslope 
drainage would presumably reduce downslope seepage impacts for Marinwood residents relative to 
the project. However, the peak flows generated by this alternative would have to be mitigated on-site, 
yet nearly all of the suitable detention basin sites would be lost to residential construction. This 
would create the need for more creative solutions to peak flow mitigation, such as upgrading of the 
Marinwood storm drain system or developing subsurface detention storage using oversized pipes or 
off-line storage vaults. 
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Due to the much higher residential density proposed for Alternative 2, the impacts on-site erosion and 
downstream sedimentation would be potentially more significant than those cited for the project. 
With the development of such a large percentage of the site land, the Best Management Practices 
strategies would probably rely on more mechanical and less passive fonns of water quality abatement. 
For example, it could be more difficult to integrate vegetated swales into a water quality plan. 
Alternative 2' s impact on site water quality would be slightly more significant than that described for 
the proposed project due to the increased contaminant loading from more widespread development. 
However, since commercial contaminant loading rates are higher than those documented for 
residential development, the increase in contaminant coneentrations would be muted to a degree. 

Biological Resources 

The effects of development under Alternative 2 would depend on the extent to which sensitive 
biological resources could be avoided or replaced. The potential for up to 106 housing units on the 
site would greatly increase the likelihood that impacts on sensitive biological resources would be 
greater than with the project. Assuming that more housing units would affect additional land, the 
result would be the further incursion of development into undisturbed woodlands, native grasslands, 
and freshwater seep wetlands than with the project. Of particular concern would be the potential for 
removal of a large number of oaks and other native tree species under this alternative. Construction · 
of some of the 106 units on the eastern part of the site (proposed for office development by the 
project) would require an extension of Marinwood Avenue to provide access across Miller Creek and 
would result in development of the area supporting freshwater seep habitat, native grasslands, and 
trees along the base of east-facing site slopes. 

Visual and Aesthetic Quality 

The adverse visual impacts of this alternative would be much greater than from the project. Due to 
site conditions (such as steep slopes on much of the property), housing construction at this density 
probably would involve extensive ridgetop development which would result in significant visual 
impacts. The impacts would be much greater because this alternative would allow development of 
nearly four times more units than proposed by the project. 

While no site plan has been prepared for this alternative and no assumptions have been identified 
about how much and what type of development would occur adjacent to Highway 101, this part of the 
site presumably would be developed with housing units, as well. 

Transportation and Circulation 

Alternative 2 would result in 23 percent fewer daily vehicle trips, 47 percent fewer AM peak hour 
trips, and 58 percent fewer PM peak hour trips than the project. 4 The inbound I outbound splits and 
distribution for this alternative would differ from the proposed project because no office development 
would occur which generates much higher traffic rates than residential development. 

Without a site plan, site access and development area locations have not been defined but ultimately 
would affect trip distribution rates. Nevertheless, this alternative likely would require the same 
mitigation necessary for the project. 

4 1,215 total daily trips, l IO total AM peak hour trips (28 inbound and 82 outbound), and 128 total PM peak hour trips (82 
inbound and 46 outbound). 
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Alternative 2 would result in potentially significant construction period air quality impacts that could 
be more intense than from the proposed project due to the increased amount of development. Similar 
to the project, air quality impacts associated with traffic generation (local carbon monoxide and 
regional ozone levels) would be less-than-significant. These impacts would be less ·under this 
alternative, since housing development in place of office development would result in less traffic. 

Noise 

It is assumed that some of the Alternative 2 units would be located as close to noise generators (such 
as Lucas Valley Road or Highway 101) as would units proposed by the project. Thus, the significant 
land use compatibility impact of the project would also be an impact with Alternative 2. 

This 106-unit alternative would generate less traffic than expected from the project's 28 units and 
office uses. This alternative would increase traffic-generated noise levels along streets serving the 
site compared with existing conditions but not by as much as with the proposed project. Traffic noise 
impacts would be less-than-significant under both Alternative 2 and the project. 

Construction noise would be a significant short-term impact of this alternative. Impacts likely would 
be more intense than with the project because more housing units could be built near existing 
residential neighborhoods with implementation of this alternative. 

Public Services 

• Fire Service Alternative 2 would result in development of more site area than proposed by the 
project, thus presumably increasing site access and requiring on-site water supplies in the event 
of a wildfire but simultaneously decreasing open space area on the site. However, more 
development would expose more on-site residents and property to wildfires than with project 
implementation. 

• Police Protection Alternative 2 would generate more calls for police service than the project, a 
less-than-significant impact in both cases because no physical impacts would result from the 
increased demand. 

• Water Service Based on the Marin Municipal Water District's (MMWD) estimate that each new 
unit would use 0.38 acre-foot of water per year, this alternative would result in an annual water 
demand of 40 acre-feet, compared with the 11 acre-feet estimated for the project. MMWD 
facilities would need to be expanded to provide service to Alternative 2 development above 210 
feet (the current limit of the water system around the site). This probably would require 
construction of an on-site water tank on the site's highest elevation. Moreover, a connection to 
MMWD's existing Skyview Tank may not be practical due to its limited capacity and the large 
number of on-site housing units expected to require service. Cumulative water demand would 
not be a significant impact, as with the project, because MMWD assumes development of all 
parcels at the maximum density allowed. 

• Sanitary Sewer Service Based on the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District's (LGVSD) 
generation rate of 200 gpd per new housing unit, Alternative 2 would generate an estimated 
21,200 gpd, compared with 16,900 gpd generated by the project. This alternative assumes no 
office development which generates high wastewater flows (an estimated 120 gpd per 1,000 
square foot of office space). 
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• Public Schools Development of 106 housing units would generate an estimated 53 Dixie 
Elementary School District (DESD) students which would exceed the DESD's long-range 
enrollment forecast which assumed 71 units on the site (as with the previously proposed project). 
The district would have adequate capacity for these students, therefore this would be a less-than­
significant impact. This alternative would generate approximately 21 students for the San Rafael 
High School District (SRHSD), a less-than-significant impact since capacity is ·more than 
adequate. 

Costs and Revenues 

The total estimated assessed value of this alternative at buildout would be $53.0 million, based upon 
the estimated value of each of the housing units at $500,000. Ther!:}fore, this alternative would 
increase revenues to the County and special districts over what would be expected from the proposed 
project. Because these increased revenues would create no environmental impacts, this would be a 
less-than-significant impact. 

6.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 - 71 HOUSING UNITS AND NO 
OFFICE DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE 

Alternative 3 (71 Housing Units and No Office Development Alternative) 5 examines development of 
71 housing units on the site. It assumes the same residential site plan as proposed in 1995 and 
considered in the 1996 Draft BIR but would confine site development to the project's Parcel 1. The 
previously proposed project will be referred to simply as the "1995 plan" or the "previous proposed 
project". 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 office and associated 
development (such as roadway and utility extensions). 

This alternative would be consistent with the San Rafael General Plan 2000 Hillside Residential land 
use designation for the project site. 

This alternative could meet some of the applicant's objectives, such as establishing a conservation 
easement at the rear of the residential lots and developing a revegetation plan for the site that includes 
restoration of native grasslands and replacement of trees removed to allow development. However, 
development of 71 housing units would likely result in a development pattern that would not meet the 
applicant's objectives to preserve the ridgelines as undeveloped open space, preserve as many healthy, 
mature trees as possible, to preserve, or enhance, the existing seasonal seeps and riparian forest to the 
maximum extent possible, or to limit the site grading. Furthermore, this alternative would not fulfill 
the applicant's objectives related to office development on the site. 

5 In the 1996 Draft EIR this alternative was referred to as the Proposed Project Without Office Development Alternative. 
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Analysis of 71-Housing Units and No Office Development Alternative 

Geology and Soils 

All significant impacts expected to result from project implementation would occur under Alternative 
3 (71 Housing Units and No Office Alternative). As with Alternative 2, this alternative would involve 
the disturbance of a much larger portion of the project site than would occur during implementation of 
the proposed project. The likely result of Alternative 3 would also be mass grading of the site. Such 
grading would be necessary to accommodate access roads and to repair the numerous landslides 
which could potentially impact building sites and roadways. Additionally, due to the larger 
development area that would be necessary to accommodate more housing units, it is likely that 
landslide feature B, a large ancient landslide of questionable stability. (successfully avoidea in the 
current plan), would probably require repair through the use of mass grading. Alternative 3, as with 
Alternative 2, would result in an increase in water infiltration and therefore, probably increased 
seepage of nuisance water from the slope of landslide feature D into the adjacent housing tract. 

Hydrology and Drainage 

With more than twice the number of dwelling units than the proposed project, Alternative 3 would 
eliminate the seeped soils on the west-facing site slopes through the construction of a dense network 
of subdrains. The subdrains would be required to protect the additional number of residential units 
from seepage damage and nuisance soil conditions. The intermittent drainageway and seep zone in 
Sub-watershed 2 that would be eliminated by the project would also be eliminated for this alternative 
to allow for roadway construction and storm drain system installation. Peak flow increases for this 
alternative would be greater than for the project in Sub-watersheds I through 4. However the highest 
peak flow increase for the project, the 60 plus percent registered in Sub-watershed 6, would be 
eliminated for this alternative. The peak flow mitigation for Alternative 3 would be similar to that 
required for the previous proposed project, a detention basin at the site's southwestern corner. This 
would likely require the elimination of two or three of the 71 units proposed. The increased number 
of residential units relative to the proposed project would increase the severity of the development 
impact on the inadequate Erin Drive storm drain system. The impact of the alternative on the Ellen 
Drive storm drain system would be roughly equivalent to that for the project. 

The impact of Alternative 3 on downstream hydraulic structures on Miller Creek (SPRR bridge) and 
Highway 101 (box culvert) would remain significant, like the project. However, the impact on the 
Highway 101 box culvert would be the same as for the previous proposed project, which was greater 
than the current project. Because of the elimination of Sub-watershed 6 office development, the 
impact on the SPRR bridge on Miller Creek would be less significant than for the project. It would 
still be considered significant due to the stressed nature of the existing downstream structure. Water 
quality impacts for Alternative 3 would be similar to those cited for the Las Gallinas Creek Watershed 
for the previous proposed project and greater than that for the current project. Water quality impacts 
on Miller Creek would be slightly less for this alternative due to the substitution of additional 
residential development for office development, which incurs higher contaminant loading rates. 

Biological Resources 

The siting of all development outside the project's Parcel 2 would reduce impacts on native grasslands 
and wetland resources compared with the project, but the development assumed by Alternative 3 
would remove a substantial number trees and result in impacts on native grasslands and freshwater 
seep wetlands in the southwest part of the site. Potential impacts associated with the Miller Creek 
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crossing and anticipated removal of 3 5 trees and freshwater seep habitat on Parcel 2 would not occur 
under this alternative. 

Impacts on woodland habitat in the south~est part of the site would be significant under this 
alternative and a minimum of approximately 822 trees would be removed to accommodate the 71 
housing units. Development would eliminate the active spring, 0.625 acre of freshwater seep habitat, 
and approximately 1.4 acres of native grassland with a coverage class of ten percent or greater in the 
western part of the site. An additional 0.4 acre of native grasslands would be located on individual 
lots, outside the development area but potentially affected by activities of future residents. 

One important aspect of Alternative 3 compared with the project is that Parcel 2, which contains 
considerable freshwater seep and native grasslands, could be used as a location for replacement 
habitat to mitigate the effects of developing Parcel 1. Wetlands and grassland habitat could be 
consolidated and interconnected on Parcel 2. Replacement of trees removed by development also 
could be implemented on the lower hillside slopes of Parcel 2, although the extent of this alternative's 
incursion into woodland habitat also must be reduced in order to adequately mitigate the effects of 
development. 

Visual and Aesthetic Quality 

Alternative 3 would result in more severe visual impacts than the proposed project. This would be 
primarily due to the fact that this alternative would result in residential development on the upper 
elevations of the site, in the upland areas along the ridgelines. For example, from the viewing 
location from the proposed Lucas Valley Road entrance (Viewpoint 1), the upper elevations would be 
visible and mitigation would not be available to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 
Similarly, from Viewpoint 2 (from Erin Drive) and Viewpoint 3 (from Ellen Drive), housing would be 
visible on the upper elevations of the site and mitigation would not be available to reduce these 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. However, without development on the eastern part of the site, 
existing visual conditions from Highway 101 would not change, and the impact of Alternative 3 on 
Highway 101 views would be less-than-significant. 

Transportation and Circulation 

Alternative 3 would result in approximately 49 percent fewer average daily trips, 64 percent fewer 
AM peak hour trips and 61 percent fewer PM peak hour trips than the proposed project. Site access, 
circulation, inbound / outbound splits, and trip distribution of this alternative would be different from 
those of the project. 

Under Alternative 3 short-range and long-range cumulative conditions and peak hour operations 
would be similar to those with the project. While the trip distribution and assignment would change 
(particularly along Miller Creek Road and the adjacent Highway 101 ramps) overall traffic impacts 
associated with this alternative would be similar to those expected with Alternative 1 (No 
Development Alternative), and mitigation measures would be the same. The same improvements 
required for cumulative development (Mitigation Measures 5.5-2 and 5.5-3) also would be required 
for this alternative. 

Air Quality 

Alternative 3 would result in less construction period and long-term operational impacts than the 
proposed project. 
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Alternative 3 would result in the sanie significant land use compatibility impacts as the project. 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would increase off-site traffic-generated noise levels along streets 
which serve the site. This increase would not be as great as with the project (which also would result 
in traffic noise from office development) but in both cases would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Construction noise would be a significant short-term im_pact of Alternative 3. Although Alternative 3 
assumes less · overall development than the project proposes, on-site construction would occur 
adjacent to the same sensitive receptors in existing residential neighborhoods and would result in the 
same construction noise impacts as expected with project implementati~n. While the eastern part of 
the site would remain vacant, compared with office development proposed by the project, no sensitive 
receptors are located in the immediate vicinity. 

Public Services 

Service impacts of Alternative 3 and the proposed project would be similar with a few exceptions. 
Alternative 3 would not provide access or water facilities on the undeveloped eastern part of the site 
for wildfire control, although no people or property on that part of the site would be threatened by 
wildfires. This alternative's larger site population would demand more police protection than the 
project, but still a less-than-significant impact. More development would result in more demand for 
water and sewer service. In regard to water service the existing MMWD facilities would need to be 
expanded to serve proposed development on the project site located above an elevation of 210 feet. 
The impact to the LGVSD would be less-than:..significant, the same as for the proposed project. 
School enrollments would be greater for Alternative 3 than the project due to the increased number of 
housing units, but still would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Costs and Revenues 

Alternative 3 would generate. more revenue to the County and special districts than the project 
because of the increased number of housing units, even though no office development would be built. 
The total estimated assessed value of this alternative with 71 housing units would be $63.9 million 
compared to an estimated assessed value of the proposed project of $44.0 million. The economic 
impacts of the project and all alternatives would involve no physical changes. 

6.4 ALTERNATIVE 4 - 29-LOT SUBDIVISION ALTERNATIVE 

Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision Alternative) 6 was previously formulated to illustrate a site plan 
designed to mitigate the adverse impacts identified in the 1996 Draft EIR from the proposed 
development of 71 residential lots on Parcel 1. This alternative assumes 29 residential lots on the 
lower elevations of Parcel 1 and similar office development on Parcel 2. This alternative is shown on 
Exhibit 6.4-1. 

6 In the 1996 Draft EIR this alternative was referred to as the Mitigated Alternative. 
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Oakview Master Plan 
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6. 0 Alternatives 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN.FINAL EIR 

Major aspects of this alternative are described in relation to the previous proposed project and 
include: 

• Confine development to lower site elevations and eliminate 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 Countywfde Plan by 
eliminating ridgeline development. 

• Eliminate the site entrance on Lucas Valley Road to reduce traffic impacts and extend Ellen and 
Erin Drives into the site instead. Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision Alternative) assumes that 
these extended roadways would connect on-site and form a loop to facilitate access in an 
emergency. 

• Create a Stormwater Retention/ Wetland Habitat zone in and around the area proposed for Lot 
71 and the proposed Lucas Valley Road entrance in the 1995 plan. 

• Preserve the existing on-site spring and associated wetlands. 

• Terminate Roadway A in a cul-de-sac (called Erin Court in this alternative). 

• Provide trail access into on-site open space areas. 

• Design development envelopes to preserve as much natural vegetation as possible, including 
large oak trees on this alternative's Lots 4 and 5. 

• EKelHdo aB EH"Oa east ood aorthoast of tho spriag fi:om do,,•olopmeat dHo to tho presoaeo of a largo 
8:fteiont loodslido ifi this area. R-opair of this 18:ftElslido woHIEI roqHire an oKtonsi•;e amoliftt of 
earthmo•;iag, aot oaly ia this area bm also at higher site ole•,<ations. 

• Modification of roadway widths to reflect County requirements. The main loop of Ellen and 
Erin Drive would be 36 feet wide, and Erin and Ellen Courts would be 28 feet wide. The culs­
de-sac would be designed with 40-foot tum-around radii. All on-site roadways would have SO­
foot inside curve radii. 

• 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. 

This alternative would fulfill all of the applicant's objectives for the project site. 

This alternative provided the basis for the revised proposed project considered in this EIR. 

Analysis of 29-Lot Subdivision Alternative 

Geology and Soils 

Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision Alternative) greatly reduced the potential geotechnical impacts 
from the previous Proposed project. This alternative would now be expected to have the same 
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impacts as the Proposed project and, therefore, the same mitigation measures would be necessary 
under both the Proposed project and Alternative 4. 

Hydrology and Drainage 

Alternative 4 would include construction of 29 residential units in Sub-watersheds 2 through 4. The 
principal difference between the proposed project and Alternative 4 is the reorientation of residential 
development away from the upper reaches of Sub-watershed 2. This would eliminate the upper 
segment of Roadway Band its a_djoining lots, compared_to the 1995 plan, which would allow for the 
protection of the existing seep in Sub-watershed 2. Otherwise, site subdrain construction for this 
alternative would likely have a beneficial effect on the reduction of seepage pressures on Marinwood 
lots along the projecfs western boundary similar to the project. Peak flow impacts for this alternative 
would be similar to those of the project. The impact on Marinwood Subdivision flooding due to the 
inadequate storm drain system capacities (Ellen Drive and Erin Drive systems) would be similar to the 
project. 

Flooding impacts on the SPRR bridge on Miller Creek would be less for Alternative 5 than for the 
project, although any surcharge of floodwaters to that inadequate structure would still be considered 
significant. Due to the reorientation of the lots on Parcel 1 and the slight reduction in the peak flow 
increases affecting the Las Gallinas Creek Watershed, the flooding impact on the Highway 101 box 
culvert would be slightly less than that for the project. However, as with the downstream Miller 
Creek structure, the impact would remain significant. Water quality impacts for this alternative would 
be similar to project impacts for both the south-draining Sub-watersheds 1 and 2 and north draining 
Sub-watersheds 3 through 6 

Biological Resources 

Major objectives in formulating Alternative 4 were to protect trees and preserve the active spring and 
associated seep in the southwest part of the site. Impacts under this alternative as well as the Previous 
proposed project would be similar in the eastern part of the site (proposed Parcel 2 office 
development area). 

This alternative generally would restrict residential development outside woodland habitat, thus 
greatly reducing impacts on trees compared with the 1995 plan. Only five trees with trunk diameters 
exceeding six inches would be removed under this alternative, compared with more than 822 removed 
by the 1995 plan. This estimate assumes that the development area on this alternative's Lots 4, 5, and 
20 would be limited as indicated in Exhibit 6.4-1 to protect nine trees on these lots. The active spring 
and most of the associated 0.62 acre of freshwater seep would be preserved under this alternative. 
The proposed project and recommended mitigation would provide for replacement of the spring and 
associated wetlands either on-site or at an off-site location. Because the spring is near existing 
development and Miller Creek provides an alternative source of permanent surface water for wildlife, 
preservation of the spring was not recommended as mitigation for the proposed project. 

For the 29-Lot Subdivision Design Alternative, it is assumed that development would avoid the 
Miller Creek Stream Conservation Area (SCA) as adjusted for the current proposed project. About 
400 square feet of parking lot for the northern office building would have intruded into the SCA under 
the 1995 plan. 
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Similar to the proposed ·project, Alternative 4 would concentrate development in the site's lower 
grassland elevations and preserve most existing woodlands. Both Alternative 4 arid the project would 
permanently change the site's grassland character.' In addition, the form and line of development on 
lower site slopes would be visually dominant from some viewpoints, a significant impact. · Similar to 
the proposed project this alternative's implementation of landscape screening and other measures 
required of the project by Mitigation Measure 5.5-1 would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Several aspects of Alternative 4 would result in beneficjal visual impacts. These include creating a 
Stormwater Retention / Wildlife Habitat area along Lucas Valley Ro~d, preserving existing visual 
resources on Lucas Valley Road by excluding a roadway entrance, and preserving the existing spring 
and associated seep in the grassland area. 

Similar to the proposed project, with Alternative 4, the upper parts of the site would not be developed, 
and a water tank would not be required on the ridgetop because existing water facilities could serve 
lower elevation development. 

Office development of Parcel 2 would result in the same significant impacts as for the proposed 
project (see Impacts 5.4-5 and 5.4-6). It is assumed the 29-Lot Subdivision Design Alternative would 
include Mitigation Measure 5.4-5 (an expanded version of the applicant's landscape screening plan), 
which would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Transportation and Circulation 

Alternative 4 assumes no site access from Lucas Valley Road. The 29 housing units would generate 
approximately the same number of residential vehicle trips as the project's 28 units. 

fu terms of access, safety, and traffic operations, Alternative 4 would be superior to the proposed 
project, which would provide. primary residential access from Lucas Valley Road. Alternative 4 
would provide two access routes from Las Gallinas Avenue (Ellen and Erin Drives). During the AM 
peak hour, Las Gallinas Avenue carries heavy southbound traffic in the vicinity of the site. Vehicles 
exiting the site onto Las Gallinas Avenue would have long delays, such as now encountered by 
existing residents of Ellen and Erin Drives. · 

Short- and long-range cumulative conditions and peak hour operations with Alternative 4 would be 
similar to those estimated for the project. While this alternative would not result in a reduced number 
of housing units as compared with the proposed project, the residential vehicle circulation/ access 
pattern would shift from-Lucas Valley Road to Las Gallinas Avenue. Alternative 4 would eliminate 
the need for an acceleration lane on Lucas Valley Road (mitigation 5.7-l[d]). 

Air Quality 

Implementation of Alternative 4 would result in air quality impacts similar to those associated with 
the proposed project. This would be potentially significant construction period impacts and less-than­
significant long-term operational local and regional impacts. 
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This alternative would result in less noise impacts than the Proposed project, as housing units would 
be located farther away from Lucas Valley Road with Alternative 4. 

Development-generated traffic would increase noise levels on streets serving the site, but would result 
in similar less-than-significant impacts as the proposed project. 

Construction noise would result. in significant short-te.un impacts on adjacent residents, similar to 
those from the project. 

Public Services 

Service impacts of Alternative 4 and the proposed project would be similar. With almost the same 
amount of development and a similar layout, Alternative 4's impact on both fire service and police 
protection would be the same. This alternative would result in almost the same water demand as the 
proposed project. Also, as with the proposed project, MMWD would not need to expand facilities 
with this alternative because development would be located below 210 feet, the maximum elevation 
served by the area's existing water supply system. Impacts on the LGVSD would be the same as for 
the proposed project. Likewise, impacts on the DESD and the SRHSD would be the same as for the 
proposed project. 

Costs and Revenues 

Alternative 4 would generate approximately the same revenue for the County and special districts as 
the project, due to the similar level of development. As with the project and all alternatives, no 
physical changes would result from economic impacts of site development. 

6.5 ALTERNATIVE 5 -- PREVIOUS PROPOSED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative assumes that the project site would be developed as the May 1995 proposed project. 
Exhibit 6.5-1 illustrates the previous site plan. The 1995 plan had the following general 
characteristics: 

• 33.3 acres of low-density residential use- 71 single-family detached housing units. 

• 11.1 acres of office use - 94,400 square feet to be constructed in two buildings. 

• 52.9 acres of open space. 

• 9 .0 acres set aside for the proposed Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road southbound ramps. 

Alternatives that are studied in an EIR typically focus on alternatives that are capable of eliminating 
any significant adverse environmental effects identified for the proposed project or reducing the 
impacts to a level of insignificance. Because the proposed Oakview Master Plan evaluated in this 
EIR is based on the mitigation measures identified in the 1996 Draft EIR, it is likely that this 
alternative, the previous proposed project, will not reduce or eliminate significant adverse effects 
identified in this EIR. This alternative is included in this EIR, however, because it provides a baseline 
against which the proposed Oakview Master Plan can be measured. Such information will be 
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meaningful and useful to decision-makers (the Marin County Planning Commission and Marin 
County Board of Supervisors) and to the public. 

This alternative could meet some of the applicant's objectives, such as establish a conservation 
easement at the rear of the residential lots and to develop a revegetation plan for the site that includes 
restoration of native grasslands and replacement of trees removed to allow development. · However, 
development of 71 housing units would likely result in a development pattern that would not meet the 
applicant's objectives to preserve the ridgelines as undeveloped open space, preserve as many healthy, 
mature trees as possible, to preserve, or enhance, the existing seasonal seeps and riparian forest to the 
maximum extent possible, or to limit the site grading. This alternative would, however, fulfill the 
applicant's objectives related to office development on the site. 

Analysis of Previous Proposed Project Alternative 7 

Geology and Soils 

. Alt_ernative 5 would have the same impacts as the proposed project plan and, therefore, the same types 
of mitigation measures would be necessary under both the proposed project and Alternative 5. 
However, the areal extent and quantities of grading would be substantially greater in Alternative 5 
than the proposed project. Grading quantities for building sites, roads and landslide repair, would be 
expected to be approximately double those of the proposed project. Additionally, increased water 
infiltration from irrigation and runoff would be likely due to the large increase in residential units. 
This would result in increased seepage of nuisance water from the slope of landslide feature D into 
the adjacent housing tract. 

Hydrology and Drainage 

Alternative 5 would include 71 units of residential development in Sub-watersheds 1-4 and office 
development in Sub-watershed 6. Development density would be greater (71 units) than proposed by 
the project (28 units). Alternative 5 would incur less-than-significant drainage pattern impacts that 
are similar to those of the proposed project, including the conversion of the Sub-watershed 2 
drainageway to a storm drain system and the loss of the seep at the head of that drainageway. Peak 
flow increases would be similar to the project in Sub-watershed 2, which drains toward the south, and 
greater than the project in the sub-watersheds that drain north to Miller Creek. Alternative 5 flooding 
impacts on the Marinwood Subdivision storm drain system would be similar to the project along the 
Ellen Drive system and greater than the project along the Erin Drive system. Alternative 5 impacts on 
downstream hydraulic structures would be similar to the proposed project in that any surcharge of 
floodwaters at the Highway 101 box culvert and the SPRR bridge on Miller Creeks would be 
considered significant. The actual impact of peak flow increases on downstream flooding along 
Miller Creek (SPRR bridge) would be slightly greater for this alternative than for the project. Water 
quality impacts overall would be similar to the project, although the contaminant loading rates on 
stormwater reaching Miller Creek would be somewhat higher for this alternative due to its increased 
number of housing units. 

7 The analysis of the previous proposed project is based on the 1996 Draft EIR, Oakview Master Plan, Use Permit, 
Tentative Map, Draft Environmental Impact Report, prepared by Nichols Bennan for County of Marin Community 
Development Agency, September 25, 1996. 
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Alternative 5 would have significant impacts on biological and wetland resources. A minimum of 822 
trees would be removed to accommodate extensive development in woodland habitat, which has been 
largely avoided under the proposed project. An estimated 1.9 acres of native grassland would be 
eliminated under this alternative, somewhat exceeding the 1.6 acres estimated for removal under the 
proposed project. A total of 1.4 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and other waters would be 
eliminated, similar to the proposed project. No provisions for wetland mitigation have been defined 
under this alternative and off-site.mitigation may be required due to the lack of available land area on­
site where replacement wetlands could· be created. This alternative would also conflict with The 
Marin Countywide Plan policy which requires a 100 foot setback from designated streams, which 
includes Miller Creek. About 400 square feet of the parking lot to the northern office building would 
intrude into the Steam Conservation Area of Miller Creek, which is not the case under the proposed 
project. 

Visual and Aesthetic Quality 

Alternative 5 would result in a number of significant visual impacts from the residential development. 
The 1995 plan would result in significant visual impacts from the Lucas Valley Road entrance 
(Viewpoint 1), from the end ofErin Drive (Viewpoint 2) and the view from Ellen Drive (Viewpoint 
3). Unlike the proposed project, this alternative would include residential development on the upper 
parts of the project site. Although mitigation would be available to reduce the impact of the 
residential development on the upper parts of the project site it would not completely hide the 
development. Residential development on the upper portion of the project site as viewed from 
Viewpoints 1, 2, and 3 would result in significant unavoidable visual impacts. 

Office development on Parcel 2 would result in the same significant impacts as for the proposed 
project (see hn.pacts 5.4-5 and 5.4-6). It is assumed that this alternative would include Mitigation 
Measure 5.4-5 (an expanded version of the applicant's landscape screening plan), which would reduce 
these impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Transportation and Circulation 

Alternative 5 assumes residential site access from Lucas Valley Road and Las Gallinas A venue. 
Alternative 5 would develop 71 housing units and would result in 24 percent more daily vehicle trips, 
18 percent more AM peak hour trips, and 19 percent more PM peak hour trips than the proposed 
project. 

Short- and long-range cumulative conditions and peak hour operations with Alternative 5 would result 
in short- and long-range cumulative conditions and peak hour operations similar to those estimated for 
the project. 

Air Quality 

Alternative 5 would result in potentially significant construction period air quality impacts that could 
be more intense than from the project due to increased amount of development assumed. Long-tenn 
local and regional air quality impacts would be greater than the proposed project, but still less-than­
significant. 
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Alternative 5 would have four lots proposed along Lucas Valley Road that would be exposed to noise 
levels exceeding the County's noise and land use compatibility standard. The proposed project has 
only two such lots. Nonetheless the impact remains the same. 

The traffic generated by this alternative would result in more traffic on local streets than the proposed 
project. However, traffic noise impacts would be less-than-significant under either proposal. 

Construction noise impacts would be the same with this alternative as with the proposed project 
except that construction duration would be shorter under the proposed project because there would be 
fewer units. 

Public Services 

• Fire Service Alternative 5 would result in development of more site area than proposed by the 
project, thus increasing site access and increasing on-site water supplies in the event of a wildfire 
but simultaneously decreasing open space area on the site. However, more development would 
expose more on-site residents and property to wildfires than with project implementation. 

• Police Protection Alternative 5 would generate more calls for police service than the project, a 
less-than-significant impact in both cases because no physical impacts would result from the 
increased demand. 

• Water Service Based on the Marin Municipal Water District's (MMWD) estimates, this 
alternative would result in an annual water demand of 40 acre-feet, compared with the 11 acre­
feet estimated for the project. MMWD facilities would need to be expanded to provide service 
to Alternative 5 development above 210 feet (the current limit of the water system around the 
site). This probably would require construction of an on-site water tank on the site's highest 
elevation. Moreover, a connection to MMWD's existing Skyview Tank may not be practical due 
to its limited capacity and the large number of on-site housing units expected to require service. 
Construction of a Skyview Tank connection could result in biological impacts, depending on the 
proposed route, and potential visual impacts. Cumulative water demand would not be a 
significant impact, as with the project, because MMWD assumes development of all parcels at 
the maximum density allowed. 

• Sanitary Sewer Service Based on the LGVSD generation rate for housing and office 
development, Alternative 5 would generate an estimated 25,500 gpd, compared with 16,900 gpd 
generated by the project. Since the LGVSD wastewater plant has sufficient existing capacity to 
serve this amount of development this would be a less-than-significant impact. 

• Public Schools Development of 71 housing units would generate an estimated 36 Dixie 
Elementary School District (DESD) students. The district would have adequate capacity for 
these students, therefore this would be a less-than-significant impact. This alternative would 
generate approximately 14 students for the San Rafael High School District (SRHSD), a less­
than-significant impact since capacity is more than adequate. 
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Alternative 5 would generate more revenue to the County and special . districts than the project 
because of the increased number of housing units that would be built. The total estimated assessed 
value of this alternative with 71 housing units and 94,400 square feet of office development would be 
$82.7 million compared to an estimated assessed value of the proposed project of $44.0 million. The 
economic impacts of the project and all alternatives would involve no physical changes. 

6.5 ALTERNATIVE SITE ANALYSIS 

As discussed in the introduction to this chapter, CEQA does not requ_ire an exhaustive analysis of 
alternatives but requires sufficient information to permit a reasonable choice among alternatives in 
order to compare environmental consequences. The reason for assessing any alternative to a proposed 
project - whether on or off-site -- is to test the extent to which the project's significant adverse 
impacts could be substantially reduced or avoided. The reason for assessing off-site alternatives, in 
particular, is to evaluate the extent to which a project's significant adverse impacts - implemented at 
the proposed site - could be substantially reduced or avoided by implementation at another site. 
CEQA, the State EIR Guidelines, and judicial decisions have established the following three-step 
approach for evaluating alternative sites in EIR.s. 8 

As a part of the preparation of the 1996 Draft EIR a process was undertaken to identify feasible off­
site alternatives. As described in the 1996 Draft EIR this process involved three steps, as follows: 

First step Determine the significant impacts of the proposed project. As noted above, the principal 
reason for analyzing off-site alternatives is to determine if "any of the significant effects of the project 
would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location." 9 As shown in 
the summary of impacts attributable to the proposed project (Exhibit 3.0-1), a number of significant 
impacts would result from project implementation. This leads to the second step. 

Second step Determine if feasible alternative locations exist. A "feasible alternative" is defined as 
one which can be "accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking 
into account economic, legal, social, and technological factors." lO Factors considered in determining 
the feasibility of alternative sites include site suitability for development, economic viability, 
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, 
jurisdictional boundaries, and the applicants' ability to acquire the sites. Moreover, because CEQA 
requires analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives which would feasibly attain most project 
objectives, the 1996 Draft BIR only dismissed as infeasible alternative sites which would not meet a 
majority of project objectives. Candidate sites were identified as follows: ' 

8 The State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(f)(2) incorporate this three-step approach, based on Citizens o/Goleta 
Valley v Board o/Supervisors ("Goleta II'~, 1990, 52 Cal.3d 553 [276 Cal.Rptr.410]. 

9 Ibid., Section I5126.6(f)(2)(A). 

10 Ibid., Section 15364. 
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• Define study area A study area for off-site alternatives was defined to include land in the 
nearby Marin County area, including both unincorporated and incorporated communities. 

• Identify undeveloped land Three sources were used to identify undeveloped land in the study 
area: 

0 PROPDEV 11 

0 Staff at the Marin County Community Development Agency and City of San Rafael Planning 
Department 12 

0 Vacant RMP parcels (land zoned with the same district as the site) were identified throughout 
unincorporated Marin County. Of the 29,279 assessor's parcels in the County, 2,536 parcels 
are zoned RMP, with the largest concentrations in the Kentfield, Lucas Valley, Marin City, 
Sleepy Hollow, Strawberry, Tiburon, and Tamalpais Valley areas. Parcels deemed not 
available for development include those: 

1. Publicly-owned for the purpose of open space 
2. Subject to pennanent agricultural or open space conservation easements 
3. Entirely below the mean high tide line and subject to public trust law 
4. Not separate legal building sites (such as street right-of-ways, merged parcels, interim 

parcels resulting from lot line adjustments, and private open space and common 
areas) 

5. Already programmed for development (such as approved master-planned 
developments currently being considered) 

Third step Analyze the alternative sites. Each candidate site was reviewed against specific criteria to 
determine its appropriateness for further consideration as a feasible alternative site. A feasible site 
was defined as one which could achieve most of the basic objectives of the project and which could 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts of the project as proposed. 

The State CEQA Guidelines recognize that information about alternative sites' physical 
characteristics, including constraints, is limited. It normally is beyond the scopes of most EIRs to 
obtain and analyze information about environmental conditions of sites other than the project site. 
The State CEQA Guidelines direct EIRs to rely on available information (such as previous EIRs) to 
the extent possible but do not require EIRs to analyze alternative sites if the effects cannot be 
"reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative." 

The 1996 Draft EIR identified four potential alternative sites using this methodology. The four sites 
were as follows: 

• Hamilton Air Force Base 
• St. Vincent's/ Silveira 

11 PROPDEV is an inventory of proposed development projects and site information for Marin County. 

12 Nichols• Berman conversation with Jean Hasser, City of San Rafael Planning Department, May 14, 1996, and Dean 
Powell,.Marin County Community Development Agency, May 14, 1996. 

6.0-23 



• Grady Ranch 
• South Luiz Ranch 

6. 0 Altemetives 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Since the circulation of the 1996 Draft EIR there have not been amendments to the San Rafael 
General Plan 2000 or The Marin Countywide Plan that would result in the identification of new 
feasible alternative sites for the proposed project. Furthermore, additional vacant lands in Marin 
County jurisdiction have not been rezoned to the RMP district which would result in new feasible 
alternative sites. 

The four alternative sites analyzed in the 1996 Draft EIR are discussed below. The analysis has been 
updated to reflect current conditions. 

ALTERNATIVE SITES CONSIDERED INFEASIBLE 

The 1996 Draft EIR evaluated a number of additional alternative sites and determined that each of 
these sites was infeasible as an alternative site for the Oakview project. The sites considered and 
rejected included: 

• Lindero Office District in Downtown San Rafael 
• Shoreline Business Park and Bayview Business Park 
• Former Fairchild Semiconductor Plant 
• McNear Quarry 
• San Quentin Ridge 
• Scettrini Site 
• Easton Point Project 
• Keig Property 
• Two Properties on San Pedro Ridge 

No new information is available that would change the findings of the 1996 Draft EIR regarding these 
sites that would now make one.or more of these sites to be a feasible alternative site. 

Analysis of Potentially Feasible off-site Alternatives 

Hamilton Air Force Base 

The 1996 Draft EIR identified the closed Hamilton Air Force Base as a feasible alternative site for the 
office component of the Oakview project. It was stated that the Hamilton Air Force Base site could 
accommodate the proposed office component of the Oakview project, thus a feasible alternative, and 
implementation at the Hamilton would reduce significant impacts of the 1995 plan (including 
geologic, hydrologic, and biotic impacts, such as tree loss). However, it was stated that the feasibility 
of the Hamilton site for residential development would not be known until the then planning process 
was completed. 

In 1993 the City of Novato adopted the Hamilton Field Master Plan and Development Agreement 
proposed by the New Hamilton Partnership. This approval allows for development of up to 750 
housing units, a number of affordable housing units, and a maximum of 825,000 square feet of 
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commercial land uses. Both residential and commercial development under the terms of the 
Development Agreement is proceeding. 

The Novato City Council adopted the Hamilton Army Airfield Reuse Plan in October 1995. 
Consistent with the Reuse Plan in 1999 the City of Novato selected Novato Community Partners 
(comprised of Shea Homes and Centex Homes) as the Master Developer. The Reuse· Plan (and 
subsequent Development Agreement) allows for 444 residential units in Rafael Village (located on 
the westside of Highway 101) and 708 affordable housing units in Capehart and Hillside housing 
(located on 183 acres on the eastside of Highway 101) .and 25 single-family homes on the San .Pablo 
Drive site (3 .1 acres located on the eastside of Highway 10 I). 

Based on current development activity it appears that the Hamilton sit~ should not be considered a 
feasible alternative site. 13 

St. Vincent's I Silveira 

According to the San Rafael General Plan the St. Vincent's/ Silveira properties represent the largest 
potential housing opportunity area in the San Rafael Planning Area. Primarily flat and separate from 
established neighborhoods, the properties can accommodate a variety of housing types. The area is 
currently under County jurisdiction and zoned agriculture. 

The 1996 Draft EIR stated that the St. Vincent's / Silveira properties appear to meet many of the 
objectives of the Oakview project. The properties currently are not developed, there is sufficient area 
to develop 71 housing units and 94,400 square feet of office space (as proposed in the 1995 plan), the 
applicant may be able to acquire and control the properties, and the properties are centrally located 
along existing circulation routes. 

In June 1998, the San Rafael City Council and the Marin County Board of Supervisors adopted a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding the future of the St Vincent's/ Silveira properties. 
As agreed to in the MOU, a 16 member Advisory Task Force was appointed to develop 
recommendations setting forth· proposed locations for development, densities, intensities, and design 
guidelines for those areas appropriate for development, and environmental preservation and 
management policies for those area inappropriate for development. In May 2000 the Advisory Task 
Force issued its recommendations for the St. Vincent's / Silveira properties. 14 In regard to 
development potential the Advisory Task Force established a range of 800 to 1,500 housing units and 
120,000 to 310,000 square feet of nonresidential development. It is the intent of the Advisory Task 
Force that its recommendations be submitted for review and consideration in the San Rafael General 
Plan Update project, which is now underway, and submitted to Marin County in connection with its 
anticipated amendment of The Marin Countywide Plan. 

Based on the recommendations of the Advisory Task Force it appears that the St. Vincent's/ Silveira 
properties remain a feasible alternative site. However, as discussed in the 1996 Draft EIR., the 
purpose of the alternative site analysis is not simply to find a location which physically can 
accommodate a project. It also is to provide off-site locations which would reduce or eliminate 

13 Nichols • Berman conversation with Kristie Richardson, Senior Planner, City ofNovato, August 2000. 

14 St. Vincent 's/Silveia Advisory Task Force Recommendations, May 3, 2000. 
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environmental impacts of the proposed project. The 1996 Draft EIR stated that based on the 
information available it could not be concluded whether or not traffic, wetland, visual, and public 
service impacts associated with the proposed project would be reduced, or eliminated at the St. 
Vincent's / Silveira properties. A complete analysis of environmental impacts of the St. Vincent's / 
Silveira site cannot be conducted at this time, particularly due to the uncertainty of future City and 
County actions. It is possible that the St. Vincent's/ Silveira site could feasibly obtain the project's 
overall objectives without some of the adverse environmental impacts associated with the Oakview 
site, but more information would need to be collected to make that determination. 

Grady Ranch 

The 1996 Draft EIR evaluated the 1,039-acre Grady Ranch, located in_unediately west of the Lucas 
Valley Open Space Preserve on Lucas Valley Road, as an alternative site. The 1996 Draft EIR 
concluded that this alternative site could be feasible, but, without a detailed site plan, environmental 
impacts cannot be determined adequately. It is not clear if this alternative site would alleviate the 
significant impacts of the Oakview project. 

Since the 1996 Draft EIR Marin County has approved a Master Plan for the Lusasfilm Corporation for 
this parcel. The Master Plan allows 456,100 square feet of office development on the Grady Ranch. 
With the approval of the Master Plan for the Grady Ranch it is unlikely that this parcel would be 
available as a site for the Oakview project, therefore, this site is considered infeasible. 

South Luiz Ranch 

The 1996 Draft EIR evaluated the 1,112-acre South Luiz Ranch located directly south of Lucas Valley 
Estates and the Grady Ranch across Lucas Valley Road. The South Luiz Ranch is designated Planned 
Residential by The Marin Countywide Plan and is zoned RMP-0.1. The 1996 Draft EIR concluded 
that it was not clear whether the South Luiz Ranch alternative would reduce the Oakview project's 
significant unavoidable grading, hydrological and erosion, tree removal, visual, and cumulative traffic 
impacts. In order for the feasibility of this alternative site to be analyzed, a detailed site plan would 
be required. 

Marin County has recently approved a lot line adjustment for the South Luiz Ranch to provide for a 
500-acre parcel. The County has received a Design Review application for a single-family house on 
the 500-acre parcel. With the lot line adjustment an approximate 612 acre parcel remains available 
for future development. Current zoning would permit a maximum buildout of 61 units on this portion 
of the South Luiz Ranch. 

The remaining portion of the South Luiz Ranch could physically accommodate both the residential 
and office portions of the Oakview project. However, it is not known if this site is available to buy 
from the Luiz family. Residential and office development of the South Luiz Ranch could be seen as 
compatible with the adjacent existing Lucas Valley Estates project and office development on Grady 
Ranch. In addition, sewer and water lines are present under Lucas Valley Road in front of the South 
Luiz Ranch. It is not clear whether or not development on the remaining portion of the South Luiz 
Ranch would result in significant grading, hydrological and erosion, tree removal, visual and 
cumulative traffic impacts. In order for the feasibility of this alternative site to be analyzed, a detailed 
site plan would be required. 
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6.6 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 

The 1996 Draft EIR evaluated the feasibility of the acquisition of the project site. for open space and 
the potential for different land use on the project site. The 1996 Draft EIR describes the reasons for 
the rejection of these alternatives. This infonnation remains valid and is incorporated by reference 
into this EIR. · 

6. 7 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND-THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND 
THE ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

A comparison of the proposed project and the five on-site alternatives, broken down by ·type of 
impact, is given below. 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 tenns of 
access, safety, and traffic operations, Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision Alternative) would be 
superior to the proposed project, which would provide residential access primarily from Lucas Valley 
Road. 

A comparison of the environmental merits of each alternative is provided below. 

Geology and Soils 

Alternative 1 (No Development Alternative) would have the least geologic impact because no grading, 
slope stability impacts due to grading, groundwater impacts, or impacts from disturbing serpentine 
soil would occur. The proposed project and Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision Alternative) would 
have the least geologic impact of the development alternatives because less intense site development 
would minimize impacts. Alternative 2 (Countywide Plan Designation Alternative), Alternative 3 (71 
Housing Units and No Office Development Alternative) and Alternative 5 (Previous Proposed 
Project) would each disturb a much larger portion of the project site than either the proposed project 
or Alternative 4. In order to accommodate more housing units, Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would likely 
result in mass grading of the site to accommodate access roads and to repair the numerous landslides 
which could potentially impact building sites and roadways. Due to the amount of development the 
alternative with the greatest geologic impact would be Alternative 2. 

Hydrology and Drainage 

Alternative 1 (No Development Alternative) would have the least hydrologic impact, although existing 
off-site drainage impacts would persist. Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision Alternative) would have 
the least hydrologic impact of the development alternatives because it would preserve the on-site 
spring. The proposed project would follow but would not preserve the on-site spring. Alternative 2 
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(Countywide Plan Designation Alternative) would have the greatest hydrologic impacts since the 
increased area of impervious surfaces would resulting high peak flows for this alternative. 

Biological Resources 

Alternative 1 (No Development Alternative) would have the least biological impact because no habitat 
would be affected. The proposed project and Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision Alternative) would 
have the least biological impact of the development alternatives because they would have the least 
amount of development, would preserve the largest nwnber of trees, and would provide a wetland 
habitat area. Alternative 4, however, would preserve the active spring and most of the associated 0.62 
acre of freshwater seep. Alternative 3 (71 Housing Units and No Office Development Alternative) 
would follow by preserving some wetland habitat on Parcel 2 and allo"'.ing re-establishment of native 
grasslands on undeveloped parts of Parcel 2, but would result in major losses· of trees on the ridge line 
and native grasslands. Alternative 5 (Previous Proposed Project) would create somewhat more 
impacts, and less area would remain on-site for grassland re-establishment. Alternative 5 would result 
in a minimum of 822 trees being removed. The alternative with the greatest biologic impact would be 
Alternative 2 (Countywide Plan Designation Alternative). Of particular concern would be the 
potential for removal of a large number of oaks and other native trees under this alternative. 

Visual and Aesthetic Quality 

Alternative 1 (No Development Alternative) would have the least aesthetic impact because the visual 
environment would not change. The proposed project and Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision 
Alternative) would have the least visual impact of the development alternatives because they would 
not affect the site's upper slopes. Alternative 3 (71 Housing Units and No Office Development 
Alternative) would follow, due to severe impacts on the upper slopes. Alternative 5 (Previous 
Proposed Project) would add visual impacts with development along Highway 101. The alternative 
with the greatest visual impact would be Alternative 2 (Countywide Plan Designation Alternative). 

Transportation and Circulation 

Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision Alternative) would generate approximately the same number of trips 
as the proposed project. In terms of access, safety, and traffic operations, Alternative 4 (29-Lot 
Subdivision Alternative) would be superior to the proposed project. With the elimination of the office 
development Alternative 3 (71 Housing Units and No Office Development Alternative) would result in 
49 percent fewer daily trips than the proposed project and Alternative 2 (Countywide Plan 
Designation) would result in 23 percent fewer daily trips than the proposed project. Overall, all of the 
alternatives would result in similar short-range and long-range cumulative peak hour conditions which 
would require mitigation measures. 

Air Quality 

Alternative 1 (No Development Alternative) would have the least air quality impact since there would 
be no construction period impacts and no contribution to local carbon monoxide or regional air 
quality impacts. Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision Alternative) and the proposed project would result 
in similar air quality impacts. Alternative 3 (71 Housing Units and No Office Development 
Alternative) would result in lesser construction period and long-term operation impacts than the 
proposed project. Alternative 2 (Countywide Plan Designation) and Alternative 5 (Previous Proposed 
Project) would result in more intense construction period air quality impacts due to increased amounts 
of development assumed. All of the alternatives would result in less-than-significant long-term local 
and regional air quality impacts. 
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Alternative 1 (No Development Alternative) would have the least noise impact because no new noise 
would be generated and no new development would be affected by existing noise conditions. Of the 
development alternatives, it is not clear which alternative would be superior. Based on traffic noise 
alone, the alternatives would be ranked as listed in Transportation and Circulation. Based on noise 
exposure of the site, Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision Alternative) would have the least impacts, as 
no residential development would take place next to Lucas Valley Road. Based on construction noise 
impacts to the surrounding area, Alternative 2 (CountylJ'ide Plan Designation Alternative) probably 
would be the worst, and the other development alternatives would be roughly equal. 

Public Services 

Ranking alternatives is difficult due to varying priorities of different services. More development 
generally would result in more need for public services. In terms of fire service more residential 
development (such as with Alternative 2 [Countywide Plan Designation]) would expose more on-site 
residents and property to wildfires than alternatives with less development (such as the proposed 
project and Alternative 4 [29-Lot Subdivision]). With regard to water service impacts, alternatives 
with development above elevation 210 feet (such as Alternative 2 [Countywide Plan Designation], 
Alternative 3 [71 Housing Units and No Office Development], and Alternative 5 [Previous Proposed 
Project]) would probably require construction of an on-site water tank. The proposed project and 
Alternative 4 (29-Lot Subdivision) would not require such a water tank. 

Costs and Revenues 

Economic impacts would be less-than-significant for all alternatives. While alternatives would 
generate different revenues for the County and special districts, none of the alternatives would result 
in any foreseeable physical changes which would result in environmental impacts. 
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7.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The State CEQA Guidelines require that the Lead Agency (Marin County) prepare a final 
environmental impact report (EIR) before approving a 'f)roject. The Lead Agency may provide an 
opportunity for review of the final EIR by the public or commenting agencies, and this review should 
focus on the responses to comments on the Draft EIR, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15089. 

This Chapter provides the comments on the Draft EIR and responses to the comments. It consists of a 
list of comments on the Draft EIR, including comments on the EIR process, project merits, and 
environmental issues; master responses to selected environmental issues; verbatim comment letters 
submitted on the Draft EIR; summarized oral comments made at the May 7, 2001 Planning 
Commission Public Hearing on the Draft EIR; and responses to significant environmental issues 
raised in all the comments. Master responses have been prepared for selected comment topics to 
provide a · comprehensive analysis of major environmental issues raised in multiple comments. 
Responses to individual comments raising significant environmental points are presented immediately 
after each comment letter. 

The County prepared and on March 21, 2001 circulated the Revised Draft EIR on the proposed 
Oakview Master Plan, Use Permit, Vesting Tentative Map application. During the public review 
period from March 21, 2001 to May 14, 2001 1 and at the public hearing held by the Marin County 
Planning Commission on May 7, 2001, comments on the Draft EIR were solicited from government 
agencies and the public. 

The governmental agencies, organizations, and individuals who commented on the Draft EIR are 
listed in Section 7.2 (Persons Commenting). Section 7.3 (Master Responses) provides master 
responses that have been prepared for selected comment topics to provide a comprehensive analysis 
of major environmental issues raised. in multiple comments. These master responses are often 
referred to in the response to individual comments in Section 7.4. 

Section 7.4 (Response to Comments) presents and responds to all comments on the Draft EIR and the 
project's environmental effects. These include comments submitted to the County in writing and 
made orally at the public hearing. The original letters are reproduced, and comments are numbered 
for referencing with responses. Responses to individual comments raising significant environmental 
points are presented immediately after each comment letter. Some responses refer commentors to 
other comments or responses in this section or to the pages of the Draft EIR (DEIR) where specific 
topics are discussed. Some comments do not pertain to physical environmental issues but to the 
merits of the project. These comments are included in this section, although responses to project-

1 The Notice of Completion issued on March 21, 2001 stated that the public review period would close on May 7, 2001. 
On March 28, 2001 a corrected and revised Notice of Completion was issued. The corrected and revised Notice of 
Completion extended the public review period to May 14, 2001 
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related comments are not necessary in an EIR. However, inclusion in this document will make the 
commentor's views available to public officials who will make decisions about the project itself. 

In some instances, text changes resulting from the comments and responses are recommended. In 
these instances information that is to be deleted is cFossed out, and information that is added is 
underlined. The text changes resulting from comments and responses have been incorporated in the 
original Draft EIR text, as indicated in the responses. All of these text changes result in insignificant 
modifications to the original Draft EIR text. 
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7.2 PERSONS COMMENTING 

Comments on the Draft EIR were received from the following agencies, organizations, and 
individuals. Letters refer to the order of written comments and their accompanying responses. 

Written Comments 

COUNTY AND CITY AGENCIES 

1. City of San Rafael, Robert M. Brown, AICP, Community Development Director 
2. Marin County Department of Public Works, Pat Balderama, Land Use & Water Resources 
3. Marin Housing Authority, Barbara Collins, Affordable Housing Strategist 
3A. Marin County Department of Public Works Traffic Engineering Section, Jason Nutt, 

Traffic Operations Engineer · 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

4. Marin Municipal Water District, Eric McGuire, Environmental Services Coordinator 
5. Marinwood Community Services District, Thomas D. Home, District Manager 

STATE AGENCIES 

6. Governor's Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse, Terry Roberts 
7. Department of Fish and Game, Robert W. Floerke, Regional Manager, Central Coast 

Region 
8. Department of Toxic Substances Control, Barbara J. Cook, P.E., Chief Northern California­
Coastal Cleanup Operations Branch 
9. Department of California Highway Patrol, Golden Gate Division, Tom Noble, Assistant 

Chief 

ORGANIZATIONS 

10. Lucas Valley Homeowners Association, Inc., Ron Marinoff, ZAP 
11. The Marinwood Association and Marinwood Advocates for Sensible Planning, Frank 

Rowley and Carol Brandt 
12. Marin Conservation League, Susan Stompe, President 
13. Marin Audubon Society, Barbara Salzman 

INDIVIDUALS 

14. Sally Marie McGuire 
15. Stanley R. Farber 
16. Donald A. and Carolyn E. Huffman 
17. Kim Higashi 
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18. Susan L. Adams, Ph.D., RN, NP 
19. Marian K. Blanton 
20. Kate Powers 
21. Frank Nelson (two letters) 
22. Claude and Rebecca Bentley 
23. Walter K. Dods 
24. Bruce Christy 
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25. Larry Kennings, Planning Consultant (on behalf of the project applicant) 
26. Kathleen Gaines & Ray Welch 
27. Marilyn Williams 
28. Raoul Stepakoff and Cindy Ostroff 
29. Diane J. Ray 

Public Hearing Comments 

Minutes of the May 7, 2001 Planning Commission public hearing are included in Section 7.4. These 
are not verbatim minutes but rather provide a summary of the oral comments made at the public 
hearing. A complete list of all individuals comments on the Draft EIR at the public hearing is 
provided in the minutes. 
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7.3 MASTER RESPONSES 

This section provides master responses that have been prepared for selected comment topics to 
provide a comprehensive analysis of major issues raised in multiple comments. These master 
responses are referred to in the response to individual comments in Section 7.4. These master 
responses cover the following topics: 

• Need for a new alternative 

• Energy issues 

• Visual analysis 

• Transportation and Circulation 

Master Response A -- Assisted Living Residential Use Option 

In response to written comments regarding the Draft EIR an option to the use of the two buildings 
located along the frontage of Highway 101 (Buildings A and B) is evaluated in this Response to 
Comments. 

A number of commentors (see letters from Barbara Collins, Marin Housing Authority and Lucas 
Valley Homeowners Association for example) stated that the developer should construct the 
designated inclusionary housing on-site. A number of commentors (see letter from Barbara Collins, 
Marin Housing Authority for example) suggested that an alternative site plan that included affordable 
housing on the project site be evaluated. 

In response to these comments the project applicant proposes as an option the use of the two buildings 
along the Highway 101 frontage for an assisted living residential use. Under this option the 80,000 
square foot Building A would be used to house a residential assisted living facility and the 14,400 
square foot Building B would be used to house services for the residential assisted living facility, 
including administrative and support services. The major components of the Assisted Living 
Residential Use Option would be as follows: 

• Be a retirement community that would provide seniors with housing opportunities, meals, 
transportation services and social services. 

• Include 75 residential units, with kitchens, for independent seniors. 

• Include 75 residential units, without full kitchens, for less independent seniors. 

• Not be a skilled nursing facility. 

• Provide full meal service (three meals a day) in group dining facilities. 
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• Provide housekeeping, maintenance, and laundry and linen services. 

• Provide religious, social and recreational activities. 

• Provide exercise, cultural and educational activities. 

• Provide other services as appropriate. 

Use the assisted living residential use the footprints of buildings A and B would not change, nor 
would the bulk or mass of each of the two buildings. Access to the two buildings would be the same 
as the proposed project, that is Marinwood A venue would be extended south from its present end 
north of Miller Creek along the Highway 101 frontage of the project site. One hundred twenty eight 
(128) parking spaces would be provided for Building A plus one large and one small loading space. 
Fifty eight (58) parking spaces would be provided for Building B, the same as the proposed project. 

Between the parking lot for Building A and Highway 101 a landscaped berm is proposed. 

With this use the portion of the project site in the proposed project proposed for the 28 single-family 
housing units would remain the same. 

Exhibit 7 .0-1 shows the building footprint, the extension of Marinwood A venue and the parking lots 
layout for the assisted living residential use portion of the proposed project. The layout of the single­
family residential portion of the proposed project would be the same (see Exhibit 2.2-5 in the Draft 
EIR). Exhibit 7.0-2 shows the proposed landscaped berm between the parking lot and Highway 101. 
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Exhibit 7.0-1 
Assisted Living Residential Layout 
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ANALYSIS OF THE ASSISTED LIVING RESIDENTIAL USE OPTION 

This section analyses the change in the use of buildings A and B from administrative / professional 
office development to an assisted living residential use. This analysis evaluates the potential impacts 
of a change of land use from on the project site from professional office use to an assisted living 
residential use. This analysis is provided below 

Geology and Soils 

The Assisted Living Residential Use option would have the same impacts as the proposed project and, 
therefore, the same types of mitigation measures would be necessary under both the proposed project 
and the Assisted Living Residential Use option. However, due to the reduced number of required 
parking spaces for the assisted living residential use and the proposed ·berm along a portion of the 
Highway 101 frontage the areal extent and quantities of grading would be slightly different in the 
Assisted Living Residential Use option than the proposed project. For the proposed project the 
estimated quantities of cut and fill for the road and parking lots serving the two offices buildings 
would be 26,220 and 20,780 cubic yards, respectively. For the Assisted Living Residential Use 
option the estimated quantities of cut and fill for the road and parking lots serving the two buildings 
would be 25,400 and 26,100 cubic yards, respectively. The difference in cut and fill amounts would 
not result in different geology -and soils impacts for the Assisted Living Residential Use option than 
for the proposed project. 

Hydrology and Drainage 

The Assisted Living Residential Use option would have the same hydrology and drainage impacts as 
the proposed project and, therefore, the same types of mitigation measures would be necessary under 
both the proposed project and the Assisted Living Residential Use option. Due to the reduced number 
of parking spaces provided for this alternative (186 parking spaces) than for the proposed project (3 78 
parking spaces) the Assisted Living Residential Use option would have slightly less impervious 
surfaces than the proposed project. As a result the increase in site peak flow rates for sub-watershed 6 
projected for the proposed project (see Impact 5.2-2 in the Draft ElR) would be slightly less for this 
alternative. Nevertheless, the significant site peak flow rates anticipated for the proposed project 
would be the same for the Assisted Living Residential Use option. With the assisted living residential 
use impacts on downstream hydraulic structures would be similar to the proposed project in that any 
surcharge of floodwaters at the Highway 101 box culvert and the SPRR bridge on Miller Creek would 
be considered significant. The actual impact of peak flow increase on downstream flooding along 
Miller Creek (SPRR bridge) would be slightly less with this use than for the proposed project. 

Biological Resources 

The Assisted Living Residential Use option would have the same biological resources impacts as the 
proposed project and, therefore, the same types of mitigation measures would be necessary under both 
the proposed project and the Assisted Living Residential Use option. Although the parking lot 
configuration for the assisted living residential use would be slightly different than for the proposed 
project due to the construction of the berm the impacts to tree removal, disturbance to native 
grasslands, and disturbance to freshwater seeps and wetlands would be the same as for the proposed 
project. Potential impacts associated with the Miller Creek crossing and anticipated removal of 35 
tress and freshwater seep habitat on Parcel 2 would be the same with this use as for the prnposed 
project. 
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In the Assisted Living Residential Use option the footprints of Buildings ~ and B would not change 
from the proposed project, nor would the bulk or mass of each of the two buildings. Access to the 
two buildings would be the same as the proposed project, that is Marinwood A venue would be 
extended south from its present end north of Miller Creek along the Highway 101 frontage of the 
project site. The one change that would occur is that the number of parking spaces for Building A 
would be reduced from 320 spaces from the proposed project to 128 parking spaces for this 
alternative. The reduction in the ·number of parking spaces would permit the development of a larger 
landscape berm between the parking lot for Building A and Highway 101. 

As a result, the Assisted Living Residential Use option would have the same visual and aesthetic 
quality impacts as the proposed project and, therefore, the same types of mitigation measures would 
be necessary under both the proposed project and the Assisted Living Residential Use option. The 
landscaped berm with the assisted living residential use would provide some increased of shielding of 
the parking lot for Building A than the proposed project. 

As discussed below in the discussion of noise, if resident's facing Highway 101 open their windows, 
interior noise levels would be excessive. Outdoor areas with acceptable noise levels could be 
provided on the backside of the building and possibly on the front side if the areas were enclosed with 
a walled plaza or patio. However, a soundwall about ten feet high would be required to provide the 
necessary shielding in front of the building. Construction of such a soundwall could have a 
significant visual impact. However, since it is not known if such a soundwall would be constructed 
nor is the design of such a wall known it would be speculative to further analyze the visual impacts. 

Transportation and Circulation 

Assisted Living Residential Use option Trip Generation 

Trip generation rates for the assisted living residential were taken from the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual. 2 Exhibit 7.0-3 presents the ITE trip rates and the proposed 
project with the assisted living residential use estimated trip generation. The single-family detached 
housing trip rates (ITE Land Use Code 210) were increased by 20 percent over the standard published 
rates in order to provide a conservative analysis for the larger homes (2,000 plus square feet) 
proposed by this alternative. 

Trip Generation The proposed project would generate approximately 735 daily vehicle trips based 
on a 1~0 unit Assisted Living development and 28 single-family homes. Each alternative generated 
vehicle trip is counted individually. A vehicle departing the project site in the morning and returning 
in the evening would ·account for two discrete (though related) vehicle trips. 

AM Peak Hour Generation During the AM peak hour, this option would generate an estimated 55 
vehicle trips. The 28 housing units would account for 29 trips of which seven would be inbound and 
22 would be outbound. The assisted living development would generate 29 vehicle trips of which 11 
would be inbound and 14 would be outbound. The total alternative would generate 18 inbound and 
36 outbound vehicle trips. 

2 Institute ofTransportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 6th Edition, 1997. 
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Exhibit 7.0-3 
Assisted Living Residential Use Trip Generation Estimates 

Trip Rates 

7. 0 Comments and Responses 
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'
·(.:~.\n:~:,:,:.,'.'s/e/.··.:.·.-.:·:····.' .. :.;:_~_'..,:~_··.i ... i.,.,;:::_: ... ·.:.::.~.:·.•.••.;·.'.: .•. :.:.:_:.:.:,.•.·.-.·.::.·.•.·'.\.1.i_>.·.:." .. ,> .. 1,·.:. ·.:.L.;· •. L.· .,n:;.,.:t\,'.'M'.')e/a),s}u(re,, .. ,:i,:.~:;. :i.:.i·,:::···.:·.;,_:··D,:·i.;at'.,;,i,.{_·;.,._':.t:e<,: ... : ... ·.: .. _:.\.l ·.. : .4\WPeakJil~ur:·. . ·. ,:,;pt'PPt!ak~Hour .' . 
.... U!.U ·"' .. -. IIY',l'\;QL • !Rate.·';! ,;::{~1n:• · ;i\ • 1>\~(if': { :iia~ j '.f(ijfi;:: ;~ t·' ~oat ,/;e 
Assisted Living Facility1 Units 2.76 0.17 -45% 55% 0.27 56% 44% 

Single-Family Housing2 Units 11.46 1.04 25% 75% 1.21 64% 36% 

Project Trip Generation 

. ::> : '>' . ". ',,:.,.: < :,..;.~::/ ;i .. ~~ 1.,:.::'.:,:.:s::1yz/e\".·;_;1;.'.n/1:ts"'.i}·~.·.·.,,.'_:(,::'..; :;,',:.' ... :, •. ',: ... '..·D;/. ;ait:1:,;.t, .. i.· .• ·.;·"'···,;··,In~.{s;i.:.:::: .•. I,: .. : ·:;\;1:~;:ta~:,~~;~tllrjp~ JJ·i} .>' ,P,M!P..e~k~H~tifll;tips~·:''::,) L~ndi.ci~~i;:/ ' · .. -: ,. /U ,v ,,, "' {0.ut ,:t ~:i:FoiaFr : .. ~fri:,, ::.·, ·.· ,but: ·; 
Assisted Living 150 414 26 11 14 41 23 18 

Simile-Family Housing 28 321 29 7 22 34 22 12 

ProiectTotal 735 55 18 36 75 45 30 

1 - Retirement Community, ITE Trip Generation Manual, Sixth Ed., Land Use: 250 
2- Single-Family Detached Housing, ITE Trip General Manual, Sixth Ed., Land Use: 210 
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PM Peak Hour Generation During the PM peak hour, this option would generate an estimated 75 
vehicle trips, of which 45 _would be inbound and 30 would be outbound. The 28 housing units would 
generate 34 peak hour vehicles trips of which 22 would be inbound and 12 outbound. The assisted 
living development would generate 41 peak hour trips with 23 inbound and 18 outbound trips. 

Trip Distribution 

The trip distribution for the Assisted Living Residential Use option is based on the previous 1996 
DEIR and the current ABAG Projections 2000 data fox CMA Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) 
170. The project site is located in TAZ 170. The trip distribution percentages for the employees of 
the assisted living development, single-family and senior residential uses are shown in Exhibit 7.0-4. 

Exhibit 7.0-4 
Estimate of Peak Hour Vehicle Trip Distribution 

Destinations Percentage Destinations Percentage 

North IOI 42 North 101 15 

South 101 49 South 101 74 

West 2 West 3 

East 2 East 3 

S. Gallinas 3 S. Gallinas 3 

N. Gallinas 2 N. Gallinas 2 

Totals: 100 percent 100percent 

Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, February 2002 
, . 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 7.0-1 Existing Plus Assisted Living Use Option AM and PM Peak Hour Conditions 
The proposed project with the assisted living residential option alone and in conjunction with 
existing traffic conditions would create significant AM peak hour impacts for the Lucas Valley 
Road I Los· Gamos Road, Miller Creek Road I Marinwood Avenue, and Highway 101 
Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road intersections. Significant PM peak hour impacts would 
be created for the Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road intersection. 

Exhibit 7.0-5 shows the project's impact with the assisted living residential use trips on study area 
intersection and highway segment levels of service in the AM and PM peak hours under existing plus 
alternative conditions. 

During the AM peak hour, the addition of project traffic to existing conditions would result in 
deteriorated LOS E and F conditions at the unsignalized intersections of Lucas Valley Road/ Los 

3 Twenty percent of vehicle trips associated with the assisted living development were considered as employee trips. 
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Exhibit 7.0-5 
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Existing Plus Assisted Living Residential Use AM/PM Peak Hour Levels of Service 

: . : ... ,:.;-::· -.;. 
.,,.,.· ·-. .:. }:1~i~~:i:;~?!~ir:i ,;~;k6;!!!1YJ!~:,~ •. , .. ... . . . .. ' ,-,j: •. · J~t~t:SEfctib]l{i::-,· \. <.: .. 

.. 

Signalized Intersections LOS Delay LOS 
Lucas Vallev/Miller Creek B- 8.1 B 

Lucas Valley/Las Gallinas 8 14.7 8 

US101 SB Ramps/Lucas Valley Road C 17.9 C 

US101 NB Ramps/Smith Ranch Road C 22.0 C 

Unsianalized Intersections 

All-Way STOP LOS Delay LOS 
Miller Creek/Marinwood E 40.7 F 

Miller Creek/Las Gallinas D 22.7 D 

2-Way STOP IT-Intersections LOS Delav LOS 
US 101 NB Ramps/St. Vincent's Drive 

NBL B 6.9 B 

EBL A 2.4 A 

Intersection Averaae A 3.6 A 

US 101 SB Ramps/Miller Creek 

SBL F >60 F 

WBL A 3.5 A 

Intersection Average F >60 F 

Lucas Valley/Los Games 

NBL F >60 F 

NBR 8 9.9 C 

WBL E 37.3 E 

Intersection Average D 23.1 D 

Highway Segments 2 LOS V/C LOS 
South of Lucas Valley Road F 0.97 F 

North of Lucas Valley Road F 0.96 F 

North of Miller Creek Road F 0.96 F 

1 - Plus project LOS reflects planned trafic signal installation at SB off-ramp, October 2000. 

2 - AM peak hour= southbound commute, PM peak hour= northbound commute. 
Highway volume to capacity r,J/C) ratlo calculated at 2,200 vehicles per hour per lane 
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Delay 

- 8.1 

14.7 

18.2 

22.3 

Delay 

46.8 

22.8 

Delav 

7.1 

2.4 

3.8 

>60 

3.6 

>60 

>60 

10.2 

40.8 

29.3 

V/C 
0.98 

0.96 

0.96 

;i;~r~;!l~zJrmei t;•'1tt~t:1):J~~;). 
LOS Delay LOS Delay 

A 3.9 A 3.9 

8 9.8 8 9.8 

C 16.1 C 16.3 

B 9.8 B 9.9 

LOS Delav LOS Delav 

8 7.7 B 9.1 

A 3.7 A 3.8 

LOS Delav LOS Delav 

C 11.4 C 12.6 

A 2.6 A 2.6 

B 6.4 B 7.1 

B 7.8 B 8.2 

A 3.3 A 3.4 

A 1.5 A 1.4 

E 31.2 E 32.8 

C 11.2 C 11.6 

A 4.6 A 4.6 

A 4.6 A 4.7 

LOS VIC LOS V/C 
E 0.92 E 0.92 

E 0.91 E 0.91 

E 0.90 E 0.91 
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Gamos Road, Highway 101 Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road, and Miller Creek Road / 
Marin wood A venue. 

During the PM peak hour, the unsignalized intersection at Lucas Valley Road 7 Los Gamos Road 
would to operate at unacceptable LOS E at the northbound left turning movement. 

Each adversely impacted intersection is discussed in further detail below: 

Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Roaq_ During the AM peak hour, this unsignalized 
intersection experiences LOS F operations at the southbound left-tum I through movement under 
existing conditions. The addition of project traffic would result in further deterioration. The 
intersection operates acceptably in the PM peak hour. The AM peak h~ur impact is considered to be 
significant. 

Miller Creek Road I Marinwood A venue During the AM peak hour project traffic would result in a 
· change in level of service from LOS E to LOS F as a result of the inbound, (westbound) left-turning 
project traffic accessing the office use. The AM peak hour impact is considered to be significant. 

Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road During the AM and PM peak hours, this unsignalized 
intersection experiences LOS F and LOS E operations iespectively at the northbound left-tum 
movement under existing conditions. The addition of project traffic would result in further 
deterioration in the AM and PM peak hours. Both AM and PM peak hour impacts are considered to 
be significant. 

Highway Segment Analysis 

In general it should be noted that the project with the assisted living residential option would add 
vehicle trips to Highway 101 during both the AM and PM peak hours. The increase in traffic levels 
due to the project however, would have an imperceptible effect on highway operations. For instance, 
the project is estimated to add 23 PM peak hour vehicle trips to the highway segment north of Miller 
Creek Road. Under existing conditions this segment carries approximately 7,950 vehicles during the 
PM peak hour. An increase of 23 vehicles to the existing level of background highway traffic would 
be undetectable to drivers already on the highway and would have no measurable impact on existing 
operations. In general, traffic volumes on highways have been observed to fluctuate as much as ten 
percent on a daily basis. The reasons for day to day shifts are numerous and include such things as 
weather conditions, seasonal changes, accidents, and roadway construction activities. Therefore the 
project's contribution to peak hour highway volumes would be insignificant. At all highway study 
segments the project would affect less than a 0.003 (three-tenths of a percent) change to the V/C ratio 

Highway 101 - Segment South of Lucas Valley Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment operates at LOS F (V /C =0.97) under base year conditions. With the 
addition of this project's traffic (seven vehicles) the segment would continue to operate at LOS F 
(VIC= 0.98). This impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment operates at LOSE (V/C = 
0.92) under base year conditions. With the addition of this project's trips (11 vehicles) the segment 
would continue to operate at LOS E (V/C = 0.92). This impact is considered to be less-than­
significant. 
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Highway 101 • Segment North of Lucas Valley Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment operates at LOS F (VIC= 0.96) under base year conditions. With the 
addition of this project's traffic (three vehicles) the segment would continue to operate at LOS F (VIC 
= 0.96). This impact is considered to be less-than-significant. · 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment operates at LOS ·E (VIC = 
0.91) under base year conditions. With the addition of this project's trips (six vehicles) this segment 
would continue to operate at LOS E (VIC = 0.91). This impact is considered to be less-than­
significant. 

Highway 101 - Segment North of Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment operates at LOS F (VIC= 0.96) under b~e year conditions. With the 
addition of this project's traffic (17 vehicles) the segment would continue to operate at LOS F (VIC = 
0.96). This impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment operates at LOSE (VIC= 
0.90) under base year conditions. With the addition of this project's trips this segment would 
continue to operate at LOSE (VIC= 0.90). This impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measure 7.0-1 The following mitigations would be required to reduce existing plus 
alternative AM and PM peak hour conditions to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 7.0-1(a) Miller Creek Road I Marinwood Avenue-The recommended mitigation 
measure at this intersection is the installation of a traffic signal. The applicant should fund this 
improvement. 

Significance After Mitigation During the AM peak hour, if this intersection were signalized, it would 
function at LOS B under existing plus alternative conditions. hnplementation of this measure would 
reduce this impact to less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measure 7.0-1(b) Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road - The recommended mitigation 
measure at this intersection is the installation of a traffic signal. The applicant should pay its fair share 
toward this improvement. 

Significance After Mitigation During the AM peak hour, if this intersection were signalized, it 
would function at LOS B under existing plus alternative conditions. During the PM peak hour, 
signalization would result in LOS B operations. hnplementation of this measure would reduce this 
impact to less-than-significant. 

As stated, this intersection would be signalized with the programmed improvements to the southbound 
Highway 101 ramps. If signalized prior to the reconstruction of the ramps, the signal controller and 
other infrastructure should allow for the later addition of a southbound leg at this intersection as· well 
as for exclusive left-tum phases on the westbound approach and for a north-south split phase. 

Mitigation Measure 7.0-1(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. 
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Significance After Mitigation If this intersection were signalized, it would function at LOS C under 
existing plus alternative AM peak hour. Implementation of this measure would reduce this impact to 
less-than-significant. 

Implementation of Mitigation Master Plan approval should be conditioned upon the applicant 
funding Mitigation 7.0-l(a) and 7.0-l(b) and paying its fair share of Mitigation 7.0-l(c) prior to 
issuance of a building permit. 

Impact 7.0-2 Short-Range Cumulative AM and PM Peak Hour Conditions 
Short-Range cumulative conditions would create significant peak hour impacts for the Miller 
Creek Road I Marinwood Avenue, Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road, and Highway 101 
Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road intersections. 

Exhibit 7.0-6 4 shows peak hour intersection LOS operations under short-range cumulative conditions 
(no alternative and alternative scenarios). During the AM peak hour, the unsignalized intersections of 
Miller Creek Road / Marinwood A venue, Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road and 
Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road deteriorate from existing conditions under short-range 
cumulative (no alternative) conditions. 

The three Highway 101 study segments deteriorate from base year conditions but remain at LOS F 
under short-range cumulative conditions during the AM peak hour. 

During the PM peak hour, under short-range cumulative conditions, the left tum movement from Los 
Gamos Road at the unsignalized intersection of Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road would continue 
to operate at LOS E with the addition of project traffic, with slightly increased delays. 

All Highway 101 study segments deteriorate from base year conditions but remain at LOS Funder 
short-range cumulative conditions during the AM peak hour and LOS E during the PM peak hour. 

Impacted intersection and highway sections are discussed in further detail below 

Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour, project generated 
traffic added to the short-range cumulative base (no alternative) would result in an increase of delay at 
the southbound left-tum / through movement. This movement currently operates at LOS F under 
existing conditions. This cumulative impact is considered to be significant. 

Miller Creek Road I Marinwood Avenue During the AM peak hour, project generated traffic added to 
the short-range cumulative base (no alternative) would result in a worsening in level of service at this 
intersection from existing conditions LOSE (42.8 sec/veh) to an unacceptable LOS F (53.8 sec/veh). 
This cumulative impact is considered to be significant. 

Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road During the AM peak hour, the addition of project traffic to 
short-range cumulative (no alternative) base traffic would result in further deterioration of this 
unsignalized intersection. The northbound left-tum would function at LOS F (>60.0 sec/veh). The 

4 Level of service calculations prepared as a part of this BIR analysis, are available for review at the Marin County 
Community Development Agency. 
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Exhibit 7.0-6 
Short-Range Cumulative Plus Assisted Living Residential Use AM/PM Peak Hour 
Levels of SeNice 

' ·, · .. ;,,~ :.· '• . ., . . ' ·.a~.;;. -~ :-: 7;·-. 
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Sianalized Intersections LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 
Lucas Valley/Miller Creek B 7.9 8 7.9 A 3.7 A 
Lucas Valley/Las Gallinas B 14.4 B 14.4 8 9.9 B 

US 101 SB Ramos/Lucas Valley C 17.6 C 20.3 8 13.3 C 

us-101 NB Ramps/Smith Ranc;h Road D 35.3 D 35.9 B 9.9 B 

Unsignalized Intersections 

AII-Wav STOP LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 
Miller Creek/Marinwood E 42.8 F 53.8 B 7.3 8 

Miller Creek/Las Gallinas D 22.0 D 26.5 A 3.5 A 

2-Wav STOP/T-lntersections LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delav LOS 
US 101 NB Ramps/Sl Vincent's Drive 

NBL B 6.9 B 7.1 C 11.4 C 

EBL A 2.4 A 2.4 A 2.6 A 

Intersection Average A 3.6 A 3.8 B 6.4 B 

US 101 SB Ramps/Miller Creek 

SSL F >60 F >60 8 7.8 B 

WBL A 3.5 A 3.6 A 3.3 A 

Intersection Averaae F >60 F >60 A 1.5 A 

Lucas Valley/Los Games 

NBL F >60 F >60 E 37.6 E 

NBR C 10.2 C 10.4 C 14.2 C 

WBL E 40.8 E 44.8 8 5.1 B 

Intersection Averaae E 31.9 E 41.8 8 5.4 B 

Highway Segments 1 LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS 
South of Lucas Valley Road F 0.98 F 0.98 E 0.92 E 

North of Lucas Valley Road F 0.97 F 0.97 E 0.92 E 

North of Miller Creek Road F 0.97 F 0.98 E 0.91 E 

1 -AM peak hour= southbound commute, PM peak hour= northbound commute; 
Highway volume to capacity fl/IC) ratio calculated at 2,200 vehicles per hour per lane. 

0f/C) ratio shown for purposes of comparison. Freeway LOS based on HCM 2000 methodology (density). 
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10.0 

Delay 

9.1 
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Delay 

12.6 
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3.4 

1.5 

39.7 

14.6 

5.1 

5.5 

VIC 
0.93 

0.92 

0.91 
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westbound left-tum movement would deteriorate to LOS E ( 44.8 seclveh). These cumulative impacts 
are considered to be significant. 

' 
During the PM peak hour, this project would add additional traffic to this intersection and the 
northbound left-tum movement would increase vehicle delay but would continue to operate at LOS E. 
These cumulative impacts are considered to be significant. 

Highway Segment Analysis 

Highway 101 - Segment South of Lucas Valley Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment would continue to operate at LOS F (VIC= 0.98) with and without 
project traffic. This project would add seven trips which would furth~r deteriorate the short-range 
cumulative LOS F (VIC = 0.978) to LOS F (VIC = 0.979). This is considered to be less-than­
significant because the VIC shift from without project traffic to with traffic is less than one percent 
(one-tenths of one percent). 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment would continue to operate at 
LOS E without project traffic (VIC = 0.92). When project traffic is added, this highway segment 
would operate at LOS E (VIC = 0.92). This impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 

Highway 101 - Segment North of Lucas Valley Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment would continue to operate at LOS F (VIC= 0.97) with and without 
project traffic. This projects would add three trips to this segment which would further deteriorate the 
short-range cumulative LOS F (VIC= 0.966) to LOS F (VIC= 0.967). This is considered to be less­
than-significant because the VIC shift from without project traffic to with traffic is less than one 
percent ( one-tenth of one percent). 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment would continue to operate at 
LOS E (VIC = 0.92) with and without project traffic. This impact is considered to be less-than­
significant. 

Highway 101 - Segment North of Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment would continue to operate at LOS F (V/C = 0.97) without project 
traffic and LOS F (V/C = 0.97) with project traffic. This project would add 17 trips to this segment 
which would further deteriorate the short-range cumulative LOS F (VIC= 0.969) to LOS F (VIC= 
0.976). This is considered to be less-than-significant because the VIC shift from without project 
traffic to with traffic is less than one percent (seven-tenths of one percent). 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment would continue to operate at 
LOS EVIC = 0.91) with and without project traffic. This impact is considered to be less-than­
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 7.0-2 The following mitigations would be required to reduce short-range 
cumulative AM and PM peak hour conditions to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 7.0-2(a) Miller Creek Road I Marinwood A venue - Same mitigation measure as 
7.0-l(a). 

Significance After Mitigation If this intersection were signalized, as recommended under existing 
plus project conditions, it would function at LOS B under short-range AM peak hour conditions. 
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Implementation of this measure would reduce this impact to less-than-significant. This project's 
percentage share of short-range traffic growth would be 65 percent during the AM peak hour. During 
the PM peak hour, the project's percentage share· of short-range growth would be 67 percent. 

Mitigation Measure 7.0-2(b) Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road - Same mitigation measure as 
7.0-l(b). · 

Significance After Mitigation During the AM peak hour, if this intersection were signalized, it would 
function at LOS B under short-range cumulative plus pr.eject conditions. During the PM peak hour, 
signalization would result in LOS B operations. Implementation of this measure would reduce this 
impact to less-than-significant. This project's percentage share of short-range traffic growth would be 
24 percent during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour, this project's percentage share of 
short-range growth would be 38 percent. 

Mitigation Measure 7.0-2(c) Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road - Same mitigation 
measure as 7.0-'l(c). 

Significance After Mitigation During the AM peak hour, if this intersection were signalized, it would 
function at LOS C under short-range cumulative plus alternative conditions. Implementation of this 
measure would reduce this impact to less-than-significant. The project's percentage share of short­
range traffic growth would be 65 percent during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour, the 
project's percentage share of short-range growth would be 60 percent. 

Implementation of Mitigation Master Plan approval should be conditioned upon the applicant 
funding Mitigation 7.0-2(a) and 7.0-2(b) and paying its fair share of Mitigation 7.0-2(c) prior to 
issuance of a building permit. 

Impact 7.0-3 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. 

The peak hour LOS for long-range cumulative conditions at study area intersections and highway 
segments 5 is shown in Exhibit 7.0-7. Under long-range cumulative conditions programmed 
improvements to the Highway 101 southbound ramp system would result in improved operations of 
the Highway 101 Southbound Ramps / Lucas Valley Road. 

During the AM peak hour, all of the unsignalized intersections would operate at unacceptable 
conditions (LOS E and F). 

Under PM peak hour conditions, the two unsignalized intersections of Highway 101 Northbound 
Ramps/ Miller Creek Road and Highway 101 Southbound Ramps/ Miller Creek Road would operate 
at LOS F conditions. 

Each of these intersections and highway segments is discussed in further detail below: 

5 Level of service calculations for long-tenn cumulative conditions, prepared as a part of this EIR analysis, are available 
for review at the Marin County Community Development Agency. 
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Long Range Cumulative Plus Assisted Living Residential Use AM/PM Peak Hour 
Levels of Service 
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Siana/ized Intersections LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Lucas Valley/Miller Creek B 9.4 B 9.4 A 4.1 A 4.1 

Lucas Valley/Las Gallinas C 22.8 C 22.8 B 10.3 B 10.3 

Lucas Valley/Los Games D 33.6 D 34.9 C 24.7 C 24.9 

. US101 NB Ramos/Smith Ranch Road 8 14.1 B 14.1 B 10.7 8 10.7 

Unsignalized Intersections 

A/1-Wav STOP LOS Delav LOS 

Miller Creek/Marinwood F >60 F 

Miller Creek/Las Gallinas E 34.4 F 

2-Wav STOPIT-lntersections LOS Delay LOS 

US 101 NB Ramps/St. Vincent's Drive 

NBL E 36.1 E 

EBL 8 5.2 B 

Intersection Averaqe 8 6.4 B 

US 101 SB Ramos/Miller Creek 

SBL E 38.9 E 

SBR F >60 F 

WBL · B 7.2 8 

Intersection Average F 57.3 F 
Highway Segments 1 LOS V/C LOS 

South of Lucas Vallev Road E 0.90 E 

North of Lucas Valley Road E 0.89 E 

North of Miller Creek Road E 0.89 E 

1 - AM peak hour= southbound commute, PM peak hour= northbound commute; 
Highway volume to capacity (YIC) ratio calculated at 2,200 vehicles per hour per lane. 

Delay 

>60 

45.1 

Delay 

42.1 

5.2 

7.5 

42.3 

>60 

7.6 

>60 

V/C 

0.90 

0.89 

0.89 

r,J/C) ratio shown for purposes of comparison. Freeway LOS based on HCM 2000 methodology (density). 
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LOS Delay LOS Delay 

8 9.8 C 12.3 

A 4.3 A 4.6 

LOS Delay LOS Delay 

F >60 F >60 

B 5.2 8 5.3 

F >60 F >60 

F >60 F >60 

B 5.6 B 5.9 

8 6.1 B 6.4 

D 20.3 D 28.8 

LOS V/C LOS VIC 

F 0.99 F 0.99 

F 0.96 F 0.96 

F 0.98 F 0.99 
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Highway 101 Northbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour, project generated 
traffic added to the long-range cumulative base would result in increased delay at the northbound left­
turn movement. The northbound left-tum movement is projected to operate .at LOS E without project 
traffic. With the addition of project traffic, the movement would operate at LOS F. This cumulative 
impact is considered to be significant. 

During the PM peak hour, the northbound left-tum would operate at LOS F under long-range 
cumulative conditions, with or without project traffic. This cumulative impact is considered to be 
significant. 

Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour, project generated 
traffic added to the long-range cumulative base would result in increased. delay at the southbound left­
tum and right-tum movements. The southbound left-tum movement is projected to operate at LOS E 
without project traffic. With the addition of project traffic, the movement would operate at LOS F. 
The southbound right-tum movement would operate at LOS F with or without the addition of project 
traffic. These cumulative impacts are considered to be significant. 

During the PM peak hour, the southbound left-turn would operate at LOS F under long-range 
cumulative conditions, with or without project traffic. This cumulative impact is considered to be 
significant. 

Miller Creek Road I Marinwood A venue During the AM peak hour, this intersection would operate at 
LOS F conditions, with or without the addition of project traffic. This cumulative impact is 
considered to be significant. 

Miller Creek Road I Las Gallinas A venue During the AM peak hour, this unsignalized all-way-stop 
intersection would experience minor deterioration as a result of project trips added to long-range 
cumulative development. The intersection would operate at unacceptable LOS E (34.4 sec/veh) 
without the project, and at LOS F (45.l sec/veh) with the project. This cumulative impact is 
considered to be significant. 

Highway 101 Southbound Ramps I Lucas Valley Road As stated, this location would cease to 
function as an intersection and is not analyzed for that reason. 

Highway Segments 

The Marin County CMA 2020 forecast for the Highway 101 study segments includes the addition of a 
reversible, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane. This project is approved and funded and will provide 
additional capacity to the Highway 101 corridor. 

The CMA model estimates of peak hour traffic include a portion of that traffic assigned to the HOV 
lanes. The EIR long-range freeway analysis accounts for the HOV lane traffic (1,360 AM peak hour 
southbound vehicles, and 1,285 PM peak hour northbound vehicles) in the long-range without and 
with project scenarios. 

Highway 101 - Segment South of Lucas Valley Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment would operate at LOS E (V/C = 0.90) as a result of long-range 
cumulative development. With the addition of project traffic the segment would continue to operate 
at LOS E (V/C = 0.90). The AM peak hour cumulative impact is considered to be less-than­
significant. 
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During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment would operate at LOS F (VIC 
=0.99) under the no alternative long-range cumulative development scenario. With the addition of · 
this project's trips this segment would continue to operate at LOS F (VIC=: 0.99). The project would 
add 11 trips to this segment which would further deteriorate the long-range cumulative LOS F (VIC= 
0.991) to LOS F (VIC= 0.992). This is considered to be less-than-significant because the VIC shift 
from without project traffic to with traffic is less than one percent ( one -tenth of one percent). 

Highway 101 - Segment North of Lucas Valley Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment would operate at LOS E (VIC = 0.89) as a result of long-range 
cumulative development with and without the project. The AM peak hour cumulative impact is 
considered to be less-than-significant. 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment would operate at LOS F (VIC 
=0.96) under the no alternative and with project scenario. The project would add six trips to this 
segment which would further deteriorate the long-range cumulative LOS F (VIC= 0.962) to LOS F 
(VIC = 0.963). This is considered to be less-than-significant. because the VIC shift from without 
project traffic to with traffic is less than one percent (one-tenth of one percent) 

Highway 101 - Segment North of Miller Creek Road During the AM peak hour (southbound 
direction) this highway segment would operate at LOS E (VIC = 0.89) as a result of long-range 
cumulative development. With the addition of project traffic the segment would remain at LOS E 
(VIC= 0.89). The AM peak hour cumulative impact is considered to be less-than-significant. 

During the PM peak hour (northbound direction) this highway segment would operate at LOS F (VIC 
= 0.978) under long-range cumulative conditions. The addition of 23 project trips would further 
deteriorate to LOS F (VIC = 0.981). This is considered to be less-than-significant because the VIC 
shift from without project traffic to with traffic is less than one percent (three-tenths of one percent). 

Mitigation Measure 7.0-3 The following mitigations would be required to reduce long-range 
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 26 PM peak hour project 
generated trips that would travel through the Highway 101 I Lucas Valley Road I Smith Ranch Road 
intersection. 

Mitigation Measure 7.0-3(a) Miller Creek Road I Marinwood Avenue - Same mitigation measure as 
7.0-l(a). 

Significance After Mitigation If this intersection were signalized, it would function at LOS B ( 6. 7 
seclveh) under long-range AM peak hour conditions. Implementation of this measure would reduce 
this impact to less-than-significant. This project's percentage share of long-range traffic growth 
would be 13 percent during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour, the project's percentage 
share of long-range growth would be 18 percent. · 

Mitigation Measure 7.0-3(b) Lucas Valley Road I Los Gamos Road - Same mitigation measure as 
7.0-l(b). 

Significance After Mitigation It was assumed in the analysis that this location would be signalized as 
part of the Highway 101 I Lucas Valley interchange improvement under long-term cumulative 
conditions. During the AM peak hour, this signalized intersection would function at LOS D under 
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long-range cumulative plus project conditions. During the PM peak hour, the intersection would 
operate at LOS C. 

Mitigation Measure 7.0-3(c) Highway 101 Southbound Ramps/ Miller Creek Road - Same mitigation 
measure as 7.0-l(c). 

Significance After Mitigation During the AM peak hour, if this intersection were signalized, it 
would function at LOS B under long-range cumulative plus project conditions. The intersection 
would operate at LOS B during .the PM peak hour. Implementation of this measure would reduce 
these impacts to less-than-significant. This project's percentage share of long-range traffic growth 
would be 14 percent during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour, this project's percentage 
share of long-range growth would be 8 percent. 

Mitigation Measure 7.0-3(d) Miller Creek Road / Las Gallinas Avenue - The recommended 
mitigation measure at this intersection is the installation of a traffic signal. The applicant should pay 
its fair share toward this improvement .. 

Significance After Mitigation If this intersection were signalized, it would function during the AM 
peak hour at LOS B (8.1 sec/veh). Implementation of this measure would reduce this impact to less­
than-significant. This project's percentage share of long-range traffic growth would be two percent 
during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour this project's percentage share of long-range 
growth would be five percent. 

Mitigation Measure 7.0-3(e) Highway 101 Northbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road - The 
recommended mitigation measure at this intersection is the installation of a traffic signal. The 
applicant should pay its fair share toward this improvement. 

Significance After Mitigation During the AM peak hour, if this intersection were signalized, it would 
function at LOS B (12.2 sec/veh) · under long-range cumulative plus project conditions. The 
intersection would operate at LOS D (25.6 sec/veh) in the PM peak hour. Implementation of this 
measure would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant. This project's percentage share of long­
range traffic growth would be five percent during the AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour the 
project's percentage share of long-range growth would be six percent. 

Implementation of Mitigation Master Plan approval should be conditioned upon the applicant 
funding Mitigation 7.0-3(a) and 7.0-3(b) and paying its fair share of Mitigation 7.0-2(c), 7.0-2(d), 7.0-
2( e) prior to issuance of a building permit. 

Air Quality 

Implementation of the Assisted Living Residential Use option would result in air quality impacts 
similar to those associated with the proposed project. This would be potentially significant 
construction period impacts and less-than-significant long-term operational local and regional 
impacts. 

Noise 

The Assisted Living Residential Use option would have similar significant land use compatibility 
impacts as the project. Building A, the assisted living facility, would be exposed to noise levels in 
excess of those deemed compatible with residential land uses per the Program N-1.1 b of the Noise 
Element of the Marin Countywide Plan. 
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Building A would be exposed to an Ldn of up to 70 dB. The Noise Element of the Marin Countywide 
Plan states that an acoustical analysis shall be performed for new residential development in areas 
with greater than a 60 dBA outdoor L<1n to determine the appropriate mitigation measures for meeting 
an exterior noise level of 60 dBA measured at the property line and an interior noise level of 45 dBA. 
This would be a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure- The site could be designed to meet the County's requirement for interior noise 
levels by using sound rated windows as necessary and providing the buildings with mechanical 
ventilation so that the windows· could be maintained ~losed. It should be noted that if resident's 
facing Highway 101 open their windows, interior noise levels would be excessive. Outdoor areas 
exposed to an Ldn of 60 dB or less could be provided on the back side of the building and possibly on 
the front side if the areas were enclosed with a walled plaza or patio. However, a soundwall about ten 
feet high would be required to provide the necessary shielding in front of the building. 

Building B would be used to house services for the residential assisted living facility, including 
administrative services and medical offices, would be exposed to a Ldn of 70 dB. The impacts and 
mitigation measures would be the same as for the proposed project. 

Traffic noise impacts with the assisted living residential use option would be the same as for the 
proposed project. 

Construction noise impacts would be the same with the assisted living residential use option as with 
the proposed project. 

Public Services 

• Fire Service Both the Marinwood Fire Department (fire protection) and the San Rafael Fire 
Department (paramedic service) expressed concern that the Assisted Living Residential Use 
option would have greater service impacts than the proposed project. 6 In 2001 the Marinwood 
Fire Department responded to a total of 906 calls for service. In 2001 the Marinwood Fire 
Department responded to a total of 88 calls for service to the Smith Ranch Homes assisted living 
development (245 units) resulting in a call volume of 2. 78 units per call. 7 Based on this 
generation rate the assisted living residential facility in this alternative would result in an 
additional 54 annual calls for service to the Marinwood Fire Department. In additional to the 
increase in demand for seryice the Marinwood Fire Department staff has concerns regarding 
additional equipment which may be required to respond to the assisted living residential facility 
depending on fmal design factors such as building height and layout. 

The San Rafael Fire Department responded to a total of 6,161 calls for service in 2001, 
approximately 75 percent of the calls were for paramedic service. A concern expressed by the 

6 Nichols• Berman conversation with Thomas Horn, District Manager, Marinwood Community Services District and 
Robert Marcucci, Fire Chief, San Rafael Fire Department, April 2002. 

7 Memo to Bob Berman, Nichols • Berman from Thomas Horne District Manager, Marinwood Community Services 
District, April 29, 2002. 
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San Rafael Fire Department is the increasing number of times when the department receives 
multiple calls for paramedic service at the same time. Calls for paramedic service are increasing 
at a rate of approximately six percent per year. Based on its experience with other assisted living 
facilities within its service area the San Rafael Fire Department states that the proposed assisted 
living facility would generate more calls for paramedic service than a similar amount of office 
space. Also, based on recent experience assisted living facilities as compared to other ·residential 
development have a larger percentage of calls in the evening· hours. 

Based on the information av.ailable, although the Assisted Living Residential Use option would 
result in an increase in annual calls for service, the project would not result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with new or physically altered City of San Rafael or Marinwood Fire 
Department facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives. 

• Police Protection The Assisted Living Residential Use option would likely generate more calls 
for police service than the project, a less-than-significant impact in both cases because no 
physical impacts would result from the increased demand. 

• Water Service Based on Marin Municipal Water District's (MMWD) estimates the assisted 
living residential facility of this alternative would result in an annual water demand of 19 .5 acre 
feet compared with 9.4 acre feet for the office portion of the proposed project. 8 However, as 
with the proposed project, the MMWD has sufficient capacity to serve the project. 

• Sanitary Sewer Service The Las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District (LGVSD) uses a generation 
rate of 200 gallons per day (gpd) per unit for residential development. For assisted living 
facilities LGVSD assumes that units without full kitchen facilities would generate 40 percent of 
the normal daily generation rate and units with full kitchen facilities would generate 100 percent 
of the daily generation rate. 9 Therefore, the assisted living residential facility of this alternative 
would generate an estimated 21,000 gpd compared with 11,328 gpd for the office portion of the 
proposed project. However, as with the. proposed project, the LGVSD wastewater plant has 
sufficient existing capacity to serve the project and this would remain a less-than-significant 
impact. 

• Public Schools Similar to the office portion of the proposed project, the assisted living 
residential portion of this alternative would not generate any school aged children. Therefore, 
impacts on the Dixie Elementary School District and the San Rafael High School District would 
be the same as for the project. 

Costs and Revenues 

The Assisted Living Residential Use option would generate a similar amount of revenue for the 
County and special districts as the project, due to the similar level of development. The actual 
amount of revenue would depend on the estimated value of the two assisted living building as 

8 The MMWD estimates that an assisted living residential facility would use approximately 0.13 acre-feet per unit per year. 
Nichols • Bennan conversation with Eric McGuire, MMWD, April 2002. 

9 Nichols • Bennan conversation with Al Petrie, District Manager, LGVSD, April 2002. 
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compared to the estimated value of the two office buildings. As with the project and all alternatives, 
no physical changes would result from economic impacts of site development. 

Master Response B - Visual Analysis 

In response to comments received on the Draft EIR new photosimulations of the two buildings located 
along the frontage of Highway 101 were prepared. 

Exhibit 7 .0-8 shows the site from northbound Highway 101 looking northwest. This view is similar to 
the view in Exhibit 5.4-14 in the Draft EIR. Exhibit 7.0-9 illustrates the project at completion, but 
before installation of landscaping, as seen from this viewpoint. As discussed in Impact 5.4-5 the fonn 
of the proposed Building A would be prominent and would attract attention. The building would 
become less dominant as the proposed landscaping matures. The benn that is illustrated is the benn 
that is proposed as a part of the Assisted Living Residential Use option described above. The benn, 
proposed between the on-site parking lot and Highway 101, would be noticeable and would screen the 
parking lot from this location.' 

Exhibit 7 .0-10 shows the site from northbound Highway 101 looking southwest. In the comments on 
the Draft EIR some com.mentors requested a view of this portion of the project site from southbound 
Highway 101. However, due to safety concerns it was not possible to photograph the project site 
from southbound Highway 101. Exhibit 7 .0-11 illustrates the project at completion, but before 
installation of landscaping, as seen from this viewpoint. From this viewpoint Building B would be 
prominent and would attract attention. A portion of the access road would be visible from this 
location, as would the concrete retaining wall constructed along the west side of the access roadway 
in the vicinity of Building A. Similar to the discussion above, the various elements of the project 
visible in the photosimulation would become less dominant as the proposed landscaping matures. 
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Source: Matt Brockway 

Exhibit 7.0-8 
View from Northbound Highway 101 Looking Northwest- Existing Conditions 

Photograph Date: January 18, 2002 



Source: Matt Brockway 

Exhibit 7.0-9 
View from Northbound Highway 101 Looking Northwest - Proposed Project 



Source: Matt Brockway 

Exhibit 7.0-10 
View from Northbound Highway 101 Looking Southwest- Existing Conditions 

Photograph Date: January 18, 2002 

I 



Source: Matt Brockway 

Exhibit 7.0-11 
View from Northbound Highway 101 Looking Southwest - Proposed Project 
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In response to comments that additional information regarding potential energy impacts of the 
proposed project the following information is provided. 

Electric Service Setting 

Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) provides electricity and gas to 12 million Californians, from 
Eureka to Bakersfield, including the project area. The energy supplied by PG&E is administered by 
the California Independent Systems Operator (CAISO), a private nonprofit organization created as 
part of California's 1996 deregulation plan to monitor the ebb and flow of electricity use on the 
energy grid. The CAISO acts as an auction house; purchasing power as needed from electricity 
suppliers on behalf of the utility companies, who then deliver electricity to consumers. The CAISO is 
responsible for overseeing energy supply to approximately 124,000 square miles of California (75 
percent of the state), delivered via PG&E, Southern California Edison, and San Diego Gas and 
Electric. 

The intent of the CAISO is to assure the necessary power is available, and when electricity demand 
nears total available supply, the CAISO orders rolling blackouts to avoid collapse of the entire 
electricity grid. In 2001, the CAISO had access to about 46,000 megawatts, depending upon how 
many generators were on-line. 10 This includes an additional 2,000 megawatts of generating capacity 
from twelve new plants which went on-line in 2001. 

California has recently experienced problems related to the price and supply of electricity. The State 
has addressed these problems and the rising cost of electricity by promoting large-scale conservation 
efforts, encouraging the building of new electricity generation plants, and entering into long-term 
contracts with electricity suppliers at fixed rates, in order to avoid the volatility of the regular energy 
market. In August of 2001, the State's efforts to avoid blackouts were considered largely successful, 
greatly aided by cool weather and consumer conservation. 

Additional energy supply due to new power plants and fewer existing plants being off-line for repair 
also contributed to the prevention of emergency situations. As mentioned above, by the end of 2001, 
2,000 additional megawatts of generating capacity came online, an amount equivalent to about five 
percent of the CAISO's current peak demand of 40,000 megawatts. There are currently five approved 
plants representing 3,540 megawatts scheduled to come online in 2002; eight plants representing 
4,431 megawatts for 2003; and two plants representing 1,000 megawatts for 2004. Therefore, 15 
approved plants providing a total of 8,971 megawatts are scheduled to be available by the end of 
2004. Additionally, 21 project representing 11,525 megawatts are under consideration by the 

1 O The number of generating plants on-line and therefore the generating capacity available to the CAI SO is determined by 
estimated demand throughout the day, and depends upon both the scheduled and emergency off-line status of generating 
facilities. When actual generating capacity cannot reach actual peak demand, shortages occur. 
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California Energy Commission. 11 By some estimates, the state will experience a costly energy 
surplus by 2004. 12 

Energy consumption is measured in kilowatt hours (kWh) and megawatt hours. 13 The CAISO 
monitors 164 billion kWh a year. According to the California Energy Commission, the utility demand 
for Marin County for the year 2000 was 1,568 million kWh. 14 The average household of 2,500 
square feet or greater uses 10,079 kWh per year, while office use results in 89,000 kWh per year for a 
6,950 square foot office. 15 

Project Impacts 

The proposed project would result in 94,400 square feet of office space and 28 housing units: Based 
on PG&E residential and commercial energy consumption surveys, the proposed additional housing 
and office buildings would require and estimated maximum of 1,491,075 kWh per year, in addition to 
the existing Marin County usage. 

Considering the year 2000 demand of 1,568 megawatts for Marin County, and the additional supply 
of 8,971 megawatts throughout the state by 2004, energy suppliers would have sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the proposed project demand of 1.5 megawatts. This would represent an increase in 
Marin County's energy demand of approximately 0.01 percent. Because adequate energy would be 
available to serve the project, the project would represent a less-than-significant impact on energy 
supply. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The California Energy Code (CCR Title 24, Section 6) provides minimum standards for energy 
efficiency to be incorporated into new home design. PG&E as well as Federal and State agencies 
have offered incentive programs to encourage developers to go beyond Title 24. These programs 
encourage use of Energy Star Rating appliances, automatic light sensors, fluorescent lighting, extra 
insulation for floors, walls, and attics, double-paned windows with low-emissivity coating, and more 
efficient sealing of all ducts, walls, windows, and doors. In addition, the Marin County CDA has 
developed a new energy efficiency program entitled Building Energy Efficient Structures Today 

11 Power Facilities Licensing Cased Approved by the California Energy Commission. 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/approved.html 

12 Los Angeles Times, "Sudden Power Glut Puts State in Costly Bind," Saturday, August 11, 2001. 

13 A kilowatt is one thousand watts, and a megawatt is one million watts. A kilowatt hour is one thousand watts consumed 
over one·hour while a megawatt hour is one million watts of electricity consumed over one hour. 

14 California Energy Commission Utility Deliveries, 2000. (point reyes response) 

15 Residential Energy Survey Report, PG&E. http:wee.pge/\.com/003-save-energy/003a-res/pdt7res.pdf 
Commercial Building Survey Report, PG&E, 1999. 
http://www.pge.com/003 _save_ energy/003b _ bus/pdt7CEUS _ 1999.pdf 
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(BEST). These construction techniques combined with Energy Star appliances could reduce energy 
use by 30 percent over the average home. 16 

Implementation of energy conservation techniques is a voluntary action on the part of the developer. 
The applicant should be encouraged to implement measures from one or more of these energy 
conservation programs as a method to lessen future cumulative energy supply impacts. · 

While any new development would increase demand for electricity, the proposed project is not of 
sufficient size to consume resources at a substantially increased rate. Additionally, 8,971 megawatts 
are scheduled to be available by the end of2004; the proposed project represents 0.018 percent of this 
additional generating capacity, and if approved in 2002, would likely be built by that time. Therefore, 
the cumulative effects of project demand on overall energy supply would be considered less-than­
significant. 

Master Response D - Transportation and Circulation 

A number of the commentors expressed a concern that the most up to date information was not used 
in the Transportation and Circulation section. For example, a number of comments on the Draft BIR 
related to the use of traffic data that was more than one year old. A concern was expressed that by not 
using the most recent traffic data project-generated traffic impacts would be understated. Another 
concern stated was that short-range cumulative conditions were not based on the County's most 
current list of future projects. A number of commentors requested that this information be updated. 

In response to these comments Section 5.5 (Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR has 
been updated based on the most current information available regarding existing conditions and short­
range future cumulative conditions. 

For example, the peak hour intersection traffic counts used in the Draft EIR analysis were taken in 
January 2000. The 2000 peak hour volumes at four of the study intersections were compared to peak 
hour counts taken in March 2001 by Marin County. 17 The four intersections used for comparison 
purposes are: 

• Highway 101 Southbound Ramp / Miller Creek Road 

• Miller Creek Road / Marinwood Avenue 

• Miller Creek Road / Las Gallinas A venue 

• Lucas Valley Road / Miller Creek Road 

The Highway 101 Southbound Ramp I Miller Creek Road intersection showed an increase in morning 
commute hour traffic of 2. 7 percent compared to the January 2000 count. The increase represented a 
peak hour total of 55 additional intersection vehicles. Morning peak hour traffic volumes at the other 

16 Energy Star is a Federally-monitored appliance rating system. 

17 These counts were taken prior to the traffic calming measures implemented by the County in May 2001 and therefore were 
comparable to the 2000 counts. See Response to Comment 11-H for further discussion of"freeway jumpers". 
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three intersections were all lower than the 2000 counts. The decrease in total peak hour traffic at 
these locations ranged from just under one percent at Miller Creek Road / Las Gallinas A venue to 
four percent at Miller Creek Road / Marinwood A venue. These differences were not significant in 
terms of the numbers of peak hour vehicles and indicated that traffic in the area had neither improved 
nor worsened in the 14-month period between the intersection counts. 

In March of 2002, Wilbur Smith Associates (the EIR traffic consultant) conducted 15 minute spot 
check counts of PM peak hour traffic at the Highway IO 1 / Lucas Valley Road Ramps. These 
observations indicated that traffic was lower than counts collected in January 2000 at both the 
northbound and southbound locations by approximately three percent. Again, a difference of three 
percent is not significant. Studies of traffic flow characteristics have found a potential for wide 
variability (up to ten percent) in peak hour volumes on a daily basis at the same locations. What the 
comparisons do suggest is that peak hour traffic has not increased significantly over the past two year 
period in this area and may have in fact decreased slightly. 

The January 2000 study area AM and PM peak hour intersection volumes were increased by 1.5 
percent per year (three percent total) and used to provide the base case analysis for both the existing 
and short-range cumulative revised analysis. The January 2000 intersection volumes were increased 
to ensure a conservative approach to the analysis of traffic impacts. 

In addition to the traffic count data, the Caltrans Highway 101 freeway traffic volumes have been 
updated. The Draft EIR used 1998 traffic volume data from Caltrans. The updated Highway 101 
volumes were taken from the Ca/trans Traffic Operations Division Homepage and were recorded in 
June 2000. 

The short-range cumulative traffic analyses was based on a manual assignment of vehicle trips 
generated from approved projects within the study area as listed in the Marin County Propdev 29, 
Semi-Annual Proposed Development Survey, published in August 1999. In response to comments the 
short-range land use and trip generation numbers have been updated based on the most current version 
of Propdev (Marin County Propdev 34, Semi-Annual Proposed Development Survey, published in 
February 2002). 

As a result of this work Section 5.5 (Transportation and Circulation) has been revised and updated. 

Section 15088.5(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines provides guidance regarding the recirculation of 
EIRs. CEQA states that if subsequent to public review and interagency consultation, but prior to final 
certification, the lead agency adds "significant new information" to the EIR which introduces new or 
more severe impacts, or a feasible project alternative or a mitigation measure which would clearly 
lessen environmental impacts but the project sponsor declines to adopt, then the lead agency must 
recirculate the EIR for additional commentary and consultation. New information is considered 
"significant" when the EIR is changed in a way that "deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity 
to comment". 

It should be noted that although the Transportation and Circulation section has been updated, no 
''triggering event" as specified in Section 15088.5(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines requiring 
recirculation has been identified Based on the revised Transportation and Circulation section no new 
significant impacts would occur nor no substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact 
would occur. 
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7.4 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

All comments submitted to the County on the Draft EIR in letters 1 through 29 are presented in the 
following pages. The original letters are reproduced, and comments are numbered for referencing 
with responses. Some responses· refer readers to other comments or responses in this section or to the 
pages in the Draft EIR where specific topics are discussed. 
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CITY OF 

May 14, 2001 

Tim Haddad 
Environmental Planning Coordinator 
Marin County Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

Mayor 

Albert J. Baro 

Council Members 

Pau/M Cohen 

Barbara Heller:. 

- Cyr N Miller 

Gary O Phillips 

Re: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report- Oakview Project (State Clearinghouse 
No. 99032052) 

Dear Mr. Haddad: 

The fo11owing constitute comments of the City of San Rafael on the Draft EIR for the Oakview 
Project: 

1. Relationship to Public Plans and Zoning 

Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR correctly identifies the project's conflict with the City of San 
Rafael's General Plan land use designation and the provisions of the Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) whereby the City became a responsible agency by virtue of the 

®
requirement for the project to successfully complete the City's discretionary Priority Projects 
Procedure (PPP). Since the PPP approval would require a finding of consistency with the 
City's General Plan, which designates the site Hillside Residential, the two office buildings 
proposed would be inconsistent and may preclude the allocation of traffic capacity. We 
believe the inconsistency with the San Rafael General Plan constitutes a significant impact. 
Page 4.0-1 of the DEIR quotes the Marin County Environmental Impact Review Guidelines 
and Procedures as stating that a significant impact would result from "land uses that would 
conflict with existing or proposed uses at the periphery of the project area or with other local 
land use plans." We believe that the City's General Plan, which includes San Rafael's 
Sphere oflnfluence, and is applicable to subsequent project approvals as authorized by the 
MOU, constitutes a "lo"cal land use plan" with which the proposed office use is inconsistent. 

2. Transportation and Circulation 

a) The Jong-range cumulative traffic conditions utilized in the DEIR assume the completion of 
the Highway IOI/Lucas Valley Road southbound ramp improvements. However, Page 5.5-

0 15 of the DEIR notes that "currently there are not sufficient local funds available to construct 
the project in the near-term." The DEIR assumes that funding, approvals and construction of 
the interchange improvement will occur prior to 2015. Given that relatively little private 
development potential remains in San Rafael or the County in the vicinity of the project, 

Community Development Department 
1400 Fifth Avenue, P.O. Box 151560, San Rafael, CA 94915-1560 

Phone: (415)485-3085 Facsimile: (415)485-3184 



what assumptions were made regarding the cost of the interchange improvement, currently 
available funds and specific, future developer contributions other than the Oakview project? 

b) Page 4.0-39 of the DEIR notes that, "The County agreed that any land.use approvals granted 
to the project site by the County will include provisions for the implementation of the off­
ramp [Highway 101/Lucas Valley Road] project." However, on Page 4.0-42, the DEIR notes 
hat, "The Master Plan does not set aside a specific area for the Highw~y 101/Lucas Valley 
oad interchange, the application does state that "land reserved for the future development of 

an interchange is included in Open Space Parcel B." How will the land for the interchange 
be secured? Ifland dedication i·s not required as part of the project approvals, has the 
purchase price of the land been included in the cost assumptions and developer funding 
projections referred to above? . 

® It is unclear how the 56 trips impacting Lucas Val1ey Road/Smith Ranch Road as referenced 
in Mitigation Measure 5.5-3 were calculated. More detailed technical information is 
required. 

d) Mitigation Measure 5.5-3 indicates that the amount of the City of San Rafael's traffic impact 
fee paid by the applicant "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." This is inconsistent with the MOU between the City and County which states that "the 
County will charge the full traffic mitigation fee set in the San Rafael General Plan on all 
development approvals served by the Lucas Valley/101 interchange." There are no 
provisions in the MOU for fee reductions based on other off-site traffic improvements. 

e) The unsignalized intersection level of service delay calculation listed in the exhibits (such as 
5.5-11) is unclear. The delay >60 seconds does not reveal the full traffic impacts. To better 

0.ssess the impact and mitigation in more detail, actual delay and queue calculations are 
equired. Interim mitigations and solutions must be identified and implemented as project 
pecific mitigations. For example, the project short terrn impact which cause the intersection 

of Miller Creek and Northbou_nd 101 ramps to deteriorate to LOS F must be further analyzed 
and mitigated. 

©
A technical appendix revealing the LOS calculation sheets is necessary to further analyze the 
project impacts. The long terrn mitigation measures indicate that the Miller Creek 
interchange can be mitigated with signalization only. San Rafael's General Plan traffic 
modeling has indicated that this interchange must be widened on the overpass and ramp, in 
addition to signalization, to achieve an acceptable LOS. 

0 The traffic analysis should be reconsidered based on the recent traffic calming measures 
recently instituted by the County on MilJer Creek and Las Gallinas Avenue. 

e look forward to seeing these issues addressed inore fully in the Final EIR. 

Sincerely, 

.'7frl~ q~~ M. Brown, AICP 
Community Development Director 

Community Development Department 
1400 Fifth Avenue, P.O. Box 151560, San Rafael, CA 94915-1560 
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7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER 1 - CITY OF SAN RAFAEL, ROBERT M. BROWN, AICP, COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 

Response to Comment 1-A 

Chapter 4.0 of the Draft EIR ackµowledges the conflict_between The Marin Countywide Plan's land 
use designation and the City of San Rafael General Plan 2000 's land use designation for the project 
site. As stated on page 4.0-42 of the Draft EIR the proposed office buildings would not be consistent 
with the City's Hillside Residential designation. 

However, it is the County's position that in this instance, where the project site is not proposed for 
annexation to the City of San Rafael, where there is a conflict between the County's and the City's 
land use designation it is the County's General Plan that prevails. 

It should also be noted that it is the County's position that there is a significant environmental effect 
only when a proposed project conflicts with an adopted plan's policy when that policy is related to 
environmental issues and the conflict results in a significant physical impact. If a policy is not 
designed to protect an environmental resource or if the conflict does not result in a significant 
environmental impact than the mere conflict with the policy would not constitute a significant impact. 

It is acknowledged that the City of San Rafael has a discretionary approval related to the proposed 
project through the City's Priority Projects Procedures. Based on the Priority Projects Procedures the 
City will make its own determination in regard to consistency of the proposed project with the City's 
General Plan. 

Partly in response to comments provided by the City of San Rafael the project applicant has submitted 
an option to the use ·of Buildings A and B for an assisted living residential use which is evaluated in 
this Response to Comments. This optional land use removes the proposed office use along Highway 
101 and substitutes an assisted living residential use. 

Response to Comment 1-B 

Assumptions related to the funding and construction of the Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road 
southbound ramp improvements by 2015 are provided on page 5.5-15 of the Draft EIR. The primary 
assumptions are based on the recognition by state and local agencies for the need of these 
improvements, on the preliminary studies conducted by Caltrans and on the indication that efforts will 
be made to secure state and federal funds for the project. To date the improvement project remains 
listed as locally funded without sufficient funds to complete construction. At this time there is no 
guarantee that improvements will be constructed prior to 2015. A preliminary analysis of the Lucas 
Valley / Highway 101 ramp intersections under 2015 traffic conditions without the improvements 
indicates unacceptable LOS F conditions during the AM peak hour and unacceptable mid-range LOS 
D and LOS E conditions during the PM peak hour. These unacceptable conditions occur with and 
without traffic from the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment 1-C 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

As stated on page 2.0-10 of the Draft EIR within Open Space Area B lan9 is reserved for the future 
Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road southbound ramps. It is understood that the project applicant 
anticipates that the area required for the future interchange would be purchased by the appropriate 
public agency. 

As an alternative it is suggested that dedication of the land necessary for the interchange' s southbound 
ramps be included as a condition of approval of the Master Plan, and subsequent approvals, if the 
project is recommended for approval by the County Planning Commission and Board of supervisors. 

Response to Comment 1-D 

The 56 trips calculated to impact the Highway 101 /Lucas Valley Road (SB) and Smith Ranch Road 
(NB) intersections during the PM peak hour is incorrect. This number represents project vehicle on 
the freeway mainline and was incorrectly applied to the interchange intersections. The PM peak hour 
project generated trips which would use the interchange intersections is calculated at 31 vehicles (20 
vehicles inbound (west on Lucas Valley road) and 11 vehicles outbound (east on Lucas Valley Road). 
The routes of these trips can be found on Exhibit 5.5-7. Exhibit 5.5-5 provides information on project 
peak hour trip generation and Exhibit 5.5-6 shows how project trips were distributed over the roadway 
network. · 

During the PM peak hour the majority of project trips would be generated by the office use located on 
Marinwood A venue, and the majority of these trips were assigned to the Highway 101 / Marinwood 
interchange. The project would locate 20 single-family units off of Lucas Valley Road and it is these 
units which would be responsible for the majority of vehicle activity at the Highway 101 / Lucas 
Valley Road interchange. 

Response to Comment 1-E 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 1-F 

The unsignalized intersection delay is not provided beyond LOS F >60 seconds delay per vehicle 
based on the limitations of the Highway Capacity Methodology (HCM). The software can not 
calculate meaningful delay values beyond the range of the capacity of a lane. The methodology 
calculates delay based on an exponential curve, and as near full capacity of a lane (LOS E-F) is 
reached the addition of even a small number of vehicles results in a disproportionate and inaccurate 
amount of delay being added to the intersection. The LOS calculation sheets associated with this 
report do provide specific delay values beyond 60 seconds. Some of the delay values exceed 500 
seconds (8.3 minutes) per vehicle and are meaningless as a measure of the full traffic impacts. A 
better measure is the understanding that LOS F conditions represent a lane or intersection at or near 
capacity where delays, of 45 seconds and more are experienced by motorist and where operational 
problems linked to excessive queues are prevalent. 
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7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL £JR 

The report does identify project impacts at intersections in terms of the number of vehicles added and 
the effect of these vehicles on LOS operations. In those cases where a intersection is already 
experiencing unacceptable LOS E-F conditions, the addition of any project generated traffic is clearly 
noted as a significant impact and the number of project vehicles added is identified. In response to 
the specific comment regarding the short-range cumulative operations of the Miller Creek/Highway 
101 Northbound ramps, the analysis did not identify any significant operational impacts (LOS F) at 
this intersection and therefore no mitigation was proposed or necessary. 

Response to Comment 1-G 

Comment noted. A technical appendix was prepared for the EIR transportation analysis and was 
made available for public review at the Marin County Community Development Agency. The LOS 
calculation sheets as part of the technical appendix. The revised LOS calculations are also available 
for review at the Marin County Community Development Agency. 

The HCM methodology used for the analysis of the project provides a detailed description of the 
operations at individual intersections. Based on this methodology, the signalization of the Miller 
Creek interchange would allow AM and PM peak hour traffic from the project, as well as long-range 
cumulative traffic (including traffic associated with the St. Vincent's/ Silveira development, Scenario 
5) to enter and exit Highway 101 at an acceptable level-of-service. While the HCM analysis provides 
data on estimated queue lengths, it does not provide the ability to analyze the interaction of the 
individual study intersections. The City of San Rafael's General Plan traffic modeling was not used 
for purposes of this project analysis. Short-range traffic volume forecast were based on the County's 
Propdev document and long-term forecasts were developed from the County CMA travel demand 
model which included buildout of the Lucasfilm projects and the St. Vincent's/ Silveira (Scenario 5) 
development. 

Response to Comment 1-H 

The traffic calming measures instituted by the County on Miller Creek Road and Las Gillinas A venue 
on May 1, 2001 in response to the problem of "freeway jumpers" were discontinued on May 31, 2001. 
The measures, which appeared to be effective in reducing the volume of AM peak hour freeway cut­
through traffic in the Marinwood area have to date not been reinstated. The measures were affective 
in part, because they made it difficult for vehicles that exited the freeway at Miller Creek Road to 
travel through the Marinwood neighborhood streets. However, these same measures affected the 
mobility of local residents and public school employees in the area. The County traffic calming 
program is discussed in detail later in these comments. 
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INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

DATE: May 11, 2001 

TO: Tim Haddad, CDA- Environmental Coordinator 

FROM: ~ Pat Balderama, Land Use & Water Reso~rces 

RE: Draft Revised EIR for Oakview Subd., MP, VTM & UP 

Attached are marked-up pages 13 & 14 of the referenced DREIR indicating our 
comments to said report. If you have any question, please contact us. Thanks. 



- - - - - - • • 
Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 

by Implemented By and Date 

5.2-2 (Continued) Since the passive stormwater detention 
storage would be underground, cleanout stubs 
would be required at the upgradient ends of each 
storage component (e.g. cistern or pipe array). 
Periodic maintenance would be required to remove 
any debris and sediment that accumulate in these 
storage components. 

A sediment maintenance plan describing 
both frequency and timing of sediment removal, as 
well as excavation equipment and environmental 
precautions, should be included in the project's ... 

I) Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
submitted to the County Department of Public 
Works. 

+r ,' or ~o ~1011~~8 release of project perfonnance 

0 
bond, maintenance of the ·detention basin would bo J,y 0.... 

J,he i:ei;poasibili~· ofUie funding entity~ 
by the project applicant. Such an entity could --she;// J;e_ 
chose to maintain the basin and other erosion and I 
sediment control measures itself or could hire 
bonded independent contractors. 

5.2-3 Downstream Hydraulic Structures and Flooding 5.2-3 The following measures would be required to 
Project-induced increases in peak flow rates and/ or runoff reduce project impacts on downstream flooding due Applicant Development Plan CDA/DPW 
volumes for Sub-watersheds 2 and 3 would exacerbate to inadequate storm drafo system capacities: / Prior to Issuance 
flooding in portions of the adjacent Marinwood Subdivision • Replace the existing 18-inch storm 

of Grading Plan 
due to inadequate storm drain capacities and extant backwater drainpipe along the rear of 281 Ellen Drive with a 
conditions during floods. 30-inch RCP, as indicated in the project Schematic 

Grading Plan. 
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AppendixC 
Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact 

5.2-4 Downstream Hydrau/lc Structures and Flooding 
Project-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 10 I. No corrective measures 
have been agreed upon to remedy this flooding condition and 
no funding currently exists for such action. 

® 
5.2-5 Off-Site I Downstream Flooding on MIiier Creek 
Project-induced increases in peak flow rates for Sub-
watersheds 3 and 6 would add, however imperceptibly, to the 
surcharge of floodwaters that create significant backwater 
flooding at the SPRR bridge on Silveira Ranch. Since this 
structure lacks adequate capacity to pass the existing 100-year 
flood discharge without significant inundation of the adjoining 
ranchlands, the project impact on downstream flooding would 
be significant impact. 

I 
', 

Mitigation (RS) 

5.2-4 Either of the following measures should be 
implemented to reduce project impacts on 
downstream flooding at the three- by six-foot box 
culvert under Highway 101: 

,Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-2. 

,Th, ,pplkont sho"ld p,rtio;p,te with the CHy •:\ 
San Rafael and Caltrans in funding an upgrade of 
the existing Highway 10 l 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 
10 I 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 

1

1 
watershed was 500 acres, the project's share ofth 
cost would be 8.3 percent. 

5.2-5 To reduce project impacts on flooding 
along the on-site and downstream reaches of Miller 
Creek,~ of the following mitigation measures 
should be implemented: 

• Implement Mitigation Measure 5,2-2 . 

•Paya drainage fee to Marin County with the \, 
stipulation that the fee be applied to -the eventuat~ 
channel modification and bridge removal / 
replacement on Silveira Ranch. The fee total . 
would be negotiated between the applicant and ~ 
County. 

Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

Applicant Development Plan CDA/DPW 
/ Prior to Issuance 
of Grading Permit 

52-, ~ ,t,~i+i ~" !Y-UJ-t- ~ ~~qfL:;i p~ CQ,.,' 1·r.,1< c.-h °"'- I ~ t e..--v, oJ J s-
\,ut-Cb., k ~ Ci -J- j ~&o~ ~1'r ·· 

I c\u.µ ,..._ 
j ~~- f(o._ e.e-+ ,· -s l(..9(y-p /.( l·e,. 
\ I -~ 

ApPlfoant) Development Plan CDA/DP'f 
/ Prior to Issuance 
of Grading Permit 

( ., 

)' 



' 7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKV/cWW MASTcR PLAN FINAL c/R 

RESPONSE TO LETTER 2 - MARIN COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, PAT 
BALDERAMA, LAND USE & WATER RESOURCES 

Response to Comment 2-A 

Based on this comment the text ~n page 5.2-16 regarding mitigation measure 5.2-3 and the text in 
Appendix C of the Draft EIR regarding mitigation measure 5.2-3 in the Draft EIR is revised to read as 
follows: 

Follo•NingPrior to release of project performance bond, maintenance· of the detention basin weald 
ae the respoasiaility of theby 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. 

Response to Comment 2-B 

Since Marin County has no mitigation requirement covering mitigation of development-induced peak 
flow increases where no downstream hydraulic structures are detrimentally affected, the following 
language has been added to the discussion of Implementation of Mitigation on page 5.2-19 of the 
Draft EIR and in the discussion of mitigation 5 .2-4 in Appendix C of the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation 5.2-2 shall be implemented concurrently with project construction, but the detention 
basin may be removed once the Highway 101 box culvert upgrade is completed. If and when the 
detention basin is removed, the proper grading permit shall be obtained from Marin County 
DPW, Land Development Division. Furthermore, site erosion controls consistent with the 
provisions of the mitigation measures outlined in this EIR shall be applied to all exposed soil 
surfaces immediately upon completion of the grading (i.e. basin removal). 

Also, see Responses to Comments 25-BB and 25-CC. 
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3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

May 7, 2001 

In reply to: Oak View Development 

Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903 
Attn: Tim Haddad 

DearTim, 

I am writing this letter in response to the draft Environmental Impact Review process currently being conducted for 
the Oak View development in the unincorporated area of the County of Marin. I wish to make three points regarding 
the project. Those are: 

1. I believe that there are no extenuating circumstances that would prevent the developer from 
building the designated inclusionary housing on-site. While I recognize that, the plan calls for large 
homes the developer could provide the affordable housing by developing single structures that 
contain more than one unit but resemble all the homes from the exterior. The units could be offered 
as below market rate units and administered by the Marin Housing Authority. The in-lieu fees 
proposed by the developer will not cover the costs of developing the housing elsewhere. In this 
time of housing crisis, we need to be firm in our conviction about increasing affordable housing 
stock. 

2. In addition to the single-family homes, the applicant is also proposing a new office development 
adjacent to Highway 101. Any new commercial development encourages job growth. Without 
housing for the workers of the commercial development, they will be forced to commute, adding to 

® traffic congestion. The site is zoned for residential use and developing the site for only commercial 
use would not be prudent when we are having a housing crisis. I am optimistic that the EIR wlll 
evaluate the impact of traffic on the community if this portion of the site is developed for office 
space. This site could be used to develop the affordable housing if it cannot be built in the single­
family home portion of the development. 

0
1 encourage the applicant to consider the possibility of offering a range of housing for families of 
differing incomes. The income ranges should address very-low income families at 50%, 80% and 
120% of median income. Rental units are desperately needed for families in Marin County and the 
developer could partner with a not-for-profit developer to develop and manage the rental units. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. I can be reached at (415) 499-6697 if you need any other 
information. 

Sincerely, ..... ; 

~~ 
Barbara Collins · 
Affordable Housing Strategist 
Marin Housing Authority 



7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER 3 - MARIN HOUSING AUTHORITY, BARBARA COLLINS, AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING STRATEGIST 

Response to Comment 3-A 

Comment noted. This is a comment on the merits of the propose project and not on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. It should be noted, however, that on page 4.0-23 of the Draft EIR in the review of 
consistency with the County's Housing Element it is stated that as proposed the project is not 
consistent with Program H-la Inclusionary Units because the applicant has not shown that it is "not 
practical" to construct the affordable units on site. · 

Response to Comment 3-B 

Section 5.5 (Transportation and Circulation) evaluates the traffic impact of the proposed project 
including the including office development on a portion of the site that fronts on to Highway 101. 
Exhibit 5.5-5 shows project trip generation of the office portion of the project and Exhibit 5.5-6 peak 
hour vehicle trip distribution associated with office use. 

Response to Comment 3-C 

Comment noted. This is a comment on the merits of the proposed project and not on the adequacy of 
the Draft BIR. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM RECEIVED 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING SECTIO~um MAY 22 P 3: 1 b 

May 22,2001 

Tim Haddad, Environmental Coordinator / 

Jason Nutt, Traffic Operations Engine~ 

RE: Oakview Master Plan, Tentative Map and Use Permit 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
200 Lucas Valley Road, San Rafael 
APN 164-2'.70-03 

COMPLETENESS 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft environmental impact 
report (EIR) document for the proposed Oakview development. We have carefully' 
reviewed the EIR and found it to be INCOMPLETE based on the following items: 

I. The EIR does not include a description of the socio-economic conditions that create 
the traffic patterns, as previously requested . 

. The EIR does not address the County's concerns regarding adding new connections to 
ucas Valley Road, as previously advised. 

©. The EIR does not address cumulative traffic impacts/mitigations associated with the 
t. Vincent/Silveira and Big Rock Ranch developments as previously requested,. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

®Mitigation measures identified in Section 5.5-3 do not consider cumulative impacts 
associated with the St. Vincent/Silveira and Big Rock Ranch developments and therefore 
are inadequate. · 

MERITS 
In reviewing the draft EIR and listening to comments made during the May 7, 2001, 
Planning Commission meeting staff has identified the following merit items: 

1. The County will not support a new connection to Lucas Valley Road at this location. 

0 Staff has consitently discouraged and denied proposals that include new direct 
connections. Staff will be willing to re-evaluate the plan identified by 1996 
Admipistrative EIR in which all 29 SFR connected to Las Gallinas A venue through Ellen · 
and Erin Drives and did not include a direct Lucas Valley Road connection. Staff will 
recommend denial of the application if this cannot be resolved. 

E:\My Documents\Traffic Operations\Design Review Comments\Oakview DEIR.doc 



, 

2. The data utilized to describe base or existing traffic counts as shown on Exhibit 5.5-2 
is consistent with recent (March & April 2001) traffic counts taken by County staff. 

3. The use of "General Office" to determine trip generation for the proposed office space 
is appropriate. 

4. The short-range impacts/mitigations described in Sections 5.5-1 & 5.5-2 are 
reasonable and consistent with the trip generation data. 

5. Staff anticipates unmitigatal;>le impacts at the Miller Creek/Highway 101 interchange 
resulting from a study of cumulative impacts associated with this development, St. 
Vincint/Silveira, and Big Rock Ranch. Staff will re-evaluate this merit item upon receipt 
of a cumulative impact study that clearly identifies the impacts of 'Ulese three major 
developments. 

cc: 
Farhad Mansourian 
Pat Balderama 

E:\My Documents\Traffic 0perations\Design Review Comments\Oakview DEIR.doc 



7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER .3A - MARIN COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS TRAFFIC 
ENGINEERING SECTION, JASON NUTT, TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ENGINEER 

Response to Comment 3A -A 

A discussion of socio-economic conditions as they relate to traffic patterns is not typically a 
component of an EIR transpoitat1on impact analysis. The issues of employment, land _use, housing, 
housing affordability, and public transit are very important and directly related to individuals 
commute options. However, a meaningful discussion of socio-economic conditions related to the 
proposed project and the overall affects on traffic patterns may best be developed by a economist with 
a solid background in land use planning. 

It can be assumed that the project office component will attract employees from not only Marin 
County but also the surrounding counties of Alameda, Napa and Sonoma given the lack of affordable 
housing in the area and in Marin County in general. The proposed project's consistency with the 
County's Housing Element is discussed in Exhibit 4.1-1. Please see Responses to Comments 18-H 
and 25-D for additional discussion of affordable housing. 

Response to Comment 3A -8 

The EIR addresses access to and from Lucas Valley Road as proposed for 20 of the project's 
residential units. Recommended improvements include widening Lucas Valley Road in the vicinity of 
the project driveway for construction of an eastbound turn-lane, and construction of eastbound 
acceleration and westbound deceleration lanes on Lucas Valley Road. 

An alternative to the proposed Lucas Valley Road driveway would be to access this residential section 
of the project from Las Gallinas A venue via the existing streets, Ellen Drive and Erin Drive. These 
streets could be extended to provide access to all 20 lots. The primary drawback to this alternative 
would be during the AM commute period when Las Gallinas A venue is heavily congested. The 20 
homes are estimated to put 21 vehicles on Las Gallinas Avenue during the AM peak hour. The 
outbound project trips (16 vehicles) would experience significant delay exiting the site due to 
congestion on Las Gallinas A venue. 

Rerouting project residential trips to Las Gallinas Avenue would represent a relatively small number 
of additional peak hour vehicles being added to this street. The impact of this action would be 
experienced predominately by the project vehicles and existing residents of Ellen Drive and Erin 
Drive during the morning peak commute period. These vehicles would experience delays in excess of 
60 seconds (LOS F) as they attempted to turn onto Las Gallinas Avenue. While adding 21 vehicles to 
Las Gallinas A venue traffic over the course of an AM peak hour would not usually be considered a 
significant contribution it is noted that this street already experiences severely congested conditions 
during weekday mornings and any increase would result in further deterioration of operations. 

Response to Comment 3A -C 

Cumulative traffic associated with the Big Rock Ranch and St. Vincent's/ Silveira development are 
accounted for in the long-range cumulative analysis, see page 5.5-12 of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment 3A -D 

Please see Response to Comment 3A-C 

Response to Comment 3A -E 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

As stated in the comment letter, these are comments on the merits of the proposed project and not on 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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l-eT'T'E R. l-l 
MARIN MUNI CN'IIT~PA~L~:...:.:::_---..:__ 

WATER DISTRICT RECEIVED BY 

March 27, 2001 
220 Nell en Avenue diQQJ Wfii'iJ 8A fw.l2~:1 

,vww.marinwater. 

Tim Haddad, Environmental Coordinator 
Marin County Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

Subject: Oakview Project- Revised Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Haddad; 

Our staff has reviewed the section of the above referenced EIR that relates to 
domestic water supply, and has only a few minor comments, mostly relating to 
stale data. 

1. Page 5.8-9 refers to MMWD's Water Conservation Ordinance No. 326. This 
~ ordinance has been superceded by Ordinance No. 385, which would apply to Q this project. 

0 
Page 5.8-10 notes that MMWD may require the use of recycled water for 
irrigation. Please note that MMWD will require said use, as well as for non­
potable uses in the commercial buildings. 

~ Footnote No. 9 on page 5.8-10, and footnote 1 on page 5.9-1, should state \J that one acre-foot of water equals 325,851 gallons. 

4. The MMWD system "buy-in" charge, noted on page 5.9-1, and page 5.9-8, 
(';;\ was increased to $23,650 effective May 21, 2001, which would increase the V project connection fee to approximately $514,600. 

Please not that ordinances and charges can change over time and those 
regulations in force at the time of application for water service will be applicable. 

If you have any questions please call me at 945-1586. 

Eric McGuire 
Environmental Services Coordinator 

recycled 
recyclable · 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 4 - MARIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, ERIC MCGUIRE, 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES COORDINATOR 

Response to Comment 4-A 

Based on this comment paragraph_ three on page 5.8-9 of_!he Draft EIR is revised to read as follows: 

MMWD Water Conservation Ordinance m 385 requires new development to install low-flow 
toilets, showerheads, and faucets and plant drought-tolerant landscaping. 

Response to Comment 4-B 

Based on this comment paragraph one on page 5.8-10 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows: 

The project is estimated to result in an increased demand of about 20 acre-feet of water per year. 
This estimate does not include water used for landscape irrigation. The MMWD may will 
require use of recycled water (available from the main running adjacent to the site under Lucas 
Valley Road) for irrigation as well as for non-potable uses in the commercial buildings. 
Irrigation consumption cannot be determined until submittal of landscaping plans which would 
occur after Master Plan review. 

Response to Comment 4-C 

Based on this comment footnote 9 on page 5.8-10 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows: 

One acre-foot of water is equal to 325,829 325,851 gallons of water. This measurement refers to 
the amount of water covering one acre to a depth of one foot. 

Response to Comment 4-D 

This comment is not clear. On both pages 5.9-1 and 5.9-8 it is stated that the MMWD charges a 
connection fee of$23,650 for every acre-foot expected to be used per year. This is the same "buy-in" 
charge referenced in this comment. The project is estimated to use an average of20 acre-feet of water 
per year, therefore, the "buy-in" charge would be $473,000, as noted in the Draft BIR. 
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MARINWOOD COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 
775 Miller Creek Road, San Rafael, CA 94903-1323, 

Phone: (415) 479-7751 - Fax: (415) 479-7759 

lG'Tf'Bll. S 
May 12, 2001 

Mr. Tim Haddad, Environmental Coordinator 
Marin County Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Dr., Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 9490-4157 

Re: Draft Revised EIR for Oakview (Horse Hill) Master Plan 

Dear Mr. Haddad, 

;::i c- C i::-1, ',-o .:i v 
"L. ,,.__ 1. t ' LJ I 

ZOOi MAY ! W ;}., 10= I.! 

In their regular meeting held May 80i, the Board of Directors ofMarinwood Community Services 
District discussed at length the Public Services section of the Oakview Master Plan Draft Revised EIR. 
The Board disagrees with the report's :finding that no mitigation is required for impacts 5. 8-1 Fire and 
Emergency Medical Service, and 5.8-4 Cumulative Fire and Emergency Medical Service. 

In the opinion of the Board, the proposed commercial development will create new demands on the 
equipment,. personnel and facilities of the Marinwood Fire Department. The Board recognizes that 

® 
over the years, the existing developed properties in Marinwood have invested over one million dollars 
in the equipment and facilities of the Fire Department. The community's investment has come from ad 
valorem property taxes and voter approved fire service charges. The Oakview property has paid taxes 
and charges at a much lower rate, reflecting a low assessed valuation for the property and the fact that 
fire service charges have been levied on an acreage_basis. 

The Board recognized that the commercial development proposed would impose a greater burden on 
Fire Department personnel, equipment and facilities than the Planned Residential uses permitted under 
present zoning. The Board feels that the additional burden is inconsistent with the past ta'< and service 
charge contributions of the property, and that in fairness, mitigation fees should be charged as a "buy 
in" to the community's fire protection infrastructure. 

Accordingly, the EIR should recognize the impact of the commercial development, and assess 
mitigation fees to be passed on to the Marinwood Fire Department, to be held in reserve for capital 
equipment replacement and upgrading. 

Sincerely yours, 



7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER 5 - MARINWOD COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, THOMAS D. 
HORNE, DISTRICT MANAGER 

Response to Comment 5-A 

It is the opinion of the Marinwoo~ Community Services District (MCSD) that development of 94,400 
square feet of office / commercial use as in the proposed project, or an assisted living residential 
facility as proposed in the Assisted Living Residential Use option would create new demands on the 
equipment, personnel and facilities of the Marinwood Fire Department. 

Over the years, existing properties in Marinwood have invested a significant amount of money in the 
equipment and facilities of the Marinwood Fire Department. The community's investment has come 
from ad valorem property taxes and voter approved fire service charges. In comparison to developed 
properties, it is the MCSD's opinion that the project site has paid taxes and charges at a lower rate, 
reflecting a low assessed valuation for the property, and the fact that fire service charges has been 
levied on an acreage basis 

It is the Board of Directors of Marinwood Community Services District position that non-residential 
uses (such as the office or assisted living use) would impose a greater burden on Fire Department 
personnel, equipment and facilities than the Planned Residential uses permitted under present zoning. 
As a result, the Board of Directors believes that the additional burden is inconsistent with the past tax 
and service charge contributions of the property, and that in fairness, mitigation fees should be charge 
as a "buy in" to the community's fire protection infrastructure. 

It is the MCSD's request that the proposed project be assessed mitigation fees to be passed on to the 
Marinwood Fire Department, to be held in reserve for capital equipment replacement and upgrading. 

The State CEQA Guidelines requires that, for each significant impact identified in the EIR, the EIR 
must discuss feasible measures to avoid or substantially reduce the project's significant environmental 
effect. Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines asks the following question for determining 
significant effects related to fire services: 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered fire facilities, need for new or physically altered fire facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives. 

Based on the comment letter from the MCSD and subsequent discussion with MCSD staff 18 

implementation of the project with either the office development or the assisted living facility would 
likely result in an increased demand in fire department service calls which in tum may require 
additional staff, equipment, or facilities. As discussed in Section 5.9 (Costs and Revenues) of the 
Draft EIR total annual revenues to the Marinwood Fire Department from the proposed project are 
estimated at $44,300. These annual revenues would offset at least part of the increased costs for fire 

l 8 Nichols • Berman conversation with Thomas Home, District Manager, Marinwood Community Services District, April 
2002. 
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protection. Since the full cost to the Marinwood Fire Department is not known at this time it is not 
possible to state whether or not all of the increased costs would be offset by the increased tax revenue. 

Based on the information available, although the project would result in an increase in annual calls for 
service the project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with new or 
physically altered Marinwood Fire Department facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance objectives. 

Since there would not be a physical impact on the envir~nment from the proposed project in regard to 
fire protection further discussion of the imposition of mitigation fees to be passed on to the 
Marinwood Fire Department as a part of the proposed project, as requested by the MCSD, is beyond 
the scope of this EIR. 
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Gray Davis 
GOVERNOR 

S T A T E O F C A l I F O R N I ·A 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

May 15, 2001 

Tim Haddad 

State Clearinghouse 

l!J-f'(B(Z, 6 

Marin County CDA - Planning Division 
3501 Civic Center Drive 
Room308 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

Subject: Oakview Master Plan/Use Permit/Tentative Map 
SCH#: I 995063038 

Dear Tim Haddad: 

wm i-:.4Y 11 p 12: ~- 8 
Steve Nisse1 

DlRECTOR 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected sta.te agencies for review. On the 
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that 
reviewed your document. The review period closed on May 14, 2001, and the comments from the 
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State 
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future 
correspondence so that we may respond promptly. 

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that: 

"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those 
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are 
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by 
specific documentation." 

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need 
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the 
commenting agency directly. 

0 This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State 
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process. 

Sincerely, 

T::::::~ 
Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 

916-445-0613 FAX 916-323-3018 WWW.OPR.C"-.GOV/ClEARINGHOUSE.HTMl 



Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

SCH# 1995063038 
Project Title Oakview Master Plan/Use Permit/Tentative Map 

Lead Agency Marin County 

Type EIR DraftEIR 

Description Master Plan/Use Permit/Tentative Map for subdivision. of a 106.3 acre parcel into two lots for future 
development of 28 residences and 94,400 square feet of administrative/professional offices. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name 

Agency 
Phone 
email 

Address 

Tim Haddad 
Marin County CDA - Plarining Division 
(415) 499-6269 

3501 Civic Center Drive 
Room 308 

Fax 

City San Rafael State CA Zip 94903 

Project Location 
County Marin 

City . San Rafael 

Region 
Cross Streets 

Parcel No. 
Township 

Proximity to: 

Lucas Valley Rd. / Las Gallinas Rd. 
164-270-03 

Range Section Base 

Highways Hwy. 101 
Airports 

Railways 
Waterways 

Schools 
Land Use 

Project Issues 

Reviewing 
Agencies 

Miller Creek 
Dixie Elementary, San Rafael High 
Vacant property zoned RMP 1.38 (Residential, Multiple Family, Planned District, 1.38 units per acre}. 

General Plan Land Use Designation: Planned Residential, 1 unit per 1-10 a·cres. 

AestheticNisual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption; 

Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Schools/Universities; Sewer 

Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water 

Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Other Issues 

Resources Agency; California Coastal Commission; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish 

and Game, Region 3; Department of Forestry and Fire Protection; Department of Parks and 

Recreation; California Highway Patrol; Caftrans, District 4; Regional Water Quality Control Board, 

Region 2; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Native American Heritage Commission; State 
Lands Commission 

Date Received 03/21/2001 Start of Review 03/21/2001 End of Review 05/14/2001 

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 6 - GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH STATE 
CLEARINGHOUSE, TERRY ROBERTS 

Response to Comment 6-A 

Comment noted. No additional rt?sponse necessary. 
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State of Cal!fornicJ - The Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
http://www.dfq.ca.qov 
POST OFFICE BOX 47 -

Le..'T161<_ '} 
YOUNTVILLE, CALIFORNIA 94599 
(707) 944-5500 

March 27, 2001 

t~lv 
f)\-l\o\ 

Mr. Tim Haddad {/ 
Marin County Planning Department 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 
San Rafael, California 94903 

Dear Mr. Haddad: 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
Oakview Development, Marin County 

SCH# 1995063038 

GRAY DAVIS, Govern 

Department of Fish and Game personnel have reviewed the 
revised draft EIR for the proposed Oakview development and we 

0 ave the following comments·. The draft EIR indicates that the 
evelopment will result in impacts to a minimum es_timated 1. 4 
cres of wetlands. The loss of wetlands is considered a 

significant adverse impact and Department policies require 
avoidance of the impact or mitigation to offset wetland loss. 
The master plan proposes to replace wetlands lost at a 1:1 ratio 
in an area proposed for future improvements to the Highway 
101/Lucas Valley Road interchange. ~his proposal lacks specific 
detail and does not adequately mitigate wetland losses. 

The draft EIR also proposes the development of a wetland 
plan prepared by a qualified wetland consultant which identifies 
the wetlands which will be impacted, locates a suitable 

0.
itigation site, and provides for creation of a minimum 2:1 

wetland replacement. The Department believes that, at a minimum, 
he above measure described in the draft EIR should be required 

as part of the final EIR. Without a wetland mitigation plan, 
reviewed and approved by the Department prior to the issuance of 
a final EIR, we believe the wetland impacts are a significant 
unmitigated impact and we recommend the EIR not be certified. 

The Department has direct jurisdiction under Fish and Game 
Code sections 1601-03 in regard to any proposed activities that 
would divert or obstruct the natural flow or change the bed, 
channel, or bank of any stream. We recommend early consultation 
since modification of the proposed project may be required to 
avoid impacts to fish and wildlife resources. To avoid delays, 
formal notification under Fish and Game Code Section 1603 should 

.. :•.:~ .. · ·.·.··· ..... 



Mr. Tim Haddad 
March 27, 2001 
Page 2 

be made after all other permits and certifications have been. 
obtained. Work cannot be initiated until a streambed alteration 
agreement is executed. 

If you have any questions, please contact Fred Botti, 
Associate Wildlife Biologist, at (707) 944-5534; or Scott Wilson, 
Habitat Conservation Supervisor, at (707) 944-5584. 

cc: vftate. Clearinghouse , 

Sincerely, 

,/)__,-{J-i() lj l{_~ ·r · . .,i .,. ' I , I , f. 0 v--,' , f ,, '---
Robert W. Floerke 
Regional Manager 
Central Coast Region 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 7 - DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, ROBERT W. FLOERKE, 
REGIONAL MANAGER, CENTRAL COAST REGION . 

Response to Comment 7-A 

As discussed under Impact 5.3-4, the Draft EIR. concl~des that the anticipated loss of 1.4 acres of 
wetlands would be a significant impact, and that 0.64 acres of additional freshwater seep habitat on 
the freeway reserve area could be affected by proposed wetland mitigation or could be eliminated by 
future Highway 101/Lucas Valley Road interchange improvements. As stated on page 5.3-25 of the 
Draft EIR, use of the future Highway 101 interchange area to create' replacement wetland habitat 
would be inappropriate and any replacement habitat should be located in an area which is preserved in 
perpetuity. 

Response to Comment 7-B 

Comment noted. Mitigation 5.3-4(a) calls for preparation of a detailed wetland protection, 
replacement and restoration program that would provide for a minimum r:eplacement ratio of 2: 1 for 
wetlands affected by the project. Sufficient criteria are defined in the measure to ensure that potential 
impacts on wetland resources are mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The applicant's 
representative, Larry Kennings of LAK Associates, has put together to letters providing a general 
approach to wetland mitigation. l9 Both letters assume a combination of on-site protection, 
enhancement, and creation, and the possibility of off-site protection, use of an approved mitigation 
bank, or other options. Development of the site as proposed can not proceed without a detailed 
wetland mitigation plan approved by jurisdictional agencies, including the Corps, CDFG, RWQCB, 
and the County. No change to the recommended mitigation is considered necessary in response to the 
comment. 

19 Letters to Tim Haddad, Marin Community Development Agency from Larry Kennings (applicant's representatives), 
January 25, 2002 and and May 17, 2002. 
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' Depaiiment of Toxic Substances Control 

!on H. Jiicko:x 
:cretary for 
wironmental 
·otection 

April 5, 2001 

Edwin F. Lowry, Director 
700 Heinz Avenue, Bldg. F, Suite 200 

Berkeley, California 94710-2721 

le-r-re ,~ 'o 

Tim Haddad, Environmental Co~:>rdinator 
Marin County GOA - Planning Division 
3501 Civic Center Dr., Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

Dear Mr. Haddad: 

Gray Dav 
Governor 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
the Oakview Master Plan, SCH# 1995063038. As you may be aware, the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) oversees the cleanup of sites where 
hazardous substances have been released pursuant to the California Health and Safety 
Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.8. As a Resource Agency, DTSC is submitting comments 
to ensure ·that the environmental documentation prepared for this project to address the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) adequately addresses any required 
remediation activities which may be required to address any hazardous substances 
release. 

The 106.32-acre site proposed for mix~d residential and commercial use is located on 
the northwest corner of the Lucas Valley Rd./ Smith Ranch Rd./ Highway 101 

©
interchange. Although currently undeveloped the project description does not include 
a description of the property's past uses. We recommend that a historical assessment 
of past uses be done. Based on that information, sampling should be conducted to 
determine whether there is an issue which will need to be addressed in the CEQA 
compliance document. If hazardous substances have been released, they will need to 
be addressed as part of this project. 

For example, if the remediation activities include the need for soil excavation, the CEQA 
document should include: (1) an assessment of air impacts and health impacts 
associated with the excavation activities; (2) identification of any applicable local 
standards which may be exceeded by the excavation activities, including dust levels 
and noise; (3) transportation impacts from the removal or remedial activities; and (4) 
risk of upset should be there an accident at the Site 

DTSC can assist your agency in overseeing characterization and cleanup activities 
through our Voluntary Cleanup Program. A fact sheet describing this program is 
enclosed. We are aware that projects such as this one are typically on a compressed 
schedule, and in an effort to use the available review time efficiently, we request that 

California Environmental Protection Agency 
© Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Mr. Haddad 
April 5, 2001 
page two 

DTSC be included in any meetings where issues relevant to our statutory authority are 
discussed. 

In the near future, DTSC will be administering the $85 million Urban Cleanup Loan 
Program, which will provide low-interest loans to investigate and cleanup hazardous 
materials at properties where redevelopment is likely to have a beneficial impact to a 
community. The program is composed of two main components: low interest loans of 
up to $100,000 to conduct preliminary endangerment assessments of underutilized 
properties; and loans of up to $2.5 million for the cleanup or removal of hazardous· 
materials also at underutilized urban properties. These loans are available to 
developers, businesses, schools, and local governments. A fact sheet regarding this 
program is attached for your information. 

Please contact Edgardo Gillera at (510) 540-3826 if you have any questions or would 
like to schedule a meeting., Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~~ip~ 
Northern California - Coastal Cleanup 

Operations Branch 

Enclosures 

cc: without enclosures 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Guenther Moskat 
CEQA Tracking Center 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
P.O. Box 806 
Sacramento, California 95812-0806 
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Urban Cleanup 
loan Program 

Overview 

California is on the leading edge when it comes to programs and po.l.jcies to 
stimulate the redevelopment of Bro'w-nfields - a~ndoned, idled or under-used 

properties where expansion or redevelopment is complicated by real or perceived 
environmental ccntami.,at!on. Frequently. these properties, once t..'"te source of 

jobs and economic benefits to the entire community, lie abandoned for fear of the 
contamination and t,'le liability it implies. 

The $85 miTiion Urban Cleanup Loan Program - which is Ct.UTently under 

development by the Departmem of Toxic Subst.inces Control - will provide 

new financial assistance tools to help developers. businesses. sc..'.-icols and local 
governments accclc..race the pace of deanup and redevelopment at t.'1esc sites. 

There will be two main components: 

Investigating Site Contamination Program 

Provides 1o,v-interest loans of up to $100,000 to conduct preliminary 

endangerment assessments of underutilized urban properties. 

~ repayment over a period cf two years. if lean recipient buys the property. 

If property is detennined not to be economically feasible to purchase, up to 

75 percent of the loan amount can be vraived by the State. 

Cleanup loans and Environmental Assistance (CLEAN) Program 

Pro1,.ides low-interest loans of up to $2.5 million for the cleanup or removal 

of hazardous materials at properties where redevelopment is likely to have a 

beneficial impact on the property values. economic viability and quality of 
life of a community. 

Restoring contaminated property can help bring life and strength to a community. 

lvfaking a ance ta.-ric area viable again means morejobs, an enhanced tax base and 
a sense of optjrnism about the future. Together. the programs that make up 
California's Urban Cleanup Loan Program will make it easier for such sites to be 

redf!'rP./oped and become vital. functioning parts of rheir communities. 

For more information. call (916) 324-0106. 



California Environmental 
Protection Agency 

.,...-.~ 

{~\ --... 
DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL 

I
n J 993, the California Environmental Protection Agency's Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) introduced this streamlined program to protect human health and the 
environment, ensure investigation and cleanup is conducted in an environmentally sound 
manner and facilitate the reuse and redevelopment of these same properties. Using this 

program, corporations, real estate developers, other private parties, and local and state agencies 
entering into Voluntary Cleanup Program agreements will be able to restore properties quickly and 
efficiently, rather than having their projects compete for DTSC's limited resources with other lower­
priority hazardous waste sites. This fact sheet describes how the Voluntary Cleanup Program 
works. 

Prior to initiation of the Voluntary Cleanup Program, project proponents had few options for 
DTSC involvement in cleaning up low-priority sites. DTSC's statutory mandate is to identify, 
prioritize, investigate and cleanup sites where releases of hazardous substances have occurred. For 
years, the mandate meant that, if the site presented grave threat to public health or the 
environment; then it was listed on the State Superfund list and the parties responsible conducted 
the cleanup under an enforcement order, or DTSC used state funds to do so. Because of staff 
resource limitations, DTSC was unable to provide oversight at sites which posed lesser risk or had 
lower priority. 

DTSC long ago recognized that no one's interests are served by leaving sites contaminated and 
unusable. The Voluntary Cleanup Program allows motivated parties who are able to fund the 
cleanup - and DTSC's oversight - to move ahead at their own speed to investigate and remediate 
their sites. DTSC has found that working cooperatively with willing and able project proponents is 
a more efficient and cost-effective approach to site investigation and cleanup. There are four steps 
to this process: 

The rest of this fact sheet describes those steps and gives DTSC contacts. 

August 1999 



The Voluntary Cleanup Program 

Step 1: Eligibility and Application 

Most sites are eligible. The main exclusions 
are if the site is listed as a Federal or State 
Superfund site, is a military facility, or if it falls 
outside of DTSC's jurisdiction, as in the case where 
a site contains only leaking underground fuel tanks. 
Another possible limitation is if another agency 
currently has oversight, e.g. a county (for 

. underground storage tanks). The current oversight 
agency must consent to transfer the cleanup 
responsibilities to DTSC before the proponent can 
enter into a Voluntary Cleanup Program 
agreement. Additionally, DTSC can enter into an 
agreement to work on a specified element of a 
cleanup (risk assessment or public participation, for 
example), if the primary oversight agency gives its 
consent. The standard application is attached to 
this fact sheet. 

Jack London Square Theater, Oakland: 
Under the VoJuntary Cleanup Program, a · 

nine-screen theater was built atop a former 
Pacific Gas & Electric town gas site, 

creating a regional entertainment hub. 
o/ 

If neither of these exclusions apply, the proponent submits an application to DTSC, providing 
details about site conditions, proposed land use and potential community concerns. No fee is 
required to apply for the Voluntary Cleanup Program. 

Romero Ranch, Santa NeUa: A Voluntary 
Cleanup Agreement enabled the Nature 
Conservancy to use the land to preserve 

natural habitat and promote wildlife 
development rights. 

Step 2: Negotiating the Agreement 

Once DTSC accepts the application, the 
proponent meets with experienced DTSC 
professionals to negotiate the agreement. The 
agreement can range from services for an initial site 
assessment, to oversight and certification of a full 
site cleanup, based on the proponent's financial 
and scheduling objectives. 

The Voluntary Cleanup Program agreement 
specifies the estimated DTSC costs, project 
scheduling, and DTSC services provided. Because 
every project must meet the same legal and 
technical cleanup requirements as State Superfund 
sites, and because DTSC staff provide oversight, the 
proponent is assured that the project will be 
completed in an environmentally sound manner. 

August 1999 



CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENT Al PROTECTION AGENCY 
DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL 
SITE MITIGATION STATEWIDE CLEANUP OPERATIONS 

VOLUNTARY CLEANUP PROGRAM APPLICATION 

The purpose of this application is to obtain information necessary to determine the eligibility of the site for 
acceptance into the Voluntary Cleanup Program. Please use additional pages, as necessary, to complete your 
responses. 

SECTION 1 PROPONENT INFORMATIQN 

Proponent Name 

Principal Contact Name 

Phone 

Address 

Proponent's relationship to site 

Brief statement of why the proponent is interested in DTSC services related to site 

SECTION 2 SITE INFORMATION 

Is this site listed on Calsites? o Yes o No 
If Yes, provide specific name and number as listed 

Name of Site 

Address City County ZIP 

(Please attach a copy of an appropriate map page} 

DTSC 1254 (3/95) A-1 



SECTION 2 SITE INFORMATION (continued) 

I 
Current Owner 

Name ---------------------------------------

Address 

Phone 

Background: Previous Business Operations 

Name 

Type 

Years of Operation 

· Jf known, list all previous businesses operating on this property 

What hazardous substances/wastes have been associated with the site? 

What environmental media is/was/may be contaminated? 

o Soil D Air o Groundwater o Surface water 

Has sampling or other investigation been conducted? o Yes D No 

Specify 

If Yes, what hazardous substances have been detected and what were their maximum concentrations? 

DTSC 1254 (3/95) A-2 



Set; I IUN :Z ~· • t: INt-UHMA l ION (continued) 

Are any Federal, State or Local regulatory agencies currently involved with the site? 0 Yes 0 No 
If Yes, state the involvement, and gfve contact names and telephone numbers-----------· . ____ --------, 

Agency Involvement Contact Name Phone 

What is the future proposed use of the site? 

-

What oversight service is being requested of the Department? 

D PEA D RI/FS D Removal Action D Remedial Action 0 RAP D Cert1f1catior 
D Other (describe the proposed project) 

Is there currently a potential of exposure of the community or workers to hazardous substances at the site? 
D Yes .D No If Yes, explain 

SECTION 3 COMMUNITY PROFILE INFORMATION 

Describe the site property (include approximate size} 

Describe the surrounding land use (including proximity to residential housing, schools, churches, etc.) 

Describe the visibility of activities on the site to neighbors 

DTSC 1254 (3/95) A-3 



SECTION 3 COMMUNITY PROFILE INFORMATION (continued} 

What are the demographics of the community (e.g., socioeconomic level, ethnic composition, specific language 
considerations,' etc.}? 

Local Interest 
Has there been any media coverage? 

Past Public Involvement -
Has there been any past public interest in the site as reflected by community meetings, ad hoc committees, 
workshops, fact sheets, newsletters, etc.? 

Key Issues and Concerns 
Have any specific concerns/issues been raised by the community regarding past operations or p·resent activities 
at the site? 

Are there any concerns/issues anticipated regarding site activities? 

Are there any general environmental concerns/issues in the community relative to neighboring sites? 

Key Contacts 
Please attach a list of key contacts for this site, including: city manager; city planning department; county 
environmental health department, local elected officials; and any other community members interested in the 
site. (Please include addresses and phone numbers.) 

SECTION 4 CERTIFICATION 

The signatories below are authorized representatives of the Project Proponent and certify that the preceding 
information is true to the best of their knowledge. 

Proponent Representative Date Title 

DTSC 1254 (3/95) A-4 



In the agreement, DTSC retains its authority to take enforcement action, if, during the 
investigation or cleanup, it determines that the site presents a serious health threat, and proper and 
timely action is not otherwise being taken. The agreement also allows the project proponent to 
terminate the Voluntary Cleanup Program agreement with 30 days written notice if they are not 
satisfied that it is meeting their needs .. 

Step 3: Site Activities 

Prior to beginning any work, th~ proponent 
must have: signed the Voluntary Cleanup Program 
agreement; made the advance payment; and 
committed to paying all project costs, including 
those associated with DTSC's oversight. The 
project manager will track the project to make sure 
that DTSC is on schedule and within budget. 
DTSC will bill its costs quarterly so that large, 
unexpected balances should not occur. 

Once the proponent and DTSC have entered 
into a Voluntary Cleanup Program agreement, 
initial site assessment, site investigation or cleanup 
activities may begin. The proponent will find that The new Federal Courthouse, 
DTSC's staff includes experts in every vital area. Sacramento: The largest construction 
The assigned project manager is either a highly project in the city's history benefited from 
qualified Hazardous Substances Scientist or the Volunt~ry Cleanu~ Progr~m when 
Hazardous Substances Engineer. That project cleanmg up a railyard site. 
manager has the support of well-trained DTSC toxicologists, geologists, engineers, industrial 
hygienists, specialists in public participation, and other technical experts. 

The project manager may call on any of these specialists to join the team, providing guidance, 
review, comment and, as necessary, approval of individual documents and other work products. 
That team will also coordinate with other agencies, as appropriate, and will offer assistance in 
complying with other laws as needed to complete the project. 

Step 4: Certification and Property Restoration 

When remediation is complete, DTSC will issue either a site certification of completion or a 
"No Further Action" letter, depending on the project circumstances. Either means that what was, 
"The Site," is now property that is ready for redevelopment or other reuse. 

August 1999 



....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 
To learn more about the Voluntary Cleanup Program, contact the DTSC 

representative in the Regional office nearest you: 

DTSC office locations 

North Coast California 
Lynn Nakashima / Janet Naito 

700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200 
Berkeley, California 94710-2737 
( 51 0) 540-3839 / ( 51 0) 540-3833 

Central California 
Megan Cambridge 

10151 Croydon Way, Suite 3 
Sacramento, California 95827 

(916} 255-3727 

Central California -
Fresn·o Satellite 

Tom Kovac 
1515 Tollhouse Road 

Clovis, California 936 12 
(209} 297-3939 

Southern California 
{Glendale and Cypress) 

Rick Jones 
1011 Grandview A venue 

Glendale, California 91201 
{818) 551-2862 

Additional information on the Voluntary Cleanup Program and other DTSC Brownfields 

initiatives is available on DTSC's internet web page: 

http://www.dtsc.ca..gov 

August 1999 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 8 - DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, BARBARA J. 
COOK, P .E., CHIEF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA - COASTAL CLEANUP OPERATIONS BRANCH 

Response to Comment 8-A 

In response to this comment th~ property owner was _asked about the past use of the project site. 
According to a representative of the property owner ''the past uses of the site have not included 
hazardous substances". 20 In additional to contact with the property owner a search of environmental 
records was conducted by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. for the project site. The database 
review did not disclose any know hazardous substance sites on the project site. For example, review 
of the Cal-sites, Cortese and Notify 65 databases did not reveal any mapped sites on the project site. 
A review of the Historical UST Registered Database did identify two underground gasoline storage 
tanks at "4579 Highway IO I" which may be located on the portion of the project site designated for 
the future Highway IO I / Lucas Va.Hey Road southbound ramps. However, a review of the records of 
the San Rafel Fire Department and the County of Marin Public Works Department of Waste 
Management could not confirm existing underground tanks at "4579 Highway 101". 21 Furthermore, 
review of the records at San Rafael Fire Department, County of Marin Public Works Department of· 
Waste Management and the San Francisco Region Regional Water Quality Control Board did not 
reveal any enforcement actions for a site at this address or for the project site. 22 

Based on the above it was determined that on-site sampling was not necessary to determine if 
remediation activities would be required as a part of the proposed project. 

20 Letter to Tim Haddad, Community Development Agency from Larry Kennings, LAK Associates (applicant's 
representative), October 26, 2001. 

21 Nichols• Berman conversation with San Rafael Fire Department and County ofMarin Public Works Department of 
Waste Management staff, April, 2002. 

22 Ibid., and Nichols• Berman conversation with John Jang, Regional Water Quality Control Board, April 2002 .. 
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State of California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency 

lta1TGI< ~ 
Memorandum 

Date: 

To: 

May 2, 2001 

State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

/ ~,:~::~u:10-
~1~rF ClEARINGHOUSf r. \ e/~l'( . \ 

0 1- l~) O 
~\1~. 

From: DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA filGHW AY PATROL 
Golden Gate Division 

File No.: 

Subject: 

301.8324.A09291 

OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN/USE PERMIT/TENTATIVE MAP - SCH 
1995063038 

The California Highway Patrol received the Notice of Completion, Revised Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR), for the Oakview Master Plan/Use Permit/Tentative Map project, SCH 
l 995063038. 

The attached memorandum was prepared by the Marin Area whi~h maintains traffic safety and 

e nforcement jurisdiction ~ear the proposed project. The memorandum addresses the cumulative 
ffects of traffic congestion in the area should the building project proceed. The final EIR should 
ddress these concerns through adequate mitigation measures designed to alleviate additional 

congestion on US-101, at the on/off ramps of Lucas Valley Road and US-101, and arterial roads 
which may be used in lieu ofUS-101 and Lucas Valley Road. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Captain Robert Morehen, of the Marin Area at 
(415) 924-1100. 

TOMNOBLE 
Assistant Chief 

cc: CHP - Office of Special Projects 
CHP - Marin Area 
Marin County CDA - Planning Division, Lead Agency 

CHP 51WP (Rev. 11-86) OPI 076 
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Memorandum 

~ETVeo-
Date: 

To: 

From: 

File No.: 

Subject: 

April 13, 2001 
M{J,( 0 7 tuu]" 

Golden Gate Division ~fARING~D~SE. -.. 

DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIAIIlGHW AY PATROL 
MARlN AREA . 

350.140.04.14058/ Admin/Oakview.Doc 

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT REVIEW 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT- SCH 1995063038 

,E fN!JtGY 
Ef'ICIENT 

Marin Area has reviewed the "Oakview" environmental document and ~as the following 
concerns which may be considered as advisable for Departmental input: 

\ 

The "Oakview" building project, which includes 28 residences and nearly 100,000 square feet of 
commercial space, is located adjacent to US 101 which is impacted daily by traffic congestion 
during commute hours. The "Oakview" building project is adjacent also to un-incorporated 
roadways that are used as alternate routes when freeway congestion o< curs during commute 
hours. The addition of resident and transient commercial traffic, resulting from the building 
project, has the potential for exacerbating the existing traffic congestion as follows: 

Southbound US 101 traffic attempting to. exit at Lucas Valley Road will encounter increased 
~affic congestion at the on/off ramp resulting in additional delays. · 

V'raffic congestion on Lucas Valley Road, at the intersection of the southbound off ramp will 
increase, causing backups on Lucas Valley Road, and potentially causing freeway congestion on 
the southbound US IO 1 off ramp to ~ucas Valley Road. 

Traffic congestion on Lucas Valley Road will increase, causing additional traffic on Las Gallinas 
Road, which is a county road. Recent meetings involving the local transportation planning 
authorities were held concerning this issue, during which much public comment was made 
concerning the traffic congestion issue. 

Afu~ 
. Commander 

CHP 51wP (Rev. 11-86) OP! 076 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 9-DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL, GOLDEN 
GATE DIVISION, TOM NOBLE, ASSISTANT CHIEF 

Response to Comment 9-A 

The Draft EIR transportation analysis (see section 5.5) identifies significant impacts related to 
cumulative traffic with and with out the proposed project. The EIR identifies and recommends impact 
mitigation and includes a number of alternatives (see Chapter 6.0) to the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 9-B 

The Draft BIR transportation analysis (see section 5.5) identifies significant impacts related to 
cumulative traffic with and with out the proposed project. The BIR identifies and recommends impact 
mitigation and includes a number of alternatives (see Chapter 6.0) to the proposed project. 
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lG.T'r81<. 10 

Lucas Valley Horne Owners c.Association, Inc 
1201 Idylberry Road, Sirt Ra\f agI,rCA 9490: 

April 10,.. 2000 

Mr. Tim Haddad, Environmental Coordinator 
Marin County Community D~velopment Agency 
3501 Civic Center Dr. Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903-4157 

! '. :?:t_fU)?d~NT 
i· p~ ~= .: .. :. 

Dear Mr. Haddad: 

The following are our comments on the Dra.ft Revised EIR for 
Oakview Master Plan, Vesting Tentative Map, and Use Permit 
application. 

1. We are in favor of Alternative #4. We believe an 
addition.al outlet onto Lucas Vs.lley Road would be 
both unsafe and eonterproductive. The suggested 
mitigation measures would not work. Acceleration lanes 
proved unsuccessful at the Mt. Lassen & Lucas Valley 
Road intersection. The proposed number of residential 
units would not unduly burdon existing roads adjacent 
to the project. 

2. We feel that an additional alternative be shown. It 
shouldeonsist of a density bonus for affordable housing 

©
units that should be built IN the master plan area, 
perhaps in conjunction with the office complex off of 
Marinwood Avenue. Payment of an in lieu fee for nffcrdable 
housing would do little or nothing to increase work 
force housing in the forseeable future. 

3. Construction of the long planned southbound H~'Y 101 off 
ramp at lucas valley road to meet at Los Games Drive should 
be required to be done at the same time as the project. 

©
With the Lucas Film· projeat at Big Rock Ranch coming on 
line and the horrible traffie problems from the Marinwood 
exit from 101, a lot of traffic will be taking the Lucas 
Valley exit rather than Marinwood, causing offbound traI'fie 
to back up onto Hwy 101. The new offramp wou.ld have a very 
long storage lane to take care of this traffic and not 
baekup 101. 

New trnffic counts need to be done. 
last ones were done over 1 year ago. 
much worse since then. 

It appears that the 
Thesituation has gotten 

Yours very truly, 

LUC~S VA~~EY.- :IO~-JAOWNERS ASSOC. 

~~ 
RON MARINOFF, ZAP (Zoning & Plannine 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 10 - LUCAS VALLEY HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., RON 
MARINOFF, ZAP 

Response to Comment 10-A 

Please see Response to Comment.3A-B. 

Response to Comment 10-B 

In response to written comments regarding the Draft EIR the applicant has submitted an option to the 
use of Buildings A and B for an assisted living residential use which is evaluated in this Response to 
Comments. The Assisted Living Residential Use option submitted by the project applicant is 
evaluated in Section 7.3. 

Response to Comment 10-C 

Please see Response to Comment 1-B. 

Response to Comment 10-0 

The peak hour intersection traffic counts used in the Draft EIR analysis were taken in January 2000. 
The 2000 peak hour volumes at four of the study intersections were compared to peak hour counts 
taken in March 2001 by Marin County. These counts were taken prior to the traffic calming measures 
implemented by the County and therefore were comparable to the 2000 counts. The four intersections 
used for comparison purposes included: 

• Highway 101 Southbound Ramp / Miller Creek Road 
• Miller Creek Road / Marinwood A venue 
• Miller Creek Road / Las Gallinas A venue 
• Lucas Valley Road / Miller Creek Road 

The Highway 101 Southbound Ramp I Miller Creek Road intersection showed an increase in morning 
commute hour traffic of 2. 7 percent compared to the January 2000 count. The increase represented a 
peak hour total of 55 additional intersection vehicles. Morning peak hour traffic volumes at the other 
three intersections were all lower than the 2000 counts. The decrease in total peak hour traffic at 
these locations ranged from just under one percent at Miller Creek Road I Las Gallinas Avenue to 
four percent at Miller Creek Road / Marinwood A venue. These differences were not significant in 
terms of the numbers of peak hour vehicles and indicated that traffic in the area had neither improved 
nor worsened in the 14 month period between the intersection counts. 

In March of 2002, Wilbur Smith Associates (the EIR transportation consultant) conducted 15 minute 
spot check counts of PM peak hour traffic at the Highway 101 / Lucas Valley Road Ramps. These 
observations indicated that traffic was lower than counts collected in January 2000 at both the 
northbound and southbound locations by approximately three percent. Again, a difference of three 
percent is not significant. Studies of traffic flow characteristics have found a potential for wide 
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variability (up to ten percent) in peak hour volumes on a daily basis at the same locations .. What the 
comparisons do suggest is that peak hour traffic has not increased significantly over the past two year 
period in this area and may have in fact decreased slightly. 

The January 2000 study area AM and PM peak hour intersection volumes were increased by 1.5 
percent per year (3 percent total) and used to provide the base case analysis for both the existing and 
short-range cumulative revised analysis. The January 2000 intersection volumes were increased to 
ensure a conservative approach to the analysis of traffic impacts. The revised existing conditions 
intersection analysis is shown in the revised Section 5.5-(_Transportation and Circulation). 
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, 

and L ~- ,: 
. ' ··: ~ ---~, ·''-: ;·. 

Marinwood Advocates ior Sensible Pla~nin:g·_·,. 

April 27, 2001 

Mr. Tim Haddad, Environmental Coor:-dinator 
Marin County Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903-4157 

•• ••• 0 \; 

The Marinwood Association and the Marinwood Advocates for Sensible Planning 
represent and protect the interests of the Marinwood community. Attached are our 
comments regarding the Draft Revised Environmental Impact Report for the Oakview 
Master Plan that are due to you on May 14, 2001. 

We are submitting this material prior to the May 14, 2001 due date and by the due 
date of April 27, 2001 per our conversation with you earlier this month, in order to 
have these comments included in the informational packets to the Planning 

Commissioners for the May 7, 2001 hearing. 

Sincerely, 

~;....-----~ 

Frank Rowley 
The Marinwood-Association 
77 Mark Drive, Suite 8 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

(415)491-7770 

cc: Supervisor John Kress 

Cttrtull3mq 
Carol Brandt 
Marinwood Advocates for 
Sensible Planning 
P.O. Box 6853 

San Rafael, CA. 94903 
(415)491-5092 

PC ATTACHMENT #1 



April 26, 2001 
Comments from: 
The Marinwood Association and Marinwood Advocates for Sensible 
Planning- Page 1 of 7 

Draft Revised Environmental Impact Report for the Oakview 
Master Plan 

2.0- p.14 Residential Buildings & Office Buildings 

On May 25, 2000 Bob Brown, Planning Director for the City of San Rafael in 
a letter to Alex Hinds, County of Marin, referenced in paragraph three the 
following: "More importantly, we noted that the proposed office building is 
not in compliance with the City's General Plan, which designates the site for 
low density, hillside residential." The City of San Rafael agreed to no 

®
annexation if the County would adhere to the City's General Plan provisions 
for the Daphne ·property and the Memorandum of. Understanding several 
years ago. NG-12 in the General Plan states: "The Daphne parcel has long 
been zoned and designated for limited residential development. The parcel 
contains key land needed for planned highway interchange improvements. 
Proposed development shall provide noise setbacks consistent with City 
standards, retention of community-wide visual resources, ridgeline 
protection and creeks_ide setbacks. Residential development shall also be 
compatible with existing area development. It is expected that the maximum 
development potential previously proposed for the site would be very 
difficult to achieve." How does the document deal with these discrepancies? 

Regarding the residential buildings: Exhibit 2.2-7 shows lot sizes on the low 
side of 18,080 square feet to the high side of 36,240 square feet. What is 

fa"the planned square footage of the actual homes? The lot sizes are not 
\_Jonsistent with existing sites in Marinwood, which they are required to be as 

· referenced in the General Plan provision cited above. Most lots in Marinwood 
average 5,000 square feet to a high side of 9-10,000 square feet. These 
planned lot sizes are clearly out of proportion with the rest of Marinwood. 



April 26. 2001 
Comments from: 
The Marinwood Association and Marinwood Advocates for Sensible Planning 

Page 2 of 7 

2.0 - p.21 Exhibit 2.3-1 Cumulative Project in the Study Area, August 1999 

The Marin County PROPDEV 29 survey· used is dated. At least two 
subsequent versions would have been available sufficiently prior to release 

(';::'yf the Draft EIR to be incorporated into this analys.is. There is no mention 
~f addition proposed housing and buildout of commercial buildings at 

Hamilton, the proposed buildout of the old military housing in Ignacio and 
the Fairchild site on Redwood Road. 

3. 0 - p_ 46 Energy and Natural Resources 

This Energy section is the typical sort of boilerplate that has been 

®
commonplace in EIRs for years (since the 1970's oil crisis that resulted in 
he CEQA guideline change requiring energy issues be addressed in EIRs). 
t would seem that with the current Year 2001 energy crisis in full swing 

that the energy section deserves a lot more treatment and analysis than 
simply stating that the project will need to comply with Title 24 of the 
California Administrative Code for energy conservation. 

5. 5 Transportation and Circulation 

p. 5.5-1, second paragraph 

©What is the a.m. and p.m. peak hour in the project vicinity and how was it 
determined? 



April 26. 2001 
Comments from: 
The Marinwood Association and Marinwood Advocates for SensibJe Planning 
Page 3 of 7 

p. 5.5-1. second paragraph 

Footnote 1 makes references to a 1999 Caltrans document reporting 1998 

®
traffic vol_umes informati-on. Traffic has seemed to be getting significantly 
worse in the last couple of years. Isn't there more recent traffic volume 
data for Highway 101 in the project site vicinity? J-:figher volumes would 

· result in project-generated traffic impacts being understated. 

p. 5.5-3 .sixth paragraph 

~Appendix A does not provide any information on Level of Service 
Vmethodologies for freeway segments as indicated. 

p. 5.5-8, fifth paragraph 

0
The role of "freeway jumpers' and their adverse effects of peak hours 
traffic conditions in the Marinwood neighborhood needs to be described in 
detai I. How is this current and well-documented situation accounted for in 
the HCM Freeway Segment Analysis and the interchanges directly affected? 

p. 5.5-9. first paragraph 

What is the estimated construction timetable for the Highway 101 Gap 
Closure Project? Is the funding for its construction secure, given the 
State's energy crisis that is drawing away huge amounts of funds? How do 

.(i\.you draw the conclusion that it will improve peak hour traffic flows in the \J study area? Do you know what proposed projects may be approved during 
what is presumed to be a lengthy construction time? Already on the books is 
the construction of the old Fairchild Site by the City of San Rafael for light 
industrial buildings which will impact Highway 101 traffic. What about the 
City of San Rafael's plans for additional retail services at Northgate Mall or 
possible addition of affordable housing units in the Northgate Mall area? 
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Comments from: 
The Marinwood Association and Marinwood Advocates for Sensible Planning 
Page 4 of 7 

p. 5.5-10, fifth paragraph 

How much "further delay" at an intersection that is currently at or below 
(,\ LOS E is required for 0,:1 impact to be con.§idered significant? Does the City 
\::_) of San Rafael and the County of Marin apply the same standard? 

p. 5.5-12, first full paragraph 

The Marin County PROPDEV survey used for the Traffic Analysis is dated. 

®
At least two subsequent versions would have been available sufficiently prior 
to release of the Draft EIR to be incorporated. At the least a subjective 
description of the changes evident in subsequent PROPDEV versions should 
be provided in the EIR and a sensitivity analysis as to whether the updated 
information would lead to any changes in various traffic impact conclusions 

provided. 

p. 5.5-12, fourth paragraph 

©
It is unclear whether the Lucasfilm Grady Ranch and St. Vincent's/Silveira 

rojects were or were not included in the CMA model. The specific 
development assumptions used for the cumulative impact analysis needs to 
be clarified. 

p. 5.5-12, fifth paragraph 

©
The trip_ rates presented in A~pendix Bare average. rates fro~ the ITE Trip 

enerat1on Manual and are different than the trip generation rates that 
ppear (on P. 5.5-16) to actually have been used in the EIR analysis. This 

discrepancy should be explained. 



April 26, 2001 
Comments from: 

· The Marinwood Association and Marinwood Advocates for Sensible Planning 

Page 5 of 7 

p. 5.5-13, second paragraph 

The statement that the cumulative analysis is based on--the "approximate 

0 otential buildout" of 'the City of San Rafael's General Plan requires 
xplanation. How much less than buildout is assumed? When is buildout 

expected to occur? . . · 

p. 5.5-16. Exhibit 5.5-5 

The trip generation rates applied to the project are different than, and 
slightly higher than, the average trip rates identified in the ITE Trip 
Generation Manual. The differences appear to be in the 20 percent range 

®
(higher), although individual rates (e.g. the a.m. peak-hour rate for single 
family homes) are as much as 40% higher than the average rates. However 
these rates still understate traffic generation likely resulting from the 
proposed project. Page 2.0-11 of the EIR states that capacity for four 
parking spaces would be provided for each of the project's houses. Larger 
houses = more traffic. A more realistic trip generation rate for the large 
homes proposed in the project would 100% (or double) the average ITE rate. 
Consequently, project impacts on local traffic conditions have been 
understated in the EIR. 

p. 5.5-35, Impact 5.5-6 

(;;\The impact only discusses parking requirements relative to the office uses. 
~hat are the requirements for residential uses and how does the project 

. satisfy them? 
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Comments from: 
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p. 5.5-35, Impact 5.5-7 

The impact discussion is silent on the role of the Highway 101 "freeway 
jumpers" on local traffic conditions. At the April 4th Traffic meeting held at 
the Marinwood Community Center, Mr. Farhad Mansourian, (Chief Assistant 
Director, Department of Public Works, County of ·Marin) told over 300 
residents and officials that his electronic traffic counts on Miller Creek 

®
Road indicated that 900 cars per hour exit Highway 101 onto the local 
streets of Marinwood from the hours of 6am-9am, Monday thro_ugh Friday. 
Local residents now cannot easily get access to Las Gallinas Avenue during 

. the a.m. peak hours. Additional traffic from the proposed development, 
even from "only" eight homes on Erin Drive will further exacerbate this 
.situation and constitutes a .significant impact requiring mitigation. While the 

County is planning a trial project for the month of May to address the 
"freeway jumper's" issue by placing barriers on westbound Miller Creek road 
to "pinch down" the road to only one lane, thus making it inconvenient 
(slower) for traffic to bypass through the community of Marinwood, however 
there is no guarantee that it will be effective in the long-term in reducing 
local traffic congestion. 

Economic and Social Effects 

The Draft EIR fails to address the Economic and Social Effects of the 
proposed project according to CEQA guidelines, section 15131. The term 

~significant effect on the environment" is defined in Section 21068 of CEQA 
~s meaning "a substantial or potentially substantial adverse change in the 

environment." This focus on physical changes is further reinforced by 
Sections 21100 and 21151. Economic and social effects of a physical change 
may be used to determine that the physical change is a significant effect on 
the environment. 
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Comments from: 
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Page 7 of 7 

This project will have a significant physical change to the community of 
Marinwood. This is a residential community and was never-designed to have 
its main entrance off the freeway as an entrance to a major office complex. 
Not only will this change the entire character of the community but the 
increased traffic will physically change Marinwood Avenue and instead-of a 
quiet street that can be easily crossed by sen.iors, school children and other 
residents to get to the Marinwood Shopping Plaza, the proposed project will 
turn Marinwood Avenue into a dangerous street full of traffic going to and 
form the office complex all day long. The housing component of the project 
will forever change the physical setting of Ellen, Lisa, Elvia and Etta Drives 
and Courts, which · is now a pristine, quiet beautiful bowl. of land that 
residents have as a backdrop to their homes on these streets. The physical 
change will impact their privacy and create a negative social impact on these 
residents. 

At this time right now, it is impossible for Marinwood residents to allow 
their children to walk or bike to school safely due to the bypass commute 
traffic that clogs our streets. As Farhad Mansourian stated at the April 4, 
2001 Traffic meeting i_n Marinwood, 900 cars per hour enter Marinwood via 
the Marinwood southbound exit ramp and bypass though our community for 
three hours each morning .. This has already· severely altered the social 
aspect of our community. We do not need a 94,400 s.f. office complex with 
it's associated traffic in this community. Both the office complex and the 
residential portions of this project will have a significant negative impact on 
the community of Marinwood. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 11 - THE MARINWOOD ASSOCIATION AND MARINWOOD 
ADVOCATES FOR SENSIBLE PLANNING, FRANK ROWLEY AND CAROL BRANDT 

Response to Comment 11-A 

In Chapter 4.0 of the Draft EIR the proposed project is evaluated for consistency with the City of San 
Rafael General Plan 2000. For 'example, in regard to l>olicy NG-12 the EIR states that the Master 
Plan takes into account the concerns regarding noise setbacks. Retention of community wide visual 
resources, ridgeline protection and creekside setbacks. Each of these issues is evaluated in this EIR. 

On page 4.0-46 of the Draft EIR it is also reports that City of San Rafael staff has stated the proposed 
office use is inconsistent with the City General Plan designation of Hillside Residential and General 
Plan policy NG-12. 

Chapter 4.0 of the Draft EIR acknowledges the conflict between The Marin Countywide Plan's land 
use designation and the City of San Rafael General Plan 2000 's land use designation for the project 
site. As stated on page 4.0-42 of the Draft EIR the proposed office buildings would not be consistent 
with the City's Hillside Residential designation. 

However, it is the County's position that in this instance, where the project site is not proposed for 
annexation to the City of San Rafael, where these is a conflict between the County's and the City's 
land use designation it is the County's General Plan that prevails. Also see Response to Comment I­
A. 

Response to Comment 11-B 

Although there are no specific designs for individual houses as stated on page 2.0-19 of Chapter 2.0 
(Description of the Proposed Project) the maximum size of individual houses, excluding a garage for 
two cars, would not exceed 4,500 square feet. 

There are no specific polices of The Marin Countywide Plan that specifically limit the size of 
residential lots and individual lots. Policy EQ-3.25 Scale of Development does state that the 
development of residential structures should be in scale with environmental constraints such as steep 
slopes and the design character of the existing neighborhood. It is the finding of the EIR (see page 
4.0-16) that the proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

Response to Comment 11-C 

As discussed in Master Response D above, the short-range land use and trip generation numbers have 
been updated based on the most current version of Propdev (Marin County Propdev 34, Semi-Annual 
Proposed Development Survey, published in February 2002). 

Response to Comment 11-D 

Please see Master Response C -- Energy 
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The peak hour for study area intersections was based on the highest volume derived from four 
consecutive 15-minute counts taken over a two-hour period. The peak, ~o-hout morning commute 
period is generally between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM in the morning and between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM 
for the evening commute. Generally, the peak hour in the study area was found to occur between 7:30 
and 8:30 AM and 4:45 and 5:45 PM during the evening. 

Response to Comment 11-F 

The Caltrans Highway 101 freeway traffic volumes have been updated and are provided in the revised 
Section 5.5 (Transportation and Circulation). The Highway 101 volumes were taken from the 
Ca/trans Traffic Operations Division Homepage and were recorded in June 2000. 

Response to Comment 11-G 

Appendix B (Traffic) of the Draft EIR has been revised. This revised appendix includes a LOS 
calculation table for freeway segments. This table reflects the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 
2000 methodology which relates freeway segment LOS to vehicle density per lane. The volume-to­
capacity (V /C) ratio is based on the HCM standard of 2,200 vehicles per lane, per hour and is 
maintained and shown in the revised Section 5.5 (Transportation and Circulation) as a means of 
calculating the project's contribution to the freeway segments. 

Response to Comment 11-H 

The "freeway jumper" issue has been a long standing problem in the Marinwood area. There have 
been a number of attempts to address the problem; the most recent of which was conducted by Marin 
County in conjunction with the Highway Patrol and the Sheriff in May 2001. The information below 
is based on County documents· and observations by Wilbur Smith Associates related to the "freeway 
jumper" problem. 

Over the past several years, commuters have utilized the southbound off-on ramp and Miller Creek 
Road as by-pass alternatives to increasingly slow traffic conditions on Highway 101. The California 
Highway Patrol, Caltrans and County have made several attempts to change commuters' habits of 
bypassing the Highway. In the early 1970's, Caltrans installed a left-tum only sign at the southbound 
off-ramp attempting to eliminate the on-off mentality. This resulted in commuters turning onto Miller 
Creek Road and either making a U-turn at Marinwood to get back to the on-ramp or continue on 
Miller Creek Road to Las Gallinas A venue. Shortly after this installation the County installed a ''No 
U-turn" sign at the Miller Creek/Marinwood intersection. This caused commuters to either make a 
right- or left-tum onto Marinwood, then an immediate U-turn creating a situation that was potentially 
worse than the original problem. After a relatively short trial, all of these prohibitions were lifted. 

The By-Pass Route 

Historical data demonstrates that commuters have utilized Miller Creek Road and Las Gallinas 
A venue to by-pass the congestion on Highway 101. In the 1970s this only occurred during extremely 
heavy traffic generally the result of an accident. Up until recently, this has become an everyday 
occurrence. Traffic counts taken by the County in March and April 2001 show that as many as 1,100 
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cars per hour during peak commute hours traveled this route. One spot count demonstrated an 
average vehicle-per-hour of 891 vehicles existing Highway 101 onto westbound Miller Creek Road. 
Of that number, 774 continued through the Marinwood Avenue intersection with 589 turning 
southbound onto Las Gallinas A venue and 497 continuing through the Lucas Valley Road 
intersection. Wilbur Smith Associates traffic counts taken 15 months previously in January 2000 
recorded higher volumes (1,485 AM peak hour vehicles) exiting the southbound ramps~ with 932 
vehicles turning westbound onto Miller Creek Road and 534 vehicle continuing southbound through 
the intersection and back onto Highway 101 (see Exhibit 5.5-2 in section 5.5). 

This mass of commute traffic, occurring at the same time that an average of 200 vehicles enter and 
exit Miller Creek School creates significant traffic congestion along Las Gallinas Avenue. Other 
issues include increased traffic volumes at the Miller Creek/Lucas Valley Road intersection, increased. 
traffic on Blackstone & Windstone, increased number of dangerous U-turns just west of Miller creek 
Road on Lucas Valley Road, and increased speeds on all local streets within Marinwood that connect 
to either Las Gallinas or Miller Creek. 

Recent Actions 

Based on a Marinwood community meeting held April 4, 2001, Marin County, CHP and Sheriff 
agreed to perform an experiment aimed at deterring "freeway jumpers" from entering the Marinwood 
neighborhood. Starting on May 2001, the County narrowed Miller Creek Road between Marinwood 
and Las Gallinas from 31 feet to 21 feet in width and eliminated westbound left- and right-tum 
pockets at the Miller Creek/Las Gallinas. This was intended to force vehicles to stay in line and wait 
for their tum to continue through the intersection resulting in a backup to the Highway 101 off-ramp. 
Traffic was additionally detoured at the Marinwood A venue/Miller Creek Road intersection between 
the hours of 6:00 to 9:00 AM. prohibiting right turns from westbound Miller Creek, left-turns from 
eastbound Miller Creek and through traffic northbound onto Marinwood. The traffic control 
experiment was in place starting May 1, 2001 and operated in the described configuration until May 
21, 2001. According to county staff there was a significant change in the commute traffic pattern. 
The most significant result was the stacking of traffic on Miller Creek Road and the southbound off­
ramp from Las Gallinas A venue, and the lack of congestion on Las Gallinas between Miller creek 
Road and Freitas Parkway. Counts taken on April 2, 2001 (8:00 to 7:00 AM) prior to the changes 
recorded 1,048 vehicles traveling southbound on Las Gallinas Avenue south of Miller Creek Road. 
On May 8, at the same location and time, the number of vehicles was reduced to 717. This 
corresponds to a 32 percent reduction in volume. 

It appears that the addition of the roughly 150 vehicle per hour to the lineup on westbound Miller 
Creek Road significantly helped meter traffic onto Las Gallinas. It was the addition of these vehicles 
that helped create the backup of vehicles from Las Gallinas onto the highway off-ramp. Once the 
turning prohibition onto Marinwood A venue was lifted, traffic patterns returned to pre-experiment 
conditions, with the exception, that there were lower volumes. 

County DPW had proposed that the temporary experiment become permanent by physically 
narrowing the lanes on Miller Creek Road from 31 feet to 25 feet (the road was narrowed to 21 feet 
during the experiment and many complaints were logged by the bicycle community regarding the 
absence of a safe riding shoulder). The proposed lane width (25 feet) would provide for curb parking, 
a five foot bike lane, and a twelve foot driving lane. Furthermore, the turning movement at the 
intersection of westbound Miller Creek Road and Las Gallinas Avenue would be restricted such that 
left turn, right turn and U-tum or proceeding straight are permitted from a single lane. 
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To date, the traffic calming proposals tested in May 200 l have not been adopted and the local 
roadways and intersections continue to operate as described in the Draft EIR. Therefore, for purposes 
of the EIR it was assumed that traffic volumes and patterns at the Highway 101/Miller Creek Road 
southbound ramps and other local intersections continue to operate with by-pass freeway traffic. 

The HCM analysis methodology of freeway segments calculates operation LOS for ·peak hour 
directional vehicle volumes on a given segment of mainline freeway. The HCM intersection analysis 
accounts for the total peak hour traffic volumes (including freeway jumpers) and calculates a LOS 
based on these volumes. 

Impact of Mitigation Measures 

The implementation of the EIR mitigation measures would result in the installation of traffic signals 
at up to five study area intersections. The intent of these mitigation measures was to improve traffic 
operations and to insure acceptable peak hour levels of service (LOS). For the county, LOS D or 
better is considered acceptable at signalized intersections. 

As discussed above, a primary contributor to peak period traffic in the Marinwood area is due to 
vehicles exiting the congested freeway and passing through the local streets. 

By recommending signalization of impacted intersections there is a possibility of inducing other 
motorist to leave Highway 101 and add to the existing by pass traffic. The theory is that improving 
the existing congested conditions would make this route attractive to a larger number of motorists 
currently staying on Highway 101. This idea of an indirect negative impact has some merit The 
growth inducing affects of roadway improvements have been documented elsewhere under various 
conditions. An attempt to estimate the potential for increased by-pass traffic in this area due to 
signalization would require an extensive survey and modeling effort beyond the scope of this study. 

A mitigating factor that suggests by-pass traffic would not necessarily grow is the current 
improvements underway and planned for Highway 101. The Gap-Closure project will provide 
additional freeway capacity · in the Marinwood area and will improve existing downstream 
bottlenecks. This work when complete will improve highway operations and result in higher peak 
hour speeds. Should this be the case, the incentive for leaving the highway at Marinwood would 
lessen for many potential and current by-pass motorists. 

Response to Comment 11-1 

The estimated timetable for the construction of the 101 Gap Closure Project is approximately five 
years. Funding for the first phase of the project is secure and the project remains a primary local, 
state and federally financed effort. Completion of the project will provide additional capacity in the 
form of HOV lanes in the vicinity of the Marinwood interchange. The Marin County, CMA traffic 
forecasts estimate that the reversible HOV lane will carry approximately 1,200 to 1,400 vehicles per 
hour (see CMA 2020 peak hour forecast, Appendix B) during the peak commute periods in peak 
commute directions. 

The light industrial buildings at 4300 Old Redwood Highway are accounted for in the revised short­
range cumulative analysis (see revised Section 5.5 [Transportation and Circulation]). The trip 
generation associated with that project is shown in the short-range cumulative project's table in 
Appendix B. Future projects slated by the City of San Rafael were not noted in the most current 
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Propdev (Propdev 34). Traffic from these projects would be accounted for in the long-range CMA 
forecasts used in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 11-J 

The addition of one or more project vehicles to an intersection that is currently operating at an 
unacceptable LOS E or worse is considered to be a significant impact. The difference between 
County and City of San Rafael intersection LOS standards is provided on page 5.5-10 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 11-K 

The updated Propdev 34 short-range land use and trip generation table is provided in Appendix B. 
The revised short-range intersection analysis based on the PROPDEV 34 findings is provided in the 
revised Section 5.5 (Transportation and Circulation). 

Response to Comment 11-L 

Both the Lucasfilm Grady Ranch project and the St Vincent's/ Silveira project are included in the 
CMA model forecasts used in the EIR analysis (see page 5.5-12 of the Draft EIR). Please see 
Appendix B for additional CMA traffic forecast data. 

Response to Comment 11-M 

The trip rates shown in Appendix B are the average ITE rates for single-family homes. The rates 
shown in the Draft EIR (page 5 .5-16) are the average rates increased by 20 percent. The inflated rates 
were used to conduct the Draft EIR analysis in order to account for the larger homes proposed by the 
project. Text has been added to the revised Section 5.5 (Transportation and Circulation) clarifying 
the use of the non-standard rates. 

Response to Comment 11-N 

The statement serves to acknowledge that buildout for the City San Rafael like most municipalities 
can not be known because it is subject to review, revision and many other socio-economic variables. 
The traffic analysis is based on the County's short~range land use plans as presented in Propdev 34 
and on the CMA long-range traffic forecasts for the area. 

Response to Comment 11-0 

Residential trip generation rates have been increased by 20 percent over ITE standards in order to 
provide a conservative estimate ofresidential trip generation associated with larger (3,000 plus square 
feet) single-family detached homes. Over the past few years, trip generation surveys in California 
have indicated that in some cases larger homes can generate additional daily trips compared to smaller 
single-family homes. The findings are not conclusive, and as yet it has not been established that 
larger homes consistently generate a higher number of daily trips. The limited research that has been 
done indicates that when larger homes generate increased trips they do so within a 20 percent daily 
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trip increase range. The limited survey work also indicates that during peak hours most single-family 
residential units tend to display similar trip generation characteristics regardless of square footage. 

It is worth considering that a larger single family residence in terms of square footage, does not 
necessarily translate into a larger number of individuals occupying the residence. In fact, family size 
among higher income households tends to reflect the national average. The higher income households 
do tend to have higher vehicle ownership rates, but again this does not necessarily translate to a higher 
than average trip generation rate. A higher number of service related trips have been tied to large 
single-family homes. These include trips associated-with domestic workers, landscape services, 
general service and deliveries and others. These types of trips are not usually on a day to day basis 
and more importantly they occur most often during off-peak periods (mid-morning and afternoon). 

It is important to note that the ITE trip rate standards for single-family residential units are based on 
several thousand nationwide surveys taken over four decades. The ITE recognizes that one rate does 
not fit all situations and provides for variability within a standard range. The suggestion that trip 
generation rates should be doubled and applied to this project can not be substantiated or justified. 
The increase to trip rates by 20 percent overall insures that the project residential traffic impacts have 
not been unders4tted. 

Response.to Comment 11-P 

The project provides adequate parking for all 28 single-family units. Parking is provided in two to 
three bay on-site garages and on-site driveways. 

Response to Comment 11-Q 

The Draft EIR impact section was prepared well in advance of the April 2001 meeting. That 
understood, the impact section accurately describes the AM peak hour conditions at the Highway 101 
/ Miller Creek Road southbound ramps. The AM peak hour southbound ramp volumes recorded, 
described and analyzed in the Draft EIR are higher than those reported by Mr. Mansourian's 
electronic counts which were taken 15 months later than the Draft EIR counts (January 2000). 

Please see Response to Comment 11-H for additional information on freeway jumpers. 

Response to Comment 11-R 

Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the environment. Economic 
and social effects are not considered environmental effects under CEQA. These effects need to be 
considered in EIR.s only if they would lead to an environmental effect. As discussed in section 
15131of the CEQA Guidelines the evaluation of economic or social effects is generally treated as 
optional; agencies (such as Marin County) may, but are not required to, evaluate them. Agencies 
sometimes do include an analysis of economic or social effects of a proposed project. 

Consistent with section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines Marin County did decide to include an 
analysis of the project's fiscal impact on the County and various public services provides (see section 
5.9 [Costs and Revenues]). Each of the fiscal impacts analyzed in Section 5.9 was determine to be a 
less-than-significant impact. 
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Marin County Planning Commission 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903-4157 

May 2, 2001 

Re: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report Oakview Master Plan/Use 
PermiWesting Tentative Map -

Dear Commissioners: 

Marin Conservation League (MCL) submits the following comments on the 
Revised Draft Environmental Report on the proposed Oakview development: 

1. The Countywide Plan land use designation for the project site is "Low 
Density Planned Residential", which allows a density of one to ten 

®
acres per unit. Parcel 1, the residential parcel, consists of 51.9 acres. · 
As a result, the General Plan designation would appear to allow 5 to 52 

. units on the area being used for residential purposes and not the 10 to 
106 units indicated in the Draft EIR. What is the rationale for applying 
the residential density to the 54.4-acre portion of the property proposed 
only for office development and future highway right-of-way use? The 
calculation of the non-residential floor area ratio (FAR) now excludes 
the residential and highway right-of-way parcels. 

2. The photomontages in the Revised Draft EIR are inadequate to 
accurately describe what the two proposed office buildings, the 
associated parking lots and new frontage road will actually look like. 
Comparing the photomontages of the two office buildings with a visual 
inspection of the site it is difficult to visually comprehend the positioning 

f the two buildings. Because both office sites are sloped. either a 
ubsiantial cut will have to be made into the hill or the buildings will 

have to be either elevated on fill or located dose to the edge of the 
freeway. The EIR should include a section drawing through this area, 
which indicates the distance between the outer edge of the two office 
buildings and the edge of the southbound freeway. The same 
information should also be shown for the proposed parking lots. 

3. Because the proposed office buildings, parking lots and new frontage 

®
road appear to be a contin.uation of the existing strip development 
along the freeway corridor in North San Rafael, a photomontage should -
be included showing a view of the office buildings, 378 car parking 
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areas and new frontage road, as would be seen from the southbound 
Highway 101 lanes. 

4. The DEIR projects that the 2 office buildings would add almost 1300 
daily vehicle trips along Marinwood Avenue. The EIR should contain a 

®
qualitative description of how this traffic will change the current 
character along Marinwood Avenue and not just a{ the intersections. 
This information is important since Marinwood Avenue is bordered on 
the West by residential units and--0n the East by a small community 
shopping center. 

5. The projections for peak hour traffic for Marinwood Avenue, the only· 

©
ccess road to the 2 office buildings, seems low in light of the almost 
00 parking spaces. Because the two office buildings are in auto 

dependent locations, is the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 
number appropriate? If available, actual traffic counts from a suburban 
office complex should be utilized. 

6. The possible development allowed under both the San Rafael General 

0
. Plan and Countywide Plan designations on both the St. Vincent's and 

Silveira properties should be included in the Cumulative Projects in the 
Study Area section (DEIR 2.0-21) and in the cumulative traffic study 

. (DEIR 5.5-29 through 34), which appears to be based upon dated 
information . 

. ©Likewise the large office/light industrial project currently under 
G construction on the former Fairchild site, along the Redwood Highway 

Frontage Road, shouJd be jncluded in the cumulative impact analysis. 

8. MCL continues to wonder how 2 large proposed office buildings, with a 
total of almost 100,000 square feet of floor area and almost 400 
parking spaces, located very separate and distinct from the residential 

0
part of the development cari really be "consistent" with the site's 
Countyvvide Plan designation of "Low Density Planned Residential"? In 
addition, we continue to question of wisdom of approving a 
discretionary Use Permit for another large office project given the often 
cited "jobs/housing imbalance" and ulack of workforce housing." 

U\ What impacts will the debris flows, sJide scarps, and one bedrock slide 
\.:!:_) on the office parcel have on the 2 proposed office buildings? 

1 O. Information should also be provided as to the likely extent of slope 

®
reconstruction grading anticipated on the hillside surrounding the 2 
office buildings, parking lots and the new frontage road for the office 
buildings. 
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0 
Wrth reference io Exhibit 5. 1-1, Site Geology, where did the Old Debris 
Fan Complex originate and what is the meaning of the question mark 
(?) shown ~bovG thG Old Debris F'~rn Complex designation? 

Thank you for this opportunity to review the Revised Draft EIR on this 
development. MCL would appreciate receiving a copy of the consultant's 
response to our questions and comments. 

,t:~ 
Susan Stompe 
President 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER ·12 - MARIN CONSERVATION LEAGUE, SUSAN STOMPE, PRESIDENT 

Response to Comment 12-A 

Consistency with The Marin Countywide Plan land use designations for Marinwood is discussed on 
page 4.0-20 of the Draft EIR. The land use designation of Planned Residential would permit five to 
52 housing units on proposed par~el 1. The Master Plan proposes construction of 28 housing units on 
Parcel 1. The number of housing units, therefore, is consistent with the Planned Residential 
designation. 

Response to Comment 12-8 

In response to this and similar comments received on the Draft EIR new photosimulations of the two 
buildings located along the frontage of Highway 101 were prepared. The new photosimulations, and 
a discussion of what is illustrated, is in Master Response B. Exhibit 2.2-6 shows the relationship of 
the location of the office buildings, the parking lots, the access road and southbound Highway 101. 

Response to Comment 12-C 

As stated in Master Response C, Exhibit 7.0-10 shows the site from northbound Highway 101 looking 
southwest. In the comments on the Draft EIR some commentors requested a view of this portion of 
the project site from southbound Highway 101. However, due to safety concerns it was decided not to 
photograph the project site from southbound Highway 101. 

Response to Comment 12-D 

If the project office component is constructed as proposed traffic volumes would increase along 
Marinwood A venue particularly during the morning and evening commute periods. Currently 
Marinwood Avenue carries 340 vehicles (210 southbound/ 130 northbound) in the AM peak hour. 
These numbers are taken from the turning movement volumes shown in Exhibit 5.5-2 of the Draft 
EIR. With the project office component the traffic on Marinwood A venue would increase to about 
520 vehicles (370 southbound / 150 northbound) in the AM peak hour (Exhibit 5.5-8, Draft EIR). 
This represents a 53 percent increase over current AM peak hour traffic on Marinwood A venue. The 
pattern of current peak hour traffic movement is currently between Marinwood A venue and the Miller 
Creek Road/ Highway 101 ramps. This pattern would continue with the addition of project office 
traffic. The increased traffic volumes would add delay to vehicles currently using the roadway, 
however the peak hour volumes with project traffic could be accommodated on Marinwood Avenue at 
it's current width and configuration. 

Response to Comment 12-E 

The ITE trip generation rate General Office (Land Use Code 710) is appropriate because it provides a 
higher daily and peak hour rate than other ITE office related uses, such as Office Park and Research 
and Development uses. To the BIR preparers knowledge, trip generation survey counts from other 
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office complex's in Marin County were not available for use in the Draft EIR analysis. Trip 
generation survey rates taken from other than standard (ITE, Caltrans) sources must be approved by 
the County for use in traffic analysis. 

Response to Comment 12-F 

Please see Responses to Comments 11-1, 11-K and 11-L. 

Response to Comment 12-G 

Please see Response to Comment 11-1. 

Response to Comment 12-H 

Comment noted. As discussed in the EIR, the project site is zoned RMP-1.38 (Residential, Multiple 
Family, Planned District, 1.38 units per acre maximum density) which requires Master Plan review 
for the ultimate development of the site. RMP zoning allows office buildings subject to securing a 
Use Permit pursuant to Marin County Code Section 22.47.022(12)(e). Consistency of the proposed 
project with the Marin County Zoning Ordinance is in Chapter 4.0 of the EIR. 

Response to Comment 12-1 

These landslide features will be mitigated during grading. As stated on page 5.1-18 of the Draft EIR. 
(under Significance after Mitigation): 

Because a comprehensive grading and landslide repair program has been formulated as a part of 
the Oakview Master Plan (and subjected to a second-party professional peer review), it has been 
demonstrated that the landslides can be repaired using the standard geotechnical techniques 
proposed by the applicant's geotechnical consultant (removal, recompaction, retaining structures 
and surficial and subsurface drainage measures), in such a way that the significant impacts would 
be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

Response to Comment 12-J 

The project applicant's geotechnical consultant has recommended complete removal and 
recompaction of the debris flows and other potentially unstable materials present above the proposed 
commercial development (Kleinfelder, 1999). As specified by the applicant's consultants, the Draft 
EIR. and the Uniform Building Code, these reconstructed slopes cannot exceed 2: 1 
(horizontal:vertical) in gradient. The Grading and Drainage Plan (IL Schwartz Associates, Inc., 1999) 
does not show the proposed limits of landslide repair and slope reconstruction. Such detailed 
information will be included in the final grading plan which will be submitted at a later stage in the 
approval process (such as Precise Development Plan, Tentative Map and Final Map). 
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The "Old Debris Fan C~mplex" (material that was washed down from directly above and has 
coalesced) was mapped from a combination of field reconnaissance and aerial photographic review by 
the project applicant's geologic consultant (Herzog, 1983) for a previous development proposal and 
the 1996 Draft BIR geologic consultants Rogers/Pacific, Inc. The question mark was added by the 
applicant's current geologic consultant, Kleinfelder, Inc., to indicate that the precise contact between 
the colluvial soils and the debris fan material has not been defined. 
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Marin J2l.uauGon Society ']v(if[ 1/a[{ey1 California 94942-0593 

May 4, 2001 

I-E:-r--ro-12. 13 
Planning Commission 
Marin County C9mmunity Development 
3501 Civic Center Drive, #308 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

RE: OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN DEIR 

Dear Commissioners: 

The Marin Audubon Society submits the following comments on the DEIR for this 28 unit 
housing, 20 acres of office development and open space. 

®
What is the justification for allowing subdivision of the site into two parcels? On what basis 
would the decision be made to grant a use permit for offices in an RMP zoned site? Would the 
subdivision and change in use have any adverse impacts on the neighborhood? 

®Who would own the open space and how would it be managed. 

(;::\Potential development at Hamilton and St. Vincent/Silveira should be added to the list of 
\:::J cumulative projects in the study area. 

The project drainage system does not appear to comply with Marin County's Stormwater 
Ordinance which calls for drainages to be retained above ground unless there is an issue of 

® 
safety. Keeping drainageways above ground in a vegetated channel contributes to improved 
water quality and enables wildlife habitat to continue. Undergrounding of drainageways in 
culverts should be identified as an impact requiring mitigation. The drainage should be 
redesigned so that runoff flows in open naturally vegetated channels above ground and tl1e use of 
underground culverts is avoided. 

Impact 5.2-1 states that the proposed roadway and home construction in the bowl and the fan 
r::\deposits below would require culverting the channel throughout its length. Explain why. 
\::.Jculverting is necessary. Even though the intermittent drainageway is not a blue line stream, it 

should still be retained above ground 

Mitigation 5.2-2 calls for construction of stormwater detention/treatment basins. What habitats 

® are currently in the locations of the proposed detention basins and vegetated swales. In other 
words, what habitats would be lost to construct these facilities? How would that loss be 
mitigated? -

@ J2l. Chapter of :A./gtunwf !2Iudu6on Society 



r;;;\Describe the size and characteristics of the vegetated swales? How is it determined that they 
Vwould be adequate the treat the project runoff. 

®What potential impacts would result from upgrading of.the Highway 101 box culvert as called 
for in Mitigation 5.2-4. 

Implementation of Measure 5.2-5 second bullet (payment of a drainage fee) to reduce impacts on 
flooding along the on-site and downstream reaches of Miller Creek is not adequate because, even 

r::;:\ though the fee were paid immedi!:3-te)y, it would not mitig_ate the impact until the necessary 
\..J improvements are constructed. Would the fee be sufficient to cover the entire cost of the 

modifications? When and how would the rest of the funds be obtained? What measures would 
be needed and what impacts would they have on the channel through the Silveira property?" If 
any stream bed, bank ·or riparian vegetation would be modified, how would those impacts be 
mitigated? 

r-:;:\Mitigation 5.2-7 What would the most effective BMP's be to mitigate the downstream 
\:::_)sedimentation and flooding impacts of erosion? 

Could construction of a bridge over Miller Creek be avoided? What type and how much 
repairman vegetation of be lost with construction of a bridge? If avoidance is not possible, how 

{v\could bank and vegetation loss be minimized? Mitigation 5.2-8, bullet two, relies on agencies to 
\.:_)require the mitigation. The public should be able to have some ideal of recommended measures 

in order to evaluate their effectiveness. What have the project applicants proposed and/or would 
the EIR consultants recommend? 

r,\What experience is there on the effectiveness of detention basins constructed to dampen flows 
\::)functioning effectively as water treatment facilities? 

(;;\Why can't .all drainages be above ground thereby lessening or avoiding the need for downstream 
~aps and filtration systems? 

r::\The applicant should update the tree inventory and identify all tree species to enable species to 
~be distinguished and the trunk diameter of all trees on-site 

~Reference to the stand of purple needlegrass on page 5.3-5 (second paragraph, last sentence) 
\:::)should be deleted. If the area meets the I 0% criteria, whether it is barely or not, it meets it. 

&at would be the fate of all fresh water seeps on the property? 

@Would any of the planned grading impact any tree, wetland or native grassland resources in 
addition to the impacts identified in this EIR? In other words, would grading itself destroy any 
more of these resources. 

® The project should be redesigned to avoid all tree loss. With the sudden oak death syndrom 
plaguing native trees in Marin, all native trees should be saved. If only 1 % would be removed 
it should be easy to avoid this small number. 



©.
Regarding Mitigation measure 5.3-2(c): · 

temporary fencing should be placed ten feet outside of the drip line not at the drip line 
• landscape irrigation within the drip line of native trees should be prohibited. 

~itigation 5.3-3 Native grassland mitigation should be at least 2:1 to allow for temporal loss and 
~ossible failure. 

1.4 acres of scattered fresh water seeps would be lost. Seeps are an unusuai habitat type. 
How could these and the other wetlands on site be preserved? We agree that the proposed 

r,-;\mitigation for wetland losses, creating new wetlands in the area reserved for future 
Vimprovements to the Highw·ay 101 Lucas Valley Road interchange in the southeastern corner of 

the site, is inadequate. With no certain water source the wetland could not be sustained a11d the 
wetland replacement could not be in-kind. What kind of wetlands would be created? Would be 
in-kind and provide the same habitat value as seeps? 

While we agree with the EIR that a wetland mitigation location and performance criteria should 
be identified, the first mitigation considered should be avoidance of the impact. How could loss 

f the swales be avoided and remain as part of the habitat? If that is absolutely impossible, the 
ew on-site for the proposed location for the mitigation should be identified in the EIR and the 

above infomrntion provided. At least a 2: I mitigation ratio for wetland losses should be 
provided. 

©hat measures would be required to minimize impacts of the roadway bridge? 

@would the project block or interfere with movement corridors for wildlife? 

~o any steelhead or Coho exist in Miller Creek? How would impacts to these species be 
\l_)mitigated? What restrictions on timing would need to be installed? 

(7'vs there a 100 foot wide buff er along Miller Creek as required by the Countywide Plan? If not the 
~roject-should be revised to provide a buffer of this width. 

Qniscuss indirect impacts to wildlife, specifically the impacts on the habitat value of the site with 
~the proposed housing. 

Qf all of the recommended mitigation measures to reduce tree impacts are implemented what 
~ould be the remaining tree loss without extensive grading? With extensive grading? 

(;;:\Where would mitigation trees and native grasslands be restored? Unless this known, it is unclear 
'Jhat mitigation would be feasible. 

Q We strongly disagree with Impact 5.3-8. The mitigation proposed for seep and wetland losses 
v:::.::Jare not adequate to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. . 

@A reduced project alternative that avoids wetland and tree losses should be developed. 



Thank you for responding to our comments. 

Sincet~'.~: ~.' _. . 

/g)/j \ .··· Mbara Sa . 
/ 

~ 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 13 -- MARIN AUDUBON SOCIETY, BARBARA SALZMAN 

Response to Comment 13-A 

As stated on page 2.0-9 of the Draft EIR the project applicant has identified dividing the existing site 
into two parcels. As a result the project application inchtdes a proposed Tentative Map to divide the 
site into two parcels to initiate the development process. The County's use permit procedures are in 
Marin County Code, Title 22, Zoning, Chapter 22.88 and are summarized in Chapter 4.0 of the Draft 
EIR starting on page 4.0-30. Physical impacts as they would affect ''the neighborhood" .such as 
traffic, air quality, noise, etc. are described throughout the Draft EIR. · 

Response to Comment 13-B 

On page 2.0-11 of the Draft EIR it is stated that 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. It is proposed that the open space be offered for dedication in fee simple to a public agency 
such as the Marinwood Community Services District or Marin County Open Space District. If 
dedicated to either of these districts the district would be responsible for managing and maintaining 
the open space. 

Response to Comment 13-C 

Short-range traffic volume forecast were based on the County's PROPDEV document and long-term 
forecasts were developed from the County CMA travel demand model. Traffic from these projects 
would be accounted for in the long-range CMA forecasts used in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 13-D 

In this case, the safety concerns cited in the ordinance are related to ponded stormwater conditions 
along residential streets and in commercial parking lots. Where residential development is proposed, 
curb and gutter systems are normally included in the design to accommodate sidewalks. In certain 
situations curb and gutter systems can be linked with above ground drainage swales to facilitate site 
stormwater drainage (see "Start at the Source" manual, BASMAA 1999). For the proposed project, 
the developable portions of the lots within the topographic bowl of Sub-watershed 2 (already 
substantially devoted to private open space) would be further constricted if a swale drainage were 
integrated into the design. Moreover, significant additional earthwork would likely be required to 
accommodate a swale. Thus, the associated impacts to both the project design and to site grading 
reduce the feasibility of fully above ground drainage on the site. Note that wherever street curb and 
gutter systems do not have to be accommodated, the Draft EIR has required that the project substitute 
at-grade biofilters (i.e. grass-line swales) for storm drain segments, particularly in the drainage links 
to natural waterways. See Mitigation Measure 5 .2-11. 
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Response to Comment 13-E 

. . 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

The Marin County Stream Conservation Ordinance applies strict conservat;on and setback provisions 
to development in close proximity to blue-line streams, as identified on USGS quad sheets. However, 
no specific protections are mandated for other non-blue-line drainageways. The intermittent 
drainageway in the bowl area of Sub-watershed 2 was the only higher elevation, on-site land suitable 
for residential development that was not affected by unstable geological conditions or existing stream 
conservation easements. While this land includes a spring which does support a wetland plant 
community, the habitat is not critical and the EIR biologist has determined that its loss can be 
mitigated on-site. 

Response to Comment 13-F 

The recommended basins and swales would be located in the lower elevations of the site, where 
proposed grading and development would have resulted in removal of the existing habitat. This 
would consist primarily of non-native grasslands, but would include areas of native grassland and 
freshwater seep cover. The native grassland and seep habitat would be replaced as part of 
recommended Mitigation Measures 5.3-3 and 5.3-4(a). No additional mitigation is considered 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 13-G 

Biofilters should be sized and configured (i.e. cross-section) to accommodate incoming floodflows 
without erosion. For swale slopes of less than two percent (one to two percent is optimal), no 
instream check dams are required. For swale slopes exceeding two percent (six percent maximum), 
check dams may be required to increase residence times for stormwater conveyed in the channel. 
Ideally, biofilter surface area should equal two and three-quarter percent or more of the contributing 
impervious surface area (see "Start at the Source- Design Guidance Manual for Stormwater Quality 
Protection"- BASMAA 1999). However, even at lesser percentages the biofilters will reduce the 
migration of contaminants downstream to receiving waters. Specific native grass and wetland plant 
species that provide sufficient roughness and rooting density for use in biofilters are cited in Section 
8.6 of the BASMAA publication cited above. 

Response to Comment 13-H 

From a hydrologic standpoint, it is likely that only benefits would be derived from installing a larger 
culvert under Highway 101. Backwater flooding upstream of the culvert inlet would be reduced by 
the culvert upgrade. A hydraulic analysis would be required at the time of the upgrade to determine 
what, if any, impact the replacement project would have on the stability of the downstream flood 
control channel that extends through the industrial park area east of Highway 101. From a biotic 
standpoint, some Corps of Engineers jurisdictional area could be affected. However, this would be 
determined by the sponsoring agencies (e.g. City of San Rafael and Caltrans) during their project 
environmental review. Appropriate mitigation would be required by either the Corps or the California 
Department of Fish and Game in its Stream Alteration Agreement permit conditions. 
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Response to Comment 13-1 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Further discussions with the Marin County Department of Public Works regarding the assessment of 
project impacts on the downstream bridge crossing east of Highway 101 have led to revised language 
for Mitigation Measures 5.2-2 and 5.2-5. Please see Responses to Comments 25-BB and 25-CC for 
additional discussion. 

Response to Comment 13-J 

The most effective mix of BMPs to minimize on-site grading and construction impacts would be a 
combination of Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 (detention basin construction) and the typical BMPs applied 
to construction sites as detailed in the project SWPPP. Since the detention basin construction will 
occur in tandem with the other site grading and construction activities, it will be available to trap any 
eroded site sediments prior to runoff exiting the project area. Simple preparation of the graded areas 
to allow for successful seeding and germination of erosion control plantings, hydroseeding or · 
broadcast seeding of appropriate grass species and application of a surface mulch, such as straw is 
nearly universally effective at deterring erosion of site soils and their transport to on- and off-site 
drainageways. The County DPW reviews all SWPPPs and will determine if the BMPs described 
therein are adequate to protect stormwater quality. 

Response to Comment 13-K 

Access to the eastern portion of the site along Highway 101 would be achieved through use of a 
bridge crossing over Miller Creek (as proposed). Alternative access could possibly be through 
construction of a road over the ridgeline. This latter approach would require extensive grading and 
tree removal. The Miller Creek bridge crossing would be preferable given the comparatively limited 
disturbance which would occur. The extent of tree removal necessary to accommodate the creek 
crossing would depend on the final bridge design, although several mitigation measures would serve 
to minimize anticipated impacts. This includes Mitigation Measures 5.3-2(b), 5.3-2(c), 5.3-2(d), and 
5 .3-4( c ), which call for minimizing tree loss, replacing any . vegetation affected by the project, 
designing the bridge to minimize roadway width standards, restricting construction to the low flow 
period, and use of silt fencing to control construction debris. No additional mitigation is considered 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 13-L 

Water quality assessments documented in the engineering literature show that detention basins for 
stormwater peak flow attenuation could fulfill water quality objectives as long as the minimum 
residence time for incoming flows is 24 hours or more for a storm rainfall of 1.0 inch. This design 
criteria combined with a biofilter (i.e. grassy swale) inlet and pre-treatment detention/wetland area, as 
provided for in Mitigation 5.2-2, would produce significant reductions in suspended sediment, total 
phosphorus, total nitrogen, oxygen demand, and trace metals (e.g. see Federal Highway 
Administration's "Urban Drainage Design Manual- Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 22" 1996). 
Additional design details could be integrated to further improve contaminant trapping efficiency. 
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Response to Comment 13-M 

Please see Response to Comment 13-D. 

Response to Comment 13-N 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

As a part of preparation of the EIR the EIR biologist reviewed the tree inventory and mapping and has 
concluded that the mapping provides a fairly accurate mapping of trees in the vicinity of the proposed 
improvements. Additional mapping and inventory work is not considered necessary. · 

Response to Comment 13-0 

The large 1.8-acre stand of native grassland above Erin Drive noted by the commentor was mapped 
and considered as such in the Draft EIR. The composition of the grasslands on the site varies 
considerably, but most stands identified as native grasslands have a relatively low component of 
native species. 

Response to Comment 13-P 

A discussion of potential impacts on wetlands is provided under Impact 5.3-4 on page 5.3-24 of the 
Draft EIR. Of the 2.26 acres of jurisdictional wetlands identified in Exhibits 5.3-1 and 5.3-2, an 
estimated 1.4 acres of scattered freshwater seeps would be eliminated by the project. The anticipated 
limits of grading depicted in Exhibit 5 .3-1 show the areas of freshwater seep directly affected by the 
project. 

Response to Comment 13-Q 

The anticipated impacts of the project on biological and wetland resources were based primarily ·on 
the proposed grading plan. Exhibit 5.3-1 shows the anticipated limits of grading, and how it overlaps 
and would directly affect areas of native grassland, woodland/tree canopy, and wetlands. 

Response to Comment 13-R 

While the concerns of the commentor over the affect of Sudden Oak Death and its relationship to tree 
loss in the county are noted, it is unrealistic to require an applicant to design a project of this size to 
avoid all tree loss. Such a restriction would basically prohibit access to the east side of the site, and 
severely limit development in the southwestern portion of the property. The project has been 
redesigned to avoid most of the woodland cover, and Mitigation Measures 5.3-2(a) through (d) would 
serve to protect and replace any trees removed as part of the project. The effects of Sudden Oak 
Death (SOD) raise concerns over the appropriateness of establishing dense replacement plantings on 
the site as part of proposed mitigation. The higher replacement ratio of 5: 1 was recommended with an 
assumption of eventual loss of seedling plantings. With effective monitoring and maintenance now 
required for a minimum of five years, this higher ratio is no longer warranted and in effect could 
contribute to overly dense woodlands, conditions which may contribute to the establishment and 
spread of SOD. In addition, the current County standard for tree replacement is established under 
Policy EQ-3.14, which specifies a tree replacement ratio of 2:1. In response to these issues, 
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Mitigation Measure 5 .3-2( d) has been revised to simplify the required replacement ratio to 2: 1 for all 
trees removed as a result of the project, with monitoring and maintenance provided for a minimum of 
five years. 

Based on the above Mitigation Measure 5.3-2(d) is revised to read as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 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-l[a]) and implemented as part of site revegetation and 
landscaping. Provisions of the tree replacement program should include the following: 

• Oaks and other native trees generally should be replaced at a ratio of 2:1 ~ratio of 
replacement trees to number of trees removed). 

• AU other natwe tree speeies shoalel he replaoeel at a 3: 1 ratio. 

• 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 plantings. Oak seedlings grown from an on-site seed 
source would be preferable to use of off-site nursery stock, and this program should be 
encouraged a;' reel'l:leing the reqaireel replacement ratio from 5:1 to 3:1 v,rhere seeelliags from 
on site eolleetion are Hseel as replaeemeftt plantiags. 

• If trees proposed for removal are successfully salvaged and transplanted, no additional 
replacement mitigation should he 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-l([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 respeeti¥e 5:1 or 3:1 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. 

Response to Comment 13-S 

The guidelines identified in Mitigation Measure 5.3-2(c) are considered minimum standards and 
would be subject to further review by a certified arborist. While the changes suggested by the 
commentor regarding modification in the vicinity of trees to be preserved are desirable, they are not 
necessary as a minimum standard. No changes to Mitigation Measure 5.3-2(c) are considered 
necessary. 
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Response to Comment 13-T 
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Mitigation Measure 5.3-3 contains details on grassland restoration and .enhancement required to 
mitigate the loss of native grasslands. This includes preservation of native grassland cover not 
directly affected by the project, and replacement at a 1: 1 ratio on a per acre basis for each cover class 
lost. The County has no established policy that would require a higher replacement ratio, and the 
required maintenance and monitoring should provide for successful establishment of the replacement 
grasslands. Areas restored as grassland would be established within the first year, and the temporal 
loss would not be considered significant as long as the replacement program was implemented. 

Response to Comment 13-U 

Most of the freshwater seep habitat on the site is seasonal in nature, and differs little from the 
surrounding grasslands for most of the year. The commentor is correct that creating replacement 
wetlands must include consideration of hydrology, and that without a sufficient source of water the 
area would not support wetland vegetation. This factor would be considered as part of the 
recommended wetland protection, replacement, and restoration program. As stated in Mitigation 
Measure 5.3-4(a), replacement wetlands would be provided at a minimum ratio of 2:1 and result in 
wetlands with a higher habitat value than those lost to development. Further review by the County 
and trustee agencies would ensure that the wetland replacement program meets these minimum 
objectives and no changes to the recommended mitigation are considered necessary. 

Response to Comment 13-V 

The location of most of the freshwater seep habitat on the lower elevations of the site, outside the 
woodland tree canopy makes preservation of these scattered features difficult. The seeps are of 
differing sizes and are scattered throughout the non-native grasslands. Recommended mitigation 
would preferably consolidate the replacement wetlands, which would serve to improve their value. 
As noted in Mitigation Measure 5.3-4(a), replacement wetlands should preferably be located on-site, 
but could include consideration of both on-site and an off-site location in the general vicinity. 
Additional modifications to the extent of proposed grading and restrictions on development may be 
made by the applicant in meeting the·provisions of this mitigation measure. It should be noted that 
the project was designed to minimize disturbance to the Miller Creek corridor, the most significant 
wetland resource on the property. 

Response to Comment 13-W 

The extent of tree removal and disturbance along the creek would depend on the final bridge design, 
although several mitigation measures would serve to minimize anticipated impacts. This includes 
Mitigation Measures 5.3-2(b), 5.3-2(c), 5.3-2(d), 5.3-4(c), and 5.3-6 which call for minimizing tree 
loss, replacing any vegetation affected by the project, designing the bridge to minimize roadway width 
standards, restricting construction to the low flow period, use of silt fencing to control construction 
debris, and prohibition on installation of a drop structure under the bridge. No additional mitigation is 
considered necessary. 
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A detailed discussion of anticipated impacts on wildlife habitat and movement corridors is provided 
under Impact 5.3-6, and these impacts were considered to be significant. Due to the amount of land to 
be preserved as open space, proximity of proposed residential use to existing development, and 
separation of the site from other open space lands, the general impact on wildlife in the Miller Creek 
corridor is considered to be less-than-significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.3-6 and 
other measures to protect and replace sensitive resources would serve to mitigate potential impacts to 
less-than-significant levels. 

Response to Comment 13-Y 

As stated on page 5.3-9 of the Draft EIR, steelhead are known from Miller Creek. Fish surveys 
conducted by Robert A. Leidy on Miller Creek from 1992 through 1998 indicate presence of 
steelhead, California roach, and three spine stickleback between the Highway 101 and Lucas Valley 
Road overcrossings. No coho salmon were detected in the Leidy survey or other records maintained 
by the County. A discussion of potential impacts on special-status species, including aquatic species 
which may be associated with the Miller Creek corridor is provided under Impact 5.3-7 on page 5.3-
28 of the Draft EIR. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.3-4(c) and 5.3-6 would minimize 
impacts on jurisdictional "other waters" and wildlife of the creek, and would alleviate possible 
adverse impacts on special-status species as well. This includes a restriction that construction of the 
crossing be performed during the low flow period in the creek (from June through October). No 
additional mitigation is considered necessary, although trustee agencies may impose additional 
conditions as part of their permitting review. 

Response to Comment 13-Z 

The discussion under Impact 5.3-5 addresses conformance of the project with the Stream 
Conservation Area (SCA) policies of The Marin Countywide Plan. Proposed residential and office 
development would be located outside of and would not affect the SCA designated along the Miller 
Creek corridor. New stream crossings are allowed within SCA's, and mitigation would be provided to 
alleviate impacts to the riparian and wetland habitat of Miller Creek. 

Response to Comment 13-AA 

A discussion of direct and indirect impacts on wildlife is provided under Impact 5 .3-6 of the Draft 
EIR. This includes acknowledgement that residential development would infringe into the woodland 
habitat in the southwestern portion of the site and destroy the active spring which provides an 
important source of surface water for wildlife. Developed areas eventually would be frequented by 
birds and smaller wildlife and also may support species common to suburban areas, such as deer and 
raccoon. No significant indirect impacts on wildlife are anticipated as part of the project. 

Response to Comment 13-BB 

A detailed discussion of anticipated impacts on tree resources and recommended mitigation is 
provided under Impact 5.3-2 of the Draft EIR. Grading has been substantially reduced under the 
revised Master Plan, which would serve to preserve many of the trees which would have been 
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removed under the project as originally proposed. Further refinement of the grading plans and 
establishment of defined . building envelope areas which avoid trees should serve to further reduce 
possible tree loss. However, it is not possible to estimate how many of the trees on individual lots 
may be saved through restrictions on building envelopes in the residential portion of the project. It 
should be noted that no trees occur within the anticipated limits of grading in the residential area. See 
Response to Comment 13-R for changes to the tree replacement ratios recommended in ·Mitigation 
Measure 5.3-2(d). 

Response to Comment 13-CC 

The specific locations where replacement tree plantings would occur are not specified in the Master 
Plan or Conceptual Landscape Plan. Native species would be used in transitional areas between 
development and retained woodlands, such as the slope below Erin Drive and above the proposed 
office buildings. The need to coordinate mitigation for replacement native grasslands and tree 
plantings is acknowledged under Mitigation Measure 5.3-3, which states that tree plantings should be 
restricted to outside the existing and restored native grasslands on the site. Further adjustments to the 
Precise Development Plan may be necessary to accommodate replacement native grasslands, 
wetlands, and tree plantings. 

Response to Comment 13-DD 

Mitigation Measure 5.3-4(a) would provide for a minimum replacement ratio of 2:1 for any wetlands 
affected by the project, with any created wetlands preferably consolidated and of a higher value. 
Potential impacts on wetlands would be mitigated to a level of less-than-significant with 
implementation of the recommended measures. 

Response to Comment 13-EE 

Alternative 4 described it Chapter 6.0 of the Draft EIR was developed to mitigate the adverse impacts 
identified in the 1996 Draft EIR for the proposed development of 71 residential lots on Parcel 1. 
Major objectives in formulating this alternative were to protect trees and preserve the active spring 
and associated seep in the southwest part of the site. 
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Marin County 
Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

Dear Tim Haddad: 
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I am writing to protest the project being proposed at 200 Lucas VaJley Road, 
Assessor's parcel J 64-270-03. I am a resident in Marinwood at the Casa Marinwood 
complex, next to MiJJer Creek, the north boundary of the project. I wi11 be directly 
impacted, negatively, by this project and do not warit it approved of at all. I am 
concerned about the project destroying the beauty of the tree-covered hi11 that I look out 
my windows and see. That hilI and the surrounding undeveloped areas near me are some 
of the primary reasons I live here. I am also concerned about the years of construction 
this project will take and a11 the ensuing problems, especially the noise, that local 
residents will have to put up with. 

0 
I am very concerned about the all the development that is b~ing planned to take place 

n Marinwood. Not only will the surrounding beauty of the pastures, hills and trees, be 
estroyed, but there are already considerable traffic problems both on 101 and on Las 

Gallinas. I wonder what the projections about the impact of increased traffic to an 
already jammed situation (bumper to bumper traffic, from about 6:45 AM to 10:30 AM, 
similar jam, opposite direction, in the afternoon-evening) You may recal1 the recent 
Independent Journal headlines about the traffic problems from commuters trying to 
escape the freeway crush crowding the otherwise quiet suburban streets ( especially Las 
Gallinas, starting at the Miller Creek, Marinwood exit) : I}hi_nk 90th Marinwood and 
Lucas Valley exits will be impacted by this project, in a very negative manner. 

Additionally, I am very conc~med about the care of Miller Creek and wonder if the 
hillside above it ,:v:ill be stable enough to withstand such a project. Our very ow11 County 
of Marin, Department of Public Works singled out Miller Creek as the pi1ot creek for 
creek restoratio~ whlch they have been working on since 1995. In the Public Works 
Reporter, we are told: "the knowledge gained from Miller Creek will be used to protect 
and enhance creeks countywide.'' 

I sincerely hope the impact of this project on MiJler Creek, will adequately be 
considered, with special concern for: hillside destabilization, run-off, erosion, disposal of 
earth and debris generated by the project, preparation for flooding, knowledge of at least 
the Jastl 00 year flood statistics, etc. If Miller Creek is the countywide model creek, it 
needs to be the best possible model it can be. 

On a more, for me, emotional note, I feel compelled to mention it will not only be 
myself and my fellow humans Jiving in this area that will be effected, it will be the 
innumerable plants and animals that live here. They will be eliminated, destroyed, or 
diminished, without any voice in the matter at a11. Who asks them if their environment 
will be impacted, who cares about them? I do, Mr. Haddad, and I hope you do too. 

Forgive me ifl sound preachy, but it is the ability to see the future unfolding before us 



that can· be.the wisest gujde for our deci§jons fri>tbe present. Protection of the_ .. _-:-.·· 
environment: the air, water, earth and pJant-iand-animaJ Jife for ourselves and our future 
grandchildren must be giv.en priority::--J.hs·.thr.o.ugk:suc,h protection of the land, one parcel 
at a time, that some green wildness will be left for them. Our future grandchildren are 
ca11ing to us, we must not abandon them. 

Please, Mr. Haddad, hear their calls and the calls of the ones who do not speak a 
human tongue. You do not stand alone as the caretaker of the environment, now and into 
the future, it is our responsibility, all of ours, to respond with the kind of action that truly 
takes care. spectfully, 

c: AJex Hinds 
Philip D. Smith 
Indeoendent 1ournal . ., 

~ m~~ 
Sally Ma e McGuire 

- . ...... ~·. :'·;."="- -· -::--· 



i 

I 
f · j 

. I. 

l 
.. I ,,·.,. 

': /' ... 



RESPONSE TO LETTER ·14 - SALLY MARIE MCGUIRE 

Response to Comment 14-A 

7. 0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Comment noted. This is a comment on the merits of the proposed project and not on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. It should be not~d that each of the iss~s discussed in this comment (such as traffic 
impacts, impacts to Miller Creek, impacts to plants and animals) is discussed in the EIR. 
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April 2, 2001 

Stanley R. Farber 
81 Grande Paseo 

San Rafael, CA 94903-1556 

lGffBR IS 

TO: Marin County Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903-4157 

RE: Oakview Master Plan 

~cc·En,,•-o ;-"'.l',l 
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My concern about the Oakview Master Plan is of course, 
Traffic mainly. I live in Casa Marinwood which is bordered 

0 y Marinwood Avenue. The Oakview Master Plan would open up 
arinwood Avenue to traffic off of 101 which would use this 
hrough street as a way off of the freeway blockage- to·Lucas 

Valley Road. Many children cross Marinwood Avenue going to 
the stores and it would become a danger to them to avoid the 
traffic. 

® 
Secondly, building a bridge across Miller Creek could block 

p the creek if it is not done properly and cause flooding which 
e have not had since 1981. 

1f you go ahead with the Oakview Master Plan, I would ask 
that you do not permit use of Marinwood Avenue, but make cars 
going to the homes and office buildings to come off the free­
way at Lucas Valley Road. Thanks for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, _ 

Jh If_. ~v1,./~ 
Stanley R7 Farber 

FARBERSYSTEMS, INC. 



RESPONSE TO LETTER 15 - STANLEY R. FARBER 

Response to Comment 15-A 

Please see Responses to Comments 11-H and 12-D. 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Generally, an increase in vehicle traffic in the vicinity of residential development requires the need 
for heightened awareness toward pedestrian and bicycle safety. With more traffic the potential for 
conflict/accidents rises. The Draft EIR proposes the signalization of four key intersections in t;he area. 
With signalization would come specific phasing requirements that account for the safe movement of 
pedestrians. Other measures would include marked bicycle lanes and signs indicating pedestrian 
crossings. 

Response to Comment 15-8 

A new Miller Creek bridge would be designed to pass the 100-year flood discharge with a minimum 
of one foot of freeboard (clearance) to accommodate some debris passage. The Marin Comity 
Department of Public Works would uphold this requirement. Thus, no obstruction would occur to 
floodflows up to the 100-year recurrence frequency. · 

., , •. 
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April 5, 2001 

Marin County Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Dr., Room 308, 
San Rafael, Ca., 94903-6269 

Dea:r Marin County Community Development Agency, 

OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN AND DREIR REPORT 

RECEIVED BY 

ZDDI APR-~ p Z= 22 

~ntil the utility supply is increased and the traffic congestion on the 101 Highway has been :resolved we. 
~ot agree that this o:r any other development should be approved. 

Sincerely, 

~cit( 
~~< 

Donald A. Huffman and Carolyn 
16450134 
13 California Condor Way, 
Novato, Ca. 94949 



7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

RESPONSE TO LETTER.16 - DONALD A. AND CAROLYN E.HUFFM~N . 

Response to Comment 16-A 

Comment noted. This is a comment on the merits of the proposed project and not on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER "17 - KIM HIGASHI 

Response to Comment 17-A 

7.0 Comments and Responses 

OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Comment noted. This is a comment on the merits of the proposed project and not on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 
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To: Mr. Tim.Hadda~ Environmental Coordinator 
Marin County Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 • .. • :-1 ··-: ·' ........ ·--

• ,. ~ ... :~ - : ; .... 't; j 
', .... ···· .. -~-.,. San Rafael, CA 94903-4157 f, • .,::-.:':·~.:; 

From: Susan L. Adams, Ph.D., RN, NP 
POBox6052 
San Rafael, CA 94903 
(415) 479~1813 

Dear Mr. Haddad and Planning Commission: 

I have spent some time reviewing the EIR. for the proposed Oakview Project in 
Marinwood. I have been a resident in Marinwood for the past 14 years and have several 
concerns about the EIR. 

1. Issues with traffic! 

®
I believe the traffic impact has been underestimated. The data does not reflect the 
information that was provided at a recent community meeting for Marinwood 
residents about our current traffic issues. Mr. Farhad Mansourian presented data 
demonstrating that Marinwood already has more than 900 cars per hour driving 
through our neighborhood during morning commuter hours. These cars are exiting 
the freeway into our community in an attempt to bypass 101 traffic. Pedestrians 
and cyclists, including school children, are already having difficulty negotiating our 
streets. 

The proposal calls for homes that are far larger than any homes in the immediate 

©
surrounding neighborhood. These homes will have space for an additional 2 to 4 
cars. Add to this the possible impact from the concurrently proposed Silveira 
development and the traffic nightmares are now compounded. The county needs to 
address our traffic and transportation issues before allowing any further 
development to occur. 

2. Environment! 

Oak Trees: In case you haven't hear~ we are already having an environmental 
crisis in Marin County with our oak trees. We have no idea what is causing our 

o.ees to perish. It is quite poSSible that our trees are dying from the development 
at has already occurred in our county. Until there is definitive evidence that the 

damage is not a result of current land use and development, further development 
should not be allowed to proceed. More studies need to be done to determine the 
causative factors in the demise of our existing native plant life in Maritt. 



Miller Creek & WIidiife: Our creek is a wonderful natural resource. The 

©
proposal states that there will be some impact on the creek, but that steps will be 
taken to mitigate any harmful effects. How can this be posSI'ble? 'construction, nm­
off from any development, lighting, and other factors will most definitely affect the 
state of this natural resource for the worse. A bridge crossing the creek and an· 
office building will have significant possi'bilities for destruction of this habitat area. 

Please refer to Section 5:2 pgs. 18-23. These sections descnoe the adverse impact 
to our creek. 

Section 5.3 addresses issues of timing for grading to have minimal impact on 

0.
wildlife and the creek. Grading should be limited to non-nesting times (Aug15-Jan 

4) and grading shouldn't occur during the wet season (Oct 15-April 30). This 
eaves a window between May 1 - Aug 15 for grading the full hillside with the least 

amount of impact. Can grading for this size development be realistically completed 
during this time? My personal experiences leave me thinking that this is not 
realistic. With potentially a severe impact on our environment and a small window 
of time for the disruption caused by grading, I would like to have these issues 
addressed with more detail 

3. Offices! 

0
Why offices in our residential connmmity? What types ofbusinesses are projected 
to inhabit these offices? What -\V.i1l the business hours be? How will issues of 
security, garbage, deliveries, and traffic be addressed? Why isn't the county 
looking at the empty lots that are growing weeds on the East side of 101? Our 
community would much rather see a revitalization of our local community 
shopping center. 

4. Water and Power! 

Water and power are not unlimited resources as we are currently seeing. Taking 

©
water from :fragile ecosystems in Sonoma county should not be the answer for 
Marin. More development means more need for water and power. It is predicted 
that this summer, residents will face large numbers of rolling blackouts. Until we 
address self:susta.i:ning water and power issues for our county, we should not allow 
:further development. 

5. Affordable housing 

Marin county currently has an affordable housing crisis. In Section 2. 0-16, ''The 
Oakview project applicants propose to make an in-lieu payment to satisfy the 
affordable housing requirement". How will this in-lieu payment be used to address 
the need for affordable housing in our county? We do not need more 4500 square 



foot monster homes in Marin, we can address some of our traffic issues by 
providing local places for our teachers, nurses, :fire and police employees to reside. 

® 
Currently, many of our service professionals have to live outside of the county. If 
housing is to be developed, the county should meet the physical requirements for 
affordable housing, not just an ''in-lieu" payment. How will this·development :fit in 
with the goals of providing more affordable housing? 

6. County vs. City of San Rafael oversight 

0 I am confused. How is it possible that the City of San Rafael has a say over land 
that is in an unincorporated part of the county. It seems the county has jurisdiction. 
(See Section 2.0-23). 

These are just a few of the problems I have with the EIR. The data seems outdated. Based 
on the more recent problems with changes in our traffic, changes in our oak tree heah~ 
and our water and power needs during this energy crisis, I strongly urge that another study 
be done to address these issues using the current situation for our community. 

I appreciate the opportunity to express my concerns and look forward to participating in 
the public meeting. 

~=-f.~ 
Susan L. Adams, Ph.D., RN, NP 



RESPONSE TO LETTER ·1s •• SUSAN L. ADAMS, PH.D., RN, NP 

Response to Comment 18-A 

Please see Responses to Comments 11-H and 11-Q. 

Response to Comment 18-B 

Please see Responses to Comments 11-H and 11-0. 

Response to Comment 18-C 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Comment noted. Refer to hnpact 5.3-2 for a detailed discussion of anticipated impacts on tree 
resources and adequate mitigation recommended in the Draft EIR. While the concerns of the 
commentor over the affect of sudden oak death syndrome and its relationship to tree loss in the county 
are noted, it is unrealistic to require an applicant to design a project of this size to avoid all tree loss or 
to prohibit.new development until the cause of the disease is better understood. The project has been 
redesigned to avoid most of the woodland cover, and Mitigation Measures 5.3-2(a) through (d) would 
serve to protect and replace any trees removed as part of the project. 

See Response to Comment 13-R for additional discussion of the recommended tree replacement 
ratios, changes to Mitigation Measure 5.3-2(d), and the affects of SOD. 

Response to Comment 18-D 

Potential impacts on vegetation and wildlife associated with Miller Creek are addressed under 
hnpacts 5.3-2, 5.3-4, 5.3-6 and 5.3-7 of the Draft EIR.. The extent of tree removal and disturbance 
along the creek would depend on the final bridge design, although several mitigation measures would 
serve to minimize anticipated impacts. This includes Mitigation Measures 5.3-2(b), 5.3-2(c), 5.3-2(d), 
5.3-4(c), and 5.3-6 which call for minimizing tree loss, replacing any vegetation affected by the 
project, designing the bridge to minimize roadway width standards, restricting construction to the low 
flow period, use of silt fencing to control construction debris, and prohibition on installation of a drop 
structure under the bridge. No additional mitigation is considered necessary. 

Response to Comment 18-E 

Restrictions on grading to protect biological resources would be specific to disturbance near Miller 
Creek (proposed bridge crossing) or activities near an active raptor nest. Grading may occur on other 
portions of the site away from the creek because adequate erosion and sedimentation control measures 
would be required. Mitigation Measure 5.3-7 gives two options regarding avoidance of any active 
raptor nests, either by restricting grading and tree removal to the non-nesting season (August 15 
though January 14) or by conducting a preconstruction survey during the nesting season. If an active 
nest is encountered, additional mitigation such as construction restrictions may be required. Grading 
and development could proceed on the remainder of the site outside any temporary no-disturbance 
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7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

zone until young raptors have fledged as monitored by a qualified wildlife biologist. These 
restrictions would not significantly affect the feasibility of developing the site. 

Based on the professional experience of the EIR geologists, it is believed that the proposed grading 
could be realistically completed to rough grade stage in three and one-half months (May 1 to August 
15). 

Response to Comment 18-F 

As discussed in Chapter 4.0, offices are permitted uses in the RMP district, subject to Master Plan and 
Use Permit approval. 

Typically the level of detail requested in this comment regarding the operation of the offices (types of 
businesses, hours of operation, etc.) is not a part of a Master Plan application. The County as a part of 
the Precise Development Plan and subsequent use permits could require such information. 

Response to Comment 18-G 

Please see Master Response C -- Energy regarding energy issues. In regard to water the EIR has 
concluded (see impacts 5.8-8 and 5.8-9) that the Marin Municipal Water District has sufficient 
capacity to meet the water demands of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 18-H 

In Exhibit 4.1-1 it is stated that the proposed project is inconsistent with Housing Element Program H­
I. la regarding the provision of inclusionary housing units. The recommended mitigation measure is 
that the Master Plan should be conditioned so thatl 5 percent of the housing units on site should be 
affordable to moderate, low, or very low income households. 

Response to Comment 18-1 

Because the project site is in an unincorporated portion of Marin County it is Marin County that has· 
land use jurisdiction over the project site. However, as stated on page 2.0-26 of the Draft EIR 
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. 
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April 25, 2001 

l811&R. lt::f 
"- I , 

-~ Marian K. Blanton 
155 Roundtree Blvd. 

San Rafael, CA., 94903 
479-7446 

Mr. Tim Haddad, Environmental Coordinator 
Marin County Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903-4157 

Major issues that need further attention and analysis in the Oakview Draft 
EIR before any decisions are made to permit further development in Marinwood: 

'1: Section 3.0. page 46 - Energy and Natural Resources: 

How is the current California energy crisis affecting developments in this area? The office 
mplex alone, would require massive energy consumption. Can we afford to drain 

nergy resources in the midst of California's present crisis? This whole section is a 
oilerplate piece used in many EIR's since the 1970's, one which does not address our 

current energy crisis. 

2. Traffic- Section 5.5 

This section ignores the findings of Farhad Mansourian, Traffic Engineer for the County of 
Marin.who stateo at the April 4th Marinwood meeting that electronic traffic counts indicated 
00 cars per hour from 6-9am, Monday through Friday, coming off Highway 101 onto the 
treets of Marinwood -- "freeway jumpers". 

age 5.5-1 refers to a 1999 Caltrans document reporting traffic volumes from 1998. There 
ust be more recent data available, for traffic has become significantly worse since 1998. 

Proposed housing does not match standards of existing Marinwood homes. As stated on 
age 2.0-11, each new house would have four parking spaces - larger homes equal more 

traffic. An estimate of number of trips generated must be part of any traffic analysis. 

Most serious is the potential cumulative impact of more building at Hamilton, possible futut 
evelopment at St. Vincent's/Silveira, two additional projects increasing traffic well beyond 

what Highway 101 can move, thus diverting still more cars onto our community streets. 

Safety issues: The curr~nt safety issue of our residents, particularly for the elderly and for 
chool children, is how difficult crossing any of our streets has become during peak AM 
ommute hours (6-10am) This situation has worsened over the past 4-5 years. 

isual issues: Most of us come home from work off Highway 101 and travel west on Lucas 
alley Road. When we see the pristine "open space" on the right (theDaphne property), 
e realize that we are finally "home." We do not wish to.see that property replaced with 



million-dollar, 5000 s.f. luxury homes, on 20,000 sf sized lots! 

Creek issues: There is significant potential for degradation of the Miller Creek watershed by 

0
onstruction traffic and constant automobile traffic over the new proposed bridge to the 
ff ice complex. There is potential for loss of fish habitat, silting of the creek and possible 
ooding in the winter months, particularly if St. Vincent's/Silveira were ever developed, 

increasing potential for flooding. . 

The office complex: What kind of office will this be? Light industrial? Professional services? 
How many daily trips will be truck traffic, Le.delivery and service vehicles? How many trips 

V. 
nighttime (delivery, service, garbage, cleaning?). wm hours of operation be restricted to 

aytime use so that headlight glare (if nighttime hours are proposed) would not interfere 
ith the residents at nearby Casa Marinwood subdivision? Will 

there be on-site services for employees so that their off-site trips during the daytime are 
limited? Fair Isaac provides onsite ATM, laundry/dry cleaning, cafeteria and other services 

\ 

\ 

for employees in order to limit trip generation numbers. 

We are opposed to any further development in Marinwood until traffic problems·, including 
safety issues, and current energy crisis, have been resolved. Prudence dictates calling a 
halt to any more cars or energy consumption in this protected area. 

Sincerely, 

l~K.~ 
Marian K. Blanton 



RESPONSE TO LETTER ·19 -- MARIAN K. BLANTON 

Response to Comment 19-A 

Please see Master Response C -- Energy regarding energy issues. 

Response to Comment 19-B 

Please see Response to Comment 11-Q 

Response to Comment 19-C 

Please see Response to Comment 11-F 

Response to Comment 19-D 

Please see Responses to Comments 11-M and 11-0. 

Response to Comment 19-E 

Please see Response to Comment 3A-C. 

Response to Comment 19-F 

Please see Response to Comment 15-A. 

Response to Comment 19-G 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Comment noted. This is a comment on the merits of the proposed project and not on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 19-H 

Issues related to the impact on Miller Creek are discussed in both Section 5.2 (Hydrology and 
Drainage) and Section 5 .3 (Biological Resources) of the EIR. For example impact 5 .2-7 discusses 
site erosion and downstream sedimentation and flooding impacts and impact 5.3-6 discusses 
disruption of fish and wildlife habitat along the Miller Creek corridor. 
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Response to Comment 19-1 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Typically the level of detail requested in this comment regarding the operation of the offices (types of 
businesses, hours of operation, etc.) is not a part of a Master Plan application. The· County as a part of 
the Precise Development Plan and subsequent use permits could require such information. 
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Environmental Coordinator 
Marin County Commtmity Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

RE: Revised Draft EIR for Oakview 

Dear Madam/Sir: 

April 26, 2001 

L: .. ·..,. 

. :· . .. . . 

0 
As a resident of the Marinwood community, I am interested in the-development plans of the Oakview parcels. I 
have looked over the revised draft EIR for the Master Plan of the property and have a few concerns and questions. 
They are as follow: 

/c\Have any studies been done to see how much vacant office space is already available in Marin County? Ifwe are to 
Qcontinue development in Marin, is commercial office space consistent with the type needed? 

®Why hasn't the possible development of the St. Vincent's/Silveira properties been addressed in the ·cumulative 
effects section of the draft EIR? · 

e t seems ine:ffici~t and wasteful of resources to run sewer and other utility infrastructure to Parcel 2 for two office 
tructures. During a time when sustainability is a buzz word, why build office structures in areas other than in-fill 

areas with developed utility infrastructure? . 

All the cut-and-fill required to extend Marinwood Ave. also seems wasteful for two commercial office buildings. Is 
is proposal the final buildout of Parcel 2 or are other commercial structures possible in the future along that 

roposed extension? 

My main concern, however, is the health and continued natural state of Miller Creek. It is the collecting point of the 
watershed surrounding Marin wood and it is the natural gem that many of us in the commlDl ity cherish. It supports a 
variety oflife from plants and freshwater invertebrates to insects, fish, frogs and other wildlife. 1t is my opinion that 
development of any kind that creates negative impacts on the creek is unacceptable. The impervious areas created 

0 by the road, the rooftops and the parking lots in particular, of the proposed office structures will increase the 
frequency of flooding, the volume of peak flow, the quantity of both sediment and pollutants, especially heavy metal 
pollutants. If this proposed development were to be approved as planned, it is vital to the health of the creek that the 
runoff from these areas be collected and transported away from the creek not dmnped into it. The proposed 
mitigation measures in the draft EIR are inadequate and will not insure the continued health of the creek. 

Finally, access to the proposed office buildings would not only endanger the health ofMj)ler Creek but also 
exacerbate the traffic problems in the mornings for Casa Marin residents for which Marinwood Ave. is the only road 

® ut of the subdivision. Traffic is'igrowing and well publicized problem in Marinwood especiaJly in this area. Why 
ot have access to the proposed commercial buildings come from the south? It seems to me Los Gamos Road could 

be extended north and incorporated somehow with the planned southbound exit from Highway 101 onto Lucas 
Valley Road. This is where access to the other office buildings near this interchange occur. Access to the proposed 
office buildings should not cross Miller Creek and should not impact the residential community ofMarinwood. 

Thank you for the opportlDlity to comment on the proposed Oakview development and the dra;ft EIR. 

Respectfully, 

ci<v~L-,; ~l~xJ 
~ K:tl~owers I 

360 Miller Creek Road 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

PC ATTACHMENT #5 



RESPONSE TO LETTER 20 - KA TE POWERS 

Response to Comment 20-A 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Comment noted. As a part of the environmental review process no office vacancy studies have been 
prepared, however, this is a comm~nt on the merits of the proposed project and not on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. -

Response to Comment 20-B 

The State CEQA Guidelines authorizes a lead agency to limit its analysis of probable future projects 
to those which are planned or which have had an application made at the time the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) is released for review. This is a reasonable point in time at which to begin the 
cumulative impact analysis. 

As described in Chapter 2.0 (Description of the Proposed Project) the list of cumulative projects in 
Exhibit 2.3-1 includes nine projects in the vicinity of the project site at the time Marin County issued 
the NOP to prepare the Revised Draft EIR for the proposed project. The source of this data was 
Propdev 29, prepared by the Marin County Community Development Agency in August 1999. The 
St. Vincent's/ Silveira properties was not included in Propdev 29. 

It should, however, be noted that in preparing the traffic cumulative analyzes it was decided to do 
both a short-range cumulative and long-range cumulative condition. The long-range cumulative 
condition was based on the County's Congestion Management Agency's traffic mode for 1999 and 
2020. Peak hour traffic volume from two additional potential long-range projects was added to the 
long-term cumulative conditions to insure a conservative analysis of cumulative impacts. Vehicle 
trips associated with the Lucasfilm Grady Ranch project (340 employees) and development of the St. 
Vincent's/ Silveira property (800 residential units and 150,000 square feet of commercial uses) were 
added to the long-range network for analysis. 

Response to Comment 20-C 

Comment noted. This is a comment on the merits of the proposed project and not on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 20-D 

As described in Chapter 2.0 (Description of the Proposed Project) the Master Plan proposes the 
construction of two office buildings ( one approximately 80,000 square feet and the second 
approximately 14,400 square feet) on parcel 2. If additional buildings were proposed in the future a 
separate application, environmental review and County processing would be required. 
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Response to Comment 20-E 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL E/R 

The continued natural state of Miller Creek would be assured by the confollilance of the project with 
the Stream Conservation Area (SCA) policies of The Marin Countywide Plan. 

Project impervious surface areas would increase peak flow rates and runoff volumes. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 5.2-2, which would mandate the construction of detention basins in site Sub­
Watersheds 3 and 6, both of which drain to Miller Creek. These detention basins would maintain 
post-project peak flow rates at pre-development levels. With the design features specified, these 
basins and the proposed biofilters (i.e. grassy/vegetated swales) would combine to effectively treat 
incoming stormwater such that concentrations of stormwater contaminants, including heavy metals, 
would be reduced significantly. Such treatment of site stormwater runqff would negate the need for 
diversion of runoff away from Miller Creek. 

Response to Comment 20-F 

Please see Response to Comment 12-D 

The comment related to alternative access to the office component is acknowledged. The Draft EIR 
did not consider the extension of Los Gamos north to serve as access to the project office 
development. While no quantitative analysis has been conducted for this proposal there are a few 
potentially significant issues. First, the proposed Lucas Valley Road / Highway 101 ramp 
improvements would require up to ten acres of the existing site. An extension of Los Gamos Road 
north, through this area may interfere with the construction of the proposed improvements. Second, 
the right-of-way necessary for a Los Gamos extension may encroach on environmentally sensitive 
areas. Finally, opening a connection through to Lucas Valley Road would undoubtedly attract a 
portion of the current freeway jumpers onto Marinwood A venue resulting in higher traffic volumes 
than estimated with the project in the Draft EIR. 
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,lBf 17; r2 ;;, l 
Frank Nelson 

427 Miller Creek Road 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

T'2L # 479-2254 

APRIL 27, 2001 

OAKVIEW DRAFT EIR REVIEW COMMENTS 

..... ~ 

~ .. ' . •' . . .. . . ·~ ., --~~-

The focus of these comments is on the impacts resulting from the 
proposed 94,400 square feet of office us@ development on Parcel 2. 

The impacts commented on are primarily traffic related. 

The comments recognize that the office development proposal has 
raised a clear conflict between property rights and community 
interests and take the position that more information related to 
community interests (social effects) should be required before a 
decision can be made on the proposed office project. 

The issues touched on go far beyond NIMBY concerns. The 
Marinwood Community is involved in an intense COMMUNITY 
BUILDING PROCESS. One and a half years ago community activists 
approached our County Supervisor requesting that the county 
undertake a process to develop a Community Plan for the 
Marinwood Community. The goal was to create a livable community 
based on a village model. The main concerns were re-vitalization of 
the Marinwood Plaza (The village town center), elimination of the 
highway 101 jumpers and the completion of a network of bike and 
pedestrian pathways which connect the residences with the 
community resources. We were told by our Supervisor that these 
goals could be reached without the benefit of a Community Plan. For 
the past year and a half the community has been working on 
achieving these community development goals. 

The concern raised by these comments is that the impacts resulting 
from the proposed office project would make it impossible to reach 
the community goals. 

The conclusion of the comments requests that the EIR be 
augmented to include a discussion of the social effects of the 
physical impacts of the proposed office project. 

PC ATTACHMENT# 



p.5.5-9. Ninth line from top of page: "When complete this 
construction (Highway 101 Gap Closure Project) will improve peak hour traffic 
flows in the study area_" 
Comment: This statement appears to conclude that Highway 101 
jumper traffic contributes to the AM peak hour trafficat the study 

®
rea intersections located within the Marinwood community. And, 
herefore, it states that the Gap Closure Project will reduce the -
umber of jumper vehicles. (Note: Jumper traffic refers to vehicles 

. which exit Highway 101 at the Miller Creek Road exit and use Miller 
Creek Road and las Gallinas Avenue as a-by-pass to Highway 101.) 

Question; If This is not the intended conclusion then please explain 
why the Highway 101 Gap Closure Project will improve AM peak 
hour flows at the study area intersections located within the 
Marinwood community? 

' 
p,5.5-29. Impact 5.5-3 Long-Range Cumulative AM and 

PM Peak Hour Conditions 

®
This section concludes as follows: "During the AM peak hour, all of the 
unsignalized intersections would operate at unacceptable operating conditions 
(LOSE and F conditions)." 
Comment: This conclusion appears to conflict with the earlier 
statement (p.5.5-9) that the Highway 101 Gap Closure Project 
"will improve peak hour traffic flows in the study area". 
Question: Please explain the apparent conflict. 

Comment: There is a widely held view within the community that 
the office project and the traffic it generates are inappropriate for a 
residential community and conflict with the planning goals of the 
Marinwood community. For example, the recommended installation 
of a traffic signal at the intersection of Miller Creek Road/Las 

0
Gallinas Avenue (Mitigation Measure 5.5-3(d)) would dramatically 
alter the nature of the community. The community goal is to 
implement a bicycle and pedestrian pathway system which is safe 
and attractive, not to install traffic signals at community 
intersections for the sole purpose of accommodating drive through 
traffic and meeting the LOS D requirements. Recently, the­
community endorsed a trial proposal to block off a portion of the 
traffic on Miller Creek Road in order to discourage use of 
community streets for non community purposes. The EIR, however, 
does not provide information which would inform decision makers 
about community goals and the impact this project would have on 
these goals. 



Question: What is the responsibility of the EIR when it is faced with 
a situation where the traffic the project generates and the traffic 
mitigation recommendations will defeat community goals which are 
inextricably bound up with traffic circulation? 

pp.5,5-15 to 5.5-17 PROTECT TRIP GENERATION 
Questions: 

1. What type of offices are planned for the office project? 
2. What number of. vehicles will travel to the office project 

®
(AM Peak) exiting from Highway 101? 

3. What number of vehicles will travel to the office project 
(AM Peak) exiting from Lucas Valley Road onto Marinwood streets?" 

4. What number of vehicles will travel to the office project 
(AM Peak) starting from within the Marinwood community? 

5. Describe the types and sizes of the trucks which will be 
entering and leaving the office project? 

6. What is the number of truck traffic trips which the project 
will generate and what is the antidpated route and time of the truck 
traffic? · 

7. What will be the impact of the office project traffic on the 
traffic to and from Marinwood Plaza and Casa Marinwood along 
Marinwood Avenue? 

pp.5.5-3 to 5,5-8 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS METHODOLOGIES 
Including exhibits 5.5-2 and 5.5-3. 
Questions: 

1. Describe the raw data used to conduct the analysis of the 
LOS at the study area intersections. Please include in the description, 
the method for conducting the vehicle counts, locations .of the 

0
ounts, the dates and times of the counts, the results of the counts 
nd copies of any field sheets or other documentation of the counts 
sed in the analysis. 

2. During the collection of the raw data was any effort made to 
determine what portion of the traffic was Highway 101 jumper 
traffic? 

3. Prior to recommending that a signal be installed at the 
intersection of Miller Creek Road and Las Gallinas Ave. (5.5-3(d) ) 
was any effort made to gather information related to the social 
effects the project impacts might have on the community? 



.. 

4. Would the installation of barriers on Miller Creek Road at 
the Las Gallinas intersection, limiting the access Jane options onto 
Las Gallinas from three to one have an impact on the LOS 
calculations? (Note: See attachment of letter from the Marin County 
Department of Public Works dated April 23, 2001 stati'ng that the 
trial barriers on Miller Creek Road will be installed on May 1, 2001.) 

Comment: A major Marinwood community goal is to re-vitalize the 
Mc;trinwood Plaza (located along MarinwQod Avenue) and enhance 
its economic and community viability. This could include increasing 
the number of commercial spaces and adding office space to better 
serve the community. This could result in increasing the traffic 
entering and leaving the Marinwood Plaza parking area. ( NOTE: This 
is a clear example of why the Marinwood Community concerns 
about the impacts of the Oakview office proposal is based on 
community development grounds, not NIMBY grounds.) 
Question: 

1. Were any traffic allowances for an increased volume at the 
arinwood Plaza calculated into the study area intersection LOS 

amputations? 
2. What is the EIR position on providing information on the 

social effects of a projects impact on a community? For example, 
suppose that the traffic allotment is such that if the office project 
were built there would be insufficient traffic allotment remaining 
for the creation of a vibrant Marinwood Plaza serving the social, 

@ommercial and business needs of the community? 
3. Provide information concerning the social effects related to 

he physical impacts of the project, for example, loss of a portion of 
a natural unobstructed creek corridor, loss of the opportunity to 
create a community serving; pedestrian accessible Marinwood Plaza 
and the loss of the opportunity to create an integrated bike and 
pedestrian pathway system providing a safe route from all 
community residences to all community resources. 

p.2.0-10 Parcel 2 
The proposal for parcel 2 is to develop 20.1 acres for 
administrative/professional office use. No specific uses foi=- the two 
office buildings have been proposed, 

Comment: This office development proposal conflicts with 
Environmental and Planning/Policies, the agreement of the applicant, 
the position of the Planning Director for the City of San Rafael and, 
if implemented, would defeat the Marinwood Community Vision. 



ENVIRONMENTAL: Miller Creek is the environmental treasure of 
the community. The Community Vision is to extend the creekside 
pedestrian pathway from the Community Center facilities across Las 
Gallinas to the 1viarinwood Plaza at Marinwood Ave. The vision is to 
provide residents with a quiet pathway along a natural creek setting, 
and to provide a safe and pleasant pedestrian access route to · 
.community services at the Marinwood Plaza. The proposal to 
construct a bridge over Miller Creek at tl}e Marinwood Ave entrance 
to the proposed office site and to add 1,266 daily vehicle trips 
on to the creek crossing (Exhibit 5. 5-5) would forever eliminate 
the opportunity to implement the Community Vision for a safe, 
quiet creekside pathway within the Community. Furthermore, the 
proposed project seriously threatens the unique natural condition of 
the creek hydrology and riparian habitat. See p.4,0-7 to 4.0-11, 
Marin Countywide Plan Policies EQ-2.8, EQ-2.9, EQ-2.10, EQ-2.1 I, EQ-
2.19, EQ-2.20, EQ-2.22, EQ-2.23, EQ-2.26 and EQ-2.31. 

PLANNING POLICIES: Marin Countywide Plan Policy CD-2.4 states in 
relevant part as follows: Commercial development should be located 
in nodes where there is high transit accessibility and service 
capacity, such as in or near the central business district of cities and 
towns. Sprawl or continuous strip development along freeway 
corridors should be discouraged. Marin CWP Policy CF-1.1 states in 
relevant part as follows: The County's zoning of unincorporated 
lands in urban service areas should permit less intensive 
development than is permitted by the city, unless otherwise 
mutually agreed upon. City of San Rafael General Plan Policy LU-9 at 
p.4.Q.-42 of the EIR states: "the office buildings would not be 
consistent with this policy.Tl. 

APPLICANTS AGREEMENT: The applicant has agreed to participate 
in the City's Priority Projects Procedure which states that all 
applications must be consistent with the San Rafael General Plan 
2000. Again, the office buildings would not be consistent with the 
General Plan. See p.3.0-39 to 3.0-40 and p.4.0-40 to 4.0-41. 

,, 



POSITION OF THE CITY OF SAN RAFAEL PLANNING DIRECTOR: 
Attached is a copy of page one (dated May 25,2000) of a letter · 
regarding the Oakview Project written by the city of San Rafael 
Planning Director to the I;:>irector of the Marin County CommJnity 
Development Agency. The last sentence of page one reads as · 
follows: "I believe it will not be possible for the City to approve a 
subsequent PPP application unless the office building is eliminated 
from the proposal or the City's General Plan is amended." 

MARINWOOD COMMUNITY VISION: On July 16, 2000, MASP 
sponsored a Community Vision meeting at the Marinwood 
Community Center. Over 200 residents participated in the meeting. 
Traffic and re-vitalization of the Marinwood Plaza shopping area 
were seen as the two major concerns of the residents. The vision 
that emerged was to integrate the open space areas, creek side 
paths, residential areas, schools, community center and the 
community shopping area (Marinwood Plaza)into a interconnected 
system of bicycle and pedestrian paths which are both safe and 
attractive. In furtherance of these goals MASP has successfully 
blocked a proposal to entirely replace the Marinwood Plaza with an 
assisted living Center, instead advocating for a re-vitalization of the 
Marinwood Plaza which could be mixed use including commercial 
and office space which responds to the needs of the community. In 
order to protect the residential and school community from the 
traffic gridlock on Las Gallinas during the AM Peak hours, MASP ·h~s _ _,,-
persuaded the County, as a trial project, to install barriers on Miller 
Creek at the Las Gallinas intersection in order to reduce the auto 
spaces entering Las Gallinas from three to one for the purpose of 
backing up traffic, thereby discouraging Highway 101 traffic 
jumpers. In another effort to improve the safety and livability of the 
community, Supervisor Kress has agreed to request that Marinwood 
be designated as a Safe Routes to School study area. 



Summary: Given the above, it would appear that the Oakview 
Office Project proposal is contrary to environmental and planning 
policies, community goals, the position of the Planning Director for 
the City of San Rafael and the prior agreement of the Applicant. 
p.1.0-5/1,4 EIR OBJECTIVITY states: "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 basedn. County staff determined 
that the EIR should discuss the following topic: Social Effects Related 
to Physical Impacts. It would appear that if a project would eliminate 
the possibility of a community being able to implement its stated 
goals, for example, by permanently altering the natural setting of a 
treasured community creek and destroying the opportunity of 
creating a safe and attractive pedestrian and bicycle network 
throughout the community then, such a project, will have· social 
effects related to physical impacts. I could not find within the EIR 
any discussion of these social effects. 

©
eq uest: Given the Marinwood Community's Vision Goals and 
ctions to create a livable community by revitalizing Marinwood 
Jaza, protecting the natural creek setting, and creating a safe and 

attractive pedestrian and bicycle path system connecting all parts of 
the community, please provide information about the social effects 
related to the physical impacts of the proposed project. 

I 



OAKVIEW DREIR 

Frank Nelson 
427 Miller Creek Road 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

Tel.# 479-2254 

Supplement to oral comments made to the Marin County Planning 
Commission on May 7, 2001. 

REQUESTS FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

1. The DREIR recommends installing signals at the intersections of 
Las Gallinas and Miller Creek and at Marinwood Avenue and Miller 
Creek. 

• What impacts would this have on the opportunity for the 

©Community to give priority to safe pedestrian and bike paths within 
the community? Information should address both the physical safety 
issues and the planning conflicts signalizing raises with the 
community goal of creating a bike and pedestrian friendly 
community. 

• If the trial barrier system on Miller Creek is successful and 
highway 101 jumpers are eliminated and the barrier system or some 
revised design is permanently installed, what would be the LOS 
alculation for the intersections at Miller Creek/Marinwood Avenue 

d Miller Creek/Las Gallinas Avenue? Same question, only include 
1n the LOS calculation the assumption that the office project is not 
approved and, therefore, the traffic generated by the project is 
removed from the calculations. 

©
2. What impacts would the traffic generated by the office project 

ave on the opportunity to improve and enlarge the Marinwood 
laza so that it can more effectively serve the needs of the 

community? 

3. The EIR at p.2.0-11, paragraph 2 under Pedestrian/Bicycle Access 
references the improvement of a path along the section of Miller 
Creek from Las Gallinas to Marinwood Avenue to "current 

(0.tandards". What are the specific improvements referred to? How 
oes the estimated 1266 daily vehicle trips along Marinwood Ave 

and the proposed bridge over the creek impact the opportunity to 
create a safe and attractive Community pedestrian pathway along 
Miller Creek continuing to Marinwood Plaza? 
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Mehdi Madjd.Sad, 

April 23, 2001 

D~ Marinw~ Area Resi~ent: 

As many of you are aware, we had a very successful community meeting on April 
4, 2001. Roughly 300 communitymembers fromMarinwood, Lucas Valley, 
Upper Lucas Valley, Mont Marin and San Rafael Park attended the meeting and 
provided some very valuable feedback to the County, CHP and Sheriff staff 
present. In that meeting it was very clear that the community was most interested 
in keeping the "freeway jumpers" offMarinwood streets. 

With. that in mind, the County, CHP and Sheriff_ agree.cl to perform an experiment 
aimed at deterring "freeway jumpers" from entering your neighborhood. Starting 
May 1, the County will narrow Miller Creek Road between Marinwood and Las 
Gallinas and eliminate the left- and right-tum pockets at Las Gallinas. This will 
force everyone to stay in line and wait for their tum to continue through the 
intersection. Golden Gate Transit District Route 1 will also be impacted in the 
lengthy queues. ff you use this bus route, please assume the buses will be delayed 
and take an earlier or different bus. 

Since we expect this to create a backup to the Highway 1,01 offramp, we are also 
detouring traffic at the Matjnwood A venue / Miller Creek Road intersection. 
Between the iiotirs of6 ... ::~fAM right turns from westbound Mill.er Creek, left 
turns from eastbound Miller Creek and through traffic northbound on Marinwood 
will be prohibited and detoured. 

Miller Creek Road is going to be very congested throughout the experimen4 and 
we appreciate your patience as we see what it may talce to keep the "freeway 
jumpers" on the freeway. 

Very truly yours, 

Jason L. Nutt 
Traffic Operations Engineer. 
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Co1.,n~i1 Membe/"$ 

Pau/M.0,hen 

Barben, Heller 

C}rN. Miller 

· r;;,,,-ya Phillips 

May 25, 2000 

Alex Hinds . . 
Director, Marin County-Community DevQIOJ)!Ilent Agency 
350.l Civic CC'l\ler Drive #308 · 
San Rafael. CA 94903 

Re: Oakiriew. Q tapbue/Bacci0tto) Mixed Use· Development 

DearAJex: 

A couple ofwecks·ago·we discussed the Cify's interest in the Oakvi~project, and I mentioned 
that past agreeme:nnrbetw.~en the Cjty and County·would necessitate subsequent discrctionllr)' 
action-by the C11y. Attached is a eopy of the MOU adopted by the City and County in October, 
1989. 1n the M< JU the City agreed to waive annexation of the property-while the County agreed 
that thep,ojec:l uould be subject to1he City's development timing policies (the "PPP" traffic 
allocation proce:-:s), traffic mitigation fees and land dedication fur implementation of the Lucas 
Valley/101 inter;hange upgrade .. 

A:previous d~e·!opmcnt. appli~tion for the property was pr:ocessed through 1he City~s PPI> 
procedure in 1~ ·6. but was denied without prejndice since the 15% housing affordability 
requirement was not ~ land ·ded~tion for the Lucas Vallcy/101 intr:1"change was not offered,. 
and the timing Of project constr:uction would haYe exceeded the one yeaT PPP allocation period. 

We also forwarded a letter to tbe C~ty in JW1e,. 1999 regarding1he cum:nt development 
proposal ( attacbl:cl); We requested ffiat the .EIR traffic analysis include City adopted trip ra(es 
since we will be a responsible agency utiliring _the EIR for subsequent actions. l do not believe 
the requested int-!Iaction wilh our Traffic Engineer.has occurred: More importan1ly. w~ noted 
that lhe proposetl office buildjng is not in compliance with the- City's· Gateral :Plan. which 
designates the si .e for low density, Hillside Residential -I ·believe it wiJl not l:>e possible for lhc 
City to approve a subsequent PJ>P application unless thc·office building is eliminated from the 
proposal or the. City•s GeMral-PJan-is amended:· 

Cr.mmw7ity ~ Ooparlmml .... 
1400 Fi!ff) A~, P. 0. Box 151560, San Ra/Bel. CA 94915-1560 

Phone: (41S}485-30e5 Fa~: (41~}485-3184 

··-. 

, ... 



RESPONSE TO LETTER 21 - FRANK NELSON (TWO LETTERS) 

Response to Comment 21-A 

Please see Response to Comment 11-I. 

Response to Comment 21-B 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

The reference to improved traffic flows is directed primarily toward Highway 101 mainline 
operations. However, the CMA travel demand 2020 forecasts used in the Draft EIR analysis do 
account for the affects of fewer freeway jumpers at this interchange due to the HOV lanes. The CMA 
forecasts at the same time account for the possible impact of increased ramp volumes tied to the St. 
Vincent's/ Silveria development. 

Response to Comment 21-C 

An EIR is responsible to detennine if a project would conflict with applicable land use plans, policy, 
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect. The key point here is that this evaluation is of plans, policies or 
regulations adopted by an agency with jurisdiction over the site. 

As discussed in Chapter 4.0 (Relationship to Public Plans and Zoning) this EIR evaluated the 
Oakview Master Plan in relation to applicable public planning policies and the site's zoning in order 
to detennine the extent to which the proposed project would confonn with planning policies and 
zoning provisions or to document specific inconsistencies. This EIR examines the project's 
conformance with the: 

• The Marin Countywide Plan 
• Marin County Zoning Ordinance . 
• San Rafael General Plan 2000 
• Marin Local Agency Fonnation Commission Policies 

The above four documents are the adopted plans, policies or regulations of agencies with jurisdiction 
over the site. The commentor mentions "community goals" of the Marinwood community. These are 
not, however, adopted goals of an agency with jurisdiction over the project site and therefore do not 
fit into the requirement to be analyzed in an EIR. 

Response to Comment 21-D 

1. The types of offices have not been specified. The use of the ITE General Office Rate 
represents the high end of office land use trip generation and was used in the Draft EIR analysis to 
provide a conservatively high estimate. 

2. The estimate of AM peak hour trips includes 146 vehicles exiting from Highway 101 and 
traveling to the office project. 

7.0-145 



3. An estimate of 11 AM peak hour vehicles. 

4. None. 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

5. Truck activity will depend on the types of office uses. Typical office land uses generate and 
attract smaller delivery truck trips with an occasional larger truck trip ( office supplier~ furniture 
moving vehicle, etc.) on a daily basis. The ITE trip generation rate for General Office use includes an 
estimate of truck related activity in it's calculations. 

6. Again, this will depend on the types of specific office uses. Larger delivery trucks should 
access the office development directly from Highway 101 at the Miller Creek Road ramps. 

7. Please see Response to Comment 12-D. 

Response to Comment 21-E 

1. Intersection peak period (7-9 AM and 4-6 PM) traffic counts conducted on January 18, 2000 
and January 26, 2000 provided the raw data for intersection analysis. Please see page 5.5-4 of the 
Draft EIR for count locations. See Draft EIR Exhibit 5.5-3 for intersection LOS results. The LOS 
calculations and turning movement volumes are available for review at the Marin County Community 
Development Agency. Please see Response to Comment 10-D 

2. Please see response to comment 11-Q. 

3. The recommendation of intersection signalization was based on the calculated impacts of 
cumulative and project traffic and the County requirement to maintain a specific peak hour LOS 
threshold. The comment lacks specificity and therefore a further response is not possible. 

4. Please see Response to Comment 11-H 

Response to Comment 21-F 

There were no allowances for increased traffic at the Marinwood Plaza. If an application is filed with 
the County for a project that could potentially increase traffic at the Plaza, then it is likely that an 
environmental review of that project including traffic would be conducted at the time of the 
application. 

Response to Comment 21-G 

Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the environment. Economic 
and social effects are not considered environmental effects under CEQA. These effects need to be 
considered in EIRs only if they would lead to an environmental effect. As discussed in section 
15131 of the CEQA Guidelines the evaluation of economic or social effects is generally treated as 
optional; agencies (such as Marin County) may, but are not required to, evaluate them. Agencies 
sometimes do include an analysis of economic or social effects of a proposed project. 
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7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKV/£WW MASTER PLAN FINAL £JR 

It should be noted that despite the assertion in this comment, there is no evidence that there would be 
"insufficient traffic allotment remaining for the creation of a vibrant Marinwood Plaza serving the 
social, commercial and business needs of the community" as a result of the proposed project. 

A two lane roadway, such as Marinwood Avenue, has an hourly capacity of about 800 vehicles. As 
discussed in Response to Comment 12-D currently Marinwood Avenue carries 340 vehicles (210 
southbound/ 130 northbound) in the AM peak hour. With the project office component the traffic on 
Marinwood Avenue would increase to about 520 vehicles (370 southbound/ 150 northbound) in the 
AM peak hour. Therefore, even -in the AM peak hour-Marinwood A venue would continue to have 
capacity for additional vehicles that may be attracted by a vibrant Marinwood. Plaza. Furthermore, 
the implementation of a traffic signal at the Miller Creek Road / Marinwood A venue, as 
recommended by the mitigation measures, would improve the operation of this intersection. 
Development of offices at the end of Marinwood Avenue on the project site would not preclude future 
development at Marinwood Plaza. 

It should also be noted that the EIR concludes (see Impact 5.3-5) that development as proposed would 
conform with the intent of The Marin Countywide Plan polices on Stream Conservation Areas with 
disturbance limited to the proposed roadway crossing over Miller Creek. Thus disturbance to the 
Stream Conservation Areas and riparian habitat of Miller Creek would be less-than-significant. 

Response to Comment 21-H 

Response to Comment 21-D discusses the EIR requirement to assess a project's conformance to 
adopted plans. Although Marin County has adopted several community plans (such as the Nicasio 
Valley Community Plan and the Point Reyes Station Community Plan) there is not an adopted 
community plan for Marinwood. 

Since the "Marinwood Community's Vision Goals and Actions" is not an adopted plan of Marin 
County there is no requirement that such a plan be analyzed in this EIR. 

The commentor also requests that the EIR "provide information about the social effects related to the 
physical impacts of the proposed project". The EIR does identify a number of significant impacts 
associated with implementation of the proposed Oakview Master Plan. With the implementation of 
the recommended mitigation measure it is concluded that each of the identified significant impacts 
would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The significant impacts before mitigation related 
to the proposed project are in the areas of geology and soils, hydrology and drainage, biological 
resources, visual and aesthetic quality, transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, and public 
services. A review of each of these identified significant impacts (before mitigation) does not reveal 
any economic or social consequences that would result. Furthermore, since each of the identified 
significant impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level there would be no residual 
impacts that may have economic or social consequences. 

Response to Comment 21-1 

Please see Response to Comment 15-A. 
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Response to Comment 21..J 

Please see Response to Comment 1 i-H. 

Response to Comment 21-K 

Please see Response to Comment 21-G. 

Response to Comment 21-L 

7.0 Comments and Responses 

OAKV/EWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

As stated in the project description the existing pedestrian path along the south side of Miler creek 
between the extension of Marinwood A venue and Las Gallinas A venue would be improved. Specific 
design standards are not included in the Master Plan although such standards would be included in the 
Precise Development Plan and Tentative Map. If this path is improved as a bicycle path several 
standards may apply. 

The Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM) includes bikeway design standards. For bikeways 
constructed with transportation funding chapter 1000 of the HDM contains both advisory and 
mandatory design standards and guidelines for Class I shared use paths, Class II bike lanes, and Class 
ill bike routes. Marin County may require the project applicant to utilize Caltrans minimum standards 
or may allow the applicant to draw on other resources such as the American Association of State 
Highway Officials (AASHTO), which is a national organization that produces widely recognized 
guidelines for streets and bikeways. 

One standard that may affect the design of the path is the American with Disabilities Act (ADA). 
This may impact the design in terms of requirements for barrier-free access and in maximum 
gradients. 
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April 27, 2001 

-- ... , '}~ r:: 
L,; ·~~- !: 

Mr. Tim Haddad, Environmental Coordinator 
Marin County Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 
San Rafael CA 94903-4 l 57 

Dear Mr. Haddad, 

-··-··· ::·:. 

• - • ·- ! 

Our family has lived in Marinwood s1nce 1956. It has been an area with a good quality 
oflife; safe, .quiet, healthy, and designed for walking. We are seeing all of these things 
eroded in the last few years. The traffic is nearly unbearable during commute times. 
Farhad Mansourian informed us at our recent community meeting that about rune hundred 
cars per hour are exiting the freeway into Marinwood in the mornings. Further dev~Jop­
ment leading to more cars, more noise, and negative visual impact is just not acceptable. 

The area under consideration for the Oakview development serves several functions as it 
exists today. It is a physical and visual barrier between our neighborhood and the freeway 
and industrial areas east of us. It is a small haven for native trees and wildlife. The trees 
there are mostly live oak and bay laurel, both threatened now by phytopthera To cut 

. down more of.them at this time seems senseless. Many of us would like to see thi~ hill 
protected as publicalJy-owned open space. There must be some way to achieve this. 

Adding homes and the office complex would defeat this objective. Furthennore, the 
development would have muJtiple negative impacts on our community: 

1.) Making Marinwood Avenue a thoroughfare into the office complex would effect1vely 
separate our Jocal shopping area from our homes. Some of my older neighbors are 
already afraid to walk there, and we are hesitant to let our children cross that street. This 

. ®area must be kept safe to encourage walking and bicycling . 

2.) Construction of a bridge over MiJJer Creek on Marinwood Ave. could not be done 
without degrading the creek. The impact on the creek, especially with it's proximity to 
the Bay, seems unwise. 

3 .) Expensive homes and more office space are not needed here. With our current issues 
of power and water limits, now is not the time to add more demand to either system solely 
for the purpose of the developer's profit, and at the expense of the existing community. 

4.) A large part of the charm of our community is it's visual character. Our homes are 
moderate in scale and achieve a sense of place and connection by the way they look. These 
proposed large homes don't fit at all. Their glaring ostentation is visually offensive. 

PC ATTACHMENT #3 



5.) Excessive noise. We are already impacted by :freeway noise and vehic1e noise on local 
streets. We do not want to be subjected to construction noise and more noise from more 
traffic. 

6.) Degraded air quality.· We are seeing more and more cases of astlim'½ especially 
among children. Our over-crowded streets generate tremendous quantities of car exhau~ 
especially when gridlocked. The worst gridlock is in front of Miller Creek school, and 
at the intersection ofMarinwood A venue and Miller Creek Road. Both of these areas 
would be significantly further impacted by traffic if the Oakview development is built. 

All communities should be safe and healthy, with children, elders and others free to walk 
outdoors comfortably. We are living in a new time in which it is imperative to protect and 
rebuild our sense of community and it's connection to our local natural habitat. Our 
community in Marinwood is exceptionally well-organized, well-informed, and determined 
to protect our families' well-being from over-development. We do not want the Oakview 
development to be imposed upon us. 

Sincerely, 

0""'-ck , ~( u-µ-tr 
Claude and Rebecca Bentley 
327 Miller Creek Road 
San Rafael CA 94903 
479.2721 
bent1ey7@pon.net 



RESPONSE TO LETTER 22 -- CLAUDE AND REBECCA BENTLEY 

Response to Comment 22-A 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKV/EWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Comments noted. These are comments on the merits of the proposed project and not on the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. 
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April 27, 2001 

Marin County Commvnity Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 9490~-4157 

Attn: 

Re: 

Mr. Tim Haddad 
Environmental Coordinator 

"Horsehill"/ Oakview Draft EIR Review Comments 

Dear Mr. Haddad: 

I would appreciate it if the following comments 
were provided to the Planning Commission sufficiently in 
time for them to be considered at the Monday, May _7, 2001 
meeting_. 

Although it is arguably discretionary I believe 

®
hat CEQA Section 15131: Economic and Social Effects: 
hould be considered and it does not appear as if this draft 
IR has done so. 

Creating a major co:m:mercial project at the eastern 
edge of our community - which project has only one 
entrance/exit which goes across Marinwood Avenue through the 
Marinwood Plaza certainly could have a divisive effect on 
the community. It is contrary to the wishes of the 
community concerning Miller Creek and our hopes for a more­
or-less natural walkway ~long the creek to the Marinwood 
Plaza. Commercial traffic on Marinwood Avenue needless to 
say is obviously detrimental to community use of·that 
neighborhood shopping area. 

© 
Query: The effect on southbound U.S. 101 traffic 

fa traffic signal at Marinwood/Miller Creek. Of course, 
reeping urbanization resulting from such a traffic signal 
s something which the community opposes. -

1 

. ·--:·:· 
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Mr. Tim Haddad 
Marin County Community Development Agency 
April 27, 2001 

I respectfully submit that it should be clear from 
recent meetings in the community (one attended by Supervisor 
Kress and other County staff members) that we have a major 
concern with traffic and comparison to other difficult sites 
within the county at-large is a wrot1g analogy: Comparison 
to what we have had and do want is the correct standard. 

On another aspect of the draft EIR:. Homes which· 
dwarf other homes in the community and intrude on their 
privacy by both size and sight line (homes constructed above 
and looking directly down on the yards and living spaces of 
existing homes) also, I submit, would be divisive creating a 
"us versus them" feeling which we have never had in this 
community. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Very truly yours, 

WALTER K. DODS 

WKD/mfh 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 23 ··WALTER K. DODS 

Response to Comment 23-A 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKV/EWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the environment. Economic 
and social effects are .not considered environmental effects under CEQA. These effects need to be 
considered in EIRs only if they · would lead to an environmental effect. As discussed in section 
1513lof the CEQA Guidelines the evaluation of economic or social effects is generally treated as 
optional; agencies (such as Marin County) may, but are not required to, evaluate them. Agencies 
sometimes do include an analysis of economic or social effects of a proposed project. 

Consistent with section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines Marin County did decide to include an 
analysis of the project's fiscal impact on the County and various public services provides (see Section 
5.9 [Costs and Revenues]). Each of the fiscal impacts analyzed in Section 5.9 was determine to be a 
less-than-significant impact. 

Response to Comment 23-B 

Comment related to "creeping urbanization" related to installation of a traffic signal at the Miller 
Creek Road / Highway 101 southbound ramps. Many freeway intersections throughout California 
have been signalized in response to growing demands of traffic in both urban and suburban areas. 
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May 7, 2001 

Mr. Tim Haddad, Environmental Coordinator 
Marin County Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Suire 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

RE: Oakview Master Plan Use Permit 

Dear Mr. Haddad: 

I will be directly impacted by the development. I live at 4 Erin Drive, adjacent to ~e- development. 

If the proposed development is realized I will have no normal or "reasonable-citizeris"' amount of 
privacy. All of my backyard will be in direct view from five of the proposed houses. 

Other houses in our neighborhood have some privacy now and in the future, I want to keep some 
privacy as well. 

I believe it is prudent to modify the existing plan regarding the suggested housing for the Erin Drive 
extension. The modifications to be implemented follow: 

1. Setbacks between the houses to be 15 feet per house, not 8 feet. 

2. Only six houses to be placed on Erin Drive. 

f?\: 
Vs. 

Setbacks from street to be 30 feet minimum not 20 feet. 

The first four houses to be single story. 

Distance of buffer between existing houses and Erin Drive extension to be increased 10 feet 
(this is the west side of street). 

6. A landscape plan to provide adequate privacy for the backyard at 4 Erin Drive. 

7. Drainage assessment of what will happen to 4 Erin Drive regarding underground water and 
surface water flow patterns. 

8. All pre-existing utilities that are above ground to be moved underground. 

9. Estimated start date ofland development. 



RESPONSE TO LETTER 24 -- BRUCE CHRISTY 

Response to Comment 24-A 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Comments noted. These are comments on the merits of the proposed project and not on the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. 
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LARRY KENNINGS, PLANNING CONSUlTANT 
207 Morning Sun Avenue, Mill Valley, CA 94941 415/383-5141 FAX 415/380-8317 kennings@pache!Lnd 

lc;,rre I'< ~ s r::ECElV[O BY 

May 14, 2001 

Mr. Tim Haddad, Environmental Coordinator 
Marin County Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903-4157 

"" , .. v I lJ p -.. ·-"'),.. ZuGl MR1 • • 5· L0 

Subject: Draft Revised Environmental Impact Report for Oakview Master Plan 

Dear Tim: 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Oakview Master Plan. The 
following comments are from the applicant and the applicant's planning team, including the 
engineer, geologist and traffic consultant for the project. 

Our comments are as follows: 

General Questions: 

A. The Draft EIR is inconsistent in its presentation. Impact analysis statements are 

0 
contradictory. References are made to characteristics of the proposed project that 
do not exist. Graphics are included in the Draft EIR that clearly relate to an 
earlier project and have nothing to do with the current application. Event dates, 
such as the date of the public scoping meeting are incorrect. Why is this so? 

Why does the Draft EIR include, as mitigation measures, action items already 
included in the applicant's proposed project description? 

Why does the Draft EIR include, as mitigation measures, actions already required 
by the Uniform Building Code and/or County permit requirements? 

D. The Draft EIR does not include, in any of the sections, a discussion of affordable 
housing, such as second units as part of the proposed project, nor does the DEIR 

® 
recognize the current Countywide efforts to .develop a region based Housing 
Element for the Cities and Towns, and the County. How will the Draft EIR ad­
dress the affordable housing issue? In recognizing tlie affordable housing issue, 
how will the traffic analysis included in the Draft EIR be revised to address af­
fordable units that might be assigned to the proposed project, or might be devel-
oped in other Marin communities as a result of in-lieu fees? 
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Tim Haddad 
May 14, 2001 
Page2 

Specific Comments: 

1. Page 2.0-21, Exhibit 2.3-1: 

How was the list of cumulative projects developed, and by whom? How was the "Study 

0 
Area" determined? Why was the St. Vincent's/ Silvera Project not included? The list of 
cumulative projects in the "s~udy area" appears to _b~ far too inclusive. The sites for the 
Thorndale Office, Merrydale Road Condominiums, Merrydale Assisted Living, Northvi­
ew Residential, and Vista Marin projects are all located south of the Freitas Parkway 
interchange at Highway 101. Why were these projects included in the study area? 

Please provide an explanation as to how the cumulative list was prepared and why 
certain projects were included when other, more adjacent, projects were not. 

2. Page 2.0-23, last bullet under "Proposed Project": 
The bullet item refers to a Priority Determination being sought from the City of San 
Rafael under the Priority Project Procedures. This is not· correct. At one point, the 
applicant requested an extension of the PPP determination. This request was later 
denied by a City resolution as being premature. Please see ·March 29, 1996 Pendoley 
letter to Irv Schwartz. Also, please see City of San Rafael City Council resolution 
action of April 9, 1996. As the project is not in the City of San Rafael, and according to 
the MOU, there will be no annexation, the Priority Determination is not necessary. 

3. Page 2.0-24, continuation of "Next Steps": 
If the steps are meant to be sequential, why is there not an additional bullet between the 

(;;'\second and third bullet items that states that a Parcel Map is to be filed that would 
vcreate two parcels as shown on the Vesting Tentative Map? 

Please explain why this step was omitted. 

4. Page 3.0-38, Environmentally Superior Alternative: 
The Draft EIR states that "The primary advantage of Alternative 4 is that it assumes no 
site access from Lucas Valley Road." The Draft EIR fails to acknowledge that the 

®
proposed project access was developed as a result of discussions with the Marinwood 
Association. The proposed project access includes the Association's preference. 

The- proposed project could be redesigned to include a number of alternative access 
configurations. Eliminating the access to Lucas Valley Road would not affect the 
subdivision lotting pattern. One alternative would include connecting Roadway B to 
Ellen Drive. A second alternative would involve connecting Roadway A to Erin Drive 
with all access to the proposed lots via Erin Drive. A third alternative would have a -·· 
connection of Roadway A to Erin Drive with Roadway B connected to Ellen Drive. A 
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Tim Haddad 
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fourth alternative would be to connect Roadway A to Erin Drive so that the entire 
residential roadway system would be an extension of Erin Drive. This fourth alternative 
would include an emergency access connection to Ellen Drive. 

Please review the alternatives and reconsider, in detail, the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative. 

5. Page 3.0-48, Major EIR Conclusions, third bullet, last two sentences: 

® 
The Draft EIR text states that the ancient bedrock landslide deposit found in Area D is 
dormant and stable. This statement is inconsistent with the fourth bullet under Alterna­
tive 4 on Page 3.0-37. 

Please explain the inconsistency between these two statements. 

6. Page 4.0-46, second full paragraph: 

(D
Thls last sentence relates to the proposed office. use and its inconsistency with the City 
of San Rafael's General Plan. . . 

Please revise the text to include a statement that, since the proposed project would 
be located in the County, the City's General Plan is not the controlling planning 
document. 

7. Page 5.1-5, second full paragraph: . 

0 This paragraph should include an additional statement explaining that, in addition to the 
subsurface exploration performed by Kleinfelder in 1996 and 1997, several hundred feet 
of test trenches also were excavated. . 

Please explain why this information was omitted from the Draft EIR. 

8 Page 5.1-5, Geomorphology and Landsliding: 
(i'\ "Removing mass (toe support) from the base of a potential slide area" is listed twice. 

\J Please correct this duplication, or ·explain why it was necessary to include it twice. 

9. Page 5.1-6, second paragraph: 
The discussion of methods of stabilizing unstable hillsides fails to include one of the 
main methods. 

G\ Please revise this section of the Draft EIR to include "removal of .unstable mate­v rial, installation of a keyway cut into stiff rock or bedrock, installation of drainage 
and placing and compacting soil to form a drained, compacted fin buttress" as one 
of the stabilization methods. 
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10. Page 5.1-14, paragraph describing Xerorthents-Urban Land Complex (204): 
According to Exhibit 5:1-3, the Xerorthents-Urban Land Complex (204) is not found on 

~he proposed project site. ' . · 

~)ease correct Exhibit 5.1-3, or remove the unnecessary text from.Page 5.1-14~ 
Please explain the inconsistency. · 

11. Page 5.1-18, second sentence, first paragraph, top of page: 

@)
"It appears that more grading than shown on the Grading and Drainage Plan may be 

ecess_ary ~ order t? develop the site, including_ the removal. ~d ~eco~paction o~ l~s.e 
olluv1al soils, debns flows and shallow landslides, even wtthin the proposed rrumrnal 

grading approach" 

Please explain the basis for this statement. What technical evidence was used to 
determine that more grading, beyond that defined by the project engineer, may be 
necessary? 

12. . Page 5.1-19, Impact 5.1-3: 
The discussion of this impact includes a statement regarding cut slopes in the Franciscan 

(o\ Melange not perfonning well. This discussion is irrelevant as there is no evidence of 
vFranciscan Melange ori the site. 

Please explain why the statement regarding Franciscan Melange was incJuded in 
the Draft EIR. Please revise the text accordingly. 

13. Page 5.1-19, Mitigation M~asure 5.1-3: 
As stated in the Draft EIR, :the proposed project's Grading and Drainage Plan specifies 
several mitigation techniques related to cut and fill slopes, including measures that 
would be detennined by a geologist or geotechnical engineer during construction. Why 
is it necessary for the Draft EIR to include mitigation measures similar to those pro-

r;;;:'\posed, as well as generic recommendations that are required for any project? 

VPJease explain why the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that are similar to 
the project description. 

14. Page 5.1-20, Mitigation Measure 5.1-3, continued, l5' paragr;iph: 
This bullet item states "This should include terrace drains every 30 feet of vertical height 
on all slopes with grades steeper than 5:1." As written, this sentence-would include 
both natural and manufactured slopes. It may not be necessary to place terrace drains (o\ on undisturbed slopes. It should read terrace drains every 30 feet of vertical height/or 

vgraded slapes steeper than 5: I. . -

Please review this sentence. Please clarify the application to graded slopes instead 
of natural slopes. 
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15. Page 5.1-23, Impact 5.1-4 Groundwater: 
The Draft EIR states that "due to the anticipated increase in water infiltration into Area 
D as a result of the proposed development, there is a potential for the seepage at the 
base of the cut on the adjacent property to increase unless the slide is drained properly." 

® The current infiltration is influenced by the existing conditions. The proposed paved 
areas, including roads, driveways and sidewalks, and the proposed residential develop­
ment, will change the smface conditions and cover some of the site. Storm water that 
falls on these iniprovements;as well as water from the areas around the houses, would 
be directed and collected in properly designed drainage systems and conveyed into an 
appropriate drainageway. These improvements would reduce the amount ofin:filtratiqn. 

Please review this impact statement. Please revise the significance determination 
and eliminate the unnecessary mitigation measures. 

16. Page 5.1-23, Impact 5.1-7: 

0
No expansive soils have been found on the proposed project site. The last sentence in 
this discussion appears to be standard form text not related to this proposed project. 

Please remove the last sentence, as it is not relevant. 

17. Page 5.1-24, Impact 5.1-10: 
The Draft EIR statement regarding artificial :fill is confusing. The Draft EIR states, 
"The areas of artificial fill appear to be limited to the periphery of the site." It further 

0 states, "If these materials are in the vicinity of the proposed grading, they could settle 
non-uniformly, or be subject to erosion." The proposed project application includes a 
Grading and Drainage Plan. It should be clear if there is any relationship between the 
areas of artificial fill and the area proposed for grading. 

Please provide a map indicating the area of artificial fill. 

18. Page 5.1-25, Impact 5.1-13: . 
The Draft EIR. includes the word "difficult" to describe geologic conditions. The geo-

0
logic investigations and conclusions by Kleinfelder, and the proposed project plan 
eliminate any problems related to the site's geologic characteristics. 

;.>lease explain the technical definition, and basis for, the term "difficult". Please 
explain how "difficult" has implications for project planning purposes. 

19. Page 5.1-25, Impact 5.1-13: 
The recommended mitigation measure seems to be somewhat excessive and unneces-

E)
sary. The proposed project has been designed to avoid potential landslide areas. As an 
informational resource for the County's decision makers, the Draft EIR must include all 
relevant material. This discussion includes references to drainage issues that might be 
better located in the ''Hydrology and Drainage" section of the Draft EIR. 
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Please provide an exampfo of a "Geologic Hazard Abatement District" that has 
been established in Marin County, or location with geotechnicaJ·cbaracteristics 
similar to the proposed project site. Please describe the tax implications. Would 
this type of district cause the costs of housing to increase, thereby creating an 
adverse impact on affordable housing opportunities? 

-
Please describe the historic and current pr_ograms established for the adjacent 
neighborhoods to ensure proper inspection and monitoring for routine mainte­
nance, including how a GHAD would impact those neighborhoods, particularly 
the per house cost involved. 

20. Page 5.2-1, Regional Hydrology, 1st paragraph: 
The Draft EIR states that a portion of the proposed project site draining to Mi11er Creek 

0 totals about 65.6 acres, or 1.3 percent, of the total watershed area_ The text shouJd also 
include a statement explaining that only approximately 9 acres, or 0.2 percent, of the 
proposed project site within the Miller Creek watershed is proposed for development. 

Please revise the text to include a complete description of the proposed project use 
area. 

21. Page 5.2-7, 1st paragraph, 1st sentence: 
The Draft EIR states that there "Two gaps exist in the perimeter interceptor ditch." 
While this is a correct statement, it is incomplete. The proposed project would replace 

~he gaps with a concrete interceptor ditch system_ 

~Please revise the text to include the proposed improvements. 

22. Page s:2-13, Impact 5.2-1, rt paragraph, rt sentence: 
The Draft EIR states that the drainageway in Sub-watershed 2 is a "significant channel". 
This is misleading. · 

~lease explain the basis for determining that the drainageway in Sub-watershed 2 v~ a significant channel. Please provide a definition for "significant channel". 

23. Page 5.2-13, Impact 5.2-2: 
· The Draft EIR refers to an appendix including the independent hydrologist's estimates. Q\ No such appendix was included in the Draft EIR. 

\J Please provide the correct appended materials. 

24. Page 5.2-14, 1st full paragraph, next to last sentence: --Q The Draft EIR includes a statement specifying that the Marin County Department of V Public Works reijuircirtha;· all development projects mitigate fully fur increased peak 
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flows that could negatively affect downstream structures. This is incorrect. There is 
neither a written policy nor a practice of the DPW that supports this statement. 

Please contact John Wooley at the Marin County Flood Control and Water Con­
servation District. Please contact the Marin County Department of Public Works 
to determine the actual practice for this watershed. Please provide revised text. 

25. Page 5.2-15, Mitigation-Measure 5.2-2: 
This mitigation measure is overly specific and detailed for a Draft BIR. The proposed 
project's engineer should be allowed the opportunity to plan and design the detention 

wbasins based on his understanding of the site and the proposed subdivision layout. . . 

c_J:,1ease revise this entire mitigation measure to include a list of future consider­
ations for the project engineer,. rather than specify actions that might not be 
directly related to the final project. Please explain how these mitigation measures 
might impact housing costs and restrict affordable housing opportunities. 

26. Page 5.2-17, Peer Review, 1st paragraph: 
This paragraph is unclear as to which hydrologist prepared what analysis. The April 26, 
2000 Erin Drive storm drain modeling was prepared by I. L. Schwartz Associates. The 

~final mode~ng, dated April 26, 2000, was also prepared by I. L. Schwartz Associates. 

C}Please revise the text to reference Schwartz's work. · 

27. Page 5.2-18, Mitigation Measure 5.2-3: 
This mitigation measure recommends the replacement of an l 811 storm drain with a 3 0" 
storm drain, as proposed by the project's Grading and Drainage Plan. This statement is 
incorrect. The Grading and Drainage Plan indicates that the replacement storm drain 
pipe be 27" to match the existing 27" pipe downstream. In addition, the proper mitiga­
tion measure should be the detention basin for sub watershed 2 as recommended by 
Mitigation measure 5 .2-2. 

~ Please explain why this mitigation measure cannot be revised to include the prop­v er pipe size· recommendations and why the pipe replacement would be preferable 
to the on-site detention basins. 

Please explain why this mitigation measure would recommend installing a pipe of 
such size that would not be able to properly be connected with the downstream 
pipe. AJso, please explain why this mitigation measure mimics the propose project 
without giving credit to the project engineer? 

!':;:;;;\Page 5.2-19, Mitigation Measure 5.2-4: \._J This mitigation measure suggests that the proposed project participate in the funding 
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of a CalTrans project,. as an alternative to constructi.ng stonn water detention/treatment 
basins. The City of San Rafael has corresponded with CalTrans, advising _them that the 
inadequate storm drain culvert under Highway 101 is a State facility installed to deal 
with a Bay Area-wide infrastructure issue, and that it should be the responsibility of 
CalTrans to correct any deficiency. 

Why was this not noted in .the Draft Effi? 

28. Page 5.2-19, Impact 5.2-5: 
The Draft EIR states that, although project induced increases in .peak :flow rates would w. be imperceptible, the project impact would be significant. This appears inconsistent. 

\J Please explain how an imperceptible increase in· flow would result in a significant 
~~d . 

29. Page 5.2-20, 1st full paragraph, top of page: 
The Draft EIR text refers to Marin County guidelines regarding peak flow impacts in 

(iii;'\inadequate downstream structures. 

QPlease provide the appropriate reference citation for the Marin County guidelines. 

30. Page 5.2-20, Mitigation Measure 5.2-5: 
This mitigation measure suggests that the proposed project pay a fee for improvements 
to a facility considerably downstream of the proposed project site even though the Draft Q EIR states that the potential impact would be "imperceptible". 

VPlease explain why the ·proposed project should pay for improvements so far 
downstream of the site. 

31. Page 5.2-21, Mitigation Measure 5.2-7: 
This mitigation measure suggests "restricting grading activities to the period between 
May 1 and October 15." The Marin County Code Title 24, Section 24.04.625, cJearly 
states that grading is allowed during the winter season, October 15 to April 15, with 
approved erosion control measures in place. 

~'lease explain why this mitigation measure differs with County Code allowances. 
~Jso, please explain how this mitigation measure would effect the construction of 

affordable housing projects,· particularly where funding sources may be with­
drawn is required CQmpletion schedules are not met. 

32. Page 5.2-24, Impact 5.2-9: . 

® he text presented for this impact suggests that the proposed project would have a 
ene:ficial effect on the on-going seepage problems experienced by the adjacent home­

owners. Page 5.1-20, Impact 5.1-4 indicates the opposite. Which is correct? 
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Please explain the inconsistency between the statements for Impact 5.2-9 and 
Impact 5.1-4. Which is correct? 

33. Page 5.2-26, Mitigation Measure 5.2-10 (continued) 6th bullet item: 
This mitigation measure provides a precise design for a portion of the proposed project 
that has not yet been specifically designed. It is quite likely that the recommendations 
presented in this mitigation. measure will have little or no relationship to the final site 
plan for either the residential or commercial areas. The conceptual recommendation for 

~grass-lined swales as a mitigation should be sufficient. . . 

QPiease explain, in detail, how such recommendations would work for any site plan 
that might be developed for either the residential area or the commercial area. 
Please explain why oiJ/grease traps should be required as mitigation measures if 
the detention basins would act as a filter. 

34. Page 5.2-26 and 27, Mitigation Measure 5.2-10 (continued) 7t1t bullet: 
This mitigation measure suggests that "punched straw" should be used as a surface 
erosion protection. 

~Please explain how "punched straw" is preferable to "straw mulch". Also, please Q explain how the cost of revegetating disturbed areas for three years might increase 
the cost of providing affordable housing. 

35. Page 5.2-27, Mitigation Measure 5.2-10 (continued) 8th bullet: 
This mitigation measure suggests that an "irrigation scheduling and chemical manage­
ment plan" be prepared and implemented. 

~lea~e explain, in detail, ~ow such. a p!an c.ould be applied to 28 in~i~idual resi­
v~~nt1al lots. ·Please explam how this might mcrease the cost ofprov1dmg afford-

able housing. . 

. 36. Page 5.3-18, Mitigation Measure 5.3-l(b): . 
This mitigation measure is unnecessary, as the Master Plan for the proposed project 
includes similar language. The recommended mitigation measure included in the Draft 
EIR specifies that "Barriers should be provided where vehicular access to open space 
may be possible." "Barriers, designed and constructed to the standards established by 

~he Marin County Open Space District and the Fire District would be installed at open 
vpace access points" is the Master Plan text. 

Why is this mitigation measure included in the Draft EIR? · 

37. Page 5.3-20, Mitigation Measures 5.3-2(a), 5.3-2(b) and 5.3-2(c): 

©. These mitigation measures duplicate the Master Plan. The Master Plan text specifies 
"Preliminary development envelopes have been assigned to each lot with the intent to 
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preserve the existing trees." In addition, the text further states, "Placement envelopes 
have been established for each lot so as to avoid removal of any mature healthy trees." 

The Master Plan text also specifies that "Specific tree protection guidelines wou~d be 
established to preserve existing vegetation during construction. Existing trees to be 
saved would be identified and marked prior to construction, and protected with a sturdy, 
temporary, wire mesh or orapge plastic construction fence installed 1 O' beyond the drip-

. - -
line to prohibit the intrusion of unnecessary traffic or heavy equipment. Dumping of 
backfill soil, debris, or construction materials over the root zones or against the trunk of 
any tree would be prohibited. Trenching work that might be required within the root 
zone of any tree would be done by hand. Specific details of the tree protection plan 
would be prepared as part of the Precise Plan. 

Restrictions (CC&Rs) prohibiting the removal of healthy, mature trees on individual lots 
would be included in the titles for each residential parcel. Conservation easements, 50' 
wide, would be established at the rear of the residential lots to protect existing vegeta­
tion." 

The Master Plan text specifies that "AJl lapdscaped areas would be watered with an 
automatically control1ed irrigation system comprised of a combination of spray, bubbler, 
and drip circuits." 

PJease expJain why a mitigation measure that duplicates the proposed Master PJan 
Project Description is included in the Draft EIR. 

38. Page 5.3-21-22, Mitigation Measure 5.3-2(d): 
This mitigation measure is· seriously flawed. There is no policy nor scientific basis for 
the suggested replacement ratios of 5: 1 for oak trees and 3: 1 for other native species. 
The preparer of the Draft BIR ~Jearly has no knowledge of the Sudden Oak Death 
problem in Marin County, which has infected some of trees on the site. Coast live oak 
(Quercus agrifolia), black oak (Quercus kelloggii), California bay (Umbellaria 
califomica) and rnadrone (Arbutus menziesii) are among the native plant species that 
are confirmed victims of SOD. A replacement program that includes these species 
could increase the tree mortality rate. Using seeds or seedlings from an infected area 

~ could have the same result.· 

'\:..:) Please explain the basis for both replacement ratios. Were these ratios developed 
. by County policy? Do these ratios reflect scientific knowledge? Were these ratios 
created by the Department of Fish and Game, or any other responsible agency? 

Was the County Agriculture Commissioner, County Fire Marshal or the Univer­
sity of California Cooperative Extension consulted regarding SOD and its impact 
on native tree species, particularly with regard to replacement with similar spe­
cies? 
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Please revise this mitigation measure, and any suggested vegetation replacement 
program, to reflect the severity of SOD in Marin County. 

39. Pages 5.3-22 and 23, Mitigation Measure 5.3-3, and Exhibit 5.3.1: 
The site was used for grazing purposes, which results in the replacement of native 
grasses with non-native species_ Exhibit 5 .3 .1 indicates that a limited· area of non-native 

& asses exists on the portion of the site proposed for residential development, with the 
ajority of that area being native grasses. Earlier-field work by qualified botanists from 
SA Associates indicated a different pattern of non-native grasses. Exhibit 5.3.1 ap­

pears to be a reverse of the actual conditions. The actual extent of native grass area 
should be reexamined. 

Please prepare a map indicating the extent of the native grassland. 

40. Page 5.3-25, Mitigation Measure 5.3-4(a): 
This mitigation measure includes the statement that the on-site mitigation area for the 

~reposed project "wi11 most likely be developed" as an interchange in the future. 

~lease provide the budget line item and schedule for this improvement. 

41. Page 5.4-5, Exhibit 5.4-2: 
This exhibit uses an outdated version of the site plan as its base. It is unclear why. 

r:::>r1ease correct this exhibit to include the correct base map so as not to mislead the 
v-eader. 

42. Page 5.4-11, Mitigation Measure 5.4-1: 
This mitigation measure recommends implementing the applicant's proposed landscape 
plan to "break up the forms and lines of project site development." The landscape plan 
is included in the application, it seems redundant to recommend implementing the 
project to mitigate the project. · 

~lease explain why the visual simulations do not include the proposed landscape 
~Ian while the mitigation measures recommend imp1ementing the landscape plan 

proposed by the applicant. Please explain why the proposed project is illustrated 
without landscaping when a landscape plan is included in the application. Please 
explain why such a ''worst case scenario", that does not carefully represent the 
proposed project, was used in this section of the Draft EIR. 

43. Page 5.5-18, Exhibit 5.5-7: 

Ei
e Draft EIR. should separate the re~idential and non-residential components of the 

reposed project wpen determining contributions to the surrounding street system_ 
xhibit 5 .5-7 indicates that the residential component of the proposed project directly 

impacts Lucas Valley Road and the Lucas Valley Road interchange at Highway 101 
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impacts Lucas Valley Road and the Lucas Valley Road interchange at Highway l O 1 
while the non-residential component does not. The non-residential component Of the 
proposed project adds traffic on Las Gallinas Avenue both north and south of Lucas 
Valley Road, but not directly along Lucas Valley Road. The non-residential component 
of the project does, however, directly impact Miller Creek Road and the Miller Creek 
Road interchange at Highway l O l. 

Please explain why these contributions were not separated in the Draft EIR. 

44. Page 5.5-23, Mitigation Measure 5.5-l(b): 
This mitigation measure recommends that the applicant pay for the installation of a 
traffic signal at Lucas Valley Road and Los Gamos Road. The Northgate Activity 

S
C enter Plan includes the installation of a signal at this location. Exhibit 5. 5-7 indicates 
hat the proposed project would contribute only 27 AM and 3 JPM peak hour trips at 
he Lucas Valley Road and Los Gamos intersection. When compared to the existing 

traffic volumes shown on Exlnbit 5.5-2, the proposed project would add between 1.3 to 
1.8%. This mitigation measure should be consistent with Mitigation Measure 5.5-1( c) 
by recommending that the applicant be required to pay a fair share rather than "fund the 
improvement". 

Please review this mitigation measure for consistency with other similar mitigation 
recommendations. Please explain the reason for recommending that the applicant 
pay more than a fair share of the improvements when the Northgate Activity 
Center Plan includes the installation of a signal at this location, with or without 
the Oakview project. 

45. Page 5.5-33, Mitigation Measure 5.5-3: 
This mitigation measure states that the proposed project would add 56 PM peak hour 
trips through the Highway 101/Lucas Valley Road/Smith Ranch Road intersections. 
This is incorrect. Exhibit 5.5-7 "AM & PM Project Turning Movements" clearly 

Cx\mdicates t~at the proposed project would add a maximumof31 PM peak hour trips to 
Qthese locat10ns. 

Please explain why the mitigation measure is inconsistent with Exhibit 5.5-7. 
Please review the traffic section for other possible inconsistencies. 

46. Page 5.6-10, Mitigation Measure 5.6-3, last bullet on page: 
This mitigation measure is both inappropriate and can not be implemented realistically. 
It should be noted that, in the portion of the site proposed for residential development, 
the prevailing wind direction is from the west to the· east. Any dust created by project 

®
related construction activities would be blown into the new development, not into any 
adjacent private properties. On the non-residential portion of the site, the ridge gener­
ally blocks the wind. Also, it is not clear who would be responsible for determining the 
wind speeds, or who would. be responsible for suspending excavation and grading 
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activities. A General Contractor would not have been trained in wind speed calcula­
tions. 

Please revise this mitigation measure to eliminate inappropriate or unnecessary 
recommendations. 

47. Page 6.0-14, Alternative 4, st1i bullet: 
The reference to the implications of the ancient-landslides is not consistent with the 

~ statements included on Page 5 .1-1 7, regarding the stability of the landslide areas. 

VPlease review the geotecbnical section and eliminate this bullet item, as it is incon­
sistent with other section of the Draft EIR. 

The applicant thanks you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Oakview 
Project. 

cc: I. L. Schwartz 
Douglas Maloney 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER ·25 - LARRY KENNINGS, PLANNING CONSULTANT (ON BEHALF OF 
THE PROJECT APPLICANT) ' 

Response to Comment 25-A 

The corn.mentor's only specific ~xample of where the Draft EIR is inconsistent in its presentation is 
the statement that "Event dates, such as the date of the public scoping meeting are incorrect". 

The public scoping meeting was held on January 26, 2000 and this is the date noted on page 1.0-3. 
So, it is not clear what the commentor is referring to in this instance. 

Response to Comment 2s.:.e 

It is common for EIRs to include as mitigation measures that are already included in an applicant's 
proposed project description.· Because project descriptions can change, by including such proposals 
as mitigation measures the lead agency (in case Marin County) has a mechanism to ensure that the 
measure will be adopted and can be enforced. Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4 
specifically includes the incorporation into the EIR mitigation measures which are proposed by 
project proponents. 

Response to Comment 25-C 

It is common for EIRs to include as mitigation measures actions that would be required by the 
Uniform Building Code and / or County permit requirements. 

Response to Comment 25-D · 

The point of this comment is not clear. The proposed project does not propose the construction of any 
affordable housing units, as second units or any other type of units, on the project site. The project 
applicant proposes to make an in-lieu payment to satisfy the County's affordable housing requirement. 
The EIR does, however, recommend that 15 percent of the housing units onsite (four units) be 
affordable to moderate, low, or very low income households. 

Even if the affordable housing units were build offsite it is unlikely that the small number of units 
(four) would have a significant impact on the traffic analysis included in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 25-E 

List of short-range cumulative projects taken from the County's Propdev document. The County 
determined the study area. The St. Vincent's/ Silveira project traffic is included in the long-range 
cumulative analysis. County staff reviewed, commented and approved the Draft EIR list of 
cumulative short-term project's prior to the analysis. 
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As discussed on page 4.0-41 of the Draft EIR previously the project applicant had agreed to 
participate in the City's Priority Projects Procedure (PPP) and in June 1995 submitted to the City of 
San Rafael an Application for Priority Project Determination. 23 Since Marin County had not yet 
acted on the project application in March 1996 the Oakview project applicant requested "that the City 
of San Rafael grant a continuance of the Priority Project Procedures until such time as the County has 
approved our current application." 24 There is no indication that at that time City staff stated that the 
City's PPP did not apply to this project. 

fu a letter dated November 15, 2000 to Alex Hinds, Director Marin County Community Development 
Agency from Robert M. Brown, AICP, City of San Rafael Community Development Director Mr. 
Brown stated ''we continue to conclude that the intent of the MOU was to require any development 
application for this site to be subject to our PPP". 

Response to Comment 25-G 

It was understood that the present application under consideration in the EIR is for approval of a 
Master Plan, Use Permit, and Vesting Tentative Map. As shown in exhibit 2.2-1 the purpose of the 
tentative map is to divide the site into two parcels to initiate the development process. If this is 
correct, then the step referred to in this comment is not necessary. 

Response to Comment 25-H 

Access from Lucas Valley Road was analyzed as part of the proposed project. The County DPW 
futer-Office Memorandum (May 22, 2001) clearly states that they will not support a new driveway at 
this location on Lucas Valley Road. Alternative access schemes to the residential component were 
considered and discussed in the Draft EIR Alternatives section. 

Response to Comment 25-1 

The subject bullet statement was derived from the text for Alternative 4 from the previous 1996 Draft 
EIR. This statement is no longer relevant and should be deleted. Based on this comment the fourth 
bullet on page 3.0-37 is deleted, as follows: 

• PreservatioH of an a-rea east and Hortheast of the spriag ·Nith HO de·1eloflm.eat due to the 
pot:eRtial preseHee of a large anoieHt landslide iH this area. R:epair of this landslide woeld require 
an eKteHsi·1e a:mm.iat ofeart.t..moviHg, Hot oHly iH this area bat also at high ele>rations of the site 

23 Oakview Priority Projects Application submitted by Larry A Kennings, LSA Associates, Inc. on behalf o the Oakview 
project, June 5, 1995. 

24 Letter to Ms. Jean Hasser, Principal Planner, City of San Rafael from Larry Kennings, Principal, LSA, March 20, 1996. 
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Chapter 4.0 of the Draft EIR acknowledges the conflict between The Marin Countywide Plan's land 
use designation and the City of San Rafael General Plan 2000 's land use designation for the project 
site. As stated on page 4.0-42 of the Draft EIR the proposed office buildings would not be consistent 
with the City's Hillside Residential designation. 

However, it is the County's position that in this instance, where the project site is not proposed for 
annexation to the City of San Rl:Jfael, where these is a_conflict between the County's and the City's 
land use designation it is the County's General Plan that prevails. 

It is, however, acknowledged that the City of San Rafael has a discretionary approval related to the 
proposed project through the City's Priority Projects Procedures. Based on the Priority Projects 
Procedures the City will make its own determination in regard to consistency of the proposed project 
with the City's General Plan. 

Response to Comment 25-K 

On page 5.1-5, second full paragraph, of the Draft EIR it is stated: 

• This work included the excavation of seven backhoe pits ( emphasis added) and the drilling of six 
continuous core borings. 

Therefore, the backhoe excavated test pits ( or trenches) were mentioned in the Draft EIR and no 
additional text is necessary. 

Response to Comment 25-L 

The redundancy of the subject bullet statement (page 5.1-5, last paragraph, last bullet) was an error 
and should therefore has been deleted: 

• Remo•;ing mass (toe support) from the base of a potential slide area. 

Response to Comment 25-M 

The commentor is referred to page 5.1-5, second paragraph, in the Draft EIR where it is stated: 

Grading a site before building (emphasis added), installing drains, retaining walls, or caissons 
are examples of standard mitigation measures. 

Placement of drainage is clearly mentioned. Additionally, removal of material, cutting of a keyway 
and creation of a compacted soil buttress are all methods of grading. However, to further clarify this 
statement the text on page 5.1-6 is revised to read as follows: 

Engineered grading of a site before building (through removal of unstable material, keyway 
construction and recompaction). installing drains, retaining walls, or caissons are examples of 
standard mitigation measures. 
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Xerorthents-Urban Land Complex (204) is found on small portions of the project site. No changes to 
the text or exhibit are necessary. 

Response to Comment 25-0 

The Grading and Drainage Plan dpes not show the extent of grading necessary for landslide repair or 
include such items as the remova·I of unstable material, installation of a keyway cut into stiff rock or 
bedrock, installation of drainage and placing and compacting soil to form a drained, compacted fill 
buttress. Therefore, since stabilization of these features is necessary, the Grading and Drainage Plan 
does not accurately reflect the total amount of grading needed. · 

Response to Comment 25-P 

Published maps (Bailey and others, 1964; Blake, 1974; Wagner and others, 1990; and Blake and 
others, 2000) as well as the project applicant's consultant (Kleinfelder, 1997) map the bedrock as 
Franciscan material. Additionally, the Oakview Mitigated Master Plan, Use Permit and Vesting 
Tentative Map (Daphne and Bacciocco, 1999), also lists the site bedrock as belonging to the 
Franciscan Assemblage. Therefore, no revisions to the Draft BIR text regarding this subject are 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 25-Q 

The project applicant's consultant recommends mitigation of potentially unstable slopes through 
standard geotechnical techniques. Since the EIR. preparers concur with this assessment, a summary 
has been presented, defining and listing the standard mitigation measures to illustrate to others the 
type of measures that are needed at the project site. 

Response to Comment 25-R 

Based on this comment the text on page 5.1-20 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows: 

Design drainage facilities to conform with agency standards. This should include terrace drains 
every 3 0 feet of vertical heights on all graded slopes with grades steeper than 5: 1 ... 

Response to Comment 25-S 

The exact point of this comment is not clear. As stated in impact 5.1-4 there is a potential for seepage 
as the base of the cut on the adjacent property to increase unless the slide is drained properly. The 
purpose of the mitigation measure is to ensure that the impact of off-site seepage be reduced to a less­
than-significant impact. 
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The Soil Survey of Marin. does map soils with moderate expansion potential onsite. Therefore, it may 
be necessary in some areas, exposed during grac_ling; to prevent this potential problem through 
standard geotechnically engineered grading and design techniques. 

Response to Comment 25-U 

. -
Old remnant artificial fill areas are not easily observed on a site that is vegetated. Therefore, there is 
insufficient data to provide a map showing all areas of artificial fill. If fill deposits were present in 
proposed building areas, it would be the applicant's geotechnical consultant's responsibility to 
properly identify and mitigate them. 

Response to Comment 25-V 

Webster's dictionary defines difficult as "requiring extra effort, skill, or thought." This term is 
appropriate to describe the site geologic conditions. This was made evident in the extensive 
subsurface exploration that was necessary for the applicant's consultant to accurately characterize the 
site-specific geologic conditions. · 

Response to Comment 25-W 

The Draft EIR provides a through discussion on the benefits of Geologic Hazard Abatement Districts. 
For additional information on the subject the commentor is referred to an article by Robert B. 
Olshansky tilted, "Geologic Hazard Abatement Districts," in the July 1986 issue of California 
Geology. Another excellent summary is available at http://www.geolith.com/GHADS/ghads. 

Response to Comment 25-X · 

The Regional Hydrology sub-section i_s part of The Setting section of the Draft EIR. Here, the project 
site is described in its existing condition. The low percentage of project development area relative to 
the area of the Miller Creek Watershed is indirectly cited in hnpact 5.2-5 Off-Site/Downstream 
Flooding on Miller Creek. The 0.7 percent increase in Miller Creek 100-year flood discharge 
following project development attests to the project's limited development area and influence on 
downstream flooding. 

Response to Comment 25-Y 

The Revised Preliminary Drainage Analysis prepared for the project by I.L Schwartz & Associates 
(Feb. 1999) did cite the gaps in the interceptor ditch network. However, it did not specifically outline 
the repair as a task item in the section of the report headed "Proposed Drainage Facilities". Thus, the 
text of the Draft EIR is appropriate. See also Draft EIR text changes cited in Response to Comment 
27-D. 
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The drainageway in Sub-watershed 2 is "significant" because it is one of the few incised and well­
defined drainageways on-site. This differentiates it from the more numerous broad, shallow drainage 
swales that convey less concentrated stormwater runoff. The more concentrated flow conveyed by 
this drainageway results from both its larger drainage area and the presence of the identified spring. 
The spring and the adjacent seeped area not only directly contributes to storm runoff, it also creates a 
progressively expanding area of saturated soils that promote saturated overland flow during storm 
events. 

Response to Comment 25-AA 

The commentor is correct, the referenced peak flow computations were excluded from the Draft EIR 
appendix. A copy of the peak flow computations for the proposed project is available for review at 
the Marin County Community Development Agency. 

Response to Comment 25-BB 

CEQA requires that significant project impacts be mitigated to levels of insignificance whenever 
feasible. In the "Significance Criteria" section for Hydrology and Drainage (page 5.2-10 of the Draft 
EIR), a finding of significance would be mandated if the project: a) "Created or contributed runoff 
water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems .... ", or b) 
"Substantially altered the existing drainage pattern .... , or substantially increased the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off-site". Both of the cases of 
downstream flooding cited as impacts in the Draft EIR, Miller Creek at the Silveira Ranch bridge and 
the Highway 101 culvert crossing on the Gallinas Creek tributary, fit the defmition of significance 
cited under a) and b) above. Nuisance flooding is currently affecting the west side of Highway 101 at 
the box culvert and with increases in incoming peak discharges could create a hazard along the 
freeway margin. On Miller Creek, however, the backwater flooding at the downstream bridge on 
Miller Creek during the 100-yearr flood would not be significantly affected by the project increases in 
peak flow rates. Since the County DPW does not require peak flow mitigation unless a downstream 
drainage structure ( or system) is detrimentally affected, the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows: 

(a) Impact 5.2-2 Site Peak Flow Rates, page 5.2-14, 1st paragraph, next to last sentence: 

The Marin County Department of Public Works requires that all development projects mitigate 
fully for increases in peak flows on drainageways that could negatively affect downstream 
hydraulic structures Of the eKtent of floodrag Hl B.ataral OBanB.els. 

Impact 5.2-5 Off-site/Downstream Flooding on Miller Creek and Mitigation Measure 5.2-5 

Impact 5.2-5 Off-site/Downstream Flooding on Miller Creek 

Project induced increases in peak flow rates for Sub-watersheds 3 and 6 would marginally 
increase the 100-yr. peak discharge add, howe•;er iffij:lereeJ!ltibl.y, to the S'l¼fElharge of floodwaters 
that create sigaifieant backwater flooding at the SPRR bridge on Silveira Ranch. ~ While 
this structure lacks adequate capacity to pass the existing 100-year flood discharge without 
significant inundation of the adjoining ranchlands, the project impact oa do•.v11stream flooding 
would be a sigaifieant impact minor increase in the flood discharge due to the project would not 
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produce a detectable increase in either local flood elevations or the spatial extent of the 100-yr. 
floodplain. Thus, the project impact on flooding along Miller Creek would be less-than­
significant. 

Ensign and Buckley, Consulting Engineers for the City of San Rafael prepared an updated 100-
year flood analysis for Miller Creek. 20 The results cited ...... is sufficient to convey the 100-year 
peak flow with adequate freeboard. 

Downstream of the Highway 101 bridge crossing, Miller Creek ... reproduced in Exhibit 5.2-2. 
Since a free flow condition with adequate freeboard to pass the design 100-year flood does not 
exist at this crossing, Marin County guidelines regarding peak flow impacts on inadequate 
downstream structures would be applicable. A Master Plan for development of the property is 
currently in the early stages of preparation. It is anticipated that some degree of 
channel/floodplain modification will be required along the lower reaches of Miller Creek in 
order to accommodate future land uses. However, given the minor proportion (0. 7 percent) of 
the I 00-year flood discharge that would be generated by the project, no detectable increase in the 
I 00-year flood elevation would result. Therefore, the project impact on downstream flooding 
along Miller Creek would not be significant. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-5 No mitigation would be required. Te reduee projeet impaets ·ea 
fleediag aleng the ea site aad devmstream reaehes ef Miller Creek; either of the foHov,iHg 
mitigatiea measures sheald ee implemented: 

• Implement Mitigatiea Measure 5.2 2. 

• Pay a: dra.iaa:ge fee te Marin CoHnty ..... OH 8il11eira Rimel!:. The fee total would ee negotiated 
eetweefl: the a:p:plieafl:t a:Hd the Ceuaty. 

stgRifiGaRGe After MitigatioR Implementatiea ef the first mitigatien .... eased en the eurreBt 
Ceanty eriteria. (i.e., delete entire paragraph) 

lmplemeRtatioR ofMitigatioR Same as for Mitigatien Measure 5.2 2." 

Response to Comment 25-CC 

In response to this comment and to Comment 25 BB, Impact 5.2-2 and Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 are 
revised to read as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 The following mitigation measure would be required to reduce peak 
flow impacts: 

Construct !! stormwater detention/treatment basins, one eaeh in the lower reaches of Sub­
watersheds 2, 3 aad e. The 8ue Watersh:ed 2 easia sheuld ee loeated ia the :r;aeaat laad 
paralleliag the proposed Ri3adway A, as shov,'H en the 8ehematie Draiaage Plan. This 
unde>,·eleped land is situated OB the most geatly slopiHg portien of the site, aeer the southwest 
eomer. It v1e'1:lld also have the eleagated sh:a:pe that is best suited for v,ater quality treatment 
peads. If the erea ef the preseatly desigaated vaeaat laed is insuffieieBt te pro:r;ide the neeessary 
basin sterage :r;elume, the lewer pertion ef Let 28 sh:eulEl be aElEleEl, with a roaawa;· eul>rert 
eonneetioe.. 
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The S'li-0 Watershed 3 easiH should ee located along t:he eastern edge of the proposed Erin Dri¥e 
extensioa, occup;•ing the base of Lots 2 9. Beeause of the smaller size and peak discharges 
associated wit:h S'li-0 Watershed 3, a aen=ow; elongated deteftt:ion easm. shm:1:ld be safficieat to 
accomplish the aeeessary le11el of peak flo:·N atten1:1ation. Each eatrance drivevll¼)' v,•01:1ld hw,•e to 
be cuh·erted to allo•N for hydra1:1lic connecfr.•ity betweea storage ceUs. Basia discharge v,•01:1ld 
join roadv,•ay runoff and eater the proposed 11egetated s1Nale upslope of#l Erin Drive. · 

To maximize hydrtH:llic efficieae:y aBd mi-Himiz.e t:he poteftt:ial for mamteaance proelems, eoth 
basins shoulcl ee eq1:1ippecl with de•+Ylatering pipes an-el emergeac;• •,1reir spillways. The clev.ratering 
pipes shoalcl be si:z:ecl to maiftt:aiB post project peak flo•Ns at pre prajeet le•1els for the design 
100 year rainstorm. Each emergency 011erflo:r,v v;eiF sho1:11cl be designecl eonservati11ely to pass an 
1:1nattea1:1ated 100 year 13eak clischarge, e11en tho1:1gh the prescribed basin storage wo1:1ld alfo1N for 
full attenuation of runoff from that storm. Primary dev.•atering 13ipes and emergency weirs sho1:1ld 
be located at the downgradieftt: ends of eaeh basi-H, i.e. at the sol:lthem end for the S'li-0 Watershed 
2 basia and the aorthern end for the Sab V/atershed 3 basia. Appropriate eRergy dissi13atioB 
should he installed at all s13illway discharge outlets. 

The S'li-0 Watershed 2 and 3 easies should be designed to ser¥e a !YtQ.three fold 13m'f,ose: (1) fully 
attenuate 100 year 13eak flows from Sub watersheds 2 a.ad 3 to 13re prajeot le1rels and, thas, 
reduce pressure on t:he eownstream storm drain systems, ana the Galliaas Creek trieutary (i.e. 
Highwa;• 101 box cul11ert), and t:he lower reach of Miller Creek, !!filL(2) filter and cleanse 
stormv,rater runoff b;· use of an 11egetated inlet sv1ale ancl detentioa area. 

A thir-d deteatioflltrea-tmeat basia shoald be constructed ia the lo11r lying de•1elopecl lands of Sub 
Watershed 6, ""ear the eastern edge of either Let 29 or 30. Gr.•en t:he spatial coastramts in this 
13ortioa of the Sub ·watershed, a passi11e pij3e or cistern t;13e storage UHdergrouacl deteftt:ion 
strucrure should be coastructed. Such a strucmre could be located beneath the Lot 30 parkifl:g let 
or the aorthern eaa of R:oadwa;• C. The hydral:llic design woald easl:lfe that when a particular 
flood stage in Miller Creek is reaehed (e.g. 10 year flood), backwater in the storm draia s;•stem 
would induce dP1erted storm drain s;•stem iftt:o t:he storage unit. Onee Miller Creek flood le11els 
had receded, the stored stofffi'+Y,rater v;ould re eater t:he system ancl diseharge to Miller Creek. The 
si~ of the off system storage uait woald equal t:he 11olmnetric difference in the pre ancl 13ost 
praject stormwater h;•drogr&13hs for the 100 year design rainstorm. 

Since the passi•;e stomw.rater cleteatioa storage vrould be underground, cleanout stul:is would be 
required at the 1:1pgradient ends of each storage component (e.g. cistern or pipe en=a;•). Periodic 
mai-Htenanee wo1:1ld be req1:1ired to remo'f'e 8:H:)' deeris and sediment that aceumulate in these 
storage componeats. 

A sediment maintenance plan describing hath frequency ancl timing of sedimeat remo,·al, as well 
as e1wa11ation equipmeat and enYirem:eental prec&Htioas, should be included in the praject's 
Storm•;i.rater Polll:ltion Pre11eation Plan (SWPPP) sl:lbmitted to the Couat;· Departmeat of P1:1blic 
Works. 

Followiag release of 13raject 13erformance bead, maiftt:eaance of the deteation l>asiR would be t:he 
res13onsibility of a Geologic Ha::z:ard Abatemeftt: District (GHAD) funded by site let owners. S1:1ch 
B:Fl: eRtity could chose to maiftt:aia the basia and other erosion afld sediment control meas1:1res 
itself or 001:1ld hire beaded inde13endeat contractors. (Also, see Geology Mitigation Measure 5 .1 
~ 
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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 guality 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 (e.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 inc01:porated into the project's Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) submitted to the County Department of Public Works. 

Following release of the project performance bond. maintenance of the detention basin would be 
the responsibility of the funding entity 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.) 

The "Significance after Mitigation" and "Implementation of Mitigation" sections remain unchanged. 

Response to Comment 25-00 

Footnotes 17 and 18 on page 5.2-17 of the Draft EIR. credit both reports/calculation sets to I.L. 
Schwartz & Associates, the project civil engineer. 

Response to Comment 25-EE 

LL. Schwartz & Associates specified the 30-inch pipe in their hydraulic reports as the intended and 
proper replacement for the existing 18-inch pipe. This was confirmed in discussion with Steve 
Schmidt of Schwartz & Associates on July 26, 2001. Mr. Schmidt discussed the matter with the 
firm's principal, Irv Schwartz. 

Response to Comment 25-FF 

The City of San Rafael's position regarding the box culvert issue has not yet been fully accepted by 
Caltrans and no action has been taken to remedy the situation. This does not change the fact that the 
culvert lacks sufficient capacity to pass the 100-year flood discharge without nuisance flooding 
upstream in the vicinity of both its inlet and the inlet of a neighboring culvert downgradient and to the 
south. Since Mitigation Measure 5.2-4 indicates that the negotiation for any fee assessment/cost share 
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would be undertaken between the applicant and the City of San Rafael, the City could opt to release 
the applicant from any responsibility, pending Caltrans' acceptance of the City's position on culvert 
replacement. Also, as indicated in the language of Mitigation Measure 5.2-4 (page 5.2-19 of the Draft 
EIR), either detention basin construction (Mitigation 5.2-2) or the cost sharing optfon could be chosen 
by the applicant to mitigate the project's flooding impact in the Gallinas Creek Watershed. 

Response to Comment 25-GG 

Comment noted. See the Draft EIR text revisions regarding project impacts on peak flows, 
downstream flooding and hydraulic structures on Miller Creek cited in the Responses to Comments 
25-BB and 25-CC. 

Response to Comment 25-HH 

Marin County has no specific guidelines regarding peak flow impacts on inadequate downstream 
structures. However, the EIR hydrologist spoke with John Wooley, Associate Engineer with the 
County Land Development Department on July 27, 2001. Mr. Wooley confirmed that where an 
existing drainage structure was demonstrably inadequate to handle the design inflow without 
increasing the local flood hazard, development related peak flow increases should be mitigated. 

Response to Comment 25-11 

The Draft EIR text has been revised to reflect the determination that project peak flow increases on 
downstream flooding and hydraulic structures along Miller Creek would be less-than-significant. See 
Responses to Comments 25-BB and 25-CC. 

Response to Comment 25..JJ . 

The comment is correct in that grading outside of stream corridors is allowed during the winter season 
as long as approved erosion control .measures are in-place by October 15th

• In response to the 
comment, the Draft EIR text on page 5.2-21 Mitigation Measure 5.2-7, last sentence is revised to read 
as follows: 

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 part of the project 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) are installed and properly maintained through 
this period. 

Response to Comment 25-KK 

The project affect on groundwater seepage would be beneficial; however, the extent could range from 
marginally beneficial to significantly beneficial. This would depend on the extent of subsurface 
drainage installed both along the lot (i.e. building pad) cut slopes and within the identified landslide 
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on the site. The preliminary grading and drainage plan for the project lacks sufficient detail to 
determine just how beneficial the project might be in this regard. 

Response to Comment 25-LL 

The project SWPPP offers any project applicant the chance to propose a mix of BMPs that are 
specifically tailored to the project being constructed. The County DPW determines whether a 
particular mix of BMPs is appropriate and adequate to protect water quality in receiving-drainag~ways 
downstream of a project site. Mitigation Measure 5.2-10 addresses the current project configuration 
and the resulting opportunities for water quality enhancement. Most of these measures would be 
transferable to another project configuration with a roughly similar land use mix. However, if a 
project were proposed that was predominantly light industrial and commercial, a stronger reliance on 
the less passive B:MPs (e.g. in-line sediment traps and filtration systems) would be indicated. 

Given the latitude currently offered by the NPDES process and the County DPW in selecting B:MPs 
for stormwater quality control and treatment, the DEIR text (Mitigation Measure 5.2-10, p. 5.2-26, 
third and fourth bullet items) is revised to read as follows: 

• Due to the close proximity ... the following B:MPs should be considered as part of the project 
SWPP.P such that the project would comply with the requirements of the NDPES Permit and 
provisions of Title 24 of the Marin County Code (24.04.625), citing erosion control requirements 
associated with site grading: 

• htstallation of oil/grease tF{}f)S or similar m line filtration ~·stems for stoffil elrain systems. 
Sueh tFGf>S or separators .... smks for pollutaats. (Delete entire item.)" 

Also, note that two of the detention basins that were previously required as part of Mitigation 
Measure 5.2-2 have been eliminated due to a revised determination of the extent of the project impact 

· on downstream flooding along Miller Creek. Thus, in Sub-watersheds 3 and 6 (tributary to Miller 
Creek) B:MPs would be the only remaining stormwater quality treatment options left. 

Response to Comment 25-MM 

Either punched straw or straw mulch could be used in conjunction with seeding to protect the site 
against raindrop and rill erosion. 

Response to Comment 25-NN 

Homeowner education is a significant part of any irrigation scheduling and chemical management 
plan. A guidebook could be prepared as part of the plan that would instruct homeowners and their 
landscape contractors in the safe handling and application of irrigation water and lawn chemicals. A 
qualified water quality and/or turf management specialist should prepare such a plan. 

Response to Comment 25-00 

Mitigation Measure 5.3-l(b) was recommended to control the potential for access to proposed open 
space lands on the property, both during the construction phase and once the project has been 
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completed. While the Master Plan includes language to prevent access into permanent open space 
lands in accordance with the Marin County Open Space District and Fire District standards, the 
mitigation in question serves to emphasize the importance of controlling unauthorized access onto the 
site, even during the construction phase. No change to the recommended mitigation is considered 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 25-PP 

Mitigation Measures 5.3-2(a) through (c) were recommended to protect tree resources on the site and 
should be implemented as part of the project. These include the inclusion and adjustment of building 
envelopes on residential lots and need for detailed guidelines prepared by a certified arborist.- These 
measures would be part of a comprehensive Landscape and Vegetation Management Plan which 
addresses all aspects of mitigation pertaining to trees, native grasslands, wetlands, and landscape 
compatibility. No changes to the recommended mitigation are considered necessary. 

Response to Comment 25-QQ 

The concerns of the commentor regarding the affects of sudden oak death syndrome on native tree 
species in Marin County are noted, but the loss and possible susceptibility of a particular species to 
this disease should not be used as justification to not require replacement plantings when trees are 
removed as a result of development. The Marin County Forester 25 and a representative of the UC 
Cooperative Extension 26 both confirm that the effects of sudden oak death on woodland habitat 
should not be used as justification for not replacing trees removed as a result of proposed 
development. 

The Marin County Forester 27 and a representative of the UC Cooperative Extension 28 both confirm 
that the effects of sudden oak death on woodland habitat should not be used as justification for not 
replacing trees removed as a result of proposed development. However, the possible relationship 
between woodland density and· spread of SOD does warrant a reduction in the recommended tree 
replacement ratio, given the success of maintenance and monitoring of plantings. 

See Response to Comment 13-R for additional discussion of the recommended tree replacement 
ratios, changes to Mitigation Measure 5.3-2(d), and the affects of SOD. 

25 Environmental Collaborative conversation with Kent Julin, Marin County Forester, July 2002. 

26 Environmental Collaborative conversation with Ellie Rill, UC Cooperative Extension, May 2002. 

27 Environmental Collaborative conversation with Kent Julin, May 19, 2002. 

28 Environmental Collaborative conversation with Ellie Rill, UC Cooperative Extension, May 2002. 
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The commentor is correct that the legend for "native grassland" and "non-native grassland" 
designations were reversed in Exhibit 5 .3-1 of the Draft EIR. Exhibit 5 .3-1 has been revised. A 
detailed discussion of the extent of grassland habitat, including estimates of the extent of native cover 
is provided on pages 5.3-4 and 5 of the Draft EIR. The assessment of potential impacts on grasslands 
under Impact 5.3-3 was based on a correct mapping of native grasslands in Exhibit 5.3-1, with an 
estimated 1.6 acres affected by proposed grading and development. 

Response to Comment 25-SS 

Exhibit 5.5-4 provides a schematic design of the planned Highway 101 interchange improvements. 
The text on page 5.5-15 of the Draft EIR provides information regarding the timing and funding of 
these improvements. 

Response to Comment 25-TT 

The applicant's representatives supplied the base map used to prepare Exhibit 5 .4-2 to the EIR 
consultant. It is understood that the change in topography is based on an earlier version of the 
proposed project, nevertheless the information portrayed by regarding the "visually prominent 
ridgelines" and "300 foot setback" remain accurate. 

Response to Comment 25-UU 

It is standard practice in EIR.s prepared by Marin County for the photosimulations to show the 
proposed project immediately after construction but prior to installation of landscaping. This 
procedure provides decision makes with a visual tool to better understand the impact of such things as 
the location, height, and scale of a proposed building. The EIR clearly states that incorporation of the 
applicant's proposed landscaping would reduce identified visual impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Response to Comment 25-W 

Project traffic is analyzed as a whole. The request to separate the project components traffic 
generation is unusual and would not serve to identify the full impact of project generated trips. 
However, the Draft EIR Exhibit 5 .5-7 does illustrate the separate land use peak hour trip generation. 

Response to Comment 25-WW 

Mitigation measures have been reviewed and revised as necessary. See the revised Section 5.5 
(Transportation and Circulation). 

Response to Comment 25-XX 

Please see Response to Comment 1-D 
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The mitigation measure is appropriate since winds can blow in directions other than the prevailing 
direction. In addition, these are measures to reduce dust from construction sites that are strongly 
encouraged by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 

In response to this comment the 12th bullet of Mitigation Measure 5.6-3 on page 5.6-10 of the Draft 
EIR is revised to read as follows: 

Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (im.tamaneeus gusts)~oeed 25 mph 
cause dust clouds to extend beyond the construction site and affect nearby land uses. 

Response to Comment 25-ZZ 

The subject bullet statement was derived from the text for Alternative 4 from the previous 1996 
DEIR. This statement is no longer relevant and should be deleted. Based on this comment the eighth 
bullet on page 6.0-14 is deleted, as follows: 

• r Turnlude an area east aHd nertheast ef the s13riag from de¥e1013ment due ta the 13reseaee ef a 
large ancient landslide ia this area. Repair ef this landslide would require an eKteash•e amount 
of ea1t½ra0•,ring, not only in this area but also at higher site eler;ations. 
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Kathleen Gaines & Ray Welch 
365 Quietwood Drive 

San Rafael, California 94903 
415.472.7575 

May 7, 2001 

Tim Haddad 
Environmental Coordinator 
Marin County Planning Department 
Marin Civic Center 
3501 Civic Center Drive. Room 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

bear Mr. Haddad: 

Our objections to the proposed Oakview Master Plan fall into three categories: appropriate scale; 
traffic; and energy consumption. These three categories are, in general, all environmental 
concerns. 

Appropriate Scale 

Marin wood is a residential community which includes several schools and churches. The only 
businesses within its boundaries are services primarily for its residents and residents of 
immediately surrounding communities, including the retail shops on Marin wood A venue and the 
small business center at Las Gallinas and Miller Creek. 

• 

® 
• 

Proposed Office Development. The proposed location, facing Highway 101 and accessed 
from Marinwood Ave., for 94,400 square feet of office space is not suitable or in keeping 
with residential character of community. There are no other similar buildings which require 
access from Marin wood Ave. nor are there any support services for employees of such 
buildings. Marin County in general; and Marinwood in particular, can no longer support 
randomly developed commercial structures. There are many other suitab]~ locations within 
the county which provide buses, food establishments, post offices, banks, and other support 
services. 

Proposed Housing. There are very few houses in Marinwood over 2,000 square feet and 
none in the area immediately adjacent to proposed development. In fact, most of the houses 
adjacent are 1,500 square feet and smaller with one and two car garages. We do not object to 
new housing in general at that location. We do strongly object, however, to houses over 2,500 
square feet and with larger than two-car garages. Houses larger than 2,500 square feet would 
be out-of-scale, not only visually, but socially. Marin County is sorely in need of modest and 
affordable housing. We do not need or want any more oversized, overpriced McMansions. 

Traffic 

Highway 101 between Novato and Central San Rafael is at peak capacity during the AM 
commute hours and very crowded at PM commute hours. The highway simply cannot support the 
addition of commuters driving into Marinwood to work at the proposed office development. 

Pl 
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In addition, it is well-documented that Marinwood Avenue and Las Gallinas suffer from spillover 

®
from the AM commute on 101. Many of us feel that because of the traffic problems it is no longer 
safe for our children to walk and bike to school. · 

We can safely say that Marinwood residents categorically object to any new buildings, residential 
or commercial, that would increase the number of auto trips- on our already stressed streets. 

Energy Consumption 

We are currently in the midst of a significant energy crisis in California. The EIR document does 
not address current energy consumption concerns. 

• Office Buildings. Would the new commercial development be required to provide some or 
all of its own electrical power for lighting, heating, cooling, and servers and other high-tech 

© 
requirements? If not, it is not clear that the current local power stations can adequately supply 
electricity to such a large development without degrading services for existing residents. 

Houses. Would these new larger homes be required to have solar panels, Star-rated 
appliances and other energy conserving devices? Our communities can no longer support 
oversized houses which use more than their fair share of electricity and natural gas. 

Conclusion 

We can see no compelling reasons that the proposed Oakview master plan for development would 
enhance the Marinwood community in any way. We can only see where it would degrade the 
quality of our community. Therefore, we object to it as proposed for the proceeding reasons. 

Very truly yours, 

~~ 
Kathleen Gaines 

~1uJ.JL 
Ray Welch 



RESPONSE TO LETTER 26 - KATHLEEN GAINES & RAY WELCH 

Response to Comment 26-A 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
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There are no specific polices of The Marin Countywide Plan that specifically limit the size of 
residential lots and individual lots. Policy EQ-3.25 Scale of Development does state that the 
development of residential structures should be in scale-with environmental constraints such as steep 
slopes and the design character of the existing neighborhood. It is the finding of the EIR ( see page 
4.0-16) that the proposed project is consistent with this policy. 

County zoning design standards relate to the proposed project, some of which could affect the 
"appropriate scale" issue discussed in this comment. These requirements are analyzed in Section 4.2 
and Exhibit 4.2-1 of the Draft EIR. A summary ofrequirements that could affect this issue include: 

Grading which was found to be consistent with the proposed project's on-site grading. 

Trees and vege'tation which was found to be inconsistent but which would be reduced to less-than­
significant level with the implementation of Mitigation 5.3-2(a). 

Clustering provisions which were found to be consistent as the Master Plan proposes to locate 28 
housing unit son approximately 15 acres of the site and the office development on approximately 20 
acres of the 106-acre site. 

Ridgeline provisions which were found to be consistent as no development is proposed along the 
visually prominent ridgeline. 

Building height which was found to be consistent with the Code's 30-foot height restriction. 

Materials and colors which seem to be consistent with the Master Plan's proposal that the houses be 
medium-dark to medium-light, earth or grey tones and the proposed exterior materials for the office 
buildings. 

Response to Comment 26-B 

Please see Response to Comments 11-H and 15-A. 

Response to Comment 26-C 

Please see Master Response C - Energy. 

7.0 - 186 



l.tJ'Tf{j (2 ~'] 

.M..:J/.:RJ£ YN tYJ£llYI..MS 
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San :X.qjaet CA 94903 
4JS 472-4Jo3 

May 4, 2001 

Tim Haddad, Environmental Coordinator 
Marin County Community Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 308 
San Rafael,CA 94903-4157 

Re: Oakview 

Dear Mr. Haddad: 

As a resident immediately adjoining this proposed development, I have some 
very serious concerns about it and here are a few of them: 

With the energy crisis we are currently facing, I have great concern about 

0
this development. There are only so many natural resources which are being 
stretched to the limit at present, and building new houses and office 
buildings are only going to increase the demand for our limited energy 
resources, thus creating further inconveniences and economic hardsrups on 
our community. 

Traffic is a major concern to me. As a resident of Ellen Drive which is 
adjoining the proposed development, my neighbors and I are presently 
experiencing a huge amount of traffic, especially between 7 :00 a.m. and 

~:00 a.m. I must turn left onto Las Gallinas to go to work in the morning, it 
Qi; very difficult and dangerous to do so. It doesn't take a rocket scientist to 

figure out that ifwe add 28 new homes, plus office buildings, this is going to 
increase tremendously. You can easily project at least two cars for every 
residence, let alone the traffic generated by the office complex. 

The increased traffic has created a very dangerous situation in our 

@J
eighborhood, particularly for children and the elderly. We are grateful for 
e efforts of the DPW in the past week in attempting to discourage the 
eeway jumpers, but this is an ongoing problem and there is no easy 

solution. 



Since my home is adjacent to the proposed residential development, I am 
very concerned about water runoff to our homes. If the proposed substantial 
grading takes place on this hill, it is very likely we would experience a great 
deal of water and even flooding on our properties. Previous ElR reports 
state that the hill is unstable, is categorized· as ancient landsli~.e. IJ?aterial · 
which could certainly result in landslides and flooding. This brings to -mind 

e Novato Partridge Knoll.s development th~t experienced the extreme 
hifting of soil, etc. As you Imow, before the development was started, a 

geological study diagnosed the soil as ancient landslide, not suitable for 
building (just as the previous EIR on this property stated)~ but it was 
ignored, and you know the consequences. Please don't let this happen to our 
neighborhood! 

Building on this hill as is presently proposed will most certainly destroy one 
of the most aesthetically pleasing hills in the area and will alter the quality of 
life for all the residents of the area. It is the gateway to Lucas Valley and is 

e atmosphere that attracted us to the area and why we chose to live here. 
e didn't choose to live here to look at wall to wall houses in our backyards 

with the attendant noise, traffic, air pollution and loss of trees and wildlife. 
This development as presently proposed would impact my privacy in a very 
negative way, and take away the enjoyment of my backyard and swimming 
pool. · 

I ask you to consider these issues before making a final decision on this 
matter. · 

Sincerely, 

') 



RESPONSE TO LETTER 27 - MARILYN WILLIAMS 

Response to Comment 27-A 

Please see Master Response C - Energy. 

Response to Comment 27-B 

Please see Response to Comment 3A-B. 

Response to Comment 27-C 

Please see Response to Comment 11-H 

Response to Comment 27-0 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKV/EWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

The Draft EIR section on Hydrology and Water Quality documented the anticipated increases in peak 
flows following project development (see Exhibit 5.2-5). It also mentioned the gaps in the existing 
interceptor ditch network that is supposed to capture hillslope runoff and transport it off-site rather 
than onto adjacent downslope properties. However, no impact discussion was presented regarding 
this deficiency in the present drainage system. Thus, Impact 5.2-3 is revised as follows: 

Impact 5.2-3 Downstream Hydraulic Structures and Flooding 

Project-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 gaps would create 
avenues for off-site, downslope · diversion of concentrated ditch flows. This would be a 
significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-3 is revised to read as follows: 

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

• Replace the existing 18-inch stonn drain pipe along the rear of281 Ellen Drive with a 30-inch 
RCP, as indicated in the proposed Grading and Drainage Plan. 

• Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 (Peak Flow Rates) 

• Repair the gaps 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. 
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Add a sentence at the end of the paragraph under Significance After Mitigation as follows: 

Implementation of the interceptor ditch repair program would eliminate the risk of hillslope 
runoff diversion onto adjacent properties in the Marinwood Subdivision. · 

The second sentence in the paragraph under "Implementation of Mitigation" is revised 'to read as 
follows 

Hydraulic design and construction of any replacement piping in the Ellen Drive and Erin Drive 
storm drain systems and repairs to the existing cross-slope interceptor ditches should be reviewed 
and approved by the Marin County Department of Public Works. 

Response to Comment 27-E 

Comment noted. This is a comment on the merits of the proposed project and not on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 
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May 7,2001 

Mr. Tim Haddad 
Marin County Commuriity 
Development Agency 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Rm. 308 
San Rafael, CA 94903-4157 

Re: Oakview Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Haddad, 

\Ve are ,vriting as concerned citizens of Marinwood. We have lived here for 15 years ·and 
we have a son attending Snveira School. We feel strongly about preserving the quality of 
life here and we think of Marinwood as a very speciai kind of community. 

We have been very concerned about the changes over the last several years, largely 
brought about by increased development and traffic. We fee] that there are several issues 
that should be seriously considered as part of the analysis of the Oakview Draft EIR: 

® In view of the current energy crisis in California. how wi]] further residential and 
office development affect this area? 

{d\ How will an already traffic-jammed Highway 101 be affected? And more 
\..::.,' importantly, how will this impact the serious traffic issues on local streets, in our 

neighborhoods and near schools? 

We have already had to take action to keep freeway jumpers out of Marinwood 
during peak hours. Further building wi11 surely aggravate the situation. 
How will development degrade the Miller Creek watershed? We understand that 

uilcling will potentia1ly increase flooding and silting of the creek. 
If there is a new office complex, what kinds of businesses arc proposed? How will 
this interfere with local traffic? And what kinds of off-site services will be provided 
for employees? . 

a\ Wh~~ and if we experience another drought, how will more development impact such 
\!:_JacnsJS? 

We know that we share these concerns with our neighborhood and we are a community 
that is bound together by the desire to keep our neighborhood the safe, attractive place 
that H has always been. Thjs was evidenced by our community meeting held on April 4th 

when several hundred people attended to address the traffic prob]e}Jls. 

We hope that you will give serious attention to the concerns of this neighborhood as you 
consider the proposed plans. 

Sincerely, 

Raoul SteRakoff and Cindy Ostroff 
/J -, N-··1 /\ • / 1 \/ A ; I 

.(<,.i\' C' \ ,: I 1 p' '. ~1 i /,,...,/1 / , 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 28 •• RAOUL STEPAKOFF AND CINDY OSTROFF 

Response to Comment 28-A 

Please see Master Response C - Energy. 

Response to Comment 28-B 

The Draft BIR transportation analysis and the revised analysis consider the impacts of cumulative and 
project generated traffic on both Highway 101 and local study area streets. 

Response to Comment 28-C 

Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment 11-H. 

Response to Comment 28-D 

Please see Responses to Comments 15-B, 18-D, and 20-E. 

Response to Comment 28-E 

Typically the level of detail requested in this comment regarding the operation of the offices (types of 
businesses) is not a part of a Master Plan application. The County as a part of the Precise 
Development Plan and subsequent use permits could require such information. 

Traffic impacts associated with office use on this parcel are discussed in Section 5.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 28-F 

As discussed in Section 5.8 (Public Services) the Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) has 
estimated water demand for the year 2025, developed a water supply plan based on the expected 
demand, and obtained a firm water supply for the water demand through 2025. If the MMWD was 
forced to institute mandatory water cutbacks due to drought · conditions it is assumed that all 
customers within the MMWD would be treated equally. 
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Dear Mr. Haddad; 

4 Majorca Ct. 
San Rafael, 94903 
May 7, 2001 

I am a resident of Marinwood. I can't tell you how much I do not want the Oakview 
plan to be implemented. Casa Marinwood is right next to Miller Creek. I often walk 
down to the Creek to enjoy it's pastoral pleasures. Very often there are egrets and 
other wildlife enjoying it with me. A road and bridge over that Creek will put and end to 
that. 

More selfishly, putting an extension on Marinwood avenue across the creek will put an 
untenable amount of traffic, noise, and fumes on our little neighborhood street. That 
kind of development will undoubtably reduce property values and interest in the area 

~s ~ place to live. Personally, I don't want to live with the noise, fumes and congestion. 

a thought that area was exempt from development. If it is developed, there are two 
other sides to that property that could be used to access the site, neither of which 
would turn an existing neighborhood into another Las Gallinas disaster! I have read 
that there are reasons that those two access areas are unacceptable. I submit that that 
is a choice. I submit that if Marinwood were Tiburon, Ross or Kentfield, we wouldn't be 
having this conversation. 

I expect the Marin Community Development Agency to do the right thing. No project. 
No access from Marinwood. Please keep me posted about this objectionable situa­
tion. 



. 
RESPONSE TO LETTER 29 - DIANE J. RAY 

Response to Comment 29-A 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Comment noted. This is a comment on the merits of the proposed project and not on the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 
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MARIN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
MAY 7, 2001 

Marin County Civic Center, Room #328 - San Rafael, California 

Commissioners Present: 

Commissioners Absent: 

Staff Present: 

Minutes Approved on: 

Convened at 11: 15 a.m. 
Adjourned at 12:00 noon 
Reconvened at 1 :00 p.m. 
Readjumed at 6:30 p.m. 

Ray Buddie (out for Items 1-5) 
Ross Herbertson 
Patty Garbarino ( out for Item 8) 
Jo Julin 
Hank Barner 

Jan Alff Wiegel 
Paul Lusczynski 

Alex Hinds, Agency Director 
Brian C. Crawford, Deputy Director of Planning Services 
Curtis Havel, Planning Aide 
Tim Haddad, Environmental Planning Coordinator 
Carey Tate, Planner 
Alexandra Morales, Planning Commission Secretary 

Jack Baker, DPW 

JUNE4,2001 



8. DRAFT REVISED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: OAKVIEW 
MASTER PLAN, VESTING TENTATIVE MAP, AND USE PERMIT 

Public hearing to review an_d accept testimony on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Oakview Master Plan, Vesting Tentative Map and Use Permit applications. 

The project as revised in 1999 proposes to subdivide the 106.3 acre subject property into two parcels for 
future residential and office building development. Parcel 1 would include 15.3 acres reserved for 
eventual site development with 28 detached single-family residences, 1.8 acres of public right of way and 
34.8 acres of open space for a total of 51.9 acres. Parcel 2 would consist of 20.1 acres reserved for 
eventual development of 94,400 square feet of administrntive/professional office development, 9.0 acres 
reserved for future interchange improvements to U.S. Highway 101, and 34.3 acres of open space for a 
total of 54.4 acres. The subject property is located at 200 Lucas Valley Road, San Rafael, and is further 
identified as Assessor's Parcel 164-270-03. · 

Please note that this item does not involve consideration of the merits of the project proposal or a 
decision on the permit applications. 

Tim Haddad, Environmental Coordinator, reiterated the fact that the purpose of the hearing was to receive public 
comment on the adequacy of the Draft Revised BIR and not the merits of the project. He then presented a brief 
overview of the project, including the background history and a summary of the environmental review process. 
He concluded by summarizing the information set forth in the supplemental memorandum dated April 27; 2001, 
including correspondence received subsequent to the preparation of the staff report. 

Tom Lai, project planner, presented the merits of the proposed project, including the background history. 

Bob Berman, EIR Consultant, summarized the principal Findings and Conclusions of the BIR, highlighting 
mitigations for issues identified in the previous EIR, i.e., landslides, drainage, tree removal, visual impacts, traffic 
impacts, and geologic issues. 

The hearing was opened to public comment. 

The applicant's representative Irving Schwartz was present to observe, but had no comments. 

Concerned residents and community representatives Ron Marinoff (Lucas Valley HOA), Don Dickenson (Marin 
Conservation League), Ruth Carter (Miller Creek HOA), Frank Nelson (Marinwood Advocates for Sensible 
Planning), and Susan Adams (Marinwood resident) made the following comments on the Draft EIR: 

• The EIR should include an affordable housing alternative, which includes affordable housing on site. 
• The proposed mitigation for impacts at the intersection of Lucas Valley Road and Las Gallinas is inadequate. 
• The proposed residential density should only be applied to the residential portion of the property. 
• More accurate photo montages of the proposed office building should be provided. Said photo. montages 

should include all b1:,1ildings and parking areas. 
• Traffic data (ITE) used in Revised EIR may be understated. 
• Level of development permitted should take into consideration cumulative impacts from potential 

development on the St. Vincent/Silveira and Fair Child properties. 
• The proposed office/commercial development should not be considered to be consistent with the low density 

residential zoning. 

• The viability of the project is a serious concern. The document does not address the current energy crisis. 
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• The document does not address the social effects of the proposed project on the Marinwood Community. 

• Potential impacts on oak trees needs to be better addressed given the SODS going on. 

The hearing was closed to public comment. 

Commissioner Julin commended the EIR consultant for a job well-done in preparing the document. She then 
asked that the document address the current energy crisis and sustainability of the project; this could be done 
under the Energy and Natural Resource section. 

In response to Commissioner Herbertson; staff stated that the proposed office/commercial development can be 
allowed through a Use Permit in a low density residential zone. 

Commissioner Herbertson commented as follows: 1) further policy analysis regarding the creation of a proposed 
mixed use in an area which is not easily accessible by public transportation is necessary; 2) an alternative that 
provides workforce housing on-site should be considered; 3) current traffic data should be used in making 
calculations; 4) the adequacy of the proposed wetland replacement mhigation should be reconsidered; and 5) 
mitigation measures for access directly off Lucas Valley Road should be seriously reconsidered. 

Commissioner Buddie made the following comments: 1) additional, more accurate photo montages should be 
provided; 2) the number of vehicular trips should be reconsidered; 3) clarify whether the California Highway 
Patrol comments refer to the residential or commercial development; 4) cumulative impacts resulting from the 
proposed project and any potential development of the St. Vincent/Silveira property should be carefully 
considered; and 5) consider an alternative which provides on-site affordable housing. 

Commissioner Garba1ino concurred with comments made, emphasizing on the need to provide on-site affordable 
housing. 

Commissioner Barner made the following comments: 

• Page 3.0-7 - Unless the culverts are maintained, this is not a mitigation. 

• Page 3.0-17 - Proposed oak replacement appears to be a very high ratio. Additionally, given the on-going 
SODS, it may not be prudent to require that tree replacements come from local seedlings. 

• Page 3.0-27 - Planting of trees as a mitigation for dust control is questionable. 

• Page 3.0 - Expand on the ramifications of finding the project to be consistent with the County's General Plan, 
but not with the San Rafael General Plan. 

• Page 4.0-9 - Replace "Marinwood County Services" with "Marinwood Community Services". 

• Page 5.1-5 - Second and fifth bullets are redundant. 

• More readable diagrams should be provided. 

• Page 5.2-8 - Discussion on water quality should be reworked, since grazing may have taken place many years 
ago. 

• Page 5.2-9 - Reference to the figure on Page 5.2-6 should be corrected. 

• Page 5.2-10 - Discussion of wells may be inaccurate since they may no longer exist. 

• The proposed culverts should not be considered a mitigation since their completion is not to take place until 
after construction of the project. 

• Page 5 .2-17 - Discussion on the appropriateness of estimates should be reconsidered. 

• Traffic trip calculations should consider potential development of the St. Vincent/Silveira property. 

The Commission directed staff and the consultant to respond to all oral and written comments received on the 
Draft Revised EIR. 
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Responses to May 7, 2001 Public Hearing Comments 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKVIEWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

On May 7, 2001 the Marin County Planning Commission held a public hearing on the Draft EIR. 
Comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR are summarized below. A response to the 
comment is provided directly after the comment. 

Comment PH-1 

The EIR should include an affordable housing alternative, which include_s affordable housing on site. 

Response to Comment PH-1 

In response to written comments regarding the Draft EIR the applicant has submitted an option to the 
use of Buildings A and B for an assisted living residential use which is evaluated in this Response to 
Comments. The Assisted Living Residential Use option submitted by the project applicant is 
evaluated in Section 7.3. 

Comment PH-2 

The proposed mitigation for impacts at the intersection of Lucas Valley Road and Las Gallinas is 
inadequate. 

Response to Comment PH-2 

No mitigation measure is recommended for the Lucas Valley/ Las Gallinas intersection, therefore it is 
not clear exactly what the commentor comment was. 

Comment PH-3 

The proposed residential density should only be applied to the residential portion of the property. 

Response to Comment PH-3 

Consistency with The Marin Countywide Plan land use designations for Marinwood is discussed on 
page 4.0-20 of the Draft EIR. The land use designation of Planned Residential would permit five to 
52 housing units on proposed parcel 1 (the portion of the site proposed for residential use). The 
Master Plan proposes construction of 28 housing units on Parcel 1. The number of housing units, 
therefore, is consistent with the Planned Residential designation. 

Comment PH-4 

More accurate photomontages of the proposed office building should be provided. Said 
photomontages should include all building and parking areas. 

Response to Comment PH-4 

In response to comments received on the Draft EIR new photosimulations of the two buildings located 
along the frontage of Highway 101 were prepared. The new photosimualtions are included in Master 
Response B in Section 7.3. 
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Comment PH-5 

Traffic data (ITE) used in Revised EIR may be understated. 

Response to Comment PH-5 

Please see Response to Comment 11-M. 

Comment PH-6 

7.0 Comments and Responses 
OAKV/EWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Level of development permitted should take into consideration cumulative impacts from potential 
development on the St. Vincent's/ Silveira and Fair Child properties. 

Response to Comment PH-6 

Please see Response to Comment 20-B for a discussion of St. Vincent's / Silveria. It is assumed that 
reference to the "Fair Child properties" is the project listed in Propdev 34 as 4300 Old Redwood 
Highway. With the inclusion of a revised short-term cumulative list this project is now included in the 
cumulative list. 

Comment PH-7 

The proposed office/commercial development should not be considered to be consistent with the low 
density residential zoning. 

Response to Comment PH-7 

As discussed in Section 4.2 of the EIR, the project site is zoned RMP-1.38, residential multiple planed 
district with a maximum allowable density of 1.38 dwelling units per gross acres. Uses permitted in 
the RMP zone subject to approval by a master plan include single-family houses. Uses permitted in 
the RMP zone subject to the securing of a use permit include offices. Therefore, the specific uses 
proposed for the Oakview project site (single-family residential and offices) would be permitted uses 
in the RMP district, subject to Master Plan and Use Permit approval. 

Comment PH-8 

The viability of the project is a serious concern. The document does not address the current energy 
crisis. 

Response to Comment PH-8 

The issue of "project viability" is a comment on the merits of the propose project and not on the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Energy issues are discussed in Master Response C. 

Comment PH-9 

The document does not address the social effects of the proposed project on the Marinwood 
Community. 

Response to Comment PH-9 

Please see Responses to Comments I 1-R, 21-G, 21-H and 23-A. 
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Comment PH-10 

7. O Comments and Responses 
OAKV/EWW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Potential impacts on oak trees needs to be better addressed given the SODS going on. 

Response to Comment PH-10 

The proposed project is not expected to contribute to the spread of sudden oak death syndrome 
(SODS) on the site or vicinity. Tree removal would be minimized as called for in Mitigation 
Measures 5.3-2(a) through (c), with replacement requireg_as called for in Measure 5.3-2(d). 

Comment PH-11 

The document should address the current energy crisis and sustainability of the project 
( Commissioner Ju/in) 

Response to Comment PH-11 

Please see Master Response C - Energy. 

Comment PH-12 

Further policy analysis regarding the creation of a proposed mixed use in an area which is not easily 
accessible by public transportation is necessary. (Commissioner Herbertson) 

Response to Comment PH-12 

As discussed on page 5.5-9 of the Draft BIR Golden Gate Transit provides intercounty transit service 
as well as local bus service within the study area at the Miller Creek Drive and Lucas Valley Road 
bus pads located along Highway 101. The transit routes that serve the project site are described on 
pages 5.5-9 and 5.5-10 of the Draft BIR. Based on the availability of this transit service it was 
determined that the proposed project is consistent with Marin Countywide Plan policy CD-2.4 
Location of Development in Coordination with the Transportation System. 

Comment PH-13 

An alternative that provides workforce housing on-site should be considered. (Commissioner 
Herbertson) 

Response to Comment PH-13 

In response to written comments regarding the Draft BIR the applicant has submitted an option to the 
use of Buildings A and B for an assisted living residential use which is evaluated in this Response to 
Comments. The Assisted Living Residential Use option submitted by the project applicant is 
evaluated in Section 7.3. 

The project applicant believes that the assisted living residential use on the project site would be more 
appropriate than another type of housing such as live/work or loft housing. 29 

29 Letter to Tim Haddad, Marin Community Development Agency from Larry Kennings, LAK Associates, October 26, 
2001. 
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8.1 PEOPLE RESPONSIBLE FOR REPORT PREPARATION 

This EIR was prepared by an environmental study team led by Nichols • Berman. The analyses were 
coordinated with Dean Powell, AICP, Thomas Lai, AICP, and Tim Haddad of the Marin County 
Community Development Agency. 

Nichols • Berman, Environmental Planning 

Bob Berman 
Louise Nichols 
Scott MacPherson 
Jordan Harrison 
Lisa Ornelas 

Matthew Brockway- Visual Simulation 

Matthew Brockway 

Clearwater Hydrology- Hydrology and Drainage 

Bill Vandivere, PE 

Environmental Collaborative - Biology 

Jim Martin 
Michael Wood 

Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. - Air Quality and Noise 

Rich Illingworth, P .E. 
James Reyff 

Snyder & Smith Associates - Geology 

David L. Snyder, R.G., C.E.G., R.E.A. 

Wilbur Smith Associates - Traffic 

William E. Hurrell, P .E. 
Ron Foster 

8.2 PERSONS AND ORGANIZA TJONS CONSUL TED 

Pat Baldarama, Marin County Public Works Department 
Peter Banning, Executive Director, Marin County Local Agency Formation Commission 
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B. 0 References 
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Robert Beaumont, P.E., Senior Engineer, Marin County Department of Public Works, Land 
Development Division 
Chantry Bell, Associate Planner, City of San Rafael 
Art Brook, Transportation Engineer, Marin County Department of Public Works 
Bob Brown, Community Development Director, City of San Rafael 

Charlotte Cashin, Caltrans staff engineer 
Bill Cox, Wildlife Biologist, California Department of Fish and Game 
Ben Chuck, Transportation Engineer, Caltrans, District 4: 

Tho Do, Transportation Engineer, Marin County Congestion Management Agency 

Jean Hasser, Principal Planner, City of San Rafael 
Tom Home, Marinwood Community Services District 

_ John Jang, Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Jerry Johnson, Reed Union School District 
Kent Julin, Marin County Forester 

Larry Kennings, LSA Associates, Inc. 
Herny Knauber, Manager, Sanitation District #5 
Ron Kuntz, Assistant Superintendent, Tampalpis High School District 

Mike Lieberman, Meridian Commercial Real Estates 

Brad MacLane, Property Diligence and Valuation 
Nadar Mansourian, Traffic Engineer, City of San Rafael 
Eric McGuire, Environmental Coordinator, Marin Municipal Water District 
Edith McKenna 
Jim Mistron, Marin Municipal Water District 

Jay Neuhaus, Fire Chief, Marinwood Fire District 
Jason Nutt, Traffic Operations Engineer, Marin County Department of Public Works 

Dan Payne, Marin County Sheriffs Department 
Al Petrie, District Manager, LGVSD 
Andy Preston, Engineer, Department of Public Works, City of San Rafael 

Kristie Richardson, Senior Planner, City of Novato 
Ellie Rill, UC Cooperative Extension 

Irving L. Schwartz, C.E., I.L. Schwartz Associates, Inc. 
Mark Sooy, California Highway Patrol 

Keith Vincent, Marin Municipal Water District 
Peter Vine, District Engineer, Las Gallinas Valley Sanitation District 

Jim Wagner, Transportation Engineer, Marin County Department of Public Works. 

8.0-2 



' 8.0 References 

OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

8.3 BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Association of Bay Area Governments, 1982 Bay Area Air Quality Plan, December 1982. 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines: Assessing the Air Quality 
Impacts of Projects and Plans, April 1996, revised December 1999. · 

____, Bay Area '94 Clean Air Plan (CAP), December 1982. 

__ , BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, April 1996, revised December 1999. 

__ , Bay Area '97 Clean Air Plan and Triannual Assessment, Decemb~r 1997. 

Blake, M.C., Bartow, J.A., Frizzell, V.A., Schlocker, J., Sorg, D., Wentworth, C.M., and Wright, R.H. 
Preliminary Geologic Map of Marin and San Francisco Counties and Parts of Alameda, 
Contra Costa and Sonoma Counties, California, USGS MF-574, 1974. 

Bo~re, D.M., Prediction of Strong Ground Motions: in Workshop on Future Directions in Evaluating 
Earthquake Hazards of California, United States Geological Survey Open File Report · 
86-401, 1986 

California, State of, Department of Transportation, Office of Structures Design, Preliminary Report: 
Miller Creek Bridge (Widening) -Bridge No. 27-04, 1983. 

California Native Plant Society, Inventory of Rate and Endangered Vascular Plants of California, 
Special Publication No. 1 (5th Edition), 1994. 

California, State of, Department of Fish and Game and Jones & Stokes Associates, Guideline to the 
California Wildlife Habitat Relationship Systems, 1988 and Volume 1 Amphibians and Reptiles, 
1988, Volume II Birds, 1990, and Volume ill Mammals 1990. 

California, State of, Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity Data Base, Special 
Plants and Animals Lists, 1994. 

California, State of, Department of Transportation, .J.!).942000 Traffic Volumes on California State 
Highways, May 1994June 2000. 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Water Quality Plan for the San Francisco Bay 
Region, 1995. 

CH2M Hill, Final Drainage Report: Lucas Valley Road I U.S. 101 Interchange, 1995. 

Davis, J.F. et al., Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials in the San Francisco - Monterey 
Bay Area, Part I, Project Description: Mineral Land Classification for Construction 
Aggregate in the San Francisco - Monterey Bay Area, California Division of Mines and 
Geology, Special Report 146, Part I. 1983. 

____, Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials in the San Francisco - Monterey Bay Area, 
Part 111, Classification of Aggregate Resource Areas, North San Francisco Bay Production -
Consumption Region, California Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 146, Part ill, 
1983. 

8.0-3 



8. 0 References 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Davenport, C. W ., An Analysis of Slope Failures in Eastern Marin County, California, Resulting from 
January 3 and 4, }982 Storm: California Division of Mines and Geology Open-File Report 
84-22SF, 1984. 

DKS Associates and Marin County Congestion Management Agency, Marin County Congestion 
Management Program, October 1999. 

Duncan, J.M, "Prevention and Correction of Landslides", Sixth Annual Nevada Street and Highway 
Conference, 1971. 

Duncan, J.M., and Stark, T.D., "Soil Strengths from Back Analysis of Slope Failures: Stability and 
Performance of Slopes and Embankments-II", American Society of Civil Engineers 
Geotechnical Special Publication No. 31,1992. 

Ellen, "Areas Susceptible to Landsliding, Marin and Sonoma Counties, California'~ USGS Map MF-
1406, 1_995. 

Ensign & Buckley, Letter Report on the FEMA Limited Map Maintenance Program Flood Insurance 
Study for Miller Creek, May 1993. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Study for Unincorporated Areas of Marin 
County California, 1982. 

Hart, E. W., Fault-rupture Hazard Zones in California, California Division of Mines and Geology, 
Special Publication 42, 1984. 

Herzog, Donald, & Associates, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Bacciocco/Daphne Property, 
San Rafael, California, March 21, 1983. 

Howell, T., Marin Flora, 1970. 

Huntingdon Herzog Associates, Inc., Geotechnical Update and Plan Review (Revised), Oakview, 
Marin County, California, letter report to Daphne/Bacciocco, March 25, 1994. 

Illuminating Engineering Society of North America, Lighting Handbook Reference & Application, 
Mark S. Rea, Editor, 1993. 

Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, Fifth Edition, January 1991. 

James A. Roberts Associates, Inc., Grady & Luiz Ranches -- Lucas Valley Final Environmental 
Impact Report, September 20, 1974. 

LSA Associates, Inc. Oakview Priority Project Procedures Application, June 5, 1995. 

Marin County, Planning Department, County Code, Title 22, 1983. 

~ The Marin Countywide Plan, January 18, 1984. 

Munz, P. and Keck, D., A California Flora and Supplement, 1993. 

8.0-4 



8. 0 References 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

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

Olshansky, R.B., Landslide Hazard Reduction: A need for greater government involvement, Zoning 
and Planning Law Report, Vol. 12, no. 13, March, pp. 104-112, 1989. 

Olshansky, R.B., and Rogers, J.D., Unstable Ground: Landslide Policy in the United States, in 
Ecology Law Quarterly, vol. 13, No. 4, Boalt Law School, Berkeley, California, March, pp. 
201-267, 1987. 

Rantz, S.E., Mean Annual Precipitation Depth-Duration Frequency Data for the San Francisco Bay 
Region, California, U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report, 1971. 

Rice, S.J., Geology for Planning Central and Southwest Marin County, California, CDMG, 1976. 

Rogers, J.D., Shallow Creep Measurements in Landslides: M.S. thesis, Department of Civil 
Engineering, University of California, Berkeley, 1979. 

__..) Genesis, Properties and Significance of Fracturing of Sandstones: Ph.D. dissertation, 
Department of Civil Engineering, University of California, Berkeley, 1982. 

__ , "Pleistocene to Holocene Transition in Contra Costa County" Geology of the San Ramon 
Valley and Environs; Field Trip Guidebook of the Northern California Geological Society, 
R.C. Crane (editor) 1988. 

__ , "Grading Practices in the Development of Contra Costa County, California", Geology of the 
San Ramon Valley and Environs: Field Trip Guidebook of the Northern California 
Geological Society, R.C. Crane (editor) 1988. 

__ , "Long Term Behavior of Urban Fill Embankments", Stability and Performance of Slopes and 
Embankments-II, American Society of Civil Engineers Geotechnical Special Publication No. 
31, 1992. 

__..) "Recent Developments in Landslide Mitigation Techniques" Landslides/Landslide Mitigation, 
Slosson, J.E., Keene, A.G., and Johnson, J.A., (editors), Geological Society of America, 
Reviews in Engineering Geology Volume IX, 1992. 

Rogers, J.D., Olshansky, R.B., and Alger, C.A., "Geology, Geomorphology and Landslide Processes 
of the East Bay Hills, San Francisco Bay Region, California", Landslides of Central 
California: W.M. Brown in (editor), 28th International Geological Congress Field Trip 
Guidebook, 1989. 

San Rafael, City of, City of San Rafael Northgate Activity Center Plan, October 18, 1982. 

San Rafael, City of, City of San Rafael General Plan 2000, July 18, 1988 as amended through July 12, 
1994. 

Schuster, R.L. (editor) Landslide Dams: Processes, Risk and Mitigation, American Society of Civil 
Engineers, Geotechnical Special Publication No. 3, 1986. 

8.0-5 



8.0 References 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Schwartz, I.L. Associates, Inc., Oakview Master Plan Drawings, eight sheets plus supplements, April 
16, 1994, as revised through April 21, 1995 and December 8, 1995. 

Scullin, C.M., Excavation Grading Code Administration, Inspection and Enforcement, 1983. 

---' "Subsurface Exploration Using Bucket Auger Borings and Down-Hole Geologic Inspection", 
Standard-of-Care Workshop, Notes with Specialty Workshop, 35th Annual Meeting 
Association of Engineering Geologists, 1992. 

___, "Standard-of-Care versus State-of-the-Art in Grading Code Enforcement", Building Standards 
(magazine): March 1993. 

Seed, H.B. and Idriss, J.M., "Ground Motions and Soil Liquefaction During Earthquakes", Earthquake 
Engineering Research Monograph, 1982. 

Slosson, J.E. and Ploessel, M.R., "Repeatable High Ground Acceleration from Earthquakes", 
Important Design Criteria: California Division of Mines and Geology, California Geology, 
September 1974. 

Smith, T.C., Geology of the Upper Ross Valley Western Portion of the San Rafael Quadrangle, Marin 
County, California, 1976. 

St. Vincent's/Silveira Advisory Task Force, Recommendations, May 3, 2000. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1977, Soil Survey of Marin County; in cooperation with University 
of California, Agricultural Experiment Station. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Results of the National Urban Runoff Program, Volume I, 
Final Report, Water Planning Division, 1983. 

United States Geological Survey, Probabilities of Large Earthquakes in the San Francisco Bay 
Region, California, Circular 1053. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil.Conservation Service, Soil Survey of Marin County California, 
1979. 

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management Manual, Bureau of Land Management, 
1986. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered and Threatened Wildlife Plants, Annual Notice of 
Review, Federal Register 50 CFR Part 17, 1993. 

U.S. Corps of Engineers, Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, 1987. 

Wagner, D.L. and Bortugno, E.J., Geologic Map of the Santa Rosa Quadrangle, California Division 
of Mines and Geology, Regional Geologic Map Series, Map No. 2A, scale 1:250,000, 1982. 

Wagner, J. R., Late Cenozoic History of the Coast Ranges East of San Francisco Bay, Unpublished 
Ph.D. Dissertation, University of California, Berkeley, 1978. 

8.0-6 



8. 0 References 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR 

Whitlock & Weinberger, Grady Ranch I Big Rock Ranch -- Traffic Modeling an Analysis, prepared 
for the City of San Rafael, July 1995, 

Wesnousky, S.G., "Earthquakes, Quaternary Faults and Seismic Hazard in California" Journal of 
Geophysical Research, 1986. 

8.0-7 





APPENDIX A 
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING COMMENTS 
January 26, 2000 

Meeting held at Marinwood Community Center 

Marin County staff in attendance:. Tim Haddad, Dean Powell 

Nichols • Berman staff in attendance: Bob Berman 

As a part of the scoping process for the Oakview Master Plan/ Vesting Tentative Map/ Use Permit 
EIR 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 public scoping session is provided below. Specific comments and concerns 
identified at the scoping meeting were taken into account in the analyses for the Oakview Master Plan 
EIR. After each specific comment below, the numbers in parentheses (0.0) refer to the section in the 
EIR where this topic is addressed. In a limited number of instances the specific comment is not 
addressed in the EIR. In these instances, the reason why the comment is not addressed is provided. 

MEETING INTRODUCTION 

Tim Haddad gave a brief overview of the EIR process as implemented in Marin County and how the 
EIR process relates to the proposed project. Tim Haddad also discussed the purpose of the meeting. 

Dean Powell gave a brief description of the proposed project. 

The public raised some questions about the project and the review process. 

COMMENTS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WERE AS FOLLOWS: 

Carol Brandt 

EIR needs to conform to most recent CEQA guidelines changes. 

Wants an analysis of cumulative projects. 

Peak-hour trips need to be updated. 

Need to look at MTC transportation plan for Highway 101 corridor. 

Frank Luederitz 

Need to protect open space. Wants BIR to look at ways to protect open space. 

Wants more definitive information about project boundaries. 



Wants infonnation about building heights. 

Appendix A 
Public Scoping Meeting Comments 

Concerned about adequacy of existing drainage. Need·to address stonn runqff. 

Concerned about fire protection / fire prevention issues. 

Concerned about slope stability for each building site and the sites for the office buildings. Impact of 
an earthquake on the Hayward fault. 

Kate Powers 

Wants to know more about existing land constraints on the project site. 

Need to explore habitat types. 

Concerned about slope stability issues. 

How will project respect existing natural conditions. 

What is impact on Miller Creek. 

David Myles 

Impact on traffic, especially cumulative impact. 

Impact on Highway IO 1. 

Michael Cope 

Concerned about traffic issues on Las Gallinas. 

Concerned about most wildlife on the project site, wild turkeys, foxes, not concerned about deer on 
site. 

Robert Chin 

Concerned about number of parking spaces in commercial area and impacts of traffic on Marinwood 
Avenue. 

Thinks all access should be from Lucas Valley Road. 

Frank Nelson 

Said project represents final buildout of Marinwood - how does project represent values of the 
community. 

Concerned about potential for project to impact the existing livable community. 

Concerned about traffic issues ( especially impact on Highway IO I) and noise impacts. 

What is impact on water supply. Water availability issues -will existing community be affected. 
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Bill Colberg 

Appendix A 
Public Scoping M!3Bfing Comments 

Concerned about bridge across Miller Creek - what will be impact of bridge on creek and potential 
flooding. 

Mentioned wild turkeys on project site. 

Concerned about air and noise construction impacts. 

Believes all access should be from Lucas Valley Road. 

Wants information about how water and sewer will be provided to the office buildings. 

What will impact be to police and fire departments. 

Will bridge across Miller Creek provide improved access (bicycles and motorcycles) to hillside. 

Ron Marinoff 

Believes approval of project should be tied to the construction of the Highway 101 southbound off­
ramp. 

Does not want additional access to Lucas Valley Road. 

Wants an alternative that would include affordable housing. 

Wants housing to be incorporated into the office buildings. 

Wants the office buildings to have underground parking. 

Concerned about cumulative traffic - especially Lucasfilm project. 

Wants peer review of geologic work. 

Dr. Virginia Edwards 

Concerned about traffic on local streets. Especially concerned about people on Highway 101 using 
local streets as a short cut. 

Patrick Webb 

Expressed concern about BIR process - have Cedar Hill Drive people been notified? 

Concerned about visual impacts - especially in the bowl. 

Concerned about nighttime visual impacts. 

Stuart Quan 

Miller creek issues - concerned about flooding along Miller Creek. 
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Cameron Case 
. . 

Appendix A 
Public Scoping Meeting Comments 

Expressed importance of the sense of community. The proposed project isolates the project. 

Wants to prevent encroachment of builders/contractors into the open space. 

Why will there be two parcels - what is impact. 

Kathleen Gaines 

Discussed her ideas about where are the most appropriate areas for office development. She believes 
office should be located in existing commercial areas. 

Discussed Marin County planning and public transit planning. 

Stanley Farber 

Concerned about traffic issues, what is impact to Highway IO I. 

Roger Duba 

Discussed _concerns about geologic issues - mentioned a number of existing geologic studies that 
should be reviewed. 

Requested that "story poles" be placed on the project site. 

Wanted to know if project would be a gated community. 

Wanted to know if previous issues will be taken into account. 

Mentioned a potential senior citizen assisted living project on Marinwood A venue. 

Will St. Vincents / Silveria project be included in the cumulative impact. 

Discussed the Lucas Valley Road / Highway IO I interchange project. 

Expressed concern about project's contribution to Highway 101 problems. 

Written Comments 

Written comments were received from: 

Kate Powers 
Paul Simoes 
Roger Duba 
Frank Nelson 
Frank Luederitz 
Capt. Stuart A. Quan 
Richard Kulik 
Linda Kulik 
Juliette Anthony 
Max Probst 
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Kathleen Gaines and Ray Welch 
Carol Brandt - Marinwood Advocates for Sensible Planning 
Lisa Pena 
Steven Pena 
Marian Blanton 
Dorothy Mink 
Kathleen McNulty and Sean Bowne - Marin Roundtree HOA 
Charles Bergeman and Carol McEwen-Bergeman 
Bill Colberg 
Lyda Beardsley 
Renee Gregory 
50 additional form letters 

s 
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The OPERATIONS LEVEL METHODOLOGY, which is described in the 
Transportation Research Board's Hiahway Canacity Manual, defines Level of Service 
{LOS) for signali%ed intersections in terms of delay. Technically, delay is the amount 
of time an average vehicle must wait at an intersection before being able to pass 
through the intersection. For signali%ed intersections, the relationship between LOS 
and delay is based on the average stopped delay per vehicle. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 'A' - Delay 0.0 to 5,0 seconds 
Describes operations with very low delay, i.e., less than 5 seconds per vehicle. This 
occurs when signal progression is extremely favorable. Most vehicles arrive during 
the green phase and are not required to stop at all. 
Co"esponding VIC ratios usually range from 0.00 to 0.60. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 1B1 
- Delay 5.1 to 15.0 seconds 

Describes operations with delay in the range of 5 to 15 seconds per vehicle generally 
characteri:i:ed by good signal progression and/or short cycle lengths. More vehicles 
are required to stop than for LOS· 'A' causing higher levels of average delay. 
Corresponding VIC ratios usually range from 0.61 to 0.70. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 'C' - Delay i 5. 1 to 25.0 seconds 
Describes operations with delay in the range of 15 to 25 seconds per vehicle. 
Occasionally, vehicles may be required to wait more than one red signal phase. The 
number of vehicles stopping at this level is significant although many still pass through 
the intersection without stopping. 
Corresponding VIC ratios usuuJ/y range from CJ.71 to 0,80. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 'D' - Delay 25.1 to 40.0 seconds 
Describes operations with delay in the range of 25 of 40 seconds per vehicle. At LOS 
'0', the influence of congestion becomes more noticeable. Many vehicles stop, and 
the proportion of vehicles not stopping declines. The number of vehicles tailing to 
clear the signer! during the first green phase is noticeable. 
Corresponding VIC ratios usually range from 0.81 to 0.90. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE '1:' - Delay 40. 1 to 60.0 seconds 
Describes operations with delay in the range oi 40 to 60 seconds per vehicle. These 
high delay values generally indicate poor signal progression, long cycle lengths and 
high V/C ratios. Vehicles frequently fail to clear the intersection during the first green 
phase. · 

C_orresponding VIC ratios usually range from 0.91 to 1.00. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 'F' - Delay 60. 1 seconds plus 
Describes operations with delay in excess of 60 seconds per vehicle. This condition 
often occurs with oversaturation, i.e., when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of 
the intersection. 

Corresponding VIC ratios of over 1,D0 are usually associated. 

SOURCE: Tran::partatlan Research Board, 'Oparatia~ Level Methadolagy•Slgnali%ed lntersactians", 
Highway Capacity Manual, .Special llepart 209, 1935. 
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The ALL-WAY & PARTIAL STOP-CONTROLLED ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY, which is 
described in the Transportation Research Board's Highway Capacity Manual, defines 
Level of Service (LOS) for unsignalized intersections in terms ot delay. Technically, 
delay is the amount of time an average vehicle must wait at an intersection before 
being able to pass through the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, the 
relationship between LOS and delay is based on the average total delay per vehicle. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE. 'A' • Delay 0.0 to 5.0 seconds 
Describes operations with very low delay, i.e., less than 5 seconds per vehicle (Little or 
no delay). 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 'B' • Delay 5.1 to 1 0.O seconds 
Describes operations with delay in the range of 5 to 10 seconds per vehicle (Short 
traffic delays). 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 'C'- Delay 10.1 to 20.0 seconds 
Describes operations with delay in the range of 10 to 20 seconds per vehicle (Average 
traffic delays}. · 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 'D' • Delay 20.1 to 30.0 seconds 
Describes operations with delay in the range of 20 of 30 seconds per vehicle (Long 
traffic delays}, 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 'E' - Delay 30.1 to 45.0 seconds 
Describes operations with delay in the range of 30 to 45 seconds per vehicle (Very 
long traffic delays}. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 'F' - Delay 45.1 seconds plus 
Describes operations with delay in excess of 45 seconds per vehicle {Extreme delays 
which may affect other movements}. 

SOURCE: Transpal'l'aiian Research Board, •operation~ Level Mathodology-Unsignali:z:ed Intersections•, 
Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, 19n5. 
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Level of Service Criteria for Intersections 

Signalized Intersections 

Level of Service 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 

Unsignalized Intersections 

Level of Service 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 

Stopped Delay Per Vehicle (sec) 
$5.0 

> 5.0 and$ 15.0 
> 15.0 and$ 25.0 
> 25.0 and $40.0 
> 40.0 and :S 60.0 

>60.0 

Average Total Delay (sec/veh) 
$5.0 

> 5.0 and $10.0 
> 10.0 and:$20.0 
> 20.0 and :S 30.0 
> 30.0 and :S 45.0 

>45 .. 0 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 1994 



OAKVIEWEIR 
SHORT-RANGE CUMULATIVE PROJECT LIST 

TRIP GENERATION TABLE 
Case 

PROJECT LAND USE UNITS Weekday 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

No. ln&Out In Out ln&Out· In Out 

1 Residential Condominium/ Rate 5.86 127 Merrydale Road 8 UNITS 0.44 17% 83% 0.54 67% 33% 
(49) Townhouse Trios 47 4 1 3 5 3 2 
2 Rate- 6.96 0.89 82% 18% 4300 Redwood Highway Light Industrial/Office 130 KSF 0.92 21%. 79% 

(54) Trios 905 116 95 21 120 25 95 
3 Assisted Living Medical Rate 8.91 0.53 79% 21% Alma Via 40 EMPS. 1.06 34% 66% 

(57) Facility Office Trios 357 22 17 5 43 15 28 
4 Rate 5.86 0.44 17% 83% 0.54 Mcinnis Park Apts. II Apartment Complex 42 UNITS 67% 33% 

(66) Trios 247 19 3 16 23 15 8 
5 Apartment Complex Rate 5.86 0.44 17% 83% Mcinnis Park Apts. 8 UNITS 0.54 67% 33% 

(67) Expansion Trios 47 4 1 3 5 3 2 
6 Single-Family Detached Rate 9.57 0.75 25% 75% Ranchltos Park 134 UNITS 1.01 64% 36% 

(73) Housing Trios 1283 101 25 76 136 87 49 
7 Rate 2.50 0.15 59% 41% Terra Linda Mini Storage Mini Storage Facility 8.5 KSF 0.26 51% 49% 

(77) Trios 22 2 1 1 3 2 1 
8 Single-Family Detached Rate 9.57 0.75 25% 75% Edge_hlll 5 UNITS 1.01 64% 36% 

(100) Housing Trios 48 4 1 3 6 4 2 

9 Film Production Office Rate 2.73 0.43 89% 11% Lucasfllm Grady Ranch 340 EMPS. 0.24 11% 89% 
(101) Commercial Trios 929 147 131 16 82 9 73 

10 Film Production Office Rate 2.73 0.43 89% 11% 0.24 Lucasfllm Big Rock 100 EMPS. 11% 89% 
(102) Commercial Trios 273 43 38 5 24 3 21 

TOTAL Trips 3,229 315 183 132 365 157 208 

Source: PropDev 34, Marin County Commnity Development Agency, February 2002. 
ITE Trip Genertaion, Sixth Edidtion. · 
Lucasfilm EIR, October 1995 
Ranchltos Park DEIR • 2002 



Marin CMA - Project Impact Analysis 

[~~A.M ..• Peak .• Hour·.'(ehicle .. Volumes·.·(vphf-·vear .. 1999] 

Project: St. Vincentf Silviera 

IE;:; 
Trip Proc:lucflon 

--------~ 
( ........................... • .......... u ....................................................................................... 

I . Attraction from SIB Hfohway 101 (vph) i ........................... 
I ByProJ. MFLVol. vie Ratio LOS Queue(1 Delay(2) 

iNo Project r' · 0 6904 1.151 F 3.0 9.0 
j Scenario 5 15 . 6.919 L153. f. ·. 3.1. .• 9.2 .. 

i Scenario 6 145 7.049 1.175 F 3.5 10.5 

I Scenario 7 115 7.019 1.170 F 3.4 10.2 
i Scenario8 172 7,076 1.179· F 3.8 10.8 

!(•) Total 1999 volume= ( 6,904 vph) -t(1,387 vph1.HOV) = 8 1291 vph; 

Mlffer Creek Road 

r--·------------- ---------
J Production To SIB Highway 101 (vph) f ........................... 

By Proj. MFL Vol. vie Ratio LOS Queue(1 Delay(2) i 
!No Project<-: 0 6 901 1.150 -j: 3.0 9.0 

i Scenario 5 96 6997 .1.168 F. -3.3. 10.0 
i Scenario 6 161 7062 1.177 F 3.5 10.6 

I Scenario 7 231 7,132 1.189 F 3.8 11.3 

j Scenario 8 265 7,166 1.194 F 3.9 11.7 
i(A) Total 1999 volume .. (6,901 vph)-i-(1 403 vph, HOV) .. 8,304 vph ............................................................... ., ........... , .. ., ........ 1 ................ ., .................. 
!(1) Queue In miles ( MFL only) I I 1 ... ..,.,.....,..,......,,.....,.. ....,_,.__..,....,,... .... _.. ........ ,._.,,. ... ..,,_,........,.,,_, ____ ,....,... ...... ,!,.,,...,,.vn,,.,...,_,...,,..,,,, 

f(2)_Delay In.minutes for_thls_secllon (MFL only) .................... L. ................ 

, ............................ ! 

!Figure 1 ! 
1 •••• .-...................... . 

Highyv-aY. 10 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

~ 

Trip Attrectlon 

........................... • .................................... u .............................................................. 

........................... Production To HID Hlghway101 (vph) 
EIY Proj. ITotal Vol. vie Ratio LOS 1Queue(1) Delay(2) 

No Project 0 4.43) 0.63 ·C None None 
Scenario 5 151 .4.581 . 0.65 ... C . Nooe None 
Scenario 6 196 4,626 0.66 C None None 
Scenario 7 239 4,669 0.67 C None None 
Scenario 8 · 257 4,687 0.67 C None None 

N 

-< 
Project 

! I I I 

~ ---------+ , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

............................ 

No Prolect 
.Scenario 5 
Scenario 6 
Scenario 7 
Scenario 8 

Attraction from HID lffghwa1 101 (vph) 
ByProj. Total Vol. vie Ratio LOS laueue(1 DelaV(2) 

0 4146 0.59 C rilone · None 
40 4,100 .0.60 C -.Nooe None 
9-4 4.2-40 0.61 C None None 
96 4,242 0.61 C None None 

137 -4.283 0.61 C None None 
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Marin CMA - Project Impact Analysis . · N 

l..,_P.M. Peak_Hour Vehicle_Vollimes .. (vph)_-_Year .. 1999.J -E 
Trip Production 

Project: St,. Vinoent/Silviera --------~ 
Trip Attraction 

jFlgure. 3 .. ..J 
Attractron from SM Highway 101 (vph) .............................. 

ByProJ. !Total Vol vie Ratio LOS ~ueue(1 Delay(2 

No Project __ 0 5,464 0.91 E None None 
' :·.scettano· 5> ·':-tlt:J4 t!ii618 t.tUJii;J l,E{J ,;-;:~r i:Jifi¥i!J 

Scenario 6 247 6,711 E None None 

~ 

Highway 101 I By Pro]. MFL Vol. vie Ratio LOS ~ueue(1) Delay(2 

--.. ··-··-···-·······--ProducOMtO HID Hlghw ... '" (lph~---···-· ] 

- · • 
1No Project M O 6.282 0.897. E None None 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
l 
I 
I 

"{-~1:ISeP!'n''i(5;: ~!~~~fOO );h:,~.11 r.!fi'nitt-: :.re:tt ;:~~f,¥~'"> ;[Uiu£\ ,. i· 1 .. s~-~~ari~r,Ei'° >•a,,219 •<·'sm'1 .,.,o~ift ... E.,, •;·:::·"·'·"::···;I 0.95 

Scenario 7 322 5786 0.96 E None None 
Scenario 8 360 5,814 0.97 E None None 

~ 
Mitter Creek Rd . 

..................................... m .. -·-................ • .................. r ............ .. 
Production to SIB High~ay 101 jvpl!)_' 

IBv Pr_q.fLot&!.YolJv~ R~lo~OS pueue(1)1Qefay(i 
No Project O 5.387 0.90 E None None 

Scenario 7 242 6 524 0.932 E None Nooe ] 

Scenario B 303 6EB5 0.941 E None None :1 
!(*) Total 1999 voklne = ( BJ82 vph) +(1,334 vph, HOY) .. 7,618 vph 1 

Project 

\ 
15! 

D ~ ---------...,.. 
• 
' I ••••••••••••••n•••••••••••• 

-••••••••O••n••••-•••n•• 

No Prolect r: 
-s--iiiHrUr' 'kQ.e ... _ ;,, -~ 
Sc:enarfo 6 

..... ........ ..u ...... .. ............... 
Attradlon ttom HAl Hfghwav 101 (vphJ .. 

Bv ProJ. iMFL Vol. v/cRaUo LOS Queue(1 IDela'r'i2 

0 6356 0.906 E None -None .. ,.,·ur ~~Jl .. · 5 '"8.51l f{- · .. ~ ... : : ·,~frsaali Kat f:Nariil ;JJMt,;. 
259 6.616 0.945 E Nona None 

/·:,.~· 

,;.!/'.Ks~.aiiQfla]t 1fJ;nn Ht5AO i~]JJi}:t. J~:a~ ]'.UiH:i. IWKtt•" 

I 
I 
I 
I 
r 
i 
I 
I 
I Scenario 7 

Scenarlo.8 
3n 6,727 
426 6,7B2 

0.961 E None None .. 
0.969 E None ·Nqne 

Scenario 6 356 5.743 0.98 E None None 
i Scenario 7 392 5,779 0.98 E None None 

Scenario 8 495 5,882 0.98 E None None 

.. 
(") Total 1999 \1011.1118 .. (6,356 vph)-t(1,347·vph, HOV)• 7,703 vph 

g~ ::~e~:::~ :~=~!ct~ CMFL l~i I • l..., . .,w- .J· .... J ................ tn••o•••u••n••••••••••••••••••••••n••o•••uo •••••••• .. ••••o•••• • 



Marin CMA- Project Impact Analysis 

r·A.M. Peak Hour Vehicle Vglumes (VP-h). - Ye.ar 20207 
Proje_ct: St. Vincent/Silviera 

-'E 
Trip Production -------.,... 
Trip Aflracflon 

............................... •••••••••••••uooo,•onn••••••••••••••oououo,oooooo•ooH••n•oo•oononooooo>'\-•nnooooo•ooou 

i Attrac1ion from SIB Highway 101 (vph)j 
t• ....... _ .. ., ......................... _ ...... _.. .. 

L By Proj. MFL Vol. vie Ratio LOS Queue(1) Delay(2) 

i No Project (1 0 7 799 1.300 F 6.0 18.0 
Scenario 5 15 7,814 1.302 F 6.0 18'1 
Scenario 6 145 7,944 1.324 F 6.5 19.4 
Scenario 7 115 7,914 1.319 F 6.4 19.1 
Scenario 8 172 7 Q71 1.329 F 6.6 19.7 

(•) Total.Y 202o_volume:::: (7,799 vph) +(1,349 vph,.HOV) =:914E(vph __ 

MIHer Creek Rd. 

No Project(") 0 7,715 1.286 F 5.7 17 .2 
Scenario 5 96 7,811 1,302 F s.o 18.1. 
Scenario 6 161 7 876 1.313 F 6.3 18.8 

Scenario 7 231 7,946 1.324 F 6.5 19.5 
Scenario e 265 7 980 1.330 F 6.6 19.8 

(*) Total V 2020 volume = ( 7,715 vph) +(1,363 vph, HOV)= 9,078 vph 1 
............................................................................................... 1 ,.··············r·················• 
(1) Queue In mfles ( MFL only) I i ! ! j 
(2) Delay in minutes for this sectlo~ (MFL only) l ___ i l 

1Flgure· 2···--1 r ..... -.................... .._ ................... _ 
1•••••••••••ooooouuuou••• ••••oooooouooooHoooouoooooouuoo•••••••u••••••••uuoooo•ooooo,000000,,0••• .................. 
I Production To UJB Hlghway101 (vph) ,..u ........................... 

High~aY. 101 
! ByProj. Total Vol vie Ratio LOS Queue(1) Delay(2) : 

I No Proiect 0 5550 0.79 D None · None 

I 
I 

i Scenario 5 151 5,701 0.81 D .None None 
i Scenario·6 196 5746 0.82 D None None 

I 
I 
I 

i Scenario 7 239 5789 0.83 D None None 
i Scenario 8 2fil 5,807 0.83 D None None 

I 
I 
I N 

Project I 
l 
--ii 

~ 

~ ---------~ I I 
I 
I 
I 

f ·--- Attrac1ion from HIB Highway tot (vph) r-- ~ 

i By Proj. Total Vol. vie Ratio LOS Queue(1) Defay(2) 

! No ProJect o 5,220 0.75 D None None 
I Bcenatlo 5 40 5,260 0.75 D None None 
I scenario 6 94 ·5,~14 o.76 D None None 
! Scenario 7 96 5,316 0.76 D None None 
I Scenario B 137 5,357 0.77 D None None 



Marin CMA - Project lmpac·t Analysis N 
! ............... · ....................................................................................................................................................................... , 

! . P.M. Peak Hour Vehlcle Volumes (vph) - Year 2020 --E. 

Project: St. Vincent/Silviera· 
Trip Production 

-------~ 
, ............................ . 
lflgure.4 .... J 

Trip Attraction 

1-.. ............. (]J Attraction from SIB Highway 101 (vph) · 
i Bv ProJ. lfotal Vol vie Ratio LOS Queue(1 Delay(2) 

1 
i 
! 
I 
' 

r--.............. ~: Production to HiB Highway 101 (vph) ...... 
I Bv Proj. MFL Vol. vie Ratlc LOS Queuef1 Delay(2) 

0 8.544 F 5.1 !No Project O . 7,020 1.17 F 3.4 1!12 Highway 101 · 
ru'E§~.~mm9;~(if 1~fti!. 1,t[Zi1W ;w.:t~t. w~ :tr:i~,JltI ~:~lt;iiJ;: J I I ~ 

i Scenario 6 247 '1,2f57 . f.21 F 4.2 12.7 I 

i 
i 

iNo Project(* 1.221 13.2 
1r,,Sijlli~fi.lJJt r.~.m itft60A' ~lf~11] l:ilt !l!litrr~ zifi.a~flI 

~;:·· 

i Scenario 7 322 7 342 122 F 4.5 13.4 : 

MIiier Creek Rel. 

I 

<D: 
. I 

I 

~ 

~ 

r.-.-.·jt)···-~.-.......... .... Pro~uctlon to .SIB Highway 101. (vnh) ............... . 

I ',j Bv ProJ. Total Vol vie Ratio LOS Queue(1 Delay(2)1 

i No Protect O 6,741 1.12 F 2.5 · 7.4 
,,,·j;.$tefjanp;5 '~~l~ ~.6.m! ;~;,1if~ltc .;if¼ ~~rllbk.i 1mrnr· 

l Scenario 6 356 7,097 1.18 F 3.7 11.0 
i Scenario 7 392 7' 133 1.19 F 3.8 11.3 
i Scenario 8 -495 7,236 1.21 F 4.1 12.4 

! Scenario 6 ·2rn 8.763 1.252 
I Scenario 7 242 87B6 1.255 
i Scenario 8 303 8,847 1.264 

F 5.9 

f 6.0 

F 62 

. 15.1 

15.3 
15.8 

..... 

' i 
I 
l 
i 
I 

__ ...._ __ ._ ___ __, ___ __.__...._ __ ...._ __ ..__, 

I~ !~~)..I~!:11 Y 2000 volume"' (.~~11 .. Y.P.~l!JL~!.~.~lm,J:!2.Y.l: .. ~,~~.YP.~J 

1\ 
• 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

~ 
Project 

---------~ -~ 
I I 

................................... - ............................ u.,, ............................. 

Attraction from NIB Highway 101 (voh) ---·· ~ 
..... -c_~rt I) .. 

"'/ By Proj. MFL Vol. vie Ratio LOS iaueue(1 Delay(2) . :~ 
_:;·:1 

:j• 
No Project(" 0 8.309 ·1.1e1. F 4.4 11.2 
' tS:cT!nfflio:i6) ;iJ;KJ.$. :~;;8A.64. JJ;a.gp;;; i;_;f,;~:,?. ;f:ZiA.~8r-,i;~ ii.JJ,Q.L 

Scenario 6 .. 259 B.6ils 1.224 F ···s2··· · 13 . .f 
Scenario 7 371 B,680 1.240 f 5.6 14.4 
Scenario 8 426 8,735 1.248 F S.8 14.9 

~~)~ ~~:u!~n:::7;L{o~:~9·Th) .11185. vr, HOV) 19,594 i 
(2) Delay In mlrues for this section (MFL only) ! i . I 
,oooo•nOooH•••HuoooooOuo ............................... ooo•onnuon•ooo .. ouoououol.ooonoonuouo••ouoo•n•••••••"' 
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APPENDIXC 
OAKVIEW MASTER PLAN MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Pursuant to the California Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6 (Assembly Bill 3180), Marin 
County is required to implement a mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the Oakview 
Master Plan. The County's monitoring program is established in the conditions of Master Plan 
approval and as further set forth in the mitigation conditions and verification measures listed herein. 

The purpose of this mitigation monitoring and reporting program is to ensure compliance with and 
effectiveness of the mitigation measures set forth in the Certified EIR for the Oakview Master Plan. 
Assembly Bill 3180 requires monitoring of mitigation measures for those inputs identified in the EIR 
to be significant. 

The County's mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the Oakview Master Plan consists of 
three major elements: 

• A list of mitigation conditions and verifications required of the project sponsor at each stage of 
project approval and development. 

• A checklist to document and verify mitigation condition compliance. 

• A general condition of Master Plan approval which required the project sponsor to submit a 
detailed mitigation compliance plan and checklist at specific stages of the project up to two years 
after completion of development of all project elements identified in the Master Plan. 

The project sponsor shall submit a detailed written plan for Mitigation compliance to be reviewed and 
approved by the Marin County Community Development Agency Director prior to Precise 
Development Plan approval. The compliance plan will serve a dual purpose of verifying compliance 
with the mitigation measures for the proposed project and of generating information on the 
effectiveness of the mitigation measures. This plan shall describe the steps of the project sponsor 
(and project contractor) will take to assure compliance with project conditions and shall include 
submission of annual reports to the Community Development Agency describing the project status 
and a checklist verifying compliance with permit conditions. The plan shall also include provisions 
for any mitigation compliance or monitoring personnel found necessary to implement the plan. The 
monitoring personnel will be retained by the project sponsor and will have expertise in the appropriate 
disciplines. County staff and/or hired consultants under contract to the County will verify mitigation 
compliance by means of the checklist. The project applicant shall agree to fund any additional 
County costs for monitoring staff or verification by registered professionals. 



Appendix C - Mitigation Monitoring 

The mitigation compliance plan shall organize mitigation measures and verification of compliance 
according to each phase of the development of the Oakview Master Plan project, including a) prior to 
Master Plan approval; b) prior to Precise Development Plan approval. 

The project applicant shall agree to perform the measures of them and to comply with the verification 
and reporting requirements identified in the Compliance Plan as a condition of approval of the 
project. The project applicant understands and agrees that activities for a given phase shall not 
commence until the County has approved the applicant's mitigation plan for that phase. The project 
sponsor's responsibilities include· administering and preparing daily logs, status reports, compliance 
reports, and the final construction monitoring report; monitoring on-site, day-to-day construction 
activities, including the direction of environmental monitors and environniental specialists in the 
understanding of all permit conditions, site-specific project requirements, construction schedules and 
environmental quality control effort; ensuring contractor knowledge of and compliance with all 
appropriate permit conditions; reviewing all construction impact mitigations and, if need be, proposed 
improvements to the County; and requiring correction of observed activities that violate project 
environmental conditions, or that represent unsafe or dangerous conditions. 

The project sponsor shall submit a detailed written plan for mitigation compliance to be reviewed and 
approved by the Marin County Community Development Agency Director at each phase of project 
development. The compliance plan will serve a dual purpose of verifying compliance with the 
mitigation measures for the proposed project and of generating information on the effectiveness of the 
mitigation measures. This plan shall describe the steps the project sponsor (and project contractor) 
will take to assure compliance with project conditions and shall include a checklist verifying 
compliance with permit conditions. The plan shall also include provisions for any mitigation 
monitoring personnel found necessary to implement the plan. The monitoring personnel will be 
retained by the project sponsor and will have expertise in appropriate disciplines. County staff and/or 
hired consultants under contract to the County will verify mitigation compliance by means of the 
checklist. The project applicant shall agree to fund any additional County costs for monitoring staff 
or verification by registered professionals. The mitigation plan shall organize mitigation measures 
and verification compliance according to the Oakview Master Plan project, including: a) prior to 
Development Plan approval; b) prior to Improvement Plan approval; c) prior to grading permit 
approval; d) prior to building permit approval; e) prior to final occupancy. 

The project sponsor shall agree to perform the measures required of them and to comply with the 
verification and reporting requirements identified in the Compliance Plan as a condition of approval 
of the project. The project applicant understands and agrees that activities for a given phase shall not 
commence until the County has approved the applicant's plan for that phase. 

Prior to any construction activities, meetings shall be convened involving County staff, the project 
sponsor and general contractors to review the mitigation monitoring program, to identify 
responsibilities and authority of participants, to define what criteria will be used to gauge permit 
compliance, and to identify under what conditions the County will halt construction activities and 
require remedial or corrective measures. 

The plan shall formulate an effective reporting system which documents on-site monitoring activities 
and compliance with conditions. The plan shall include submission of annual reports to the 
Community Development Agency describing the project status and a checklist verifying compliance 

2 



Appendix C - Mitigation Monitoring 

with pennit conditions. Annual reports shall be submitted for each year until one year after 
occupancy. 

3 



AppendixC 
Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

Geology and Soils 

5.1-1 Landsliding Several landslide deposits are present and 5.1-1 In order to mitigate the potential for future 
have been identified in or near areas of proposed development. landslide movements, landslides and colluvial soils Applicant Development Plan DPW 
While some of the large ancient landslides were found to be near proposed development areas should be 
stable, numerous smaller landslides are also present. These repaired during grading. Standard techniques 
surficial landslides and debris flows could become reactivated proposed to repair the landslides include removal 
during periods of heavy rain. Without adequate subsurface and recompaction ofloose materials, keying and 
exploration and subsequent mitigation, landslide movements benching, and installation of subdrains and surficial 
could potentially risk human life, damage or destroy existing drainage systems. All grading should be performed 
structures off-site, block or damage roadways and escape in compliance with the Uniform Building Code, as 
routes (isolating people on-site and limiting access of well as local code and agency standards, under the 
emergency services), and sever utility service lines. observation and testing of the project geotechnical 

engineer and engineering geologist 
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AppendixC 
Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.1-3 Slope Stability Ifnot properly designed for, and/or 5.1-3 The proposed Grading and Drainage Plan 
mitigated during grading, cut, natural and fill slopes with limits cut and fill slopes to an average often feet in Applicant Construction DPW 

gradients of2:I (horizontal: vertical) or steeper, could height by combining cut slopes with engineered Contract and 

potentially erode or fail due to the low shear strength of some timber retaining walls. Additionally, the Construction of 

of the on-site materials. applicant's geologist recommends thin buttress or Individual Lots 

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 j 

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). 
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AppendixC 
Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.1-3 (Continued) • 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 

I 
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 be fitted with downdrains 
every 150 linear feet of terrace to allow for quick 
drainage. 

I 

• 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. 



AppendixC 
Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) · Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.1-4 Groundwater The direct impact of proposed 5.1-4 Drainage devices should be employed 
development on groundwater would be less-than-significant. during grading to reduce the potential for seepage Applicant Construction DPW 

However, due to the anticipated increase in water infiltration from area D to the adjacent residential Contract 

into area Das a result of the proposed development, there is development. This should include a subdrain 
the potential for the seepage at the base of the cut on the system to intercept this seepage water and a 
adjacent property to increase unless the slide is drained surficial drainage system to reduce the ponding and 
properly. 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 Soil Creep Soil creep could result in damage to 5.1-5 The following measure would be required to 
structures built on moderate to steep hillsides. mitigate soil creep impacts: Applicant Prior to issuance of DPW 

• Design any structures on sloping ground 
Building Pennit 

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 

j 

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 
pennits from the County for construction of 
individual housing units or ancillary residential 
structures. 

5.1-6 Seismicity Strong seismic shaking is expected to occur 5.1-6 The following measure would be required to 
on the site some time during the "life" of the development and mitigate seismic impacts other than seismically- Applicant Development Plan DPW · 
could cause damage to structures and induce landsliding. induced landsliding: 

• Design and build all on-site structures, 
roads, and utilities in confonnance with the UBC. 
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AppendixC 
Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.1-9 Rockfall Rockfall could. damage structures or injure 5.1-9 The following measure would be required to 
people. Bedrock outcrops and / or residual boulders are mitigate potential rockfall impacts: Applicant Development Plan DPW 
reportedly rare at the site. • 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 Artificial Fill Areas New construction on existing 5.1-10 The following measures would be required 
artificial fill, where encountered, could settle unevenly and be to mitigate artificial fill impacts: Applicant Prior to Issuance DPW 
damaged or could stimulate or accelerate erosion. • Conduct field investigations when 

of Grading Permit 

formulating the Final Grading Plan required for the l 

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. 
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AppendixC 
Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mirigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.1-13 Maintenance of Geo_technical and Hydrologic 5.1-13 The following measure would be required 
Mitigation Measures The difficult geologic conditions on- of the applicant to insure the effectiveness oflong- Applicant Prior to Approval CDA-
site and the mitigation measures required to stabilize landslides tenn maintenance in mitigating the project's ofFinal Planning 

would involve Jong-term monitoring and maintenance after site impacts: Subdivision Map 

development to ensure the effectiveness and success of • The project applicant shall be responsible 
mitigation. 

to establish a funding entity to insure the 
effectiveness oflong-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 oflong-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 I 

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. 
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AppendixC 
Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

Hydrology and Drainage 

5.2-2 Site Peak Flow Rates Project grading, construction 5.2-2 The following mitigation measure would be 
of impervious surfaces, and installation of a storm drain system required to reduce peak flow impacts: Applicant Development Plan CDA/DPW 

would increase site peak flow rates from Sub-watershed I by Construct !l_stormwater detention/ 
/ Prior to Issuance • 1.6 percent and from Sub-watersheds 2, 3 and 6 by a minimum treatment basins, eae eaeh ia the leweF Feaehes ef 
of Grading Permit 

of 17 to 69 percent Sub •1;ateFSheds_2, J aad e. The Sub wateFShed 2 
basin sheuld be leeated in the >,•aeaat land ,. 
paFallelieg the pFepesed Readw~· A. +his 
uadev~leped land is situated ea the mast geatly 
slepiag peFtiea et:the site, eeaF the seuthwest 
eemeF. It ,.,;euld else ha¥e the eleagated shape that 
is best sHited feF wateF qHali~ tFeatmeet peads. If 
the aFea efthe present!~· desigeated vaeaet land is 
iasHffieieat te pFe•;ide the eeeessalo/ basin steFage 
velume, the leweF peFtiea efbet 28 sheuld be 
added, with a madw~· Sl:ll•;eFt eeaaeetiee. 

I 
The Sub •nateFShed J basin sheHld be 

leeated aleag the eastem edge efthe pFepesed BFia 
DFi¥e 6*teasiea, eeeHpyiag the base efbets 2 
thmugh 9. BeeaHse efthe smalleF si~ aad peak 
diseluwges asseeiated ,.,;ith Sub wateFShed J, a 
HaFF0W, eleagated deteatiea basie sheHld be 
sHffieieat te aeeemplish the aeeessalo/ level efpeal, 
tle•,1;1 atteauatiee. Baeh eatFanee dfi,.,e,.,;~, \WlHld 
ha¥e te be eHlveFted te allew feF hydFaHlie 
eeaaeeti'fity betweee steFage eells. Basia 
disehaFge •.veuldjeia Faadw~· mea:ffaaEI eeteF the 
pFapeseEI ngetateEI swale HflSlape af I BFie DFi•;e. 

,n 



AppendixC 
Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.2-2 (Continued) +e max:imi;,;e h~·dmulie effieieaey aRd 
miaimi;,;e the peteatial fer maiateaaaee pFeblems, 
beth basias sheula be 8Ejl!ipped with dewateFiRg 
pipes aad emer-geaey weir spillways. +he 
dewateFiag pipes sheald be si;,;(ld ta maimaia pest 
pFejeet peak flews at pre pFejeet le,•els feF the 
desigH H}Q yeBF FaiasteFm. Baeh emeFgeaey 
e,•eFfley,, weiF sheuld be desigaed eeasePt•ath•ely ta 
pass aa \ffiatte!luated lQQ yea!' peak disehai=ge, e,•ea 
theugh the pnisefibed basia sterage we111d allew 
feF full attem1ati0R ef maeft'. &em that sterm. 
PrimafY de•NateFiag pipes aad emer-geaey ,11eiFS 
sh011ld be leeated at the de•,mgradieat eads ef. eaeh 
basia, i.e. at the se11them ead fer the S11b wateFShed 
2 basia aad the aerthem ead feF the S11b •,1,,atershed 
3 basiR. Apprepriate eReffil' dissipatiea sheuld be 
iastalled at all spillway dissharge e11tlets. 

+he S11b :watei:shed 2 aad 3 basias sheuld 
be desigaed ta seFVe at-we feld purpese: (1) full:)' 
atteauate IOO year peak flews &em Sub watersheds l 

2 aad 3 ta pre pro.jest le•iels aad, thus, red11ee 
press11Fe ea the de•NRs!Feam steFm draia systems, 
the Galliaas Greek tributaFY (i.e. High,,,.~, IQ) be* 
s11lveFt), aad the !ewer Feaeh efMilleF Greek, aad 
(2) filter aRd eleaase stermwateF maeffby use ef 
aa •,<egetated ialet swale aad deteatiea area. 
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AppendixC 
Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.2-2 (Continued) A thiFd deteatieR /. tFeatmeRt hasia she1:tld 
he eeastmeted ia the lew lyiag de11eleped laads ef 
Sah ;•:ateFShed <i, aeaF the eastem edge efeitheF 
bet 29 Sf 30. Gi•;ea the spatial eeastfaiats in this 
pemea efthe sah ,.,,ateFshea, apassi¥e pipe ef 
eistem tyfle sterage aadeFgraaad detentiea 
stF11et11Fe sheald he eaastmeted. Sash a stmetme 
eaald he leeatea heaeath the b.et 30 fl9Fkiag let eF 
the aefthem end afReadw~· G. +he hydFaHlie 
design weald ensaFe that ,,,,.hen a paftiealaF Aeed 
stage in MilleF Greek is Feached fe.g. )(l yeaF 
Aead), haclPnateF in the stafffi dF&in system ;¥011ld 
iad1:1eei di,,.efted stefffi dmin s~·stem iata the steF&ge 
anit. Qaee MilleF GFeek flead le\•els had Feeeded, 
the steFed staFmwateF waald Fe eateF the system 
aad disehaFge te MilleF GFeek. '.fhe sii'!e efthe eff 
~·stem starage aait waald e1111al the •telametFie 
aiffefeaee in the flFe aad flBst flFajest staRW.¥ateF 
hydFBgFaphs feF the I 00 yeaF design miastefffi. 
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AppendixC 
Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by. Implemented By and Date 

5.2-2 (Continued) Sinee the passi¥e stoFmwateF detention 
stoFage wo1:1le be 1:1Raergre1:1nd, eleanout smbs 
~·,01110 be Fe(f11il'ed at the 11pgi=aaient enas of eaeh 
stoFage eomponent {e.g. eistem OF pipe aFF~~-

PeFiodie maiatenenee \\101dd be fe(¥liFed te femo¥e 
any debFis and seaiment that aee11m11late in these 
steFage eempenents. 

A seaiment maintenanee plan aeseFibing 
both fiee(!lleRS}' end timing of sediment Femo¥al, as 
\•,<ell as e1Eea¥atien eEtllipment aRG en¥if8nmeatal 
pFeeautiens, she1:1l0 be inel1:10ea in the pFejeet's 
StoFmwateF Poll1:1tion PFe,;eatioa Plea ~S:\!JPPP) 
s1:1bmittea te tbe County Departmeat of Publie 
W<tFks. 

Followiag Felease ofpFejeet peffuFFRanee 
bena, maintenanee efthe aetention basin weula be 
the Fesponsibility efthe funaiag entity established 
by the pFojeat ap13lieaat. Sueh BR eRtity 60\lla 
ehose to maintaia the basin and oth6f eFosioR end I 
seaimeat eontFol measuFes itself eF eo1:1ld hiFe 
bonaed iRdepenaeRt 6ORtFaetOFS. 

Basin location shall be selected to 
minimize excessive to11ogra11hic mani11ulation, even 
if one or more designated residential lots must be 
eliminated to accommodate its construction. Since 
stormwater guality im11acts can be mitigated, in 
11art, through the integration of water gualit)'. 
enhancements to normal detention basin design, the 
detention basin should be designed to serve a two-
fold 11urnose: 1) fully attenuate 100-year 11eak flows 
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Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.2-2 (Continued} from Sub-watersheds 2 and 3 to ure-uroject levels 
and, thus, reduce uressure on the downstream storm 
drain system- the Gallinas Creek tributaQ:'. (i.e. 
Hilmway 101 box culvert); and (2) filter and 
cleanse stonnwater runoff by use of a vegetated 
inlet swale and detention area (forebay). Other 
design considerations shall include: 

• Structural measures for nonnal uond 
dewatering and end-of-season (e.g. Auril} 
dewatering {fully) for mosguito control. 

• An emergency overflow suillway with 
auurouriate energy dissiuator at the outlet. 

The uroject auulicant shall ureuare a 
monitoring and maintenance ulan for the detention 
basin to ensure urouer long-tenn basin functioning. 
The monitoring and maintenance ulan would 
include urovisions for sediment removal and basin 
reuair, as well as associated conditions governing 
the use ofheayy mechanical eguiument (e.g. I 

backhoes, excavators) and environmental 
safeguards and urocedures. This infonnation shall 
be incomorated into the uroject's Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) submitted to 
the County Deuartment of Public Works. 

Prior to release of the uroject 
uerfonnance bond, maintenance of the detention 
basin by a funding entity shall be established by 
the uroject auulicant. Such an entitt could chose to 
maintain the basin and other erosion and sediment 
control measures itself or could hire bonded 
indeuendent contractors. {Also, see Geology 
Mitigation Measure 5.1-13.) 

IA 
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Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented Wizen Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.2-3 Downstream Hydraulic Structures and Flooding 5.2-3 The following measures would be required to 
Project-induced increases in peak flow rates and/ or runoff reduce project impacts on downstream flooding due Applicant Development Plan CDA/DPW 

volumes for Sub-watersheds 2 and 3 would exacerbate to inadequate storm drain system capacities: / Prior to Issuance 

flooding in portions of the adjacent Marinwood Subdivision • Replace the existing 18-inch storm 
of Grading Plan 

due to inadequate storm drain capacities and extant backwater drainpipe along the rear of281 Ellen Drive with a 
conditions during floods. In addition, gaQs have been noted in 30-inch RCP, as indicated in the project Schematic 
existing cross-slone intercentor ditches. Ifunrenaired, these Grading Plan. 
cans would create avenues for off-site, downslo11e diversion of 
concentrated ditch flows. • Renair the gans in the existing concrete, 

cross-slone intercentor ditch network and any other 
defects that could result in the diversion of 
ditch/hillslone runoff onto adjacent lots in the 
Marinwood Subdivision. 

5.2-4 Downstream Hydraulic Structures and Flooding 5.2-4 Either of the following measures should be 
Project-induced increases in peak flow rates for Sub- implemented to reduce project impacts on Applicant Development Plan CDA/DPW 

watersheds 1 and 2 would worsen flooding at the three- by six- downstream flooding at the three- by six-foot box / Prior to Issuance 
foot box culvert under Highway 101. No corrective measures culvert under Highway IO 1: of Grading Permit 
have been agreed upon to remedy this flooding condition and Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-2. 
no funding currently exists for such action. 

The applicant should participate with the City of I 

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. 
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Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

6.2 6 Off. Site I- De11msueam rl99diRg an MiUeF: CFeek 5.25 +o Feduee pfajeet impaets OR floodiHg 
PFejeet iHaueed iReFeases iR peal, flo•,,,. mtes feF Sub aloRg the OR site and dowRstFeam Feaehes ofMilleF Applieant De¥@1opmeftt Plan CDA/DPW 
'/lateFSheds :J aRd (j would add, howe,•eF impeR:leptibly, te the CHek, either of the fellowiRg mitigation meas1ues / PFioF to lssuaaee 
suFehaFge offloodwateFs that eFeate sigaifieaat baelewateF should be implomeRted: of Grading PeFmit 
floading at the SPRR bridge an SilniFa Raash. Siaee this lmplemeRt Mitigation Meas11Fe S.2 2 . • stmetuFe laeles adeeiuate eapaeity to pass the eidstiag mo yeaF 
flaod disshaFge without sigaifieaRt inuadatioR of the adjoiRiRg Pay a draiRage fee ta MaFifl Coun~· with the 
ranshlands, the prejeet impaet oa dOWflstream floading would stiimlatioa that the fee be applied to the e¥entual . 
be sigaifieant impaet shanRel modifieatioa aRd bFidge Femo¥al / 

Fefllaeemeat OR. Sil•1eira Ransh. '.fhe fee total 
would be negotiated between the applieaRt and the 
Coomy,-
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Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.2-7 Site Erosion and Downstream Sedimentation 5.2-7 To reduce project impacts of on-site erosion 
and Flooding Hillslope grading activities associated with and downstream sedimentation it would be Applicant Development Plan CDA/DPW 
construction of residential and commercial structures, necessary to: / Prior to Issuance 
roadways, and driveways would result in large areas of bare • Prepare and implement a comprehensive 

of Grading Permit 
soils which would be subject to erosion by rainfall and 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 
hillslope runoff. Eroded sediments would eventually be 

which is submitted as part of the NPDES General 
discharged to off-site drainage channels, including Miller Construction Activity Stormwater Permit (General 
Creek, where sedimentation could reduce flood conveyance or 

Pennit) filing with the State Water Resources 
impair water quality. 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. These 
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 I 

bare ground, planting of trees and shrubbery in 
both disturbed upland and riparian areas, and 
installation ofother forms ofbiotechnical 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 Miler Creek bridge crossing during the 
winter season, thus restricting grading activities fil 
the nronosed 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 
annroved as a 12art of the Stormwater Pollution Plan 
(SWPPP} are installed and urouerl:i: maintained 
during this ueriod. 
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Impact 

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 IOI 
bridge. 

Mitigation (RS) 

Mitigation Measure 5.2-8 To reduce project 
impacts of on-site erosion and downstream 
sedimentation due to construction of the 
Marinwood A venue 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. 

111 

Implemented 
by 

Applicant 

When 
Implemented 

Development Plan 
I Construction 
Contract 

Monitored 
By 

CDA/DPW 
RWQCB 
CDFG 
Corps 

Verified By 
and Date 
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Oakview Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented Wlten Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.2-10 Water Quality- Violation of Water Quality 5.2-10 The following measures would be required 
Standards Proposed residential development in Sub- to minimize impacts on-site and downstream water Applicant Development Plan CDA/DPW 
watersheds 2 and 3 and commercial development in Sub- quality to less-than-significant levels: I Construction 
watershed 6 would increase the stormwater contaminant 

Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 
Contract • loading for some heavy metals, including copper, lead and zinc 

(Peak Flows). 
to levels exceeding those listed by regulatory agencies for the 
protection of aquatic habitats. Oil and grease concentrations in • The stormwater detention basins 
the site runoff reaching Miller Creek and the Gallinas Creek recommended for construction as part of the 
tributary would not exceed regulatory agency thresholds, program for peak flow mitigation should be 
however, even small concentrations are considered significant designed to maximize their water quality treatment 
by the RWQCB. Establishment of irrigated landscaping and function. Proper configuration, sizing and inlet / 

its associated herbicide and pesticide inputs could potentially outlet characteristics would maximize deposition of 
result in the downstream migration of nutrient and contaminant particulates in incoming stormwater and would 
residues in stormwater drainage channels leading to the favor the growth of emergent vegetation to 
recently constructed wetland pond in the industrial park area facilitate filtering opportunities. Specific design 
east of Highway IO I, and potentially to Gallinas Creek Marsh. 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 j 

0 

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 Oakview 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. 
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5.2-10 (Continued) • IRstallatieR ef ail ,1 gr:ease tfaps eF similaF 
ia liRe tiltFatieR S)'Stems feF steFm dFaia S)1stems. 
S1:1eh tfaps eF sepamteFS she1:1ld be aeeempenied b:Y 
a eleen01:1t t maiattmaaee pfegi:em that ilRSl:IFes 
aeeeptable tFap effieieReies, speeifies appFepFiate 
dispesal pF0eed1:1res, aad red1:1ees the Fis!, that the 
tfaps heeeme siRks fer pell1:1tams. 

• 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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Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.2-10 (Continued) • Incorporate grass-lined swales to convey 
stonnwater from paved surfaces to creek channels 
or wetlands. Grass-lined swales filter particulates 
from stonnwater 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 stonnwater 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 stonn drain inlet 
along Roadway C (Marinwood Avenue extension), 
parallel to the freeway, to the southern bank of 
Miller Creek. To forestall excessive rilling within I 
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) should be installed to 
reduce the erosive energy of incoming raindrops for 
the first couple of winter seasons. 
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Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.2-10 (Continued) • Prepare and implement an irrigation 
scheduling and chemical management plan 
governing the application ofirrigation 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 USEP A. 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 

I 
Flooding). ' 

5.2-11 Cumulative Water Quality Impacts Contaminants 5.2-11 The following measures would be required 
in stormwater discharges from the site would contribute to the to reduce cumulative water quality impacts: Applicant Development Plan CDA/DPW 
contaminant loading of the waters of Miller Creek (a spawning Implement Mitigation Measure 5.2-10 . 

/ Construction • stream), the Gallinas Creek tributary, and eventually Gallinas Contract 
Creek. 
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Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

Biological Resources 

5.3-1 General Vegetation Removal and Landscaping 5.3-1(a) A qualified landscape architect should 
Impacts Grading associated with project implementation prepare a detailed Landscape and Vegetation Applicant Development Plan CDA-

would remove existing vegetation in areas proposed for Management Plan in consultation with a plant Planning 

development, primarily involving non-native grassland but ecologist experienced in management of native 
also affecting oak woodland, native grasslands, and freshwater species. This Landscape and Vegetation 
seeps. Landscape plantings would replace much of the Management Plan should be incorporated into the 
vegetative cover disturbed by project implementation, raising Final Landscape Plan prepared as a part of the 
concerns about the appropriateness of proposed plant Precise Development Plan. The plan should: 1) 
materials, compatibility with sensitive plant communities, arid provide for re-establishment of native vegetation on 
need for long-term management to ensure successful graded slopes around the fringe of proposed 
establishment. 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 

j 

6) specify long-term management provisions to 
ensure re-establishment of landscape 
improvements. 

5.3-1 (Continued) 5.3-1(b) Vehicles and motorcycles should not be 
allowed to travel off designated roadways to Applicant Development Plan CDA-

prevent further disturbance to grassland cover and Planning 

other vegetation. Barriers should be provided 
where vehicular access to open space areas may be 
possible. 
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Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.3-2 Tree Removal and Woodland Impacts Proposed 5.3-2(a) The development envelope shown on the 
development has generally been sited to avoid areas of Master Plan's Residential Area Layout should be Applicant Development Plan CDA-

woodland vegetation, although an estimated 35 trees would revised to indicate building envelope areas which Planning 

still be removed. Additional trees could be adversely affected are intended to minimize tree removal. Deed 
by grading and construction unless protective measures are restrictions or some other mechanism should be 
implemented. Although anticipated tree removal represents established over individual lots to prevent possible 
only a small percentage of the total number of trees on the site, tree removal and disturbance of other native 
their loss would still be considered significant due to their age vegetation outside the identified building 
and length of time needed to replace them envelopes. Trees adjacent to building envelopes on 

Lots 8, 9, and JO should be thinned or pruned under 
the guidance of a certified arborist-rather than 
removed during J}ouse construction and yard 
landscaping. 

5.3-2 (Continued) 5.3-2(b) Where feasible from an engineering and 
geotechnical standpoint and warranted based on the Applicant Development Plan CDA-
good to excellent health and structure of the tree, /CC&Rs Planning 
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. 

I 

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 
Applicant detailed guidelines to protect trees to be preserved 

Development Plan CDA-
from possible damage. Trees to be retained should 

\ 

be identified in the field with flags or other obvious 
Planning 

marking method before any grading. 
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Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.3-2 (Continued) 5.3-2(d) A tree replacement program should be 
prepared to provide for replacement of native trees Applicant Prior to Issuance CDW 

removed by proposed development. The tree of Grading Permit 

replacement program should be included as a 
component of the project's Landscape and 
Vegetation Management Plan (required by 
Mitigation Measure 5.3-l[a]) and implemented as 
part of site revegetation and landscaping. 

5.3-3 Disturbance to Native Grasslands Proposed 5.3-3 A grassland restoration and enhancement 
development would affect an estimated minimum of 1.6 acres program should be required to mitigate the loss of Applicant Development Plan CDA/DPW 

of native grasslands on the site with a coverage classification native grasslands disturbed by proposed I Construction 
often percent or greater. Native grassland species present development which provides for replacement of Contract 
consist mainly of purple needlegrass and California oatgrass. native grasslands at a 1: I ratio, meets or exceeds 
Because the CNDDB considers this natural community the cover class lost, and emphasizes the use of 
sensitive due to its rarity, any future loss ofnative grasslands purple needlegrass and California oatgrass. A 
would "substantially" diminish habitat for plants. 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 I 

project by Mitigation Measure 5.3-l(a) and should 
be implemented as part of site revegetation and 
landscaping. 
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Impact 

5.3-4 Disturbance to Freshwater Seeps and Wetlands 
Proposed development would affect a minimum estimated 
I .4 acres of scattered freshwater seep wetlands and a 
limited area ofunvegetated other waters. 

Mitigation (RS) Implemented 
by 

5.3-4(a) A qualified wetland consultant should Applicant 
prepare a detailed wetland 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-l(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. 
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5.3-4 (Continued) 5.3-4(b) A detailed erosion and sedimentation 
control plan should be prepared and implemented Applicant Development Plan CDA/DPW 

during construction on the site. The plan should I Prior to Issuance 

contain detailed measures to control erosion of of Grading Permit 
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-l(a). 

5.3-4 (Continued) 5.3-4(c) The bridge or arched culvert proposed for 
the Marinwood Avenue crossing of Miller Creek Applicant Development Plan CDA/DPW 

should minimize disturbance to jurisdictional / Prior to Issuance 

waters and riparian vegetation by designing it to of Grading Permit 

conform with the County's minimum roadway 
width standards and restricting abutments to the 
upper channel banks. Construction should be 

I 
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. 
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by Implemented By and Date 

5.3-6 Disruption of Fish and Wildlife Habitat Site 5.3-6 The following measure would be required to 
development would alter existing patterns of wildlife use and mitigate impacts on wildlife resources: Applicant Development Plan CDA-
could disrupt movement of fish and wildlife species along the Disturbance within the Miller Creek corridor on the 

Planning 
Miller Creek corridor. 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 drop 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. 

Impact 5.3-7 Impacts on Special-Status Plant and 5.3-7 If any active raptor nests are established 
Animal Species No special-status species would be affected within the vicinity of proposed grading in the Applicant Prior to Issuance CDA-
directly. However, the Miller Creek bridge could affect future, they should be avoided until young birds are of Grading Permit Planning· 
possible dispersal habitat of special-status turtle, frog, able to leave the nest (fledge) and forage on their 
steelhead, and shrimp species, but would not affect other on- own. Avoidance may be accomplished either by 
site habitat, and would not require confirmation surveys for scheduling grading and tree removal during the I 

those species. A possibility remains that raptors not presently non-nesting period (August 15 through January 14) 
occupying the site could establish nests between now and or, if this is not feasible, by conducting a pre-
when development occurs which construction activities could grading survey for raptor nests. 
destroy or induce raptors to abandon. This would be a 
potentially significant impact which only can be determined 
through supplemental field surveys before construction. 

Visual and Aesthetic Quality .. 

5.4-1 View from Proposed Lucas Valley Road 5.4-1 Implement the applicant's proposed project 
Entrance From this viewpoint development on the lower landscaping (which includes street trees, a 20-foot Applicant Development Plan CDA-
parts of the site would dominate the view and contrast with the wide landscaped area between existing homes on Planning 
surrounding grassland area. 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. 
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Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.4-2 View from Proposed Lucas Valley Road 5.4-2 The following measures would be required 
Entrance Nighttime Nighttime lighting could dominate the to be incorporated into the Precise Development Applicant Development Plan CDA-

view from this viewpoint. Plan as a condition of Master Plan approval to /CC&Rs Planning 

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 installation, if a problem is identified. 

• Because light trespass effects are 
subjective and site-specific, quantifiable criteria I 

(such as controlling the amount ofluminescence 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 View from the End of Erin Drive When viewed 5.4-3 Same as Mitigation Measure 5.4-1. Applicant Development Plan CDA-
from this location, development would appear to dominate. Planning 

' 
5.4-4 View from Ellen Drive Development would dominate 5.4-4 Same as Mitigation Measure 5.4-1. Applicant Development Plan CDA-
the surrounding grassland area. Planning 
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Impact Mitigation (RS) Implemented When Monitored Verified By 
by Implemented By and Date 

5.4-5 View Looking Northwest from Highway 101 5.4-5 Implement the applicant's proposed project 
Northbound The fonn of Office Building A visible from this landscaping (which includes landscaping around Applicant Development Plan CDA-
viewpoint would dominate the surrounding environment. the office area) as shown in the Conceptual Planning 

Landscape Plan. This would break up the fonn and 
lines of project site development. 

5.4-6 View Looking West from Highway 101 5.4-6 Same as Mitigation 5.4-5 
Northbound Office Building B's fonn would dominate the Applicant Development Plan CDA-
surrounding environment. Planning 

Transportation and Circulation ,. 

5.5-1 Existing Plus Project AM and PM Peak Hour 5.5-1.The following mitigations would be required 
Conditions The proposed project and in conjunction with to reduce existing plus project AM and PM peak 
existing traffic conditions would create significant AM peak hour conditions to a less-than-significant level. 
hour impacts for the Lucas Valley Road / Los Gamos Road, 5.5-1 (a) Miller Creek Road/ Marinwood Avenue Applicant/ Miller Creek Road / Marin wood A venue, and Highway 10 l Prior to Issuance DPW-
Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road intersections. 

- The recommended mitigation measure at this Marin County of Building Permit Traffic 
Significant PM peak hour impacts would be created for the 

intersection is the installation of a traffic signal. 

Lucas Valley Road/ Los Gamos Road intersection. 
The applicant should fund this improvement. Applicant/ DPW-
5.5-1(b) Lucas Valley Road/ Los Gamos Road Caltrans I Traffic/ 
The recommended mitigation measure at this Caltrans 
intersection is the installation of a traffic signal. 
The am;1licant should uax its fair share toward this Applicant/ 
imurovement.The BJlplieent sh011ld fund this Caltrans DPW-
impre~·ement. Traffic/ 

5.5-1(c) Highway 101 Southbound Ramps/ Caltrans 

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 Short-Range Cumulative AM and PM Peak Hour 5.5-2(a) through 5.5-2(c) The recommended 
Conditions Short Range cumulative conditions would create improvements for Miller Creek Road / Marinwood Same as measure Same as measure Same as 
significant peak hour impacts for the Miller Creek Road / Avenue, Lucas Valley Road/ Los Garno~ Road, 5.5-1 5.5-1 measure 5.5-
Marinwood Avenue, Lucas Valley Road/ Los Gamos Road, and Highway 101 Southbound Ramps/ Miller I 
and Highway 101 Southbound Ramps / Miller Creek Road Creek Road are the same as recommended for 
intersections. Impact 5.5-1. 
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5.5-3 Long-Range Cumulative AM and PM Peak Hour 5.5-3 The following mitigations would be required 
Conditions Long-range cumulative conditions would create to reduce long-range cumulative AM and PM peak Applicant/ DPW-

significant peak hour impacts for all of the unsignalized study hour conditions to a less-than-significant level. Marin County Traffic 

intersections. The applicant would also pay Northgate Activity 
Center Plan traffic mitigation fees based on 56 PM Applicant/ DPW-
peak hour project generated trips that would travel Caltrans Traffic/ 

through the Highway IO I I Lucas Valley Road / 
Applicant/ 

Caltrans 

Smith Ranch Road intersection. The amount of 
this fee would be offset by 55 percent of the cost of 

Caltrans 
Prior to Issuance DPW-

other area-wide improvements financed by the of Building Permit Traffic 
applicant, pursuant to the Board of Supervisors Applicant/ /Caltrans 

Resolution 84-50 I. Marin County 

5.5-3(a) Miller Creek Road/ Marinwood Avenue 
DPW-

Same mitigation measure as 5.5-l(a). 
Traffic 

5.5-3(b) Lucas Valley Road/ Los Gamos Road - Applicant/ 
Same mitigation measure as 5.5-l(b). Caltrans DPW-

5.5-3(c) Highway IOI Southbound Ramps/ Miller Traffic/ 

Creek Road - Same mitigation measure as 5 .5-1 Caltrans 

(c). j 

5.5-3(d) Miller Creek Road/ Las Gallinas Avenue 
The recommended mitigation measure at this 
intersection is the installation of a traffic signal. 
The applicant should pay its fair share toward this 
improvement. 

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. The applicant should pay its fair share 
toward this improvement. 
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5.5-7 Project Access Impacts The Lucas Valley Road 5.5-7 The project applicant has proposed the 
access intersection would have operational problems. following roadway improvements at the Lucas · Applicant/ Development Plan DPW-

Valley Road access driveway: Marin County / Prior to Issuance Traffic 

• Construction ofan eastbound left-tum 
of Building Permit 

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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Air Quality 

5.6-3 Impacts to Sensitive Receptors Dust generation 5.6-3 Master Plan approval should be conditioned 
from short-term construction activities associated with to require contractors to incorporate measures to Applicant Construction DPW 
development of the project components would cause potential reduce dust and equipment exhaust emissions into Contract 
health and nuisance air quality impacts to adjacent land uses. 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 

j 
should be kept damp at all times. 

• All hauling trucks shall be covered or at 
least two feet of fteeboard 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. 
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5. 6-3 (Continued) • 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. 

• 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 I 
vegetative wind b_reaks on the windward side(s) of 
construction areas. I 

• Suspend excavation and grading activity 
when winds (iastaataneous gusts) e1weed 25 mph 
cause dust clouds to extend beyond the 
construction site and affect nearby land uses. 
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Noise 

5.7-1 Land Use Compatibility Impact Noise levels on 5.7-1 No measures would be required to mitigate 
some proposed residential lots and in the proposed office area noise exposure of proposed office buildings. The Applicant Development Plan CDA-
would exceed the Noise and Land Use Compatibility criteria following measure would be required to reduce the /CC&Rs Planning 
set forth by the Noise Element of the Marin Countywide Plan. impact of noise exposure on future residential use 
While indoor noise levels in office structures would conform of proposed Lots 27 and 28: 
to County criteria through normal building design, exterior • Design property-line privacy fences to 
sound levels could result in a potentially significant impact on 

shield the backyards of Lots 27 and 28. Fences 
residents' use of their lots' yards, and interior levels with 

should be six _feet high and of solid construction so 
residents' windows open could conflict with the criteria. 

that there are no cracks or gaps either in the fence 
itselfor 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 j 

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 closed to 
achieve interior noise criteria. 
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5.7-3 Construction Noise During construction, noise 5.7-3 Countywide Plan Policy N-2.4 requires that 
levels would be elevated outside and inside existing homes measures should be taken during all phases of Applicant Construction CDA-
immediately adjacent to the project site boundary. construction to minimize exposure of neighboring Contract Planning 

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 

I 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. 

• Assign a disturbance coordinator to be 
available on-site during construction. 

• 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. 
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5.7-3 (Construction) • Confine residential construction to 8:00 
AM to 5:00 PM on weekdays, at least during 
periods when construction is talcing 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. 

Key: 

Monitored By: 

CDA- Planning= Marin Community Development Agency - Planning Division 
DPW-Traffic = Marin County Department of Public Works - Traffic Division 
CDFG = California Department of Fish and Game 
USA COE= U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
MMWD = Marin Municipal Water District 
BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
Caltrans = California Department of Transportation 
MFD = Marinwood Fire Department 
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