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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Environmental Impacts 

1. Aesthetics 
Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

II. Air Quality 
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

ill. A. Cultural Resources: Historical 
Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
. significance of a historical resource as 
defined in § 15064.5? 

SUnlmartj of Impacts and MitigatilJrt Measures 

SummarY of Impacts arid Mitigation Measures 
Second and B Street: New,San Rafael Housing 

Level of 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

S 

PS 

S 

Mitigation Measures 

Proposed construction of the four story mixed-use development 
would cause a significant adverse impact upon the surrounding 
historic structures and settin& ' requiring preparation of an 
Environmental Impac! Report 

Air Quality-l 
To mitigate potential air quality impacts associated with 
construction and grading activities, a Dust Control Plan shall be 
prepared and submitted to the City of San Rafael Community 
Development Department for review and approval, prior to issuance 
of a grading permit. The Dust Control Plan shall include the 
following measures: 

• Watering active grading zones a minimum. of two times per 
day. 

• Hydro-seeding with native groundcovers inactive grading 
zones (previously graded areas). 

• Suspending all grading activity during periods of high winds 
(wind gusts exceeding 25 miIeslhour). 

• Sweeping all paved public roads daily with water sweepers 
if visible excavation is present. 

• Maintaining and operatmg grading/excavation equipment so 
as to mininllze particulates from exhaust emissions. 

The Dust Control Plan shall be implemented during periods of 
grading when potential dust emissions are likely to occur. 

Proposed demolition of the historic structures at 1212 and 1214 
Second Street would cause a Significant adverse impact upon 
historic resources, requiring preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Report. 

Level of 
Significance with 

Mitigation 

S 

LTS 

S 
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Environmental Impacts 

III. B. Cultural Resources: Archaeological 
. Cause a substantial adverse cbange in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to § 15064.5? 

IV. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Mea;;ures 

SummarY of Impacts and Mitigation Mea.c;ures 
Second and B Street New San Rafael Housing 

Level of 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

PS 

PS 

Mitigation Measures 

Cultural Resources- 1: 
If, during grading or construction activities~ any archaeological 
artifacts or human remains are encountered, the following measures 
shall be implemented: 
• Construction shaH cease immediately within 150 feet of the 
fmd until it can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist, the 
Federated Indians of the Graton Rancheria, and Planning staff. 
Planning staff and the qualified archaeologist shall promptly visit the 
site. The qualified archaeologist shall conduct independent 
evaluation of the "find' to detennine the extent and significance of 
the resouree, and to develop a COurse of action to be adopted that is 
acceptable to all concerned parties. If mitigation is required, the first 
priority shall be avoidance and preservation of the reSOurce. If 
avoidance is not feasible, an alternative archaeological management 
plan shall be prepared that may include excavation. If human 
remains are unearthed, the Marin County Medical Examiner's office 
also shall be notified. All archaeological excavation and monitoring 
activities shall be conducted in accordance with the prevailing 
professioruil standards as outlined in Appendix K of the State CEQA 
Guidelines and by the California Office of Historic Preservation. 
The Native American community shall be consulted on all aspects of 
the mitigation program. 

Razards-l 
To reduce the potential exposure of the public to hazardous 
materials such as asbestos or lead during proposed demolition 
activities, a hazardous material remediation plan shall be prepared 
and submitted to the City of San Rafael Community Development 
Department for review and approval prior to issuance of a 
demolition permit. 

Level of 
Significance with 

Mitigation 

LTS 

LTS 
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Environmental Impacts 

v. Noise 
Exposw-e 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? 

SummanJ of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Summarv of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Second and B Street: New San Rafael HOUSing 

Level of 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

PS 

PS 

PS 

Mitigation Measures 

Noise-l 
To mitigate operational noise, the construction drawings shan 
provide OITC 24 windows along and near the Second Street f~de 
and standard double-paned windows at all other facades. Further, all 
habitable rooms with exterior noise exposures greater than Ldn 60 
will require alternative ventilation per Title 24. 

Noise-2 
The City of San Rafael Noise Ordinance construction noise 
requirements shall be met. Construction noise related to demolition 
and grading work done within 15 feet of the west property line could 
exceed the Ordinance requirements. To ameliorate the noise effects 
from this work, the neighbors shall be infonned beforehand, any 
input they have on construction scheduling shall be incorporated to 
the extent feasible, and the work should be conducted as quickly as 
possible to minimize exposure time. 

Noise-3 
To minimize the potential noise impact on adjacent residences when 
the existing structures on the project site are demolished and wben 
site preparation work is done, the following measures shall be 
implemented: 

• The contractors shall provide heavy machinery and 
pneumatic tools equipped with mufflers and other sound 
suppression technologies. 

• The contractors shall shut down equipment expected to idle 
more than 5 minutes. 

Level of 
Significance with 

Mitigation 

LTS 

LTS 

LTS 
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Environmental Impacts 

Vi Transportation!Traf'fic; 
Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and 
travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

Sumnzanj of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Summarv of Tmpacts and Mitigation Measures 
Second and BStreet: New San Rafael Housing 

Level of 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

PS 

Mitigation MeasuTes 

Transportation-l 
The applicant shall pay a traffic mitigation fee in the amount of 
$131,626 for 31 peak hour trips. Payment shall be required prior to 
issuance of a building permit. 

Level of 
Significance with 

Mitigation 

LTS 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

1. P"oject Title 

2. Lead Agency Name & Addrcss 

3. Contael Person & Pllone Number 

4. Pl"Oject Location 

5. Project 8110nS01"S Name & Addrcss 

6. General Plan Designation 

7. Zoning 

8. DesCJ"lption of Project 

Setting and Background 

Second and B Street: New San Rafael Housing 

City of San Rafael 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division 
1400 Fifth Avcnue (P.O. Box 151560) 
San Rafael, Califomia 94915-1560 

Lisa Newman, Newman PlalUljng Associates 
Phone: (415) 492-0300 
Email: lisapnewmnn@gmail.com 

The sitc is located in the City of Sou Rafael, Marin County, 
California at 809 B Strcct, 1212 and 1214 Sccond Street, 
Assessor's Parcel Nos. 01l-256-12, 100-256-32,011-256-14, 
011-256-15. (Refer to Exhibit A, "Vicinity Map"). 

Project Sponsors: 
Tom Monahan & JonathallParker 
Monahan Parker, Inc. 
llOI 51b Avenue 
San Rafael, CA 94901-2903 

Sponsor's Reprcsentative: 
Rick Strauss 
FME Architecture + Design 
500 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

Second and Third Street Mixed Use (2/3MU) 

Second and Third Street Mixed Use West (2/3MUW) I 
Cross Street Mixed Use (CSMU) 

The project site is located in Downtown Son Rafael at the northwest comer of Second and Third Streets. The site 
currently contains two Victorian singlc-family homes located at 1212 and 1214 Second Street that dnte to the 
1880s, a 5,000 square-foot one-story commercial building located at 809 B Street (at the corner of Second and B 
Streets) that is presently rented by the Iglesia Bautista Monte Sinai church, and snrface parking. Development of 
the projcct involves thc demolition of all three existing structures on the property. 

The buildings at 1212 and 1214 Second Street represent two of three identical adjacent Victorian-era residences 
constructed by builder and contractor Johmlllcs Pctcrsen for rcntal propertics. He additionally owned the 
contiguous 811-813 B Strect cOlllmercial building, a two-story, wood-frame structure dating from 1887 01' carlicr. 
Petersen, a native of Denmark, arrived in San Rafael shortly before the arrival of the railroad spurred an era of 
growth in the city. Petersen capitalized on this period, building hundreds of structures, according to his obituary. 
He also invested in other business ventures and served as a San Rafael city councilman and a Marin County 
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Supervisor from 1897 to 1901. Petersen's wife continued to rent the properties after his death i111909 through at 
least 1929. The third residence built by Petersen at 1210 Second Street and the two-stOlY commercial building at 
811-813 B Street were demolished for surface parking in 1967. The City of San Rafael Historical/Architectural 
Survey Final Inventory List of Structures and Uses includes the structure at 1212 Second Street but docs not 
include the structure at 1214 Second Street. 

The existing one-story commercial building at the northwest corner of B and Second Streets is an older, stucco
clad building with all overhang rounding the corner at the sidewalk and is currently occupied. The two adjacent 
two-stOlY Victorian homes have horizontal wood siding and arc in different states ofrepair. The house at 1212 
Second Street, listed on the City of San Rafael's 1986 Historic Resource Smvey, caught fire in 2007 and was not 
repaired. In the intervening years, the fire-damaged structure has deteriorated significantly and is uninhabitable. 
The house at 1214 Second Street, which was not included on the City's Historic Resource Survey, is currently an 
occupied rentalllliit in good condition. It was modified to include a onc-stOlY structure addition to the front of the 
residence in the 1950s. 

Project Description 
The Second and B Street: New San Rafael Housing project is a mixed-use development located at the northwest 
corner of Second and B Streets in Downtown San Rafael. Monahan Parker, IllC. of San Rafael proposes a 74,435 
square foot building that would occupy the entire four-parcel, 0.54-acre site and consist of a three-story, wood
frame residential complex over a one-stOlY concrete podiulII that contains required parking, building lobby, and a 
retail sl,ace. 41 rental apartmcnt units arc proposed on the threc upper floors consisting of two types: I) II 1-
bedroom/I-bath units (approximately 800 square fect in area) and 2) 30 2-bedroom/2-bathroom units (ranging 
from 899 - 1,090 square feet in area). The residential units slllTOllnd a central courtyard with each unit also 
providing a balcony (facing eithor the interior patio or the exterior streets (Second or B Street). Three of the 
residential units arc proposed without a balcony or patio. The total arca of the residentiaillnits is 54,055 square 
feet. The ground floor podium would provide a 20,317 square foot parking garage for 49 cars and a 2,090 square 
foot retail space. The parking garage, retail space and the residential lobby entrance would be accessed from B 
Street. 

Based upon the City's General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, the maximum allowable density for the site is 30 
residential units. For projects that propose more than 20 rental units, the City's General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance require 20% ofthe total number of units be renteci at "below mal'ket rates" (BMR units) for a minimum 
of 55 years. Based upon this requirement, a 30-unit project would need to provide 6 BMR units. The plans 
indicate that the six BMR units would meet City requirements that 50% (three units) be affordable to low income 
households and 50% be affordable to very low income households. In addition, the applicants have requested a 
density bonus of 35%, the maximulll permitted under State law, providing eleven additional market rate units for 
a project total of 41 units. III order for the project to be granted a density bonus of35%, a minimum oEfom of thc 
six 'affordable' units will need to be at the very low income household-level whilc thc remaining two units may 
be at the low income household-level. The applicants have also requested a concession from City Zoning 
requirements to allow tandem parking as shown on the plans for 10 parking spaces, which would be permittcd 
under State Donsity Bonus regulations. 

The project proposes to demolish two, two-story residential stmetures on the project site, constrncted between 
1887 and 1894. A 2013 Historical Resomce Evaluation prepared by Painter PlalUling and Preservation, 
detel1nined that the two Victorian residential structures arc historical resources and the proposcd demolition 
would result in a significant adverse impact under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). lu addition, 
the proposed project would have a potentially significant adverse aesthetic impact upon the historical setting in 
the vicinity of the project site. 

Access, Circulation and Parking 
In addition to the two single-family dwellings and approximately 5,000 square foot conunercial building, the site 
has an existing parking lot with 45 parking spaces, 39 ofwhieh are leaseil individually for permit parking and four 
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are designated AS overflow parking for the adjacent Sans Grocery Store. Both of these parking uses would be 
discontinued with project development. Access to and from the existing parking lot is provided vin two 
driveways, one each on B Street and Second Street. Wide sidewalks are provided along the site's frontage, similar 
to the pattern thronghout Downtown Sail Rafael. No dedicated bicycle facilities arc provided on either B Street or 
Second Street in the vicinity of the project site. 

Vehicular as well as pedestrian access for the proposed project wonld be provided along the B Street frontage. 
Vehicular access would be via a single, 24'-wide, two-way driveway. Access to the residential units would be 
provided through a lobby entrance and a sepanite entry to the retail space. The site is located within the 
Downtown Parking Assessment District. The parking garage design includes 49 parking spaces equaling ihc 
City's Code requirement of 49 spaces for the proposed uses. The parking lot layout for the 49 parkilrg spaces 
includes ten (10) tandem parking and two (2) van accessible handicapped parking spaces. The ten (10) tandem 
garage parking spaces are prohibited by the City's Parking Standards (Section 14.18. I 20) unless granted 8S a 
concession or incentive for meeting the affordable housing requirement. As discussed above, the applicants 
request a concession for tandem parking, as permitted by State Density Bonus law. Parking for the proposed retail 
uses would not be provided within the proposed onsite parking garage. Instead, patrons for the retail uses would 
will have access to metered parking along B Street or within nearby public parking garages. This is permissible 
because the project site is located within the Downtown Parking District in which City parking garages and 
surface lots provide off-street parking for up to 1.0 FAR (Floor Arca Ratio) of non-residential development or up 
to 23,522 square fcct of non-rcsidential dcvelopment on thc subject propcrty. No on-street parking is allowed on 
Second Street, which is a one-way, eastbound, three-travel lane arterial. 

Drainage and Grading 
The existing propel1y consists of relatively flat telTain with maximum impervious coverage consisting of asphalt 
parking and existing buildings. The site slopes approximately four percent from the 1I0rth to the south. Currently, 
runoff from the project site is cOllveyed by the existing curbs and gutters, in a north to south direction on B Strect 
and east to west directioll Oil Second Street, toward a catch basin at the corner of Second Street and C Strcct to the 
west of the sitc. 

The County of Marin and City of San Rafael require any increased nmoff from the proposed project be 
discharged ollsite. Because the site is presently covered with impervious surfaces, the proposed project would not 
increase storm drain peak flow and volume discharged from the site. To reducc the impact of storm runoff UpOIl 
water quality, the project proposcs to cOllvcy roof gutter drainage to two infiltration planters for on-site treatment 
before being directed and discharged at street curbs. 

Proposed Landscaping and Associated Improvements 
Existing landscaping at the site consists of five trees: three Carob trees arc locatcd at the cntrance to the parking 
along B Street, a Canary Island Datc Palm is located on the north property line, and all avocado tree is located in 
the rcar yard of the residence at 1212 Second Street. All five existing trees arc proposed to be rcmoved. (See 
Shcet L 1.1). 

The landscape design for the 815 B Street project consists of 3 main arcas: the streetscape plantings, 
the infiltration planters, alld the podium level courtyard. (See Sheet L 1.0) 

The strcetscape planting includes thc rcmoval of tlVO cxisting ash trees in poor health alld replacement with six 
new Crimson Spire Oak trees along the Second Street frontage. Along B Street, two existing Flowering Pear trees 
would remain and be augmented by two new Flowering Pcar Trees. All the street trccs would be plantcd in the 
sidewalk with cast iron tree gratcs, staked, and watered by the project with city-approved irrigation bubblers. 

The infiltration zOlles are planting areas located at tbe street level along Second Street and also on the north side 
of property on the Second level podium. The function of the infiltration planters is to treat storm water nm off 
frolll the building roof, wbich will be collected by glitters and rOll ted to the plantcrs via down leaders. Overflow of 
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the planters would be directed to the city storm drainage system. Both areas provide plants that are adapted to 
seasonal periods of both low and high water. During dry periods, the plants would be watered by an automatic 
drip irrigation system. The Second Street infiltration planter includes low water use, omamental grasses. A metal 
lattice with flowering vines is intended to screen the parking level from the sidewalk and street. The podium level 
infiltration planter provides California native plants. 

The internal courtyard oflhe building is located on the Second level podium. The courtyard is not visible from the 
street and would offer a private, common outdoor space for residents. Thc courtyard landscape design provides 
wood benchcs for seating, concrete planters and concrete paving. The planters would be planted with Timber 
Bamboo with automatic drip irrigation. Low voltage LED landscape lights in the planters would provide low level 
ambient lighting for the courtyard, in conjunction with the building lighting. 

Other miscellaneous site landscapc itcms include the replacemcnt of the declining Canary Island Palm with a new, 
36-inch box Canary Island Palm in the same location. This iconic tree is the source of the name for the adjacent 
multi-family apartment development "Lone Palm Court". ' 

Pia lining Applications 
In addition to the Initial Study (ISI2-001), the 815 B Street project requires a number of discretionary pennits, 
including the following: 

Envirolllnental and Design Review (ED 12·060) - The project requires an Environmental mId Design 
Review Permit because it is a new llluitifamily residential development with more than three units. The 
project is subject to the review criteria for Environmental and Design Review Permits pursuant to Section 
14.25.050 of the San Rafael Municipal Code (SRMC), which provide guidelines for all aspects of the 
project design, including site design, architecture, materials and colors, walls, fences and screening, 
exterior lighting, signs and landscape design. 

Use Permit (UP 12-029) - The project includes a request for approval of a Usc Permit to allow residential 
uses in commercial districts, pursuant to Section 14. I 7.100 ofthe SRMC. 

Yariance (Y'13-005) - This application requests a Variance fl'om the City's Zoning Code limitations upon 
habitable space, such as windows, balconies and eaves, projecting into a required side yard setback on 
Second Street. 

Lot Line Adjustment (LLAI2-003) - The project requires a Lot Line Adjustment to consolidate the four 
adjaccnt parcel that make up the subject property, eliminating construction of the proposed mixed-use 
bldg over the parcel boundaries, pursuant to Chapter 15.05 of the City's Subdivision Ordinance. 

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval Is Required 
The following additional public agencies will review and comment upon the project plans and Initial Study: 

• Bay Arca Air Quality Management District 
• Marin Municipal Water District 
• San Rafael Sanitation District 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS l'OTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

The environmeiltal factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact thalis a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

181 Aesthetics 0 Agricultnre Resol1l'ces 0 Air Quality 

0 Biological Resources 181 Cultural Resources 0 Geology ISoils 
0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 0 Hazards & Hazardous 0 Hydrology I Water Quality 

Matedals 
0 Land Use I Planning 0 Mineral ResoUl'ces . 0 Noise 

0 Population I Housing 0 Public Services 0 Recreation 

0 Transportation I Traffic 0 Utilities I Service Systems 181 Maildatory Finding of 
Significance 

DETERMINATION 

On the basis ofthis initial evaluation: 

o I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

o I find that although the proposed project coulcl have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGA'I1VE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

o I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" 01' "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect I) has been 
adequately analyzed in an em'lier document jll1l'suant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measUl'es based on the earlier analysis as described On attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 

o 
effects that remain to be addressed. . 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an EARLIER 
EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (b) have 
been avoided 01' mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARA nON, 
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing 
further is required. 

~'~ Signature Date 

Lisa 1). Newman, 
Newman Planning Associates 
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E S 

A. Vicinity Map 
B. Project Plans 
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POlentiall), 
Slgl1ijicalll 

impact 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Less than 
sigl1jftcmll With 

MiJigatloll 
Incorporation 

L(!ss Ihall No 
significant Impact Imptlel 

Evaluation of the Project environmental impacts is prepared as follows: 

A brief explanation is provided for all answers except for "No Impact" answers that are adequately sUPPOlted by 
the information sources cited in the parentheses following each question below. Answers take into accouut the 
whole action involved, including off-site, on-site, cumulative, project-level, direct and indirect, construction and 
operational impacts. A "No Impact" answer is adequately SUjlpolted by referenced information sources that show 
the impact simply docs not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault 11Ipture 
zone; the project involves a minor zoning text amendments that would not lead to or allow new construction, 
grading or other physical alterations to the environment). A "No Jmpact" answer is explained whcre it is based on 
project-specific factor as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to 
pollutants, based' on a project specific screening Hnalysis). 

A "Potentially Significant Jmpact" is appropriate where there is substantial evidence that an effect Illay be 
significant. A final determination of one or more Potentially Significant Impacts shall requirc preparation of an 
EIR. 

A Negative Declaration or Mitigatcd Ncgativc Dcclaration shall be prepared for the project ifit results in a less 
than significant impact determination based on the analysis, discussion, source refcrence materials and/or 
mitigation measmes identified herein (to minimize impacts or reduce impacts from a "Potentially Significant" 
level). Any mitigation measures shall be described and briefly explain holY thcy rednce the effect to a less than 
significant level. 

Mitigationmcasurcs 01' discnssion from earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to tiering, program E1R or 
other CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in au earlict· cnvironmental document. Section 
IS063( c)(3)(D). In this case, the Initial Study bclow includes a brief discussion of the earlier analysis uscd, 
impacts that wcrc prcviously addressed, and mitigation meaSures that were incorporated or refincd. Suppo11ing 
information somccs arc attached and cited in the discussion below. 

I. AESTHETICS 

Would the project: 
fl. Have a substnntial adverse effect Oil a scenic 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

vista? 0 

Discussion: 

Less than 
signiiicant With 
Miligation 
Incorporation 

o 

Less than No 
significntU Impact Impact 

o 

The Second and B Street: New San Rafael Housing development is an urban infill development projcct located in 
Downtown San Rafael. The project would involve removal of three existing structures and a parking lot in order 
to construct a ncw four-stOlY mixed-use development. The project would be gcncrally consistent with existing 
zoning standards (with exceptions discussed bclow) and Gcncral Plan land lise designations. No scenic vistas 
have been idclltificd in the Gcncral Plan at or in the immediate viCitlity of this site. Therc would be no impact. 

(Sonrces: 1,3) 
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Potell/ially 
Significant 

Impact 

b. Substantially damage scenic resomees, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a D 
state scenic highway? 

Djscussion: 

Less filall 
significanl 11'IIh 

.Mitigation 
Incorporation 

D 

Less t/zall No 
significant Impact Impact 

D 

Thc project site is located approximately one mile west of US 101 in Downtown Sail Rafael. The segment of US 
101 is not a designated state scenic highway. There would be no impact. 

(Sourccs: I, 3) 

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its I8l 
slllTOnndings? 

Setting all(l Impacts 

D D D 

The aesthetic experience of the bnildings at 1212 and 1214 Second Street, as well as the experience of the 
surrounding area, is strongly related to tbe historic charactcr of this neighborhood. The significance of this small 
neighborhood, which focuses on the intersection of Second and B Streets, is that it is rcmarkably intact dating 
from the time that the San Rafael & San Qnentin Railroad station was cstablished in the southeast quadratlt of 
Second and B Streets in 1870. The subject residences are related to this era and place because they represent 
housing purpose-built for rental working- and middle-class tenants, including railroad workers, by the builder and 
contractor Johannes Petersen (1839-1909). Two additional sites in the immediate vicinity of 1212 and 1214 
Second Street were also developed ancVor owned and rented out for commcrcial purposes by Johannes Petersen, 
but were demolished in 1967 for sUlface parking lots (1210 Second Street and 809 B Street). The othcr historic 
buildings within the hrunediate area have direct connections to late nineteenth century San Rafael, and non" 
historic buildings are, for the most part, compatible in scale, design and detailing . . 

Listed below are the previously identified historic structures that remain in thc immediate setting of the subject 
properties and that contribnte to the bistoric character of this neighborhood. This list includes properties that me 
San Rafael Historic Landmmks and properties that are considered historic by virtue of the tact that they are listed 
in the San Rafael Historical Architecn,rnl SUlyey FinallnventOlY List of Structures and Areas. They are: 1115 
Second Street; 1212 Second Street [subject property]; 724 B Street - Flatiron Building (local landmark); 747 B 
Streetl120 I Second Street - the Cosmopolitan Hotcl; 810 B Street; 819-823 B Street; 822 B Street; 826 B Street; 
838-40 B Strcet; and 844-48 B Strect. Note that these are not necessarily all the historic structures in the vicinity, 
jnst thosc that havc bcen previously recognized by the City of San Rafael. 

Despite the demolition of802 B Street, 809 B Street, 823 B Strcet, 1210 Second Street, and the residences wcst of 
1212 and 1214 Second Street, this nrea retains its unique historical identity and appears eligible as a Historic 
District under California Eligibility Criteria 1 and 3. The proposcd projcct affccts the setting of existing historic 
structures and the inlegrity of a potential historic district by intr.oducing a much larger building with elemcnts that 
diffcr from those that historically occurred in the neighborhood. It is noteworthy that although the existing one
story comlllcrcial building on the subject site is not a historic resource, this structure is generally more compatible 
with the surrounding historic properties on B and Second Streets, which are two-slOty structures. 
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CEQA Finding 

Po/em/ally 
SiglJljJcafl/ 

Impact 

Less than 
slgnijicaut Wllh 

Mitigaliolt 
IIlCOJpOralioll 

Less than No 
.~igJ1ific(II1f ImpCfc/ Impact 

Thc project proposed for the intersection of Secoild and B Streets, in addition to demolishing' the historic 
resources at 1212 and 1214 Second Street, will also have an effect on the historic properties on B Street between 
745 and 848 B Street and 1201 and 1115 Second Street. The historic character of this important corner will be 
lost, and the urban design character will be affected by changes in the scale, design, materials, workmanship, 
detailing, Rnd architectural character of the proposed new structure. The character of the street will also be 
affected by thc proposcd garagc entrance on B Strect, which will affect the pedestrian environment. 

Additionally the use of the building will change, removing street fi:ont entrances and storefronts along Second and 
B Streets, as the proposed projcct is to be constructed on a concrete plinth, with no openings along Second Street. 
What will be lost here is a sense of what thc buildings in a traditional historic neighborhood offer to the street and 
hcnce to the neighborhood and a sense of how people interact with the built envirollment in a traditional 
neighborhood 

The proposed new structure has a negative effect on the present historic eharneter of the neighborhood in the 
vicinity of the intersection of Second and B Sh'Cets. It has a particularly negativc cffcet on Second Street, due to 
the loss of rcsidential scale and amenities along this street, including front porches, architectural features such as 
bay windows, and small scale architectural detailing, and the opportunity for interaction between people and the 
built environment in this location. The proposed design features at the corner of Second and B Street, and the 
rctail frontages along B SIt'Cet do not relate to the traditional historic character of this strcet and latc nineteenth 
century conunercial streets in general, which are typically more conducive to pedestrian activity. In addition, the 
historic character of the neighborhood, the late nineteenth centnry setting for the project, is significantly impacted 
with this proposal, due in part to the cumulative elTeet of prior demolitions in what was a highly intact 
neighborhood centered around the railroad station and early commercial development in this area. 

This Initial Study provides a preliminary level of analysis to idcntify the impact of the project upon aesthetic 
considerations. Based upon this initialrevicw, preparation of an Environmental Impact Report is required. The 
EIR will include analysis of potential design mitigation measures as well as project alternatives to address this 
significant adverse impact. 

(Sources: 1, 3, 12) 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or 
glarc which would adversely affect day or 0 
nighttime views in the area? 

Discussion: 

o o 

The proposed development project would significantly intensify the eUl'J'ell! usc of this site. The projcct would 
cover the cntire site area with a four-story stmcture as compared with tIle current uses that include one and two
story structures and a parking lot. This would result in the introduction of new sources of interior lighting for 
residential and commercial uses as well as landscape and signage lighting. No exterior building lighting is 
proposed. As noted on the plans, all site lighting would bc designed to meet the City of San Rafaelminimul1l 
illumination standards for safety at all exterior doolways, parking at'eas and ground level walkways. Specific 
lighting design would be subject to Design Review Board l'Cview and approval and standard City conditions of 
approval. This would be a less than significant impact. 

{Sollrces: 3,4) 
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Potentially 
Significant 

impact 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES 

Would the project: {In determining whether 
impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies lllay refer to 
the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional 
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture 
and farmland.} In determining whether impacts 
to a forest resources, including timberland, arc 
significant environmental cffects, lead agencies 
may refer to information compiled by the 
Califomia DeJl"rtment of Forestry and Fire 
Protection regarding the state's inventory of 
forest land, including the Forest and Range 
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 
assesslllent Project; and forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in Forest 
Protocols adopted by the Califomia Air Resource 
Board. 
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 

or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 0 
Monitoring Program of the Califol'Jlia 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

Discussion: 

Len IlulI1 
sigllijiC(J1I1 Wllh 

Mitigation 
incorpo/'ation 

o 

Lpss (Iial1 No 
sigllijicalllimpacl implIcl 

o 

The projcct site is loeatcd within Downtown San Rafael and is zoned for mixed-use urban dcvelopment (CSMU 
and MUW). The site is presently developed with residential and commercialuscs as well as a parking lot and is 
not prime farmland. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 1,2,3) 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, 01' a Williamson Act contract? D· 

Discussion:-
See discussion in 11.a. above. 

(Sollrces: 1,2,3) 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, 01' causc 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public ' 
Resourccs Code section 12220(g)), 
timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code section 4526), 01' timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by 
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GoverlllllCnt Codc SCCtiOIl 5111 04(g» 

Discussion: 
See discussion inlI.a. above. 

(Sources: 1,2,3) 

d Result in the loss of forest land 01' conversion 

PQtelllial/y 
Signijic<tllt 

Impact 

offorcst land to non-forest use? 0 

Discllssion: 
Sec discussion in lI.a. above. 

(Sources: 1,2,3) 

e. Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location 01' 

nature, could result in conversion of 0 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

Discllssion: 
Sec discussion in Il.a. above. 

(Sources: 1,2,3) 

III. AIR QUALITY 

Would the pmjcct: 
a. Conflict with or obstmct implementation of 

the applicable air quality plan? 0 

Discussion: 

Less tfum 
significant II'illl 

Mitigation 
Incorponllioll 

o 

o 

o 

Less 111011 No 
significant Impact Impact 

o 

o 

D 

In 20 II, the City of San Rafael adoptcd a new Sustainability Elemcnt for Gcneral Plan 2020 that contains a 
Climatc Changc Action Plan (CCAP). Thc CCAP includes goals to achieve Greenhouse Gas (GHG) level 
reduction by 2025 and 2050 that exceed the State's goals under AB 32. Because the proposed development 
project would be consistent with the Gencral Plnnlnnd usc designation, no analysis ofGHG cmissions is required 
under the provisions of thc CCAP, provided thc projcet is consistent with the City's "Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Strategy Compliance Checklist", which lists all the individual City Ordinances that help implement the City's 
Sustainability Element goals. In April 2013, the applicant submitted respOllses to the Checklist that indicate the 
projcct would comply with all the Chccklist required clcmcnts that arc applicable to the project (e.g., Green 
Building Ordinance, Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, Wood-Burning Appliance Ordinance, 
Commercial/Multi-Family Recycling Regulations, Bicycle Parking Regulations And Affordable Housing 
Ordinance) and n rcw of thc recommended clements, including use of recycled water for lAndscape, natma! 
filtration of hArd surfacc runoff and sidewalk upgradc. Therefore, the project would be consistent with the San 
Rafael CCAP and potential impacts to air quality would be a less than significant impact. 

(Sources: 1, 3) 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 0 
quality violation? 

Discussion: 
See discussion inlIl.a. above. 

(Sollrces: 1,3) 

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non - attainment 11l1der an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 0 
standard (including relcasing enllSSlOns 
which excccd quantitativc thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

Discussion: 
See discussion inllI.a. above. 

(Sources: 1,3) 

d. Expose sensitivc reccptors to substantial 
pollutant conccntrations? 0 

Discussion: 

Less lhall 
signlficmu1Vith 

Mitigation 
II1COlpOraliol1 

o 

o 

o 

Less lhall No 
slgnijic(/I1IImpacf Impact 

o 

o 

o 

The proposed project would locate 41 multi-family residential units within Downtown San Rafael along the busy 
Second Street corridor. Sensitive receptors are defined as youths under 18, the elderly, and people with respiratOlY 
ailments. The project Traffic Study estimates the project would generate 123 new daily trips form the site over 
existing levels with 16 new a.111. peak hour trips (7-9 a.111.) and 15 new trips during the p.m. peak hour (4-6 p.m.). 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District initiated the Community Alt· Risk Evaluation (CARE) program in 
2004 to evaluatc and rcducc health risks associatcd with cxposures to outdoor toxic ail' contaminants (TACs) in 
the Bay Area. Through its emissions modeling of criteria pollutants fwm stationary and mobile sources as well as 
geographic analysis of sensitive populations, the District identified areas that have dispwportionally higher 
emissions and conccntrations of TACs within thc Bay Area. The CARE pi'ogrmn idcntified six impacted 
cOllllllunities in thc Bay Area including Concord, castcrn San Francisco, westcrn Alameda County, Rcdwood 
City/East Palo Alto, Richmond/San Pablo, and San Jose. 

Thc project site is not identified as an impacted community and potential impacts to project residents from 
exposure to outdoor toxic air cOlltaminants would be mitigated through project design via the City Building Code 
and Green Building Ordinance. 

During COllstruction, particulate cmissions could bc generatcd through cxcavation activitics that emit dust and 
affect local residents, employees and patrons of businesses located in the area. Compliance with recommended 
Mitigatioll Measure Air Quality-l would ensure that temporary, constructioll-related air quality impacts would bc 
rednccd to a lcss than significant impact. 
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Recommended Mitigation Measure: 

All' Qunlity-l 

Potentially 
Sigllijicalll 

impact 

Less thall Less thall No 
significant With sigllijlcalllimplIc( impact 

Mitigation 
il1cOlpomtion 

To mitigate potential air quality impacts associated with construction and grading activities, a Dust Control Plan 
shall be prepared and submitted to the City of San Rafael Community Development Department for review and 
approval, prior to issuance of a grading permit. The Dust Control Plan shall include the following measures: 

o Watering activc grading zoncs a minimum of two times per day. 
o Hydro·seeding with native groundcovers inactive grading zones (previously graded areas). 
o Suspending all grading activity during periods of high winds (wind gusts exceeding 25 miles/hour). 
o Sweeping all paved public roads daily with water sweepers if visible excavation is present 
o Maintaining and operating gradillg/exeavation equipment so as to minimize particulates from exhaust 

emissions. 
The Dust Control Plan shall be implcmcnted during periods of grading when potential dust emissions are likely to 
occur. 
(Sources: 1,2,3,23) 

e. Create objectionable odors 
substantial number of people? 

Discussion: 

affecting a 
o o o 

The proposed residential and small cOlmnercial uses, consistent with surrounding uses in the Downtown district 
would not creatc objectionable odors. There would be no impact. . 

(Sources: 1, 2, 3) 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
({. Have 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 0 
regional plans, policies, or reglllations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Discussion: 

o o 

The proposed project is an urban in fill development that would demolish existing commercial and residential 
structures scaltered on the site and an adjoining parking lot and construct a single large four-story mixed-use 
structure. Presently, the site is almost entirely hardscape, with no natural habitat or geographic features. There is 
ve,y limited existing landscaping, consisting of five trees in varying states of health, all of which are proposed to 
be removed with project development. There are no candidate, sensitive or special status species at the project site 
and there would be no impact. 

(Sources: 1, 3, 4, 10) 

b. Have a sllbstantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 0 
community identified in local or regional 

Ellvirollmelltal Checklist Forlll 34 

o o 

Secolld alld B Street: New Sail Rafael HOl/sillg 



plalls, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or 
US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Discllssion: 
See discllssion in lV.a. above. 

(Soll)'ces: 1,3,4,10) 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect 011 federally 
protected wetlands as dcfiued by Section 404 

Pofclltially 
Significant 

Impact 

of the Clean Water Act (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 0 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
inten1lption, or other means? 

Discussion: 
See discussion inIV.a. above. 

(SOlU'CCS: 1, 3, 4, 10) 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established nativc 
resideilt 01' migratory wildlife corridors, or 0 
impede the Ilse of native wildlife nurselY 
sites? 

Discussion: 
See discussion in IV.a. above. 

(Sou)'ces: 1,3,4,10) 

e. Conflict with any local Jlolicics or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 0 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

Discussion: 

Less ,hall L~ss Ilrall No 
sigllificant With sigll!/icalt/ Jmpact Impac( 

MiliglltiOll 
illCOlllOl'tllioll 

o o 

o o 

o o 

The project site contains five existing trees: three Carob trees located at the entrance to the site along B Street, 
ranging in size from 20" to 26" ill diameter. There is an avocado tree located in the rear yard of the residence at 
1212 Second Street that measures II" in diAmeter. Finally, there is a 29" diameter Ca.nal'Y Island Date Palm on 
the north Jlroperty line. This tree is located at the end of the easement from C Street and is the source orthe name 
for the adjacent multi-family apal·tmcnt development, known as Lone Palm Court. Four of the five existing trees 
are within the planned building envelope for the project and are proposed for removal. The fifih existing tree, tbe 
Canary Island Date Pahu tree, is located within the project site though outside the proposed development 
envelope. Marin Tree Service evaluated these trees and recommends their removals due to poor condition and 
conflict with the development plan. In addition, the Landscape Plan identifies three existing Ash trees along the 
Second Street sidewalk for removal. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

less thal1 
signijical1f With 

Mitigation 
IlIc01poratioJl 

Less than No 
significant Impact lmpacl 

Of the five trees, the Date Palm, due to its size and unique character in this locale may be considered important. 
Although the City of San Rafael does not have specific heritage tree preservation policies within the Downtown 
area, it can exercise its discretion to protect important site features during the Design Review process. The 
landscape plan (Sheets Ll.O - L 1.2) indicates that this tree will be removed and replaced with a 36" box of similar 
species. The plan also provides new street trees, including six Crimson Spire Oaks along Second Street and 
augments the two existing Flowering Pear trees along the project frontage 011 B Street with two additional 
Flowering Peal' trees. 

The proposcd replacement in kind and in place for the Canary Palm trec would satisfY the requirements 
preservatiOli of significant trees in the City's Envil'Olllllental and Design Review Pcrmit Review Criteria (Section 
14.25.050.GA.c). Therc would be no impact. 

(Sources: 2, 3, 10) 

f. Contlict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Conllllunity Conservation Plml, or other 0 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

Discllssion: 
See discussion above in IV.a. 

(Sources: 1,3,4, 10) 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in thc 

significancc of a historical resource as [gJ 
defined in § 15064.5? 

Discussion: 

o o 

o o o 

The proposed Second and B Streets: New San Rafael Housing development project involves redcvelopment of the 
entire 0.53-acre site, including removal of all existing stmctures. Currently, the site contains a mid-century one
story, approximately 5,000 square foot commercial structUl'e, and two, two-story single-family residences built 
between 1887 and 1894. An Historic Rcsource Report (Appeudix A) was prepared for the two single-family 
residences at 1212 and 1214 Second Street by Painter Preservation and Planning to document the historic context, 
provide an architectural description, and evaluate the buildings based UpOIl the criteria of the California Eligibility 
to dctcrmine whether they havc historical significance. In addition, as discussed in the Aesthetics section above, 
the proposed project would have potentially significant impacts upon the historic setting of existing buildings in 
the project vicinity. 

Setting ami Impacts 
The residential structure at 1212 Second Strcet is a historic resource by vitiue of its listing itl the San Rafael 
HistoricaUArchitectural Survey Final Inventory List of Stt'llctures and Areas. In previous evaluations, the 
residential structure at 1214 Second Street was found to have potential to meet the criteria for a "Stl'llcture of 
Medt", as outlined in the City's Histodc Preservation Ordinance. 
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POfel/tially 
Significant 

IlI/pacJ 

Less Ihall 
sigllijicallf With 

MiligaJiol1 
incoJ'poratlon 

Less than No 
significant Impacf Impact 

The Historic Resource Report finds that both properties, 1212 and'1214 Second Street, have historical 
significance and meet Criteria I and 3 of the Califolllia Eligibility Criteria and additionally retain sufficicnt 
integrity to convey their significance, and are therefore historic reSOlU'ces for purposes of CEQA. 

Thc two residences are significant under Criterion I: It is associated with events that have made a significant 
conlribution to the broad patle111s of local or regional histOlY, or the cultural heritage of California or the United 
States. The residences at 1212 and 1214 Second Street are significant under Ihis critcrion for thcir association 
with the rapid development ofthe San Rafael town silc after Ihe coming of the railroad, and as housing developed 
in proximity to the railroad station for railroad employees and similar workcrs. They arc associated with events 
that have made a significant contribution to the patterns of local history. 

The properlies are also significanlunder Critcrion 3: It embodies the distinclive characteristics of a type, period, 
region, or method of construction, or represenls the work of a master, or possesses high arlistic values. The Iwo 
residences are a good and particularly urban example of housing in this era in San Rafacl and Ihroughout the Bay 
Area. They are particularly urban examples, in that they arc two-story Eastlake-Queen Anne style houses modeled 
closely on the San Francisco row house, rather than the smaller Victorian eotlages and large suburban homes 
more typical itl San Rafael in this era. This housing was made possible by innovations in building, the use of 
standard dimensioned lumber and wire nails, pattern and plan books for ideas, and inexpensive and readily 
available mill work to add style to Ihe structures. II is also an incrcasingly rare example of historic housing within 
thc original San Rafacl town site, representing an era when housing was mixed with other uses in proximity to 
trausportation and commercial businesses in the downtown core. The properties cmbody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, region, and method of construction. 

CEQA Finding: 
As noled above, the Historic Resource Report finds that the residential structures al 1212 and 1214 Second Street 
meel two of the foUl' Eligibility Criteria of the State of Califol'llia. These criteria are used by the State and local 
agencies to determine whether, under CEQA, impacts to a historic property as a result of a project proposal have 
Ihe potential to create a substantial adverse change to the resource. In order to be eligibLe for listing 011 thc 
Californ.ia Register of Historic Rcsources and be determined significant, a historical resource llIust llIeet one or 
more of the foUl' criteria. Therefore, the properlies are deemed histolic resources and proposed demolition is 
considered a "substantial adverse change". A SUbstantial adverse change is defined as demolition, destruction, 
rclocalion, or aIteration activitics, which would impair historical significance. In addition to meeting one or more 
of the criteria, a properly must also retain its integrity. Integrity is defined as a function of a I)ropetty's location, 
design, setling, nlRlerials, workmanship, feeling and association. The Hisloric Resources Rcport finds that the 
structures both relaiu integrity. 

Consislent with Section lS064.S(b), a project with an effect that may cause a substantial advcrse change in thc 
significance of an historical resource is a project Ihat may have a significanl cffect on the environment. The 
proposed demolition of the historic struclures al 1212 aud J 214 Second Street would be a significant adverse 
impact and 8n Environmental Impact Reporl shall be prepared. 

(SOlll'ces: 1,3,4,12,20) 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an arcl1aeologkal resource 
pursuant to §IS064.S? 

EuvirolJwellfnl CllCck1isl Form 
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Discllssion: 

Potentktf6' 
Significallt 

Impact 

Less thall Less thall No 
significant With sigllificallf Impact Impact 

Mitigation 
lIlCOI'P01,{I/lOIl 

According to both the City of San Rafael's adopted Archaeological Sensitivity Map and "PastFinder", a citywide 
database of parcel-specific archaeological sensitivity reports for development proposals that involve excavation 01' 

grading, the four adjacent parcels that comprise the project site have a sensitivity rating of "low" and no 
archaeological consultation is recommended prior to initiathlg a penuittcd project. 

Based upon this preliminary cultural resourc.e investigation, the chance of unknown at·chaeologie.l resources 
bcing nucovered during excavation, grading or construction is remote. It is rccommended that the followiug 
mitigation measure, which is standard procedure for archaeological resources that arc uncovercd during 
construction, be implemented to ensure that disturbance of unknown cultural resources during projcct excavation, 
grading and construction activities would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Cultural Resources- 1: 
If, during grading or construction activities, any archaeological artifacts or human remains are encountered, the 
following measures shall be implemented: 

• Construction shall cease immediately within 150 feet of the find until it can be evaluated by a qualified 
archaeologist, the Federated Indians of the Graton Rancheria, and Planning staff. Planning staff and the 
qualified archaeologist shall promptly visit the site. The qualified archaeologist shall conduct indcpendent 
evaluation of the "find" to determine the extent and significance of the resource, and to develop a course 
of action to be adopted that is acceptable to all concerned parties. If lnitigation is required, the first 
priority Shall be avoidance and prescrvation of thc resource. If avoidance is not feasible, an alternative 
archaeological management plan shall be prepared that may include excavation. If human remains are 
unearthed, the Marin County Medical Examiner's office also shall be notified. All archaeological 
cxcavation and monitoring activities shall bc conducted in accordance with prevailing professional 
standards, as outlined in Appendix K of the State CEQA Guidelines and by the California Office of 
Historic Preservation. The Native American community shall be consulted on all aspects of the mitigation 
program. 

(Sou)'ces: 1, 3, 12,21, 22) 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 0 
gcologic fcature? 

Discussion: 

o o 

See discussion in V.b. above. No known unique paleontological or geologic features have been identificd within 
the project area or on the subject site. No further study is necessary. 

(Sources: 1, 3) 

d. Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 0 o o 

Discussion: 
Sec discussion in V.b. above. Thcre are no formal ccmctcries or known interred human remains within the project 
area or on the subject site. No further study is necessmy. 

(Som'ces: 1, 3, 12, 21, 22) 
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PotC!lIIla/ly 
Sigllijicallf 

Impact 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 
(t. Expose people or s!l:uctures to potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk 
ofloss, injury, or death involving: 

i) 

Discussion: 

Rupture of a known eal1hquake fault, 
as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthqluike Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State 
Gcologist for the arca or based on 0 
other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 

Less them 
significallt 1I'IIb 

MUigatioIJ 
il1COlpOmlioll 

o 

Less tlian No 
significant Impact Impact 

o 

The project site is locatcd within a seismically active area mId will therefore experience the effects of future 
earthquakes. Active earthquake fanlt zones within close proximity include the Hayward, San Andreas and 
Rodgers Creek faults, aPPl'Oximately 7-12 miles from the project site. In the evellt of a major earthquake in the 
Bay Area, the site may be susceptible to seismic shaking and related ground failure. However, surface rupture is 
highly uniikely at this site since no active faults arc known to cross the project site and the sitc is not loeatcd 
within the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. There would be no impact. . 

(SoUl'ces: 3, 6, 19) 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? o o o 
Discussion: 
As discussed in the project Geotechnical Investigation, strong seismic ground shaking at the site is highly 
probably dul'ing the life of the projcct. The intensity of ground shaking will dcpend on the characteristics of the 
causative fault, distance fi'om the fhult, the earthquake magnitnde and duration, and site-specific geologic 
conditions. The report concludes that the project improvements would be designed in accordance with the 
California Building Code and recommended seismic design criteria provided in the Geotechnical Investigation 
report. This would be a lcss than significant impact. 

(SOlll'ces: 3, 6) 

iii) Seismic related grouud failure, 
including liqnefaction? 0 o o 

Discussion: 
Liqnefaction refers to the sudden, temporary loss of soil strength during strong ground shaking. This phenomenoll 
can occur where there are saturated, loose, grauular (sandy) deposits subjected to seismic shaking. Liquefactioll
related impacts inelude settlement, flow failure and lateral spreading. Saturated, relatively clean, granular deposits 
were not cncountered at the project site; therefore the potential for liquefaction at the projcct site is low. Ground 
settlement, lurching and cracking are also potential seismjc impacts. Soil tests at the project site indicate that 
ground settlement of the neal' surface soils in a seismic event would be minor. Lurching and ground cracking 
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Potentially 
Sig"ijicant 

ImpacJ 

Less ,ltelll Less ,flem No 
sigl1{fictll1J Willi sigllijiC'alllimpnct Impact 

Mitigatioll 
IncOIpomfioll 

generally oecu!" along the tops of slopes and the site is located on relatively flat ground, thus the potential for 
significant lurching and ground cracking is low. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 3. 6) 

Landslides? D D D 
Discussion: 
As noted above, the project sitc consists of nearly flat slopes and slope stability is not a geologic hazard. There 
would be no impact. 

(Sources: 3, 6) 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 
of topsoil? D D o 

Discussion: 
Sandy soils on moderate slopes or clayey soils on steep slopes are susceptible to crosion when exposed to 
COltcentmted surface water flow. The site is relatively level with little relief thus the potential for significant 
erosion at the site is minimal. Project development would cover the entire site with the proposed structure and 
landscaping improvements. As proposed, the civil plans collect surface water into a storm drain system to 
temporary rctcntion systems onsite and into the City storm drainage system. Erosion controlmeasllrcs during and 
after construction would conform to Regional Water Quality Control Board standards as required in project 
conditions of approval. There would be no impact. 

(SOlll'ces: 3, 6) 

c. Be located au a geologic unit or soil thaI is 
unstable, or that would become uustable as a 
rcsult of the projcct, and potentially result in D 
on, or offsitc landslide, lateral spreading. 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

Discussion: 

D o 

As discussed in Ihe project Geotechnicallnvestigation, sitc soils consist of medium stiff to stiff silty clay alluvium 
over sandstone bedrock. The Geotechnical Investigation recommends that foundation design, consistiIlg of drilled 
piers and grade beams with spread footings be supported on bcdrock to · minimize settlement on site. In the 
December 2012 report, Miller Pacific also addressed the need for underpinning of the adjacent existing 
foundatiolls or other measures to support the proposed excavations and retaining walls for the project design. The 
buildings locatcd .<ljnccnt to the northwest portion of thc site are of particular conCCIll, where cuts up to 5-feet ill 
depth are planlted. Drilled piers installed before excavatiOlt is one method to provide temporary support to 
a,ljscellt strllcturcs durillg excavation and permanent slIpport ofthc new building retaining walls. 

(Solll'ces: 3, 6) 

cI. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table J8-J-B of the Uniform Building Code D 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
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property? 

Discllssion: 

Potelltially 
Signijicallt 

Impact 

Less Ihall 
sigllijicallf With 

Mitigatioll 
blCOllJOmlioll 

Less thall No 
sigllijicalltImpact Impact 

The Miller Pacific Engineering Group Geotechnical Investigation indicates tbat expansive soils were not observed 
during their field investigations of the project site and state that the potential for structural damage due to 
expansive soils is low. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 3, 6) 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems D 
where sewers are not available for the· 
disposal of wastewater? 

Discussion: 

D D 

The project site is located within Downtown San Rafael where sewer disposal systems are in place. The proposed 
project does not include septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 3) 

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMMISSIONS 

Would the project: 
a. Generate greenhouse gas enllSSlOns, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant D 
impact on the environment? 

Discussion: 

D D 

In 2011, the City of San Rafael adopted a new Sustainability Element for General Plan 2020 that contains a 
Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP). The CCAP includes goals to achieve Greenhouse Gas (GHG) level 
reduction by 2025 and 2050 that exceed the State's goals under AB 32. Because the proposed development 
project would be consistent with the General Plan land use designation, 110 analysis of GHG emissions is required 
under the provisions of the CCAP, provided the project is consistent with the City's "Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Strategy Compliance Checklist", which lists all the individual City Ordinances that help implement the City's 
Sustainability Element goals. 

In April 2013, thc applicant submitted responses to the Checklist that indicate the project would comply with all 
the Checklist requircd clcmcnts that arc applicable to the project (e.g., Green Building Ordinance, Water Efficient 
Landscape Ordinance, Wood-Burning Appliance Ordinancc, Conuncrc1aI/Multi-Family Recycling Regulations, 
Bicycle Parking Regulations and Affordable Housing Ordinance) and a few of the recommended elcments, 
including use of recycled water for landscape, natural filtration of hard surface runoff and sidewalk upgrade. 
Thercfore, the project would be consistent with the San Rafael CCAP and GHG cmissions would be mitigated to 
a less than significant level through compliance with the implementing Ordinances. 

(Sources: 1,3, 11) 
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Po/ell/iall), 
Signijlcant 

Impact 

b. Conflict with an applicablc plan, policy or 
regulation for the purpose of reducing the 0 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Discussion: 
Sec discussion in VILa. above. 

(Sonrces: 1,3, 11) 

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or 

the environment through the routine 
transport, usc, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

Discussion: 

o 

Less than Less than No 
significant Willi significant Impact illlpac/ 

Mitiga/iol1 
l11c01poralioll 

o o 

o o 

The proposed project to demolish existing commercial and residential structures and construct a new 3-story 
residential apartment building over grOlUld floor retail and garage pat'king would not involve routine transpOli, use 
or disposal of hazardous materials and would 110t create a significant hazard to the public. The project plans have 
been reviewed by City Departments, including Public Works, Police and Fire. Construction activities on thc sitc 
wOllld not involve materials hazardous to the public. Project construction would be subject to inspection by the 
City. 

Proposed demolition of existing structures at the site could involve removal and disposal of hazat'dous materials 
such as asbestos or lcad that could potentially impact the health of persons residing and working in the area during 
construction activitics. Compliance with recommended Mitigation Measure Hazards-l would cnsure that 
demolition activities do not impair the public health and reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

RCCOIllIllCJl(lc(l Mitigation Measurc: 

Hazards-1 
To reduce the potential exposure of thc public to hazardous materials such as asbestos or lead during proposed 
demolition activities, a hazardous material remediation plan shall be prepared and submitted to the City of San 
Rafael Community Devclopment Department for review and approval prior to issuance of a demolition permit. 

(Sources: 3, 16) 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the envirolUllent through reasonably 
foresecable lIpset and accident conditions 0 
involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment? 

Discussion: 
See discussion in VIlLa. above. 

(Sources: 3, 16) 
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Potell/ially 
Slgl1lj1c(lllt 

Impact 

c. Emit hazardous emIssIons or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile D 
of an existing 01' proposed school? 

Discussion: 
Sec discllssion in VilLa. above. 

(Sources: 3, 16) 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a 
list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Govel'llment Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 0 
significant hazard to thc public or the 
environment? 

Discussion; 

Less thau 
slgl1ijic(l11t Wilh 

Mitigatiofl 
IIIC01pomtloll 

o 

o 

Less tllan No 
signijical11lmpact Impact 

o 

o 

The project sitc is located within Downtown San Rafael and is not included on a list of hazardous material sites. 
Therc would be 110 impact. 

(Sollrces: 1, 3) 

e. For a project located within an airport land 
usc plan 01', where such a plan has not becn 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport 
or public usc airport, would tho projcct rcsult 0 
in a safety hazard for peoplc rcsiding or 
working in the project area? 

Discussion: 

o o 

The proje~t site is located within Downtown San Rafael and is not within two milcs of a public airport nOr located 
within an airport land use plan. Therc would bc no impact. 

(Sources: 1, 3) 

.f. For a projcct within the vicinity of a private 
ail~trip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 0 
project arca? 

Discussion: 
See discllssion in VilLe. above. 

(Sources: 1,3) 

g. Impair implementation of 01' physically 0 
interfere with an adopted cUlel'gcncy 
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response plan or eniergellcy evacuation plan? 

Discussion: 

Potelltially 
Significal/t 

Tlllpact 

Less til (/II Less 111(//1 No 
sigllificallt Witll sigllificalll impact illlpact 

Mitigation 
Illco/7lomtioll 

The 815 B Street project, an infill redevelopment located within Downtown San Rafael. would be consistent with 
the General Plan 2020 and Zoning Ordinance in terms of. the types of land uses, mixed use residential and 
commercial. The project has bcen reViewed by City Departments, including Public Works, Fire, Policc and 
responsible agencies. No concel'lls have been raised about the City's ability to provide services the project site nor 
that it would interfere with and adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 1,2,3,16) 

h. Expose people or structmes to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are 0 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residenccs arc intermixed with wildlands? 

Discussion: 

o o 

The project site is not located within the City's Wildland-Urban Interface high-severity fire zone (WUl) and there 
would be no impact. 

(Sources: 1, 2, 3) 

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge l'equirements? 0 o o 
Discussion: 
The proposed 815 B Street project is an urban infill development that would replace the existing structures 
consisting of two singlc family residences and a commercial building with a new 4-stOlY mixed use building 
containing 41 residential apartments and approximatcly 2,000 square feet of retail space. Thc current structures 
are connected to the City's existing sewer system. A preliminary sanitary sewer analysis was prepared for the 
project by Adobe Associates, Inc. The proposed sanitary sewer improvements include the connection of 4" sewer 
laterals from the retail space to the existing 8" sewer main on B Street and the connection of a new 6" sewer line 
from the apartment units to the existing 8" sewer main 011 Second Strect. The report tabulates the fixture counts, 
fixture unit demands and total flow rates for the proposed sewer lines and demonstrates that the proposed sewer 
lines would provide sufficient capacity for the project. Thus, the project would not violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 1,3,8) 

h. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interferc substantially with groundwater 
rccharge such that there would be a "net 0 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowcring of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
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would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses 
for which permits have been granted)? 

Discussion: 

Pulf!llt/ull), 

Siglllj1crml 
Imp(lcl 

Less 111lI1I 
significant With 

Mitigatioll 
hICOq)Ol'alloll 

Less them No 
sign!ficall1 impact impact 

The project site is a developed 0.53 aerc site located in Downtown San Rafael. The currcnt uses, and proposed 
nclV uses would continue to, receive water service from Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD). MMWD has 
reviewed the project plans and provided their comments in a letter to the City with the finding that there is 
adequate water supply to service the proposed project. There are no active wells at the site and the project would 
have no impact npon gronndwater recharge given the site is fully developed. 

(Sources: 3, 13) 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including throngh 
the alteration of the eonrse of a stream or 
river, in n manner, which would result in 0 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site? 

Discussion: 

o o 

See discussion in IX.b. above. As noted in the Geology and Soils section VI.b. above, the proposed project is an 
urban infill development and wonld not impact streambeds nor result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off
site. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 3, 6) 

d Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of thc site or area, inclnding tln·ongh 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or 0 
amount of surface I1llloif in a inanner, which 
1V0uid rcsult ill flooding on- or off- site? 

Discussion: 

o o 

As discussed in the lX.b. above, redevelopment of the urbanized project site would not alter existing drainage 
patterns. Urban services to the proposed development project would be upgraded to accommodate the increased 
demand for service. Adobc Associatcs, Inc. prepared a Preliminary Drainage Analysis for the proposcd project in 
December 2012 and updated the report in May 2013. The report notes that runoff ft·om the project site currently is 
conveyed by the existing curbs and gutters in a north-to-south direction on B Street and east-to-west direction on 
Second Street toward a catch basin at the corner of Second Street and C Street to the west of the site. With the 
proposcd improvcments, l1Inoff from the building roof would be conveyed by roof gutters to downspouts and then 
piped to two infiltration planters for on-site treatment before being directed and discharged at street curbs into the 
storm drainage system. The first infiltration planter is on level 2 of the building aud the second planter is adjacent 
to the buildirig, along the sidewalk on Second Street. Required total infiltration area for the project site has been 
calculated as 1,380 square feet, exceeding the requirement for 935 square reet (4% of the 0.53 acre site area). 
Drainage analysis in the report confirms that the proposed curb drains would be snfficient to handle storm runoff 
from the bllilding roof during a 100-year storm event. Therefore, there would be no increased risk of flooding on 
or off-sitc. 
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Potenti(llly 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Ihall Less than No 
significant With sigl1ificalltlmpact Tmpact 

Milig(ltioll 
illcOIporatiol1 

It is required by Marin County Storm Water Pollution Prevention and the City of San Rafael requirements that the 
proposed development would not increase the discharged storm drain peak flow and volume. Because the site is 
currently fully covered with structures and a parking lot, redevelopment of the site with the proposed project 
would 110t changc thc flow and volume of storm drain Hm-off discharged from the sitc. Infiltration planters and 
underground storagc (if required) would be designcd to eliminate impacts to water quality and quantity 
dowllStream. There would be no impact. 

(Sonrces: 3, 7) 

e. Create or contribute runoff water, which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stonllwater drainage systems or 0 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

Discussion: 
See discussion in IX.d. above. 

(Sonrces: 3,7) 

f. Otherwise substantially 
quality? 

Discussion: 
See discussion inlX.d. above. 

(Sollrces: 3, 7) 

degrade water 

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 

o 

area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insmance Rate Map or 0 
other flood hazard delineation map? 

Discussion: 

o o 

o o 

o o 

As indicatcd in General Plan 2020 Exhibit 29, Flood Hazard Areas, the project site is located outside thc area of 
thc 100-year flood, in a zone that is mapped as the area between the limits of the 1 OO-year flood and the SOO-ycar 
flood on the current FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map. The proposed new development would contain 41 
residential units. The 815 B Street project proposes drainagc improvements sufficicnt to handle project runoff in 
a 100-year storm event, as discussed in IX.d. above. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 1,3,7,18) 

II. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures that would impede or redirect 0 
flood flows? 

Discussion: 
Sec discussion inIX.g. above. 
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(Sources: 3, 7) 

i. Expose peoplc or structures to a significant 

PofcllIially 
Sigllificalll 

Impact 

risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result ofthe 0 
failure of a Icvee or dam? 

Discussion: 

Less thall Less tlulII No 
significant With significant impact Impact 

Mitigation 
IlIc01poralioli 

o o 

Thc project site at this location in Downtown San Rafael is not susceptible to flooding as a result of the failure of 
a levee or dam as no such structures are located within the vicinity of San Rafael. The project site also would not 
be subject to flooding from the tidal influenced San Rafael Canal, as identificd on the Flood Insurance Rate Map. 
This is a relatively flat site with urban storm drainage facilities in place within adjacent streets. Drainage facilities 
for the site will be npgraded as part of the development plan to manage runoff from a 100-year storm event, as 
discussed above in IX.d. 

(Sources: 1, 3, 7, 18) 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? o o o 
DisclIssion: 
There would be no risk of inundatioil by seiche, tsunami or 111udflow at the project site, which is located on 
relatively flat land in the Downtown area and well inland from San Francisco Bay. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 1,3) 

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 
a. Physically divide an established comlllunity? 0 o o 

Discussion: 
The project site is designatcd in the General Plan 2020 for mixed-use development (SecondlThird Mixed Use) 
and has two zoning classifications that call for mixed-use development (SecolldlThird Street Mixed Use West and 
Cross Street Mixed Use). As noted in the General Plan Exhibit 11, the land use designation encourages retail 
usually accessed by car along Second Street and neighhorhood serving and specialty retail lIses and residential 
uses west of ")3" Street. Adjacent uses in the vicinity of the project site range from the 60-unit Lone Palm Court 
apartments a(ljacent to the west on C Street, commercial businesses along B Street to the north and east, some 
with residential units or offices on upper floors, reflecting a varied combination of residential and conunereial 
uses typical of Downtown San Rafael. 

The current uses of the site include similar types of uses, although they are in separate structures: hyo single
family residential structures, a commercial building, and a parking lot. The proposed 815 B Street development 
plan would be consistent with the General plan land usc and Zoning designations, providing a mixed residential 
and commercial use building. The project is eligible to exceed the maximum density established by the General 
Plan and Zoning Ordinance given that the provides eeltain levels of affordable housing project and based on state 
density bonus law, is required to receive a density bonus. The project would involve redevelopment of the 
existing uses, continuing the pattern ofthe types of uses in the Downtown area but also significantly intensifying 
them. Therefore, the proposed development would not physically divide an established community, rather it 
would create a morc dense and modern development within the Downto~vn district. There would be 110 impact. 
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b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but 

Potellliall)' 
S;gnificant 

Impact 

not limited to the general pIau, spccific plan, 0 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding oj' 
mitigating an environmental effcet? 

Discussion: 

Less thtln 
significant Wit;' 

Mitiglllioll 
iJJcorporalioll 

o 

Less tluIII 
slglllj1C'(JnI Impact 

o 

No 
III/pael 

As discussed above ill X.a., the proposed residential nnd commercial IIses in the 815 B Strcet devclopmcnt plan 
wOllld be consistent with thc Gcncral Plan Land Use Map and Zoning designations. The Secoll(VThird Mixed Use 
land lise designntion provides a maxinllull density of 32-62 units per acre. 
The dev,elopment standards of the two zoning districts on thc project site would permit a maximum of 30 units. 
The applicant proposes to meet the criteria for a State Density Bonus that would allow a maximum of 41 IInits, as 
proposed in the 815 B Street dcvelopment piau. Based on state law, density bonus units for affordable hOllsing 
projects do lIot render the project in consistent with locnl land usc 01' density regulations. The project is also 
gcnerally consistent with other development standnrds rcgulating building hcight, parldng, and landscaping. 

As discussed above in Scction VII., the proposed project would also be consistent with policies in the General 
Plan Climate Changc Action Plan (CCAP), which seeks to limit GHG emissions and implement regional air 
quality goals. Therefore, the pl'Oject would not conflict with applicable land .use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Therc would bc no impact. 

(Sources: I, 2, 3) 

c. Conflict with any 
conservation plan or 
conservation plan? 

Discusslon: 

applicable habitat 
natural C0111tl1unity o o o 

The projccl site is located in Downtown San Rafael where there are no adopled habilal conservation plans nor 
naturnl community conservation plans for this are,a. There would no impact. 

(Sources: 1,3) 

Xl. MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
a, Result in the loss of availability of a known 

mincral resourcc that would be of value to 
the region .nd the residents of the stnlc? 

Disclission: 

o o o 

No known mineml resources would be impacted by the proposed project, which is a fully devcloped sitc locatcd 
in Downtown San Rafacl. Thcrc would be no impact. 
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b. Result in the loss of availability of a 
locally-important mineral resource recove,y 

Potcntially 
Sigllificallf 

Impact 

site delineated on a local general plan, 0 
specific plan or othcr Jand usc plan? 

Discussion: 

Le-ss them 
significant Wilh 

Mitigation 
incorporation 

o 

Less Ihall No 
sigJiificGl1t impact lmpacJ 

o 

The project site is located in Downtown San Rafael and is 1I0t identified ill the General Plan 2020 as a mineral 
resource recovery site. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 1, 3) 

XII. NOISE 

Would the project: 
a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 

lcvels in excess of standards established in 
the local gcneral plan or noisc ordinance, or 0 
applicable standards of other agcneies? 

Discussion: 

o o 

The noise environment of the project site is dominated by the traffic noise from the adjacent streets .. The 815 B 
Street mixed-use development project is located at the northwest cOrner of the intersection of Second and B 
Streets. A(ljaccnt and surrounding properties include residential housing or mixed eommerciallresidential IIses, 
including the Lone Palm Comt Apartments to the west and residential above commercial storefronts on B Street. 

The San Rafael General Plan 2020 includes policies to minimize noise impacts upon new and existing residential 
uses. Noise Policy N-I rcquires acoustical studies for all new rcsidential projects within the projected Ldn 60 dB 
noise contours so that noise mitigation measmes can be incorporated into project design. Noise Policy N-2 
establishes an interior noise environment requirement of Ldn 45 and an outdoor noise requirement of Ldn 65 or 
less for residential uses in the Downtown area. In addition, the San Rafael Municipal Codc has an adopted Noise 
Ordinance (Chapter 8.13), which establishes construction noise limitations and hours of operation. 

An Acoustical Assessment was prepared by Wilson Ihrig & Assoeiatcs for the project in January 2013 and 
updated in a Memorandum June 10, 2013. Noise measurements were recorded at four sitcs on the property over 
the course of a week. The analysis states that noise data collected at the project site indicate that the environment 
is "conditionally acceptable" for housing pel' the City of San Rafael General Plan Noise Element. This rating 
means that housing is an acceptable use provided the building provides adequate insulation from exterior noise 
sources. The report concludes that the proposed brick and stucco extcrior building material would provide more 
than adequate noise reduction to attain the interior noise requirement; however, cOllullercially-available, souud
ratcd windows would be necessary to maintain a satisfactory indoor noise environment. The Acoustical 
Assessment concludes that windows should have an Outdoor-Indoor Transmission Class (OITC) rating of 24, 
which exceeds the standard required \ltlder Title 24 of the Uniform Building Code. In addition, the building 
design willlleed to provide an alternative ventilation system per Title 24 when windows are closed for habitable 
rooms with exterior noise exposures greater than Ldn.60. 

Although eonstl'lletion methods have not been detennined yet, excavation work wlll be required and standard 
construction equipment, such as backhoe, drill rig, grader, cement trucks, dump tl'lleks, and hannllering of nails 
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for wood constlllction are assumed. During construction, noise impacts due to construction activities would be 
expected to meet the noise limits of the San Rafael Noise Ordinance (Le., to be below 90 dBA property plane 
limit) except When site grading activities are within 28 reet of the adjacent properties to the west, as shown in 
Figure 3 of the Wilson Ihrig report. The Noise Ordinance limits construction activities, including demolition, 
alteration and maintenance of construction equipment, deliveries of materials or equipment to the site. Noise is 
limited to 90 dBA at any point outside the project site. Construction hours arc limited to between 7:00 A.M. and 
6:00 P.M. from Monday to Friday, and between 9:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M on Saturday. The project would be 
required, as a condition of approval, to comply with the City's Noise Ordinance at all times. Compliance with 
recommended Mitigation Measures Noise-I, -2 and -3 would ensure that all project related noise impacts arc 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

Recommended Mitigation Mensures 

Nolse-l 
To mitigate operational noise, the construction drawings shall provide OITC 24 windows along and ncar the 
Second Street fa~ade and standard double-paned windows at all other facades. A\l habitable rooms with exterior 
noise exposures greater tban Ld" 60 will require alternative ventilation per Title 24. 

Noise-2 
The City of San Rafael Noise Ordinance constllletion noise requirements sball be Illet. Construction noise related 
to demolition atld grading work done within 15 feet of the west property line could exceed the Ordinance 
requirements. To atncliorate the noise effects from this work, the neighbors sha\l be informed beforehand when 
the work will be p.erfonned, its duration, and daily schedule. Any input neighbors have on construction schcduling 
shall be incorporated to the extent fcasible, aud the work sbould be conducted as quickly as possible to minimize 
exposure time. 

Nolse-3 
To minimize the potential noise impact on adjacent residences when the existing structures on tbe project site are 
demolished and when site preparation work is done, the ro\lowing measures shall be implemented: 

• The contmetors shall provide heavy machinery aud pneumatic tools equipped with lllufflers and other 
sound suppression technologies. 

• The contractors shall shut down equipment expected to idle more than 5 minutes. 

(Sources: 1,2,3,9) 

h. Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive ground borne vibration or ground 0 
borne noise levels? 

Djscussion: 

o o 

See discussion in XI!.a. above. Construction activities are anticipated to include standard excavation equipment 
and methods for the development project including for placement of drilled piers that lllay bc necessary to provide 
underphming of existing adjacent structures during site excavation. Therefore, construction activities would not 
involve excessive ground borne vibration or grouud borne noise levels. This would be a less than significant 
impact. 

(Sources: 1, 3, 9) 
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c. A substantial permanent increase in ambicnt 
noise levels in the project vicinity above 
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The Wilson, Ihrig & Associates Acoustical Assessmcnt statcs that the lIoise environment is dominated by the 
traffic noise from adjacent streets. As stated above, the measured Ldnlevels place the project in the "conditional1y 
acceptable" land use compatibility category based upon the existing noise environment in this Downtown 
location. The report projects futurc noise levels based upou estimates of the change in traffic volume over time, 
assuming an annual 3% growth in traffic volume over 10 years. This assumed level of growth 1V0uid increase the 
ambient noise environment by ldB over the 10-year pedod. The report forecasts future noise Icvels at the 
building facades and concludcs that future noise levels could reach Ldn of 72 along Second Street and Ldn 70 
along B Street. This estimated increase would be an approximately 1 Ldn dB increase fi'om the existing noise 
environment measurements for the project site on these two street frontages. This increase would not be generated 
by the project itself but rather by the overall growth in traffic within the region. This would be a less than 
significant impact. 

(Sources: 1,3,9) 

d. A substantial temporary 01' periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 0 
above levels existing without the project? 

Discussion: 

o o 

Sec discussioll of temporary construction noise impacts related to the proposed project and the recommended 
mitigatio1l1neaSlire Noise-2, in Xn.a. above. 

(Sollrces: 1,3,9) 

e. For a project located within an ail]lOli land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not becn 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the project 0 
expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

Discussion: 

o o 

The projcct is located in Downtown Sail Rafael and is not within an airport land usc plan area. There would be no 
impact. 

(Solll'ecs: 1,3) 

j For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 0 
excessive noise levels? 

DiscussiQn: 
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The project is located in Downtown San Rafael and is not within thc vicinity of a private airstrip. There would be 
no impact. 

(Sou)'ces: 1,3) 

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would thc project: 
a. Inducc substantial population growth in an 

area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) Or D 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

Discussion: 

D D 

The proposed Second and B Streets: New San Rafael Housing project would create 41 new apartment units (nct 
incrcase of 39 residential units after construction) and increase population in San Rafael by approximately 95 
people based upon the City's projected average household size of2.44 persons in General Plan 2020). The project 
would meet the use and density standards of the San Rafael General Plan 2020 and also the Zoning Ordinancc 
tln'ough provisions of the State Density Bonus law. These provisions, including providing inclusionary affordable 
housing at designated affordability levels and requesting concessions permissible under Statc law, would a\low 
thc project to exceed the maximum permitted density by I I units. This is modest incrcase in residcntial 
population growth that supports local and State goals to crcatc affordable housing and to intensify hO\lsing within 
existing lIl'ban ceuters. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 1, 2, 3) 

b. Displace substantial uumbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of D 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

Discussion: 

D D 

The proposed Second and B Streets: New San Rafael Housing development involves the creation of 41 new 
residential apartment units and the demolition of two existing single family residential units. The loss of two 
siugle-family units would be fully offset by thc net increase of 39 units in the same location, thus construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere would not he necessary. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 1,3) 

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement D 
housing elsewherc? 

Discussion: 
See discussion ill Xlll.h. above. 

(Sources: 1, 3) 
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Would the project result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered govenOllental facilities, 
nced for new or physically altered govcnuueutal 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios) response 
times or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services: 

{/. Fire protection? 

Discussion: 
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Impacl 

o 

Less than 
sigll/flc(1tI1 Wilh 
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o 
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o 

No 
impact 

The Second and B Streets: New San Rafael Housing pl'Ojcct is an urban infill development on 0.53 acres that 
would not be of a scale that requires new or physically altered govenUllent facilities and it wonld not impact the 
qnality of service, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services. The San Rafael 
Fire Prevcntion Bnreau has reviewed the proposed development plan and provided a list of recommended 
conditions of approval in order to provide effieicnt service to this new project. There would be no impact. 

(Sollrces: 3, 16) 

b. Police protection? o o o 
Discnssion: 
Thc San Rafael Police Department rcvicwed the proposed development project and noted that they expect an 
increase in calls foo' service due to the location across the street from st. Vincent's Dining Hall. The anticipated 
increase iu calls wOllld not cause any service issllcs for the Department. There wOll1d be no impact. 

(Somees: 3, 16) 

c. Schools? o o o 
Discussion: 
The project site is located in DowntolVn San Rafael and is served by the San Rafael Unified School District. The 
Second and B Streets: New San Rafael HOllsing project would cause a small increase in stlldent cIU'ollment in 
local schools. The City of San Rafael 1V0uid impose a condition of approval requiring that School fees be paid 
prior to issuance of a Building Permit. The school fees for residential construction are cllrrently computed at 
$2.97 per square foot of new conditioned living space. Calculations are done by the San Rafael City Schools and 
fees arc paid directly to them. This would be a less than significant impact. 

(Somees: 3, 16) 

d. Parks? o o o 
Discussion: 
The Second and B Streets: New San Rafael Housing project would cause a small increase in demand for park use 
in San Rafael and the region with the construction of a lIet increase of39 residential units on the subject property. 
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To mitigate this increase in demand, the City of San Rafael wonld impose a condition of approval requil'ing that 
Parkland Dedication or development fees be paid prior to issuance of a Building Pcnnit. This Parkland Dedication 
fee, intended to provide funding for park and recreational facilities maintenance and development, for residential 
construction, arc currently computcd at $1,967 pel' new dwelling unit. This would be a less than significant 
impact. 

(Sollrees: 1, 3) 

e. Other public facilities? o o o 
Discussion: 
Other public facilities within the Downtown San Rafael area include the San Rafael Community Center, at 618 B 
Street in vcry close proximity to the project site, is a lIlulti-purpose facility the includes club rooms, lounge, 
auditoriulll with theatrical stage and kitchen. In addition, the San Rafael Public Libraty is located at 1100 E Street 
and City Hall is located at 1400 5'h Avenue. f'alkirk Mansion is located at 1408 Mission Avenue. New residents of 
the proposed project would have access to these facilities, all located within walking distance. The development 
of a 39 (net) new residential units on the site would not cause adverse impacts upon these public facilities, which 
are primarily funded through property tax revcnues and user fees. There would be lt~ impact. 

(Soul'ces: 1,3) 

XV. RECREATION 

Would the project: 
a. Increase the usc of cxisting ncighborhood 

and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical 0 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

Discussion: 

o o 

Existing City parks and recreation facilities within close proximity to the projcc.! site in the Downtown San Rafael 
area include Albert Park and Gerslle Park to thc soutb, Boyd Park and Falkirk Cultural Center to the north, and 
Sun Valley Park to the northwest. Fmther to the east, are Pickleweed Park, Peaco.ck Park and Community 
Gardens. China Camp State Park is located along the Bay sborclinc to the east of central San Rafael. Within the 
City of San Rafael cOI]lorate limits, there are a total of25 parks and three community centers. 

New residential development projects would be expectcd to increase dematld for use of existing neighborhood 
and regional parks and rccreation facilities. The proposed Second and B Strcets: New San Rafael Housing project 
involves the addition of 39 (net) new residential apartmcnt units with an approximate population increase (nct) of 
95 residents on the site (based upon the City's projected average household size of 2.44 residents in the General 
Plan 2020). As indicated above, the City has a wide range of recreation and park facilities located within close 
proximity to the project site and many others within the City limits. The City of San Rafael requires payment of a 
Parkland Dedication fee at the time of new residential development approval for the City's use in acquiring and 
improving parkland for use by existing residents and the additioual residents generated by new development. This 
Parkland Dcdication Fee is calculated currently at $1,967 pel' new dwelling unit, totaling approximately $80,687 
for the 41-unit development. Therefore, the impact of thc proposed project UpOIl existing parks and recrcation 
facilities would be less Ulan significant. 
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The proposed Second and B Street: New San Rafael Housing development project includes a conullunity 
recrcation room and landscaped courtyard on the second floor for the apartment residents' lISC. These facilities 
wOllld enhance the residents' experience of living in a dense Downtown environment. As discussed in XV.a., 
above, the project would not create a significant adverse impact upon existing City parks and rccreational 
facilities nor require construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might havc an advcrse physical effect 
on the environmcnt. There 1V0uld be no impact. 

(SOUl·CCS: 1,3) 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Would thc project: 
Q. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance 

or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all 
modes oftrausportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 0 
component of the circulation system, 
including but !lot Iimitcd to intersections, 
streets, highways, and freeways, pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, and mass trails it)? 

Discussion: 

o o 

The proposed project would consist of 41 residential apartment units plus 2,095 square feet of retail space. 
Vehicular access to the residential parking garage would be provided by a two-way driveway from B Street at the 
eastern edge of the site. Existing development of the site incilldes two single-family residential units, a 5,000 
square foot cOIIUllercial building and a surface parking lot containing 45 parking spaccs, of which four parking 
spaces arc designated as parking for the adjacent Sans Groce.y Store and the remaining spaces nre leased monthly 
for privatc permit parking. Both of these parking uses would be discontinued with project development. Wide 
sidewalks are provided alollg the site's frontage, which is consistent with pedestrian facilities providcd throughollt 
Downtow!l San Rafael. No dcdicated bicycle facilitics arc provided on either B Street or Second Street in the 
vicinity of the project site. 

A Focused Traffic Analysis was prepared by W-Trans for the projcct. Project dcvelopment would generate 123 
new daily grips at the site over existing levels, with 16 net new trips dr/ring the a.Ill. peak hour and 15 11et lIew 
trips during the p.Ill. peak hour. 

Thc W-trans rcport concludes that the project would have its greatest impact at the intersections of Second 
StreetlB Street during peak periods when queues fro111 the traffic signallllay extend past the driveway for short 
periods of each signal cycle; however the impact of such delays would be upon site-gellerated traffic only and 
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would be of rcasonably short duration. A private alley located across B Street from the proposed project 
driveway would not be expected to have turning conflicts because it is used infrequently by drivers. The report 
concludes that access to the project site and sight distance from the project driveway arc expected to be adequate 
and rccommends provision of signs iustalled at the drivcway exit to alert drivers to the possibility of pedestrians 
being n the sidewalk along with 'One-Way' signs to denote the direction oftraffie on B Street. 

(Sources: 1,3,5,16) 

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and 
travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county cOllgestion 

. management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

Discussion: 

o o o 

Citywide, the acceptable traffic LOS standard is "0" fo,· both arterials and intersection and for much of the 
Downtown, including the project site, the acceptable LOS standard is "E". The San Rafael General Plan 2020 
proposes cil"Culation or capital improvements deemed nccessary to maintain acceptable LOS standards and to 
improvc thc Sau Rafael circulation system, which are typically funded through traffic mitigation fees. As noted 
above in XV!.a., the proposed project would result in a net increase of 16 net new trips during the a.lll. peak haUl" 
and 15 net new trips during the p.lll. peak hour for a total of31 peak hour trips. As provided in General Plan 2020 
Policy C-S B, the City Traffic Engineer makes the determination whether to apply LOS analysis for any 
dcvelopmcnt project. Prcscntly, the Levcl of Scrvice for intersections in the project vicinity along Second and 3'" 
Streets are at or very close to LOS F. The project's peak hour trips would calise additional delays of up to 1.5 
seconds at these impaCted intersections. 

The project would bc requircd to pay its fair share of traffic mitigation fees. As part of the General Plan 2020, 
circulation improvements nccessary to maintain LOS standards, improve safety and relieve congestion in San 
Rafael were identified. To help fund these illlprovements, all development projects that gcncrate new AM or PM 
peak hour trips are subject to traffic mitigation fees. As notcd above, thc proposed project would generate 31 peak 
hour trips. Implemcntation of rccommcnded Mitigation Measure Transportation-l that requires payment of traffic 
mitigation fees would reduce the project's potential traffic impact to a less than significant Icvcl. 

Recommended Mitigation Measure: 

Transportation-! 
The applicant shall pay n traffic mitigation fee ($4246/per net new AM and PM peak hour trip) in the amount of 
$131,626 for 31 pcak hour trips. Payment shall be required prior to issuance of a building permit. 

(Sources: 1,3,5,16) 

c. Result in a change iu air traffic patterns, 
including cithcr an incrcase in traffic levels 
or a change in location that results in 0 
substantial safety risks? 
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Thc proposed project would have no impact on the location or frequency of air traffic patterns at local private or 
regional-scrving public airports due to its Downtown location. 

(Sources: 1,3) 

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible D 
uses (e.g., fann equipment)? 

Discussion: 

D D 

The proposed Second and B Strcets: Ncw San Rafael Housing development project has been evaluated in a 
Focused Traffic Analysis. The proposed project is an urbim infill development within Downtown San Rafael and 
would be consistent with General Plan 2020 in terms of land usc and intensity. The development project proposes 
to modify existing site acccss by eliminating three driveway access points on Second Street, and intensify site 
development by providing a net increase of39 residential units. The project traffic study evaluated site distances 
and found them to be acceptable, as discussed above in XV!.a and did not identify any hazards. There would be 
no impact. 

(Sources: 1, 3, 5) 

e. Result in ina~lequate emergency access? D D D 
Discussion: 
City depal1ments have reviewed the proposed site improvements and determined adequatc emergency access to 
the project would be provided by the proposed project. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 1,3,16) 

f Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, 
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease D 
the performance or safety of such facilities? 

DisclIssion: 

D D 

The proposed project would not conflict with the City's adopted Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan, which guides the 
City in the construction, upgrading and maintenance of the citywide bicycle and pcdestrian infrastructure system. 
Public transit is provided to the project area by Goldcn Gate Transit. The project wonld be consistent with the 
City's General Plan 2020 policies that encourage urban 1nfill development close to public transit services. The 
project site is located less than one mile west ofthe San Rafael Transit Center, providing convenient access to bus 
services, and cvcntually SMART (Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit) tmin services, within walking/bicycling 
distance. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 1,3) 
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The project site is witbin the San Rafael Sanitation District (SRSD), which provides sanitary· sewer servicc to the 
central San Rafael area. Wastewater is transmitted to the Central Marin Sanitation Agency (CMSA) treatment 
facility, located at 1301 Anderson Drive. The proposed mixed-usc development project would result in a net 
increase in 39 new residential llIIitS at the site, while maintaining an approximately comparable retail space of 
5,000 square feet. The SRSD has reviewed the project, provided comments and will require that the development 
project pay sewer connection fees prior to issnance of a Building Permit. The project would not conflict with the 
existing capacity of wastewater delivery to CMSA or the ability of CMSA to treat the additional wastewater 
generated by thc project. There would be no impact. 

(Sources: 1,3, 16) 

b. Require or result in the constl1lction of new 
water or wastewatcr treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 0 
constl1lction of which could cause significant 
cnvironmental effects? 

Discussion: 

o o 

Sec discussion in XVII.a., above. Local water service is currently provided by Marin Municipal Water District 
(MMWD) to the project site for the existing two single-family residential uuits and commercial building. It its 
comment letter, MMWD stated that providing water service to the new four-story mixed-use building with 41 
rental residential units and 2,095 square feet of retail space would not impair the District's ability to continue 
se,·vice to the property. However, the District has determined that the property's current annual water cntitlemcnt 
will be insufficient for the new use and the purchase of additional water entitlement will be required as well as 
compliance with all indoor and outdoor requirements of District Codc Titlc 13 for watcr conservation. 

(SOlll"ces: 3, 13) 

c, Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the constrllction of 0 
which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

Discussion: 

o o 

Proposed storm drainage design for the proposed Second and B Streets: New San Rafael Housing project and 
impacts upon existing facilities in the vicinity of the project site have been evaluated in a Preliminary Drainage 
Analysis prepared by Adobe Associates. The San Rafael Public Works Department has revicwed the project plans 
and the Drainage Analysis and found the111 to be satisfactory, with required conditions of approval including the 
provision of a drainage easement across the property to accollnt for adjacent property drainage. No new offsite 
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Significant 

Impact 

Less lhal1 
significant With 

Mitigation 
1llCol1)omtioll 

Less thall No 
sigllfficol1t Jmpact Impaci 

storm drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be requircd as a result of project construction. 
The!'e would be no impact. 

(Sources: 3, 7, 16) 

cl Have sufficient water supplies availablc to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded D 
entitlements nceded? 

Discussion: 
See discussion in XVII.b., above. 

(Sources: 3, 13) 

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider, which scrves or may 
serve. the project that it has adequate capacity 
to serve the project's projected demand in D 
addition to the provider's existing 
commitments? 

Discussion: 
See discussion inXVIl.a. and b., above. 

(Sources: 1,3, 13, 16) 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the D 
project's solid waste disposal needs? 

Discussion: 

D D 

D D 

D D 

Solid waste throughout Marin County is transportcd to Redwood Landfill, located approximately fivc milcs north 
of the project sitc along U.S. Highway 101. Nearly onc-half of the materials brought to the site arc reused or 
recycled, contributing to one-third of the recycling that occurs in Marin County. The Redwood Landfill site 
consists of 420 acres of which 222.5 acres arc dedicated to waste disposal and the balance supports Composting, 
Recycling, and Operations facilities as well as opcn space and a fresh water lagoon. Redwood Landfill is 
permitted to acccpt 2,31.0 tOilS of material daily. The project would cause a negligible or 110 impact upon the 
capacity of the landfill. There would be 110 impact. 

(Sources: 3,24) 

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and rcgulations related to solid waste? D D D 

Discussion: 
See discussion in XVll.f., above. 

(Sources: 3,24) 
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SiglJijiCllII/ 

Impact 

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Would the project: 
a, Does the project have the potential to 

degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threatell to eliminate a plant or animal 0 
community, reduce the number or restrict thc 
range of a rare 01' cndangered plant or animal 
01' eliminate Important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

Disctlssion: 

Less l/iall 
sigllificant Wilh 

Miligation 
II,corpora/;oll 

D 

Less IhaJJ No 
sigllijlcmll/mpact Impaci 

D D 

As discussed III this report, the Second and B Strect: New San Rafael Housing devclopment project proposes 
constl'llction of a four-story mixed-use building, Project constl'llction would require demolition of all existing 
structures at the site, which include two Victorian-era single-family residences and a conunercial building, The 
Victorian struetm'e at 1212 Second Strcct is a known historic resource because it is listed on the San Rafael 
HistoricaVArchitectural Survey Final Inventory List of Structures and Uses, The other Victorian structure at 1214 

, Second Street has been determined to be historic through evaluation in the Historic Resource Report prepared by 
Painter Preservation and P1amling. 

Setting and Impacts 

The Historic Resource Report finds that both propcrties, 1212 and 1214 Second Street, have historical 
significance and llleet Criteria 1 and 3 of the California Eligibility Criteria, and additionally retain sufficicnt 
intcgrity to convey thcir significance, and arc thercfore historic resOl\l'ces for purposes of CEQA. Proposed 
dcmolition of these historic resources for project construction would result in a significant adverse impact and an 
Environmental Impact Report lllust be prepared, 

(Sotl)'ees: 1, 3, 12) 

b, Docs the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in 0 
connection with the effects of past projccts, 
the effects of other current projects, and the 
cffects ofpl'obable future projects)? 

Discussion: 

D D D 

As discussed in thc Aesthetics section of this report, proposed demolition of thc historic Victorian structures 
would have cumulatively considerable impact upon the historic integrity of the Second and B Street 
neighborhood, which 
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Settlng and Impacts 

Potentiolly 
S;gtJijicol1l 

Impact 

Less IIInIl 
sigllijicalll Wilh 

Mitigation 
Incorporalion 

Less ,hall No 
sigl1ijicollllmpacl Impacl 

The aesthetic experience of the buildings at 1212 and 1214 Second Street, as well as the experience of the 
surrounding area, is strongly related to ibe historic eharneter of this neighborhood. The significance of this slllall 
neighborhood, which focuses on the intersection of Second and B Streets; is that it is rema!"kably intact dating 
f!"olll thc time that the San Rafael & San Quentin Railroad station was established in the southwest quadrant of 
Second and B Streets in 1870. 

Despite tho demolition of 802 B St!"eet, 809 B Street, 823 B Street, 1210 Second Street, and thc residences cast of 
1212 8nd 1214 Second Street, this area is most certainly eligible as a Historic District under California Eligibility 
Criteria I and 3. As a result, the project proposed for the intersection of Second and B Streets, in addition to 
demolishing the historic resources of 1212 and 1214 Second Street, will also have an effect on the historic 
projlertics on B Street, between 745 and 848 B Street, and 1201 and 1115 Second Street. 

With the proposed demolition of the bistoric resources and construction of the project as designed, the historic 
character of this important corner will be lost, and the mbol1 design cha!"acter will be affected by changes in the 
scale, design, materials, workmanship, detailing and architectural character of the proposed new structure. 

The historic character of the neighborhood, the late nineteenth century setting for the project, would be 
significantly impacted with this proposal, due in part to the cumulative effect of prior demolitions in what was a 
highly intact neighborhood centered around the railroad station and early commercial development in this area. 

This Initial Study provides a preliminary level of analysis to identify the impact of the project upon aesthetic 
considerations. Based upon this initial review, prcparatio!l of an Environmental Impact Report is rcquired. The 
EIR will include analysis afpotentiai design mitigation measures as well as project alternatives to address this 
significant adverse impact. 

(Somccs: 1,3,12,20) 

C. Docs the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or 0 
indircctly? 

Discussion: 

o o 

See discussion abovc in XVII!.a., where potentially significant impacts on human beings from noise and cultural 
resources are identified and recommended mitigationlllcasurcs to reduce these impacts to a less than significant 
level arc identified. 
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SOURCE REFERENCES 

The following is a list of references used in the preparation of this document. Unless attached herein, copies of all 
reference reports, memorandums and letters are on file with the City of San Rafael Department of Community 
)Jevelopment. References to Publications prepared by Federal or State agencies may be found with the agency 
responsible for providing such information. 

1. City of San Rafael General Plan 2020, adopted November 2004; as amended through July 2011. 

2. City of San Rafael General Zoning Ordinance, adopted Sep~cmbcr 1992; as amcnded May 1996. 

3. Application Packet submitted by Monahan Parker, Inc., including site plan, architectural plans, landscape plans, 
civil plans, and additional materials and exhibits. 

4. Site Inspections conducted at various times between October 2012 and February 2013. 

5. Focused Traffic Analysis for a Mixed Use Development at SeeondfB Streets, W-Trans, October 29, 2012. 

6. Geotechnical Investigation, Second and B Streets Redevelopment, Miller Pacific Engineering Group, August 
24, 2005; Geotechnical Update letter, December 4, 2012, and Geotechnical Consultation letter, March 26, 2013. 

7. Preliminary Drainage Analysis for the Second and B Street Development, Adobe Associates, Inc., December 
18,2012; Response Letter, December 18, 2012; Updated PreliminalY Drainage Aualysis, April 1,2013. 

8. Preliminary Sanitary Sewer Analysis for the Second and B Street Development, Adobe Associates, Inc., March 
28,2013. 

9. Acoustical Assessment for the Second and B Street Housing Project, Wilson Ihrig & Associates, January 23, 
2013 and Memorandum dated June 10,2013. 

10. Marin Trec Servicc letter to Monahan Pacific, November 5,2012. 

II. City of San Rafael Greenhouse Gas Rcduetion Strategy Compliance Checklist, prepared by Monahan Parker, 
Inc., April 20 13. . 

12. Historic Resource Report 1212 & 1214 Sccond Strcct, Diana J. Painter; Painter, Preservation.& Planning, 
June 2013. 

13. Letter from Joseph Eischens, Engineering Technician, Marin Municipal Water District, September 14, 2012. 

14. City of San Rafael Development Coordinating Committec Minntcs, September 18,2012. 

15. NeighborllOod MeelingMinlltes March 12,2013. 

16. Intcr-departmental and Agency Memoranda: 1) Public WOl,ks Department, February 12, 2013; 2) Chief 
Building Official and Firc Prevention, September 19,2012; Police Depm1mellt, September 14,2012; San Rafael 
Sanitation District, Februmy 12, 2013. 

17. San Rafael Municipal Code. 
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18. Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). ComnllUlity Panel No. 
065058 OOXXZ, rcvised {JanualY 3, 1997} . 

19. State Division of Mines and Geology, Alquist-Priolo Eartbquake Fault Zoning Maps 

20. San Rafael HistoricaVArehitectural Survey Final Inventory List of Stmetures and Uses, Charles Hall Page and 
Associates, Inc. and City of San Rafael Cultural Affairs Department, updated Septe,nber 1986. 

21. City orSan Rafael Archaeology SenSitivity Map, adopted October 200 I. 

22. PastFinder Archaeological Database, Archaeological Sensitivity Report, generated June 7, 2013. 

23. BAAQMD website: http://www.baagmd.govJ 

24. Redwood Landfill website: http://www.redwoodlandfill.wJll.com/ 
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DETERMINATION FOR PROJECT 

On the basis of this Initial Study and Environmental Checklist I find that the proposed project could have a 
Potentia y SignifieR t Effect 011 the environment and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is ,·equired. . cf.'U Z-I) U/3 

REPORT AUTHORS AND CONSULTANTS 

Lisa P. Newman, Newman Planning Associates with 
Diana Painter, PhD, Painter Plamling & Preservation for the 
City of San Rafael, COlllmunity Development Department. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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15 B St evelop oject pr to dem 0 histo ctures w he 
project area, two two-story residences constructed between 1887 and 1894. These buildings 
represent two of what were originally three identical Victorian-era residences at 1210, 1212 and 
1214 2nd Stre ructed b b 'lder and t tor Joh Petersen a rental properties for 

ng and class te He add y owne ntiguou 813 B S 
ercial b (no Ion ant), a ry, woo e struct ng from or 

earlier. Petersen, a native of Denmark, arrived in San Rafael shortly before the arrival of the 
railroad spurred an era of growth in the city. Petersen and a handful of contractors and builders 

't lized on thO riod, P t n alone buildin hundreds of structures in San Rafael according 
obituar Iso inv other b ventur served Rafae 
ilman a arin Co perviso 1897 to Peters e conti rent 

the properties after his death in 1909 through at least 1929. The third residence built by Petersen 
at 1210 2nd Street and two-story commercial building at 811-813 B Street were demolished for 
surface parkin in 1967. These two remainin houses are vesti es of the era when these 

nces we e heart central fael nei ood tha ed the 
, a reso g from Os, hot hotel c single dwellin the 

B Street commercial district. 

Statement of Si nificance 

roperty ificant riteria of the ia Elig Criteria. 
significant under Criterion 1 as an increasingly rare example of historic housmg within the 
original town plat of San Rafael, created as rental properties for working and middle-class 
families and individuals. When the railroad arrived in San Rafael the city responded with a 

ndous p f growt pulatio asing fr people 0 to 2,2 
rease 0 It con 0 grow next de creasin er 45% 

880, 
O. 

For the first time, rather than bemg a resort community, San Rafael was a full-fledged town, 
requiring housing and services for its workers. The subject housing was provided to fulfill that 
need. The residences represent an unusually urban example of housing within the original 

ite, con ly locat steps f railroa nand 0 veler-o 
es, incl otels a ons. 

The property is also significant under Criterion 3 as a particularly urban and very good 
representative example of the type of worker and middle class housing that was being developed 
cu. Ule -f-~"'t"V"Io....... Tlll~ llUUn~-rt1'T "CT7a~ 1uau.o. "'.r..["\,,~hJ..v UJ .l-nnr.H'::Iitl VUCt H.l u ll;lr1-i-nn-, .I..l..l'-'.luu.1-ncr l1CYJ..u.-vY\ ..... J.sht 

balloo ng, the standar sioned , and w s. The Is were 
readily aVailable from the redwood forests of the north bay, made mto lumber locally by Isaac 
Shaver's lumber mill, among others. The plans for the residences here, throughout the Bay Area, 
and nationally were made possible by the widespread publication of pattern and plan books. The 
decora atures w ailable milled urchase gh cata These 
factor 0 the de ent of eighbor of one- o-story, frame 
houses, embellished WIth the latest m VIctorian detmlmg and features, throughout San Francisco 
and in San Rafael at this time. These homes are unusual for being of the San Francisco row 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

A. Purpose of Report 

HISTORIC RESOURCE REPORT 
1212 & 1214 2ND STREET 

The purpose of this Historic Resource Report for 1212 and 1214 2nd Street is to re-aff!rm the 
historic significance and integrity of 1212 2nd Street and establish the historic significance and 
integrity of 1214 2nd Street. It also provides a historic context and historic setting for the 
buildings that assists in identifying appropriate mitigation measures for the plan alternative(s) that 
assumes demolition of the buildings. The building at 1212 2nd Street was previously identified as 
a historic resource as a result of its listing in the San Rafael Historical Architectural Survey. The 
building at 1214 2nd Street was previously identified as a likely "Structure of Merit" according to 
the San Rafael Historic Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 2.18 of the San Rafael Municipal 
Code ).1 It is the wish of the owners to demolish both buildings. The City of San Rafael is 
requiring an Enviromhental Impact Report (EIR) to identify and assess the impacts of this 
proposal and potential mitigation measures. This Historic Resource Report is being undertaken 
as part of the EIR process. 

B. Organization of Report 

This report is organized as follows. The Summary, which precedes this chapter, reiterates the 
statement of significance for the properties that are the subject of this report and that is recorded 
in the Department of Parks and Recreation 523 forms. This Introdnction explains the purpose of . 
this report and how it was deve~oped. In Chapter 2, a brief regulatory framework for identifying 
and evaluating these properties is provided. In Chapter 3, the Historic Context, the development 
of San Rafael and its rapid expansion during the railroad period, when Petersen arrived, is briefly 
described. It explains the role of builders and contractors such as Petersen and their role in city 
building at this time. It discusses the use of new construction techniques, pattern books and stock 
milled woodwork that made homes like this readily available to the working and middle classes. 
Petersen, his background and career are outlined. And the development of this neighborhood is 

. discussed in the context of San Rafael's expansion. In Chapter 4, Architectural Descriptions and 
Context, the resources and how they reflect development practices at this time is described. 
Finally, this chapter provides .an evaluation of the historic and architectural significance of the 
structures. Department of Parks and Recreation 523 Forms, the forms that the state uses to 
document historic resources, for the properties are included in Appendix A. In Appendix B is a 
discussion of historic properties in the immediate vicinity of the subject properties. 

c. Research Design and Methods 

Research for this report was conducted at the Marin County Historical Society archives; the 
California Room of the Marin County Free Library; the Marin County Assessor's Office; and the 
City of San Rafael Department of Community Development. Site visits were conducted in 
January and April 2013. These visits followed on site visits in 2007, when Painter Preservation & 
Planning undertook a determination of historic significance for 1212 2nd Street after a fire. 
Photographs of the site and immediate context were taken during all these field visits. Because 
these sites have been inventoried several times in the past and this material is on file at 

1 Corbett, 1996:6. 
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the City of San Rafael, an additional records search was not conducted at the State of California's 
Northwest Iuformation Center. 

Primary source materials on the builder Johannes Petersen included newspapers, censns data, 
directory data, and historic maps. Secondary resonrces on the history of San Rafael and Marin 
County included histories by Jack Mason, Barry Spitz, and the Marin County Historical Society. 
Secondary sonrce material on architecture in San Rafael was drawn from Gebhard's and Cerny's 
guides to the architecture of San Francisco and the Bay Area. MateriaJs on architecture and city 
bnilding in the Bay Area in the late nineteenth century included Corbett's Bui/ding California; 
Kirker's California's Architectural Frontier; Delehanty's In the Victorian Style; and Duchscherer 
and Keister's Victorian Glory itt San Frattcisco and the Bay Area. 

D. Previous Surveys 

1212 & 1214 2'd Street. The residence at 1212 200 Street was surveyed and added to the list of 
historic resources rated as "Good" in the 1976 report entitled San Rafael Historical Architectural 
Survey Final Inventory List of Structures and Areas" The residence at 12142" Street was not 
mentioned in this survey. In the 1986 update of this inventory, the structure at 12122"' Street 
was assigned a State Inventory Code of ''7N'', which means "needs evaluation," according to the 
California HistoricaJ Resource Status Codes in effect as of 12/8/2003.3 12142"' Street was not 
mentioned. 

In August 2005, in preparation for a redevelopment proposal by Monahan and Associates, a 
historic resource report was prepared by Wendy Tisdale of Urbana Preservation & Planning' 
This historic resource report found neither structure eligible for listing in the California Register 
of Historic Places, and therefore found neither structure a historic resource for purposes of 
CEQA. The City hired Michael Corbett, an architectural historian whose qualifications meet the 
Secretary of Interior's Standards as outlined in 36 CFR Part 61, to conduct a peer review. Corbett 
found procedural and other errors in the Urbana report and stated that 1212200 Street was a 
historic resource because it was listed in the San Rafael Historical Architectural Survey Final 
[nvenlOlY List of Structures and Areas, consistent with CEQA guidelines described in the Public 
Resources Code sections 5020.1 and 5024.1(g).5 

Corbett found that 1214 2"d Street may meet the definition of a "Structure of Merit," as outlined 
in the City of San Rafael Municipal code, but that additionaJ research would have to be conducted 
to provide a context within which to make this deterntination. He also felt that since the structure 
at 1214 2" Street touched on a gray area in the code, that it ntight be necessary for the city 
attomey to weigh in on the decision. He noted, however, that until a persuasive argument could 
be made that it was not a historic resource, that it should be considered a historic resource for 
purposes of CEQA. 

In 2007 a car fire scorched the front of the building at 12122"' Street. Painter Preservation & 
Planning was hired to make a deterntination as to whether 1212200 Street should still be 
considered a historic resource; in other words, whether it still conveyed the reasons for its 

2 Charles Hall Page and Associates, Inc., 1976:13. 
3 San Rafael HistoricaJ/ Architectural Survey, 1986 update. On file, City of San Rafael. 
4 Tisdale, August IS, ZOOS . 
5 See Chapter 2, "Regulatory Context." 
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g cance. thor, w qualifica eet the ry of In Stand 
outlined in 36 CRF Part 61, representing Painter Preservation & Planning, felt that the building 
was still a historic resource and further, concurred with the findings of the Corbett report.6 No 

r histori has be ucted f r of the tures si gust 20 e 
ng at 12 Street w secured he fire r the la ears has ed 
ge due t p ns roos the buil d the in n of w remain , ver, 

structurally sound. 

unding res. A tial nu historic 'ngs exi immed' ea 
nding t dings at nd 121 reet. W ficial ci marks, 
in San s Ristor ervation ance. sted as the San 

Historical Architectural Survey Final Inventory List of Structures and Areas, they are found in 
that document. They are discussed in the report prepared by architecture + history, llc for the 

nents 0 oject, e Design Report they are sed in t 
dix to t ument ( pendix toric P s in the t Area) 

E. Evaluator Qualifications 

Painter . nter Pre . on & PI underto evaluat" istoric 
ectural es for t rt. Ms. r is a qu archite storian ned 
Code 0 al Regu , 36 CF 61. She a PhD i tecture 

Masters Degree in Urban Planning, and has 30 years of professional experience in historic 
preservation and urban design. She is listed as an architectural historian on the roster of 

tants 0 ith the Califo fice of . Preser ' s Easter 
ation C t the U y of Ca Rivers 

6 Paint :3. 
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2. REGULATORY CONTEXT 

CEQA storic R 
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There are four 'tests' for the historic significance of a property or site in the State of California. 
These Eligibility Criteria are modeled after the National Criteria for Evaluation. They are used 

State 0 rnia an agenci terrnine er, und aliforni 
nment ty Act ), impa histori rty as a fa proJ 

proposal have the potential to create a substantIa adverse c ange to the resource. Even 1 t e 
local agency does not specifically adopt tIus criteria, the criteria still apply if the proposal is 
subject to the California Environmental Policy Act: 
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In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, a property must also retain its integrity. 
Integrity is defined as a function of a property's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling and association. According to these criteria, a property must retain enough of its historic 
character or appearance to be recognizable as a historical resource and convey the reasons for its 
significance. The aspects of integrity are defined as follows: . 

• Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the 
historic event occUlTed. 

• Design is the comhination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and 
style of a property. 

• Setting is the physical environment of a historic property. 

• Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular 
period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property. 

• Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people 
during any given period in history or prehistory. 

• Feeling is a property's expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period 
of time. 

• Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic 
property. 

B. San Rafael's Historic Preservation Ordinance 

The City of San Rafael maintains a list of historic resources, developed in 1976 and updated in 
1986, that is documented in their San Rafael Historical/Architectural Survey Final Inventory List 
of Structures and Areas! A list of historic resources, if developed according to approved 
methods and supported through a local ordinance or resolution, is recognized by the State of 
California as having potential historic significance and therefore subject to CEQA. \0 Recognized 
methods are as follows: 

A resource identified as significant in an historical resource survey may be listed in the 
California Register if the survey meets all of the following criteria: 
i 1) The survey has been or will be included in the State Historic Resources InventOlY. 
(2) The survey and the survey documentation were prepared in accordance with office 
procedures and requirements. 
(3) The resource is evaluated and determined by the office [of HislOric Preservation] to 
have a significance rating of Category 1 to 5 On DPR Form 523li 

9 Page, 1976; updated in 1986. 
JO California Public Resources Code 5020.1 (k): "'Local register of historic resources' means a list of 
properties officialJy designated or recognized as historically significant by a local government pursuant to a 
local ordinance or resolution." 
11 State of California Public Resources Code Section 5024. 1 (g) (1-3). 
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San Rafael's own policies state the following: 

According to state law, any structure on a local historic building inventory (such as the 
City's Historical/Architectural Survey), regardless of the City's ranking of such a structure, 
must be considered a significant historic resource unless evidence to the contrary is 
provided, usually involving evaluation by a qualified architectural historian. Also, any 
structure which meets the criteria for listing on the State's Register of Historical Resources 
must also be considered a potentially significant historic resource. To either demolish or 
modify the exterior of a potential historic resource in a way that reduces its historic value 
usually requires the preparation ofafuU Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 
consideration as part of the City's development review process..12 

The City of San Rafael's implementing regulations are contained in Chapter 2.18 of the San 
Rafael Municipal Code. It has been previously noted that the structure at 1212 2nd Street is a 
historic resource by virtue of its listing in the San Rafael Historical/Architectural Survey Final 
Inventory List of Structures and Areas and that the structure at 1214 2nd Street has potential to 
meet the criteria for a "Structure of Merit" as outlined in the City's Historic Preservation 
Ordinance.13 This report finds that the structure at 1214 2nd Street is also a historic resource for 
purposes of CEQA through survey evaluation. 

San Rafael also has design review standards crafted to guide development in the immediate 
vicinity of historic properties. This document applies primarily to the design or rehabilitation of 
structures in the vicinity of historic buildings. It states that "new buildings, additions or major 
remodels in the vicinity of a bui14ing in the Survey should respect the pattern, scale and design of 
the older building, and not create visual distractions." It also states that the design of new 

. buildings should respect the old through carefully considered transitions in scale; appropriate 
window and door proportions; respect for existing horizontal building lines; complementary 
materials; contrast between the building base and upper levels; sympathetic roof shapes; and 
respect for viewsheds. . 

12 "Historic Preservation," City of San Rafael, accessed May 2013. 
13 Corbett, 2005:2,6. 
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3. HISTORIC CONTEXT 

A. The Birth of San Rafael 

The site that was later to become the City of San Rafael was established in 1817 as an asistencia, 
a hospital for ailing Indian neophytes from the Mission San Francisco de Dolores in San 
Francisco. The outpost was upgraded to the Missiori San Rafael Arcangel in 1822.14 In the 
1820s it consisted of the adobe mission building; the third adobe mission church; the adobe 
mission walls; houses for the neophytes; guest houses and a kitchen; an adobe Indian house; a 
cemetery; and several adobe buildings whose purpose is unknown. IS After secularization of the 
Mexican missions, three contiguous land grants were given to naturalized citizen Timoteo 
(Timothy) Murphy by Mexican Governor Micheltorrena, in gratitude for legal work performed by 
Murphy.16 Rancho San Pablo, the southernmost of these tracts, included the former mission lands 
and the Pueblo de San Rafael. Murphy was appointed alcalde, similar to·a mayor, of the 
Pueblo. l ? 

By the time California became part of the United States in 1848/8 the burgeoning town had 
become an agricultural center within the lands of Timoteo Murphy. Marin County was one of 
California's original 27 counties, created in 1850 by the new state legislature; this same 
legislature identified the four .original townships of Sausalito, San Rafael, Novato, and Bolinas.19 

Murphy's adobe, which was constructed in 1845,20 faced onto C Street between Fourth Street and 
Fifth A venues and was within the original town plat three blocks from the future location of the 
subject residences. It became the center of town life. 

Historically, the most important corridor in San Rafael was along A Street, which led from the 
embarcadero at the head of San Rafael Creek at 3rd and A Streets, to the Mission, which was two 
blocks north at the head of A Street, between 5th and Mission Streets?l Civic life centered around 
Timothy Murphy's adobe dwelling at 4th and C Streets which, on his death in 1853, was sold to 
Timothy Mahon, it served as the county courthouse until a new one was constructed in 1872, just 
south of the mission.22 The main east-west corridor in town was along 4th Street, between the 
Mission and about D Street, and served as the main commercial street for the young city. After 
the coming of the railroad, the commercial corridor along B Street became the main point of 

14 Kyle, 2002:185. 
15 Map adapted by Dewey Livingston (Marin County Museum, 2008:15). 
16 Timothy Murphy was awarded three adjoining land grants in 1844 that encompassed the pueblo of San 
Rafael, San Pedro, Las Gallinas, and Santa Margarita, a total of 21,678 acres. Murphy had arrived in 
California in 1828 to supervise the packing and exporting of beef for Hartnell and Company in Monterey. 
17 San Rafael Chamber of Commerce, n.d. 
18 It was admitted into the Union as the 31st State on September 9,1850 (Spitz, 2008:53). 
19 Spitz, 2008:53. 
20 Some sources say as early as 1839 (Marin County Museum, 2008:15). 
21 Map adapted by Dewey Livingston (Marin County Museum, 2008:15). 
22 Some sources say Mahon sold it to the County in 1857 (Kyle, 2002: 106). 
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arrival in town, leading from the train station at 2nd and B Street to commercial heart of the city at 
4th and C Street. 

B. The Coming of the Railroad 

The first railroad in San Rafael was the sari. Rafael & San Quentin Railroad, which was 
established on March 21, 1870 and ran from downtown San Rafael southeast to the ferry 
terminal, which was established in 1855 at Point San Quentin. This rail line connected San 
Rafael to San Francisco via the ferry which, until the construction of the Golden Gate Bridge in 
1937, was the only way to get to San Francisco from Marin. The station was at 2nd and B streets, 
about a block from the future residences at 1212 and 1214 2nd Street. The North Pacific Coast 
Railroad took over the line on March 11,1875.23 

Marsh lands just southeast of town were sold in 1871, allowing for reclamation and expansion in 
this area. The narrow gauge North Pacific Coast Railroad (later the North Shore Railroad) 
established the station, a platform, a freight house, and a round house here. From this station the 
tracks continued west along 2nd Street to a second stop at the Pioneer Planing Mill & Lumber Co. 
at Shaver between 18t and 2nd Streets, before continuing west and north towards San Anselmo. 
The route of the railroad through the intersection of 2nd and B Streets and along 2nd Street in front 
of the houses as 1212 and 1214 2nd Street can be seen in early photographs and in Sanborn Fire 
illsurance maps (see Figures 13 and 14). 

On the east side of San Rafael was the San Francisco & North Shore Railroad (SF&NS) and 
depot (later the Northwestern Pacific Railroad), which followed a north-south route on Tamalpais 
A venue, paralleling Petaluma A venue. Peter Donahue extended this railroad south from 
Petaluma to San Rafael in 1882. By the time the ferry terminal at Point San Quentin burned, the , 
SF&NS railroad was building tracks from San Rafael to a new ferry terminal at Tiburon. Ten 
years after the arrival of the first railroad in 1870, San Rafael, which was incorporated in 1874, 
had grown from a town of 841 people to 2,276 people, a 170 percent jump in population. The 
coming ofthe railroads changed the face of San Rafael forever. 

While by the 1880s San Rafael was an established town, with all the major institutions needed to 
serve the growing city that was also the county seat, it remained a resort town of hotels of all 
types, hotel cottages, summer homes and boarding houses as well. ill these years there were six 
hotels and three boarding houses in San Rafael, designed to appeal to a full range of vacationers 
from working class travelers to lUXury clientele.24 Directly across from the depot, to the west, 
was the Cosmopolitan Hotel" (still extant). North of the Cosmopolitan and the site of the present 
1212-1214 2nd Street residences, was the New England Villa, a hotel with ten associated cottages; 
three associated houses that occupied the lots east of 1212 and 1214 2nd Street; a dance hall; and 
bowling alley.25 The town also bo'asted a second bowling alley, a social hall, an lOOF Hall, .and 
an armory. illfrastructure was handled by a gas works and the Marin County Water company. 
There were two public schools and three churches. The growing town's building industry was 

23 Spitz, 2006:97. 
24 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps, 1887. 
25 In 1873 the hotel was known as the Sheppard Hotel (Kyle, 2006:113); on an 1879 map it is called out as 
the Hawkins Hotel site (Wilkins 1879 map of San Rafael); in 1887 it was called Highland Villa (Sanborn 
Fire Insurance map, 1887); Hawkins Hotel (map) thereafter it was rebuilt and known as the New England 
Villa. 
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served by the Hansen & Lund Lumber Yard26 and Isaac Shaver's Pioneer Planing Mill & Lumber 
Co., established in 1872?7 At this time the land that Petersen would come to own was occupied 
by a stable and two sheds on 2nd Street. The two-story commercial building on B Street that he 
also acquired when he purchased the lots on 2nd Street was occupied by a furniture, upholstery, 
and rug shop. 

C. Builders and City Building in the Late 19th Century 

The period of time in which Johannes Petersen began and was practicing his trade of builder and 
contractor was a time in which these tradesmen were essentially building cities such as San 
Francisco and San Rafael. They made use of standard plans from pattern books and catalogues of 
stock milled parts to construct the housing and develop the neighborhoods of the late nineteenth 
century. Construction was much expedited by the introduction of light-weight, balloon-framing 
techniques, the use of standard dimensioned lumber, and wire nails. These materials and 
techniques made possible the rapid expansion of the row house neighborhoods seen in San 
Francisco by the early 1870s.28 Large, permanent sawmills, such as the Pioneer Planing Mill & 
Lumber Co. in San Rafael, allowed for local milling and hence greater availability of lumber. 
The residences at 1212 and 1214 2nd Street took advantage of these innovations. While the 
"capitalists" developed the rail lines and transit, builders were responsible for the wood-frame 
buildings that were the most prevalent type of construction for residential development in most 
Bay Area cities, and for nearly all the buildings in San Rafael.29 

Standard house plans designed to efficiently and economically accommodate the growing 
working and middle classes were essential to California's expanding cities in the post-Gold Rush 
and railroad eras. The use of pattern books that provided plans for residential design and 
construction became common in the United States with the publication by Andrew Jackson 
Downing of the wildly popular Cottage Residences in 1842 and subsequent The Architecture of 
Country Houses in 1850. The trend continued into the Victorian era, when plans for the Victorian 
home were available frOm pattern books and popular periodicals such as Godey's Lady's Book, 
which published over 450 house designs between the years 1846 and 1892 that could be 
interpreted by carpenters for their clients or built as speculative housing.3o Other popular 
periodicals that published plans, along with articles on construction, interior design, and home 
and farm management, included American Agricultumlist, American Farmer, New England 
Farmer, and Ladies Home Companion. Building trade journals that published plans included 

26 Lund was one of Petersen's relatives by marriage. 
27 Spitz, 2006:51. Shaver died tragically in 1886. 
28 Corbett, 1998:18. Balloon framing is further described as follows: "Developed in the Midwest during 
the 1830s, this form of construction, called balloon-frame construction, uses lumber cut in standard 
dimensions and assembled with nails. Instead of widely spaced, heavy columns, a balloon frame consists 
of a series of two-by-four-inch studs, spaced sixteen inches apart. The studs rise from the sill, located at 
the foundation, to the plate, located at roof level, up to a height of perhaps three stories. This light frame is 
clad, either inside or outside, in a sheathing of diagonal boards. When the interior walls, typically of wood 
lath and plaster, and the exterior siding of horizontal boards are attached, balloon-frame construction is 
stronger than traditional brace-frame construction" 
29 Sanborn Fire Insurance map, San Rafael, 1887. 
30 Smeins, 1999:18. 
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American Builder and Manufacturer and Builder. 31 Plan or pattern book'S were also developed 
and sold by architects and even lumber retailers for use by builders and their clients.32 

Of the many national companies that provided plans, well-known representatives include the 
Radford Architectural Company in Chicago and the Aladdin Company in Bay City, Michigan?3 
And while national publications were available, local pattern books produced in the Bay Area 
were also very popular, including architect John Cotter Pelton Jr.'s Cheap Dwellings (1882) and 
the architectlbrothers Samuel and Joseph C. Newsom's Picturesque California Homes (1884)?4 
Pelton's book was a compilation of designs for small houses published in the San Francisco 
Evening Bulletin between April 1880 and January 1882.35 They included a discussion of. 
architectural fashion, as well as.construction and specification information. The Newsom 
brothers were already successful architects, with offices in Oakland and San Francisco, when they 
started publishing their books, which were designed to sell their homes and provided little in the 
way of plans or discussion.36 

At the same time that pattern books were proliferating and standardized lumber became widely 
available, so were inexpensive, milled architectural details. As the Newsom Brothers wrote in 
1890: " ... the degree of ornamentation will be governed, more or less, by the size of the 
huilder's purse, though nowadays beauty in this form is becoming happily less and less of a 
lUxury ... Carved, turned and machined wood can now be had in all manner of beautiful forms at 
a tenth of what it cost seven or eight years ago, and there are factories whose sole business it is to 
turn out small ornaments in wood.,,37 These materials were courtesy of northern California's vast 
forests of easily worked redwood, and the existence of powered scroll or jib saws, planing 
machines, shingle machines, and lathes. The woodworking machines made possible the mass 
production of the ornamental turnings and the sawn woodwork that the pattern books illustrated?8 
Decorative wood trim and ornamental millwork could be ordered from catalogues, as could 
turned elements such as posts, balusters, newels, finials and drops. Scroll sawn brackets, 
balusters, applied ornamentation and running trim were also available thanks to scroll or jib saws. 
And an wide variety of moldings and shingles could also be purchased. Standard building 
elements such as doors, sash and cabinetry were also available. 

Architects from San Francisco were hired by wealthy clients in San Rafael to design their 
mansions and by investors to design their hotels. William T. Coleman developed his Magnolia 
Park in 1871 and "[to] this model suburb came dozens of San Francisco merchants and 
professional men," building summer homes that called for architectural services.39 Architects 
working in San Rafael in the 1880s included Samuel and Joseph Cather Newsom (Newsom 
Brothers with J. E. Bundy, Robert Dollar House, 1891; Samuel Newsom, Lock House, 1889); 
Clinton Day (Falkirk, 1888; Meadowlands, 1888, 1889); Percy and Hamilton (Judge F. M. 
Angelotti House, 1892),' and Thomas J. Welsh (John Sheehy House, 1885).40 

31 Smeins, 1999:18. 
32 Krafft in Ochsner, 1998:67. 
33 Krafft in Ochsner, 1998:67. 
34 Corbett, 1998:19. 
35 Smeins, 1999:262. 
36 Smeins, 1999:267. 
37 DelehantyI997:52. 
38 Robertson, 1990:7. 
39 Mason, 1980: 17. 
40 Cerny. 2008:485-489; The Junior League of San Francisco, 1968:236. 
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As growth continued into the 1880s and beyond, however, builders. such as Johannes Petersen 
were responsible for the vast majority of residential development. The Newsom Brothers, in 
addition to satisfying their regular clients, were eager to meet this demand as well. They 
published several picture books between 1884 and 1890, from which builders and contractors 
could gain inspiration for adapting the San Francisco row house to less urban environments: "We 
have succeeded ... in producing houses which suggest the Romanesque, the Eastlake, the Queen 
Anne and many other styles in a manner which is free from the restraint of hard and fast lines and 
which satisfies the dictates of comfort, pleases the eye and is peculiarly graceful and so peculiarly 
Californian. ,,41 The Newsom's presence in San Rafael no doubt also spurred additional sales of 
their books. 

D. Johannes Petersen 

The residences at 1212 2nd Street and 1214 2nd Street were built by Johannes Petersen, a Danish 
immigrant who arrived in San Rafael in 1868 at the age of29, and lived in the city until his death 
in 1909.42 The residences represent two of what were originally three identical houses built for 
rentals to railroad workers and the like who lived in the area in the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries. Today two of the three houses remain, vestiges of the era when these 
residences were in the heart of an urban neighborhood that included the railroad station, hotels 
and vacation rental cottage~, single family dwellings, and the B Street commercial district. 

Johannes Petersen was born on February 28,1839 in Denmark and immigrated to the United 
States in 1865.43 His future wife Maren, also from Denmark, was born on August 12, 1839, also 
immigrated in 1865.44 When Petersen fIrst arrived in San Rafael he lived in the Burns' Boarding 
House, which was run by Irish immigrant John Burns and his family. Petersen was one of about 
twenty boarders living at the house, representing many of the trades, including carpenters, 
plasterers and painters.45 Most of the boarders were from Ireland and almost all were immigrants 
from Europe. Petersen listed his profession as house carpenter.46 He was in th~ company of only 
one other immigrant from Scandinavia, a carpenter from Sweden. 

According to Petersen's obituary, he was established within three years of arrivin~ in San Rafael, 
"engaged in the contracting and building line and soon built up a good business." 7 He may have 
had an advantage, as a relative, Elias Lund, who was in business with a Mr. Hanson, owned a 
lumber yard east of the rail station. The earliest directory for Marin County, covering the years 

41 Delehanty, 1997:52. 
42 Note that accounts of the dates of his arrival in San Rafael differ slightly. . 
43 US Census, 1900; "Johannes Petersen Died Suddenly of Pneumonia On Wednesday," June 6,1909 
(obit.). On file, California Room, Marin County Free Library. "Inscnptions and Tombstones for Mt. 
Tamalpais Cemetery," Vol. 1, p. 150. 
44 US Census, 1900. "Inscriptions and Tombstones for Mt. Tamalpais Cemetery," Vol. 1, p. 150. 
45 US Census, 1870. 
46 US Census, 1870. This is consistent with census statistics, which state that of the 3,142 foreign born in 
Marin County in 1870, only 1.5 percent were from Sweden or Norway. Danish immigrants were not called 
out in a separate category. 
47 "Johannes Petersen Died Suddenly of Pneumonia On Wednesday," June 6, 1909 (obit.). On file, 
California Room, Marin County Free Library. 
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1878-79, showed that Petersen was engaged in business as Petersen, Hanson & Lund, who were 
listed as contr.actors and builders.48 

Directories reveal the following information about Petersen, his business locations, and his 
residences.49 As early as 1884-85 Johannes Petersen was listed as a contractor and builder who 
lived by the railroad depot. In 1885-86 he was noted as living on C Street between 2nd and 3rd 
Streets. By 1887 he made his residence on Bay View Street between 1 st and 2nd Streets, likely 
the house at 214 Bay View Street where he lived until his death in 1909 (his wife continued to 
live in this residence until her death in 1936). 

He and Maren Christoffersen married in 1870. They had four children, a son and three daughters. 
Son P. Henry was born in 1872; Caroline in 1874; Amelia in 1876; and OliviaM. in 1881. His 
son P. (Peter) Henry Petersen went into the contracting business as well, working fIrst for his 
father and later on his own. According to the elder Petersen's obituary he built hundreds of 
buildings in San Rafael and had a very good reputation as a honest and trustworthy business 
person. His obituary notes that "his work was considered excellent and his rough work was as 
finished as most of the fInished work of today.,,5o The 1900 census revealed that he was still 
working as a contractor at this time. Petersen died on June 2, 1909 at the age of 73. 

In addition to being a respected business person, Petersen served on the San Rafael City Council 
and later as a Marin County Supervisor. He ran for supervisor on the Republican ·ticket from the 
2nd district in 1896. His party's platform involved "desiring to. see an economical and business
like administration of county politics."Sl When he was a Supervisor he oversaw the construction 
of the San Anselmo Bridge under an emergency contract, including the expenditure of all funds.52 

He was also among fIve delegates from Marin sent to a meeting of the California Association for 
the Storage of Flood Waters.53 

One incident showed that he was also a leader in the neighborhood or, at minimum, was looking 
after his real estate investments. In 1905 Petersen fIled a suit against the North Shore Railroad on 
behalf of himself and a dozen other property owners along 2nd Street as a protest against a wire 
fence between the electric railway and the neighboring properties within the street right-of-way. 
Their complaint was that railroad did not leave suffIcient space on the street: "Property owners 
along Second street have been complaining of this fence on their street for some time on the 
grounds that it makes the street too narrow, they alleging in the complaint that it leaves·a space of 

48 McKenney's district directory of Yolo, Solano, Napa, Lake, Marin and Sonoma Counties ... 1878-1879. 
San Francisco: L.M. McKenney & Co., 1878. 
49 See "References" for listing of city directories. 
50 "Johannes Petersen Died Suddenly of Pneumonia On Wednesday," June 6, 1909 (obit.). On file, 
California Room, Marin County Free Library. 
51 Ad, Sausalito News, Vol. 13, No. 37, October 17,1896. 
52 In the one incident that besmirched Petersen's record, as Supervisor he was placed in charge of 
rebuilding the San Anselmo ~ridge, as well as supervising the project as a private contractor. He placed 
his son in charge as project manager and it was revealed that his son was pocketing some of the funds 
intended to go to the workers. (''How the Petersens Built the Bridge at San Anselmo," Sausalito News, 
January 22,1898; "Bills for the San Anselmo Bridge," Sausalito News, January 22, 1898). Petersen's 
accounting for this incident apparently satisfied the public. . 
53 "Delegates Chosen," San Francisco Call, November, 9, 1899. 
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only eleven feet on each side of the railroad track." Peterseri claimed damages of $45,000.54 

Research did not reveal resolution of the affair, but the railroad tracks were moved farther south, 
between 2nd and 1st Streets, by 1950.55 

In the course of his career Petersen was involved in buying and selling many properties, 
evidenced by a number of real estate transactions published in the newspaper over the years. 
However, research did not reveal any additional properties that he held and developed as rental 
properties. His son P. Henry Petersen owned two properties in the immediate vicinity of 
Petersen's properties. These were the former New England Villa site north of Petersen's site, 
which was earlier owned by the estate of lumber and mill owner Isaac Shaver, and a large lot at 
the southeast corner of 2nd and C Streets, formerly owned by Shaver's brother. Petersen was one 
of three appraisers assigned to the estate of Isaac Shaver, who committed suicide in 1886.56 It 
appears that his son later owned and redeveloped the site. 

Petersen had an extensive family in San Rafael and was involved in a number of their activities as 
well.57 His daughter Caroline married Pratt C. Inman, who was a druggist with a pharmacy at 4th 
and C Streets. He later incorporated his business as Inman Drug Co. and Petersen sat on the 
board of this organization. 58 Petersen served on the board of the Savings & Loan in San Rafael in 
1886 and in 1899 was listed in the California Blue Book.59 There is a Petersen vault in the Mt. 
Tamalpais Cemetery that includes many members of his extended family, including the Petersens, 
the Christoffersens, and the Inmans.60 

E. Development of the Neighborhood 

The following developmental history ofthe properties at 1212 and 1214 2nd Street and their 
immediate surroundings is derived from the Sanborn Fire Insurance maps, augmented by 
information from other historic maps and, directories. 

In the late 1880s, about the time that Johannes Petersen came into possession of the land he 
would develop, the residential property on 2nd Street was occupied by a stable and two sheds on 
the 2nd Street side, and the commercial property on B Street was occupied by a two-story building 
that housed a furniture, upholstery and rug ShOp.61 

The Sanborn Fire Insurance map of 1894 is the first map that shows the subject residences; they 
were therefore constructed some time between 1887 and 1894, likely ca 1890.62 They are two of 

54 "North Shore's Fence Brings Damage Suit," Sausalito News, September 16, 1905. The fence adjacent to 
Petersen's property may be seen in Figure 14. 
55 Sanborn Fire Insurance map, 1924 updated to 1950. 
56 Spitz, 2006:51. "Superior Court - Probate," Sausalito News, June 24, 1866. 
57 After many years in business in San Rafael, Petersen's son P. Henry Petersen divorced his wife, the 
daughter of a pioneer, in 1916 (Sausalito News, July 15, 1916) and moved to Crockett, where he spent the 
rest of his life, dying in Contra Costa County, 
58 Capitalized with $25,000 (The Druggist Circular & Gazette, Vol. 47,1903). Inman was also president 
of the San Rafael Board of Education for many years. 
59 California Blue Book, State Printing Office, 1899. 
60 Inscriptions and Tombstonesfor Mt. Tamalpais Cemetery, San Rafael, Marin County, California, Vol. 1. 
61 Sanborn Fire Insurance map, 1887. 
62 Assessor records for the properties state that 1212 2nd Street was constructed ca 1890 and 1214 2nd Street 
was constructed in 1877. It is highly unlikely that they were constructed that far apart in time. 
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three identical houses built at this location along the North Pacific Coast Railroad tracks. They 
were first addressed as 15, 17, and 17-1/2 Second Street.63 All three had projecting square bays 
on the west side, small recessed front porches on the east side, and a larger recessed porch in the 
rear, northwest corner. The two-story commercial building that Petersen also owned was 
connected to a one-story storefront to the south and still housed a furniture store and upholstery 
shop in the 1890s with the O.c.F. hall [Order of Chosen Friends] on the second floor. The stable 
that had previously been located behind this building was still present, and there were three sheds 
associated with the houses. 

Petersen's investment in building the three residences began to payoff in short order. In 1895 the ' 
Tocsin newspaper announ:ced that a Mrs. C. Shoberg, the former proprietress at the Cosmopolitan 
Hotel (across the street) rented two of the houses on 2nd Street and would open a private boarding 
house "next month.,,64 

By the first decade of the twentieth century the block on which Petersen owned his four buildings 
was substantially built out, but for a large parcel in the n9rthwest corner. In 1907 the two-story 
New England Villa was gone and in its place was a private driveway labeled New England Villa 
that served six cottages, three duplexes, and a building offlats.65 The three houses once 
associated with the New England Villa in the southwest corner of the block (west of Petersen's 
properties) appear to be privately owned residences, judging by changes that had taken place to 
the buildings. The two-story building that Petersen owned w.as no longer associated with the one
story building to the south. It housed an O.c.F. [Order of Chosen Friends] and A. O. U. W. 
[Ancient Order of United Workmen]66 on the second level and a bakery and lunch room on the 
first level, with a bake oven in the rear yard. It would continue as a bakery at least through 
1950.67 Petersen's three residences appeared as constructed, with four sheds associated with the 
buildings and the same stable that was originally located on the lot. The properties were 
addressed as 706, 708 and 710 2nd Street at this time.68 

As a sampling of the types of tenants the properties attracted, in 1901 Edward Doody, a freight 
clerk, and M. C. Doody, an agent, both working for the North Pacific Coast Railroad (NPCRR), 
were living at 706 2nd Street (later 1210 2nd Street, no longer extant), as was William King, 
another agent for the NPCRR, John Stafford, an engineer, and Charles Thompson, a fireman. 
Mrs. Inman and her son, a relative of Petersen's, were living at 708 2nd Street (1212 2nd Street 
today). And H. A. Gorley, of H. A. Gorley & Co., a dry goods store, and Miss Mae I. Gorley, 
were living at 710 2nd Street (1214 2nd Streettoday). 

63 Sanborn Fire Insurance map, 1894. In 1907 the buildings were addressed as 706, 708 and 710 2nd Street, 
with the commercial property addressed as 307-309 B Street. In 1924 the properties were addressed as 
608,610 and 612 2nd Street, with the commercial property addressed as 311-313 B Street. 
64 Marin County Tocsin, February 2, 1895. 
65 The parcel on which the New England Villa was redeveloped was owned by Petersen's son, P. Henry 
Petersen, according to a 1908 map of San Rafael. He also owned a parcel on the southwest corner, of the 
intersection of 2nd and B streets. In Richardson's 1899 map of San Rafael it is part of the 1. Shaver estate, 
for which Johannes Petersen was an appraiser. It appears that when P. Henry Petersen redevelopeq the 
site, he included at least a portion of the original New England Villa hotel in one of the buildings (see 
Figure 15, in which a brick (pink) building is encased in a wood outer structure). 
66 "Genealogical research: Complete List of Fraternal Organizations," 
http://www.exonumia.comlartlsociety.htm. accessed March 2013. 
67 Sanborn Fire Insurance map, 1950. 
68 Sanborn Fire Insurance map, 1907. 
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At this time businesses along B Street included a grocery and fruit store, a meat shop, the bakery, 
two cobblers, offices, twcfFrench laundries, a barber, a saloon, and six residences, primarily 
associated with the businesses. On the other side of the street was a saloon and offices, a 
plumbing supplies store, and a bowling and billiards hall. Also located here was the Cypress 
Villa Hotel, and a building with four storefronts housing a building and supplies store; tea, coffee 
and extracts; barber; and saloon. Several buildings had flats on the second floor. 

The block on which Petersen lived with his family was about five blocks south and west of 2nd 

and B Streets, the location of the railroad station and Petersen's rental properties. Bay View in 
this location was a street of tidy residences, very similar to its ~pearance today. Petersen owned 
one of the larger lots, which included a hen house and a stable. 

The block on which Petersen's residences are located was very much the same in appearance in 
1924, the date of the next Sanborn maps, as it was in 1907, the date of the previous maps. A 
change had taken place on the commercial block however, which was subdivided to include not 
only the two-story bakery and its oven, but also additional space from the house at 1210 2nd Street 
(a space previously occupied by a stable) and nineteen-foot-wide space to the immediate east of 
1210 2nd Street. This configuration would remain until at least the 1950s. 

In the 1920s B Street was clearly a thriving commercial district, but appears to have had less 
housing associated with the commercial buildings. At this time the B Street frontage included a 
meat store, the bakery, a grocery store, billiards hall, a furniture store, two furniture storehouses, 
a hand laundry, and a sheet metal works on the west side of the street, and a candy store and 
creamery, grocery store, plumbing store, two laundries, a boarding house, and one building 
housing a electrical shop, barber, and saloon. The railroad tracks, now belonging to the 
Northwestern Pacific narrow gauge line, were still in place?O . 

The major change that took place in the neighborhood between 1924 and 1950 was that the train 
tracks for the Northwestern Pacific Railroad were moved from 2nd Street to the alley between 2nd 
and 1 st streets and the B Street depot was moved slightly south to accommodate the passengers. 

In the 1950s the block on which the Petersen residences are located was very densely built out, 
with the exception of the northwest corner, which contained only a gas station. There were still 
six residences along 2nd Street. There were ten residential buildings along New England Villa 
drive, with a total of fifteen units. The businesses along B Street at this time appeared to be 
secondary businesses, and not the full range of business types that had previously occupied this 
block. They included a warehouse at the comer of B and 2nd streets, a restaurant, the bakery with 
the hall above, a barber, wholesale liquors, an unidentified storefront, and a furniture store on the 
west side of the block. On the east side of the block was a grocery and restaurant, the Hotel 
Carmel, an office, and six unidentified storefronts. 

As an example of the people who lived in the houses in the mid-twentieth century, in 1939-40 
Corbett Cowen, an employee at the Marin County Water Co., and his wife Ella, lived at 1210 2nd 
Street (no longer extant). Attilie Hart Breinig, a homemaker, lived at 1212 2nd Street. And Alfred 
H. Ernie, who worked at PG&E, lived with his wife Helena at 1214 2nd Street. In the years 1942-

69 Sanborn Fire Insurance map, 1907. He had purchased this lot from Elias and Johanna Lund, apparently 
relations of his sister's husband, whose name was also Lund. 
70 Sanborn Fire Insurance map, 1924. 
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43, during World War II, Thomas Keffer, a guard at San Quentin, and his wife Ruth lived at 1210 
2nd Street. L. H. Allen, a plasterer, lived at 1212 2nd Street. And Alfred H. Ernie, who was retired 
by this time, still lived with his wife at 1214 2nd Street. After the war, in 1946-47, the only 
change that had taken place was that Mrs. Eleanor Manyan, a homemaker, lived at 1212 2nd 

Street. In 1949 Wallace D. Figueroa, a seaman, and his wife Lillian, lived at 1210 2nd Street, Mrs. 
Manyon still lived at 1212 2nd Street, and Kenneth M. Proctor, a wholesaler, and his wife Eileen, 
lived at 1214 2nd Street. For the remaind~r of the decade tenants of the houses were very similar 
to those before and after the war.7l It appears, from the turnover of residents, that these buildings 
were still rental housing at this time. 

By about 1956 the residence at 1214 2nd Street had been split into a duplex (likely accessed by the 
front porch for the ground floor unit and the rear stair for the upstairs unit), and a small 
commercial space had been constructed in the front yard of the building. In 1957 this was 
considered a studio. In 1958 it housed "Polly's Attic Furniture:.?2 From 1951 the property was 
owned by Joseph D. and Dora J. Maggiolo; in 1972 it was owned by Dora Maggiolo; and in 
1997 it was owned by the Joe P. [sic] & Dora J. Maggiolo Trust. In 1955 the residence at 1212 
2nd Street was owned by Anita and Arthur H. Meyer and in 1964 it was" owned by Anita Meyer. 
In these years the residences appeared to be owner-occupied. 

The third residence built by Petersen at 1210 2nd Street and two-story commercial building at 811-
813 B Street were demolished for surface parking in 1967.73 

Today both residences are owned by Monahan Parker Inc., as they have been for several years. 
The house at 1212 2nd Street is vacant and boarded up, and the residence at 1214 2nd Street is used 
as a multi-family rental. 

71 A to Z Marin County Directory, A to Z Publishers (check) 1939-40, 1946-47, 1949-50, 1952-
53, 1954-55. 
72 Sanborn Fire Insurance map; Marin County Commercial Property Appraisal Record. 
73 Personal communication, Steve Stafford, City of San Rafael, April 2013. 

21 


