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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
On January 24, 2012, the City of San Rafael Planning Commission completed review and adopted a 
resolution recommending certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report prepared for the San 
Rafael Airport Recreational Facility project (FEIR). The project is located off Smith Ranch Road in north 
San Rafael and proposes construction of an 85,700 square foot multi-use recreational building and 
outdoor sports fields, with associated parking, lighting, fencing and landscaping improvements on an 
undeveloped portion of the airport property. The Commission must now consider whether to recommend 
approval of the project zoning entitlements required to implement the project.  
 
The project entitlements, including staff recommended conditions of approval and draft ordinance 
provisions, were previously considered by the Planning Commission in 2006. However, action on the 
project was delayed pending preparation of an EIR. It is further noted that the FEIR and project 
entitlements must ultimately be reviewed and approved by the City Council. The entitlements required for 
the project include: 
 

1) Zone Change to amend the Planned Development (PD) District 
2) Use Permit to establish conditions for facility operations  
3)  Environmental and Design Review Permit for building and site improvements 

 
While the proposed project provides an opportunity to meet the diverse recreational needs of San Rafael, 
consistent with the City General Plan 2020 goals and policies, there are several site constraints and 
community concerns. Land resources that might accommodate multi-purpose recreational development in 
the community are limited, and no property lacks constraints. Based on detailed analysis of the project for 
compliance with the applicable City General Plan 2020 policies and San Rafael Municipal Code 
provisions, and careful and thorough review of environmental and site constraints, staff has generally 
concluded that the project could be supported with conditions, pending resolution of any other issues and 
concerns identified during the public hearing process.  
 
This report discusses many specific concerns raised regarding this development project, which include 
concerns regarding piecemeal site development, compatibility with wildlife and residential areas, and 
safety. Discussion of project concerns and constraints can be found under the Planned Development and 
the Master Use Permit sections in the Zoning Ordinance Consistency project analysis. Updated draft 
resolutions have been prepared for project Rezoning, Use Permit and Environmental and Design Review 
Permit entitlements. It is recommended that the Commission consider these resolutions to support the 
project, with or without further modification. It is anticipated that the project may require at least one 
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continuance after public testimony is received, to fully consider questions and comments regarding the 
project land use merits.  
 
Further, a letter has recently been received from the Division of Aeronautics that identifies a potentially 
significant change in the airport design guidelines, which they recommend should be considered as part of 
the project merits (Exhibit 13). This issue is discussed in detail under the Zoning Ordinance Consistency 
analysis. Mead & Hunt, the City’s airport consultant will also be present at the Planning Commission 
hearing.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

In 2006, City staff presented a recommendation for approval of this project, which did not include a lighted 
outdoor field or operations between 4pm and 6pm. Upon conclusion of the FEIR environmental analysis 
prepared for the project, including its revised components, no new concerns were uncovered that caused 
staff to materially alter its previous recommendation or require a change in scope or design of the project.  
 
Staff believes merits for recreational development project on this site remain valid. However, there have 
been numerous concerns and issues raised during the hearings on this project, and revisions to some of 
the criteria that apply to land use development in the City and particularly adjacent to an airport. Airport 
safety has been a primary concern with this project, which resulting in the hiring of Mead & Hunt as an 
aeronautical safety consultant to evaluate this proposal. Recently, the Division of Aeronautics has 
identified a change in airport design criteria that could apply to this project and must be further 
considered.   
 
The Planning Commission must recommend this project to the City Council. Therefore, staff recommends 
that the Planning Commission conduct a hearing on the project merits and consider additional testimony. 
Staff has prepared draft resolutions that identify the findings, standards and conditions recommended for 
the project to proceed, as follows: 
 
1. Recommending the City Council adopt CEQA Findings of Fact and MMRP for project approval. 

2. Recommending the City Council adopt the PD Rezoning for the project. 

3. Recommending the City Council conditionally approve the Master Use Permit and Environmental 
Design Review Permit for the project. 

 
The revised PD rezoning must be supported by a majority of the entire Planning Commission (i.e., 
minimum of four members and not just a majority of those present). If the rezoning is not supported, the 
project would be deemed denied and could only proceed following a successful appeal to the City 
Council.  If further revisions to the site or use are recommended, staff suggests that the project be 
continued to allow time to respond to any further direction.  
 
PROPERTY FACTS 
 
Address/Location: 397-400 Smith Ranch Road Parcel Number(s): 155-230-10 thru -16 
 

Property Size: 16.6-acres of 119.5-acre site Neighborhood: Smith Ranch 
 

Site Characteristics 
 

 General Plan Designation Zoning Designation Existing Land-Use 
 

Project Site: Airport/Recreation PD1764-WO & W Airport & Assoc. Use 
North: P/OS, Cons, Low Den Res P/OS McInnis Park 
South: P/OS, Cons, Low Den Res Unincorporated Santa Venetia 

Residential area 
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East: P/OS, Cons, Low Den Res Unincorporated Santa Venetia / 

Baylands 
West: Medium Density Residential PD1626-WO&PD1399 Contempo Marin / 

Captains Cove 
Residential areas 

 
Site Description/Setting: 
The airport property consists of a single, 119.52-acre parcel (Parcel B on Parcel Map 70 Civic Center 
North, recorded December 1983) located in northeast San Rafael (Smith Ranch/McInnis Park area). The 
existing airport primarily operates for small private aircraft flights and hangars for aircraft based at the site 
that are located in the westerly portion of the property. The runway extends along an east to west axis 
across the property. 
 
The property is relatively level consisting of formerly submerged tidelands, situated at approximately 0-3 
feet elevation above mean sea level. Agricultural use of the site was initiated circa 1915 with purported fill 
placed near the existing airport area. The site was reclaimed as diked baylands through construction of fill 
levees built circa 1940 in order to reclaim submerged tidelands for agricultural use. The majority of the 
property is within the City of San Rafael jurisdiction. The southerly portions of the property and associated 
levee section are within the County of Marin jurisdiction (approximately 45 acres) and extend into the 
South Fork of Gallinas Creek. The earthen levee system runs approximately 12,000 linear feet around the 
site, and extends to Contempo Marin levee system located to the west. The site is part of a “peninsula” of 
lands formed by the levees that border the North and South Forks of Gallinas Creek. The easterly tip of 
the peninsula and a section of the levee surrounding the site are on public lands within the County. 
 
Developed and undeveloped airport property lands are further identified as follows: 

o San Rafael Airport hangars, structures and runway are located on area identified as APN 155-230-
11; (+/-38-acres) 

o Proposed recreational facility, wetlands and creek setback buffer, access road extension and 
related improvements are located on the area identified as APN 155-230-12; (+/-16.6-acres) 

o Vacant/undeveloped lands located south of the runway and within the City of San Rafael corporate 
boundary are identified as APN 155-230-13; (+/-14-acres) 

o Vacant/undeveloped lands located south of the runway and outside City of San Rafael corporate 
boundary (within County of Marin jurisdiction), that contain southerly portions of the levee and 
extending under  the South Fork of Gallinas Creek are identified as APN’s 155-230-14 and 15;  
(+/-45-acres) 

  
Delineated wetlands (under jurisdiction of US Army Corps of Engineers) are located between the 
proposed recreational facility site (project area) and the levee along the North Fork of Gallinas Creek. 
Drainage from the eastern portion of the site and project area is collected and transported through an 
existing drainage ditch that runs parallel to the north side of the airport runway. The ditch carries runoff to 
an existing pump-house near the northeastern corner of the airport site, where it is pumped into the creek. 
The pump-house is maintained by the airport property and located on state lands (which are managed by 
Marin County). Access to the site is provided from Smith Ranch Road across a private roadway and 
bridge.  The bridge and the private access road are located off the airport site, and cross a private 
easement that lies within the Captains Cove development (formerly Smith Ranch subdivision lands) and 
public lands (North Fork of Gallinas Creek).  
 
The 441-acre McInnis Regional Park and golf course, and a public walking path are located to the north 
(across Gallinas Creek). Sonoma-Marin rail right-of-way runs in a southwesterly direction along the west 
side of the site, which separates the site from the Contempo Marin and Captains Cove residential 
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neighborhood areas. Unincorporated Santa Venetia residential neighborhood is located south (across the 
South Fork of Gallinas Creek). US Highway 101 is located approximately 1-mile to the west. Other 
prominent visual features in the area include Marin County Civic Center, which is 1-mile to the southwest, 
the nearby San Pedro Ridge to the south, Mount Tamalpais to the west and San Pablo Bay located to the 
east. A detailed description of the setting is also contained in the DEIR, Chapter 3, pages 3-1 thru 3-4. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
History of the San Rafael Airport 
The San Rafael airport was originally established as a “ranch-style airport” for use by three to four small 
private aircraft in the early 1950’s, associated with the former agricultural use of the site. At that time, the 
airport runway was located parallel to the Northwestern Pacific Railroad right-of-way. In 1969, the County 
of Marin issued a Use Permit to legalize the maintenance and operation of the existing airport with the 
current runway configuration. The property was annexed into the City in the early 1970’s and zoned U 
(Unclassified) District. After the property was annexed, numerous complaints were filed citing violations of 
the airport’s Use Permit. The City formed a committee to study the violation issues. In 1974, the airport 
owners filed a Master Use Permit application to replace the County-issued Use Permit. On February 5, 
1974, the San Rafael Planning Commission approved a Use Permit allowing the airport use to continue as 
a “temporary use.”  The airport continued its operations with several use permit extensions and minor 
modifications granted during the 1970’s and 1980’s. 
 
1983 Land Use Covenant 
In December 1983, restrictive covenants were recorded for the property as part of development and 
subdivision approvals for a contiguous property; i.e., the former lands of the First National State Bank of 
New Jersey (aka, Civic Center North and Smith Ranch Airport sites). As a condition of the approval of the 
Civic Center North Master Plan, the City of San Rafael, County of Marin and owner of the property 
entered into a Declaration of Restrictions (covenant) for the airport property that limited the site to the 
uses listed below:  

a) Existing uses consisting of the airport and related uses. 

b) Future utility uses as approved by the appropriate government agencies, including flood control, 
sanitary sewer, gas and electricity, and public safety facilities. 

c) Airport and airport-related uses. 

d) Roadways. 

e) Open Space. 

f) Private and public recreational uses. 

The validity of the covenant was challenged, and upheld by the Court in the late 1980’s. The 
determination has been made by the City Attorneys office and confirmed in 2005 that the proposed private 
recreational facility land use is consistent with the property restrictions. This issue has been exhaustively 
researched and documented in the prior reports to the Planning Commission, most recently in the January 
24, 2012 FEIR report, and in the FEIR.  
 
1999 PD District Zoning and Master Use Permit Actions 
The private airport land use is governed by both the City of San Rafael through Zoning (PD-1764) and 
Use Permit process, and the State of California, Department of Transportation – Aeronautics Division 
through issuance of a private airport permit. The state requires the airport to maintain an active state 
permit that dictates the location of the runway, traffic pattern and specifications for the runway. The 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is responsible for regulating aircraft operations, including licensing 
of aircraft and pilots. 
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In 1999 the property owner filed Rezoning, Master Use Permit, and Environmental and Design Review 
Permit applications to allow the permanent operation of San Rafael Airport, with aviation and non-aviation 
light-industrial uses, construction of 40 new single airplane hangars (making a total of 100 hangers for 
aircraft based onsite), two modular homes for a caretaker and security guard, a modified entry/parking lot, 
new site landscaping and a new 2,450-square-foot non-aviation building. This Master Use Permit did not 
authorize any expansion of airport operations or the maximum number of aircraft permitted to be based 
onsite. Twelve non-aviation uses were permitted to continue operations with limited hours of 7:00 a.m. to 
6:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday, excluding holidays. These applications were approved by the City 
Council on March 19, 2001, and subject to an annual review which was conducted through 2005. The use 
has fully developed and established all approved airport uses and facilities.  
 
During the 1st and 2nd annual reviews of the airport Use Permit (in 2003 and 2005), the airport operator 
claimed that the City is federally pre-empted from enforcing certain conditions of approval relating to in-
flight operations that were imposed on the airport Use Permit. There does appear to be pre-emption that 
requires that pilots determine the safest approach/departure path (generally, into the prevailing wind 
direction). Pilots are required and instructed to adhere to a fly-friendly policy to avoid over-flight of the 
Santa Venetia and Contempo Marin neighborhood areas. The City and the airport operator agreed to 
table review and discussion of any pre-emption issues for the time being. The applicant may apply for 
amendments to the Use Permit in order to modify or remove any conditions they believe are pre-empted, 
but have not done so at this time and the current airport use permit conditions have not been subject to 
further review at this time.  
 
Complaints/Allegations Regarding Airport Property and Use Compliance 
Although the existing airport facility is not proposed to be modified, staff believes it is relevant to provide 
some background regarding property compliance with the current approvals. Staff has maintained a log of 
complaints filed against the existing airport facility operations beginning in 2001. A detailed complaint log 
was kept between July 2003 and February 2004, until the 2nd review of the Master Use Permit was 
completed in 2005. Other than occasional calls expressing concerns with aircraft operations, there have 
been no formal complaints filed. Primarily, complaints have arisen as a result of deviations from the flight 
path identified and approved under the use permit, and for some commercial activities on-site that 
operated outside of business hours. There have also been occasional calls received by the City from 
residents expressing concerns with the aircraft operations and the levee maintenance activities.  
 
Staff has had discussions with residents and representatives in the area concerned with the various 
activities associated with the airport use, including the aircraft operations and flight patterns and levee 
maintenance work completed in 2009. Staff met with concerned residents and neighborhood 
representatives to discuss their concerns with the various airport operations. Due to the overlapping 
jurisdiction of issues that were raised, staff recommended that formal complaints be submitted in writing 
for staff to investigate. Staff also met with Marin County staff to discuss their levee maintenance work and 
practices, which requires access over the airport site. To date, there has not been a formal code 
enforcement complaint filed against the site for purported violation of use permit conditions. There was an 
event planned by a non-profit agency that was cancelled after City staff informed them that the use was 
not approved. Staff has forwarded all informal complaints/concerns received by phone or email to the 
attention of Bob Herbst, manager of the airport. There are no unresolved issues or pending investigations 
of purported violations of the airport Master Use Permit at this time. In general, staff’s experience has 
been that management and appearance of the facility has steadily improved since approval of the 
amendments in 2001.  
 
Chronology of Events – 2005 to Present 
The planning applications for the proposed recreational facility were initially filed in March 2005. The key 
milestones that have occurred during processing of this project are summarized as follows: 

 On June 22 & June 23, 2005, neighborhood meetings were conducted. 
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 On July 5, 2005 City Staff met with Marin County Supervisor Adams, Marin County Parks and Open 
Space Director Mark Riesenfeld and members of his staff (Ron Paolini and Stephen Peterle). 

 On July 19 & November 8, 2005, the City of San Rafael Design Review Board reviewed and 
recommended approval of the project design. 

 On July 21, 2005, the City of San Rafael Parks and Recreation Commission reviewed the proposal 
and recommended that indoor soccer, baseball and gymnastics facilities are appropriate, needed and 
would be well used in this location.  

 On August 23, 2005, the City of San Rafael Deputy City Attorney, Eric Davis, responded to County 
Parks staff Stephen Petterle letter of July 13, 2005 that stated “[a]lthough ‘private and public 
recreational uses’ are permitted [under the recorded Declaration of Restrictions], the declaration 
provides no indication that structures related to these uses are allowed.” Mr. Davis replied that upon 
review of the City’s files concerning the PD rezoning for the Civic Center North project approved by 
Ordinance 1448, which included condition “y” that required the foregoing declaration, and in speaking 
with then City Planning Director Anne Moore about the condition, all available records indicate that the 
condition as implemented by the Declaration was intended to limit the uses permitted on the Airport 
property, not to prohibit structures that would facilitate such uses. Further, the City’s earlier General 
Plan adopted in 1988 and current General Plan 2020 adopted in 2004 both acknowledge the 
Declaration and recognize that “private and public recreational uses” may be carried out on the airport 
property. There is nothing in these General Plan documents, adopted by the City Council with 
opportunity for input by the County, to indicate structures would be prohibited to carry out the uses 
permitted at the airport. 

 On September 23, 2005, City staff gave a presentation to the County Parks Commission. 

 On January 27, 2006, an Initial Study/Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was published for 
the proposed project. 

 On February 16, 2006 the County Board of Supervisors heard agenda Item 10 Request from the 
County Department of Parks and Open Space to discuss issues related to the proposed San Rafael 
Airport Recreation Facility Project. The Board meeting written minutes summary record that “Board 
members generally conveyed support for soccer facilities” and by unanimous vote, directed staff to 
“coordinate comments on the initial study from various County departments regarding the inclusion of 
green building practices, the use of permeable surfaces, and concerns about any environmental 
impacts of the proposed facility.” This meeting is available for viewing on the Marin County website at: 
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/BS/Archive/Meetings.cfm 

 On February 28 and March 28, 2006, the Planning Commission held public hearings on the draft 
IS/MND and project. The Commission continued the project with direction that staff review the 
comments and testimony and return with additional analysis.  

 On June 21, 2006, staff issued a letter to interested residents informing them that staff and the City 
Attorney concluded an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be prepared for the project. It was 
determined that an EIR scoping meeting would not be held given that so much public input into the 
application had already been provided. 

 On September 26, 2006, the Planning Commission reviewed a draft scope of work for preparation of 
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared by consultant Lamphier-Gregory. 

 On October 16, 2006, the City Council adopted Resolution 12137 authorizing an agreement with 
Lamphier-Gregory to prepare an EIR for the project based on the revised scope of work.  

 On January through April 2007, the biological consultant conducted focused Clapper Rail surveys in 
conformance with US Fish and Wildlife Draft Survey Protocol for the California Clapper Rail. The 
completion of the DEIR was temporarily suspended from December 2006 through July 2007 to allow 
the protocol surveys and report to be completed. This study included survey consultation with US Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 
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 On May 12, 2009, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing and accepted comments on 
the DEIR, which was completed in March 2009, and directed staff to prepare responses to all 
comments received in compliance with CEQA.  

 The FEIR was published in August 2011 and distributed in September 2011.  

 On November 15, 2011 and January 24, 2012, the Planning Commission considered the FEIR and 
recommended certification of the document, with changes reflected in the FEIR Errata. The Planning 
Commission meeting audio/video archive can be found at: http://www.cityofsanrafael.org/meetings/ 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Overview 
The project proposes construction of a new, multi-purpose private recreational facility that would develop 
approximately 9.1-acres of vacant land on the San Rafael Airport site (see Vicinity Map – Exhibit 1), in 
addition to existing airport uses permitted in the current Airport PD District and Master Use Permit 
approved in 2001, and requires approval of the following zoning approvals: 

• Zone Change: ZC05-01 to amend the Planned Development Ordinance (PD-1764)–Wetland Overlay 
(WO) district to include development standards for the additional proposed development and use(s). 

• Use Permit: UP05-08 (amendment to Master Use Permit UP99-9) to establish conditions for the 
additional proposed recreational facility use. 

• Environmental and Design Review Permit: ED05-15 to approve the design of the recreation building 
and related site development. 

 
The site is located between the existing airport runway and North Fork of Gallinas Creek, east of the 
existing airport hangars and site access road. Wetland and creek buffers are proposed on the north side 
of the new development, between the proposed facility improvements and the bank of Gallinas Creek. 
The remainder of the property that is located south of the runway is proposed to remain undeveloped. The 
recreational facility project consists of the following uses and components: 
 
Recreational Facilities and Use: 
Indoor Uses 
• An 85,700-square-foot multi-purpose recreational building, 39-foot-6-inch tall (overall height), with the 

following use areas: 
o 71,300-square-foot ground floor level multi-purpose gymnasium area for recreational uses. The 

project plans propose to improve the building with the following areas: 
 two indoor soccer sports fields  
 two multi-purpose gymnasium sport courts 
 common locker and restroom areas 

o 14,400-square-foot mezzanine level for ancillary support services. This level proposes the 
following uses: 

 ancillary viewing area 
 café with dedicated countertop seating for 20 people (approx. 4,092 sq. ft.) 
 sports shop 
 administrative offices and public assemble/meeting room* 
 restrooms 

*The meeting room would be available for private ancillary recreational activities such as birthday 
parties and similar group events or meetings, and would be offered as complimentary use of local 
seniors for activities and for neighborhood groups who need meeting space. 

 
Outdoor Uses 
• Lighted all-weather outdoor sports field* 
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• Non-illuminated outdoor grass warm-up field 

*The project proposes to develop the lighted outdoor field as a 200-foot by 300-foot sized soccer field 
with all weather field turf, to allow year round use. 

 
Facility Operations: 
The use proposes to operate 7 days per week. The applicant anticipates up to 700 daily users within the 
indoor facilities and 300 daily users for the outdoor field, plus up to 12 equivalent full-time employees. The 
project would not be open during the weekday AM traffic peak hour. The hours of operation proposed and 
allowed following incorporation of environmental mitigation would be as follows: 
 
Indoor Facility:  9AM to 11PM Sunday through Thursday (weekdays) 
   9AM to 12AM Friday and Saturday (weekends) 
 
Outdoor Facility: 9AM to 9PM* Sunday through Thursday (weekdays) 
   9AM to 10PM Friday and Saturday (weekends) 

*Outdoor events must cease by 10PM, as required by the FEIR to mitigate noise 
and light impacts. The 9PM weekday curfew may be extended to 10PM if allowed 
following a post operational noise study. 

 
Site Design and Access: 
The project proposes to develop the site in compliance with standards established by the US Green 
Building Council, with a two-year construction timeframe. Features proposed to be incorporated into the 
project design include solar roof panels and energy efficient field lighting. Site improvements include 
exterior lighting, landscaping and drainage. The building finished pad elevation would be raised with fill 
soils to achieve +1.0 NGVD1 and the building would be dry flood-proofed (impermeable to penetration by 
floodwaters) to +7.0 NGVD in compliance with FEMA standards.  
 
Project improvements include extension of a new 30-foot wide paved private roadway including a 5-foot 
pedestrian walkway access extending from the end of the existing access road. The new roadway 
elevation would be raised to meet the parking lot elevation of approximately 2.0 feet NGVD. All 
development has been designed to avoid conflict with an aircraft transition safety zone (i.e., 7:1 
‘ascending clear zone’) that extends at an incline angle from the edge of the 125-foot airport ‘aviation 
clear zone’ setback to the sky (see Plan Sheet A-5). There would be 184 paved parking spaces, a 
turnaround drop off area, and 86 unpaved parking spaces provided. In addition, the existing bridge 
crossing over the North Fork of Gallinas Creek would be replaced with a new two-lane, 25-foot wide steel 
truss bridge deck.  
 
Exterior Lighting: 
The project would utilize four types of lights, as follows (see Sheet A-1 and A-7 for locations):  

• Building Entry: Eight (8) 42-watt compact fluorescent under-canopy lights 20 feet on-center at the 
three building entryways; 

• Main Building Walls: Twenty-three (23) 150-watt metal halide wall-mounted lamps at 50 feet on-
center, 14-feet above finished floor.  

• Access Road/Parking Lot Perimeter: Thirty-one (31) 42” high 70-watt round bollards at 40 feet on-
center along the access road and parking lot perimeter 

• Parking Lots: Nineteen (19) 14-foot tall poles with 150-watt metal halide lamps on two-way side pole 
mounted fixtures at 40-feet on-center.  

                                                 
1 Staff has continued to use NGVD as the reference datum in this report, for consistency with prior reports and avoid confusion. 
The current datum is measured in NAVD which represents a 2.67 foot increase in the flood datum number. However, there is no 
change in site hydrology as a result of the change in elevation datum 
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• Field Lights: Four (4) 40-foot high poles on the north side of the field with energy efficient “MUSCO 

Green Generation” or equivalent 1500 watt metal halide lamps, 3 luminaires per pole, at  30 feet on-
center and four (4) 23-foot high poles with 2 luminaires per pole on the south side of the field.  

 

PROJECT ANALYSIS 
 
Summary of Project Issues 
The analysis below evaluates the project for consistency with the General Plan 2020 and Zoning 
Ordinances. The Planning Commission and City Council must rely significantly on these documents in 
rendering a decision on the planning applications. In addition, information regarding the project 
environmental impacts, compatibility with surrounding land uses and comments from the public shall be 
considered to evaluate the project. As a result of its analysis of the project, staff has identified the 
following questions and concerns: 

1. PD Rezoning. That the proposed zoning standards and designated development areas appropriately 
and/or adequately implement the General Plan 2020 airport/recreation land use designation 

2. Land Use. That the intensity, type and mix of uses proposed are appropriate at this location and/or 
warrant support in order to fulfill the City General Plan 2020 goals and policies to increase recreational 
opportunities in San Rafael 

3. Hours. That the facility would not result in noise conflicts with residential uses as from outdoor field 
use if operating as late as 9 or 10 pm or from traffic leaving the indoor facility as late as 12 am.  

4. Lighting. That lighting would not cause incompatible nighttime glare impacts on nearby residents as a 
result of outdoor field lights, and/or from placement of obstruction lights on the facility improvements, 
and/or from traffic headlights crossing the private roadway 

5. Design and Use Restrictions. That proposed restrictions on the facility’s operation and design, 
including installation of barrier fencing, establishment of wetland conservation area, enhanced building 
design features, parking lot configuration, proposed signage, and/or occupancy restrictions and 
controls would adequately address concerns with site safety and/or protection of wildlife and habitat 

6. Alcohol Sales. Whether sale of beer and wine as part of an ancillary café use would be a compatible 
activity 

7. Wildlife. That nearby wildlife and habitat in Gallinas Creek would not be materially degraded or 
affected 

8. Airport Safety. That site occupants would not be exposed to undue safety hazards from potential 
aircraft crash.* Note: The State Division of Aeronautics has presented a letter identifying potential 
conflicts of the project with revised airport design criteria.  

9. Levee Protections. That flooding and/or sea level rise concerns are adequately considered and 
addressed 

10. Traffic. Extent to which project traffic may affect residents that access Smith Ranch Road from side 
streets 

 
Detailed discussion of project merits, concerns and issues are provided below. Most of the issues are 
discussed under the Zoning Ordinance Consistency, Chapter 22 – Use Permits,   Master Use Permit 
section beginning on page 18 of this report. However, a discussion of climate change and sea level rise 
can also be found in the San Rafael General Plan 2020 Consistency section on the following page, and 
PD rezoning issues (including appropriateness of land use areas and designations) are discussed starting 
on page 13, under the Zoning Ordinance Consistency, Chapter 7 – Planned Development District 
section.  
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Staff has not identified new concerns that were not previously anticipated when this project was reviewed 
and recommended for approval in 2006. Therefore, draft resolutions have been presented for the 
Planning Commission to review and consider the findings required to approve the project planning 
applications and conditions recommended to address potential land use compatibility concerns. It is 
anticipated that the Planning Commission may require at least one additional hearing in order to consider 
project merits after hearing all public testimony and reviewing this report and all attached documents. 
 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) FEIR and MMRP 
At its January 24, 2012 hearing, the Planning Commission reviewed and recommended certification of the 
San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). The resolution 
recommending certification of the FEIR is attached as Exhibit 2. As required by CEQA, all potential 
environmental impacts of the project are proposed to be mitigated to the extent feasible. If there are any 
changes made or recommended to the project, such revisions must be reviewed to assure they are within 
the scope of the CEQA review. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been 
prepared for consideration prior to project approval. The MMRP is mandated to assure that measures 
required to mitigate impacts to less-than-significant levels are implemented. The MMRP would be 
incorporated into draft conditions of project approval.  
 
San Rafael General Plan 2020 Consistency: 
It is required that the project be reviewed for consistency with the San Rafael General Plan 2020. It is 
important to note that General Plan consistency must be determined by reviewing and weighing all of the 
goals and policies contained in all elements of the General Plan 2020. The General Plan 2020, and case 
law interpreting general plan requirements, recognize that the General Plan is a collection of competing 
goals and policies that must be read together as a whole, and not in isolation. In making a determination 
of a project for consistency with the General Plan, the City must balance the competing goals and 
policies. Case law has determined that a project “need not be in perfect conformity with each and every 
policy” and that “no project could completely satisfy every policy stated in the General Plan, and that state 
law does not impose such a requirement.” (Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Association vs. City of Oakland – 
1993). 
 
The project has been reviewed for consistency with the San Rafael General Plan 2020. A complete 
analysis of the pertinent policies and programs is presented in the attached table (Exhibit 4a). The 
following provides a summary of project conformance with key elements of the General Plan: 
 
Land Use Policies: The proposed recreational facility use is consistent with the “Airport/Recreation” land 
use category established by for this property which allows uses consistent with the land use covenant on 
the property, including private or public recreational facilities. As noted in the Background section, the City 
Attorney’s office has previously determined and confirmed that the project would be allowed under the 
property land use covenant. Documentation on this point has been provided in the DEIR and most 
recently in the January 24, 2012 Staff Report to the Planning Commission.  
 
Community Design Element: The development of the proposed structure has been designed to minimize 
impacts upon views of the Bay, Bay wetlands, Mt. Tamalpais, Marin Civic Center and hills and ridgelines 
from public streets, parks and publicly accessible areas as encouraged by Community Design Policy CD-
5 (Views), to the greatest extent possible.  
 
Circulation Element:  Circulation Policy C-5 (Traffic Level of Service Standards) establishes level of 
service (LOS) D as the acceptable LOS for both intersections and arterial segments. The proposed 
project would generate 0 new A.M. peak hour trips and 268 new P.M. peak hour trips. This traffic 
generation was analyzed as part of the City of San Rafael’s traffic model to evaluate its impacts on 
affected intersections and arterial segments. In conclusion, the proposed project would be consistent with 
this policy given that it would not reduce the LOS for the five affected intersections or two arterial 
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segments below the acceptable LOS (LOS D). As a condition of approval, the project would be required to 
pay approximately $1.138M in traffic mitigation fees to contribute to planned improvements in the area as 
required by Policy C-7 (Circulation Improvement Funding). 
 
Parks and Recreation Element: Parks and Recreation Policies PR-4 (City Recreational Needs), PR-4a 
(All-Weather Fields), PR-13 (Commercial Recreation) and PR-14 (Amateur Multi-Sport Athletic Fields) 
encourage the development of additional recreational facilities, especially those that are privately funded 
recreational activities for boys and girls, teens, and adults. The Parks and Recreation Commission 
reviewed the proposed project at their July 21, 2005 meeting and found that this project would create a 
privately funded recreational facility that is open to the general public and would provide needed 
recreational facilities and activities for both youth and adults and, therefore, be consistent with these 
policies.  
 
Safety Element: The policies applicable to this site address potential impacts as a result of seismically 
induced ground failure and flooding. A Geotechnical Investigation Report was prepared by John Hom and 
reviewed by one of the City’s Geotechnical Review Committee Consultants, Kleinfelder, Inc. as required 
by the City General Plan policies; and concluded that the report and recommendations for site 
development meet requirements set forth in the Geotechnical Review Matrix. Further the City’s 
regulations, which are derived from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), require that all 
new structures be constructed at a base floor elevation (BFE) of +6’ NGVD 1929. For non-residential 
projects such as this proposal, the regulations allow structures to be built below the +7’ elevation if the 
structure is dry flood-proofed or in certain instances, wet flood-proofed. This proposed project would be 
built with a BFE elevation of +1.5 ’above mean sea level, below the 7’ requirements and would be flood-
proofed in compliance with FEMA requirements.  The existing levees are continually maintained to be at 
+9 foot. A condition of approval has been included requiring that the property owner to continue to 
maintain the integrity of the levees and maintain the required levee height at +9 feet. The integrity of the 
levees and ability of the levees to withstand seismic shaking has been analyzed and confirms that there is 
no undue risk of failure.  
 
The site has also be reviewed by emergency responders, to assure existing service levels and emergency 
access needs are adequate. Finally, the airport safety issues have been analyzed and addressed to 
assure safety of occupants of the site complies with aviation design guidelines.  
 
Noise Element: Noise Element policies prescribe that new non-residential development shall not increase 
noise levels in a residential district by more than Ldn 3 dB (a sound increase that is just perceptible), or 
create noise impacts that would increase noise levels to more than Ldn 60 dB. As discussed in the Noise 
Section of the EIR, the analysis concluded that the project would neither increase noise level at the 
nearby residential areas by more than 3 dB nor cause overall noise levels to exceed 60 dB. The noise 
levels associated with the project would not raise ambient noise levels by more than 3 dBA Ldn. With 
regard to traffic noise, the analysis concludes that additional traffic along the private roadway that abuts 
portions of the adjacent residential areas would increase noise levels by less than 1dBA. Ldn,, which is 
within the 3 dBA prescribed by this policy. Although not required by this policy, the applicant has offered to 
the adjacent residential communities to install noise barriers along portions of the roadway, where none 
exist. This offer would be an off-site improvement and would ultimately need approval of those 
landowners to implement. Lastly, recommended mitigation has been identified to address the potential 
1dBA increase over the City’s 40 dBA nighttime noise limit threshold affecting residents to the south. If 
such an increase would result, the operator may be required to end weekday nighttime use on the outdoor 
fields by 9PM. 
 
Conservation Element: Policies in the Conservation Element require that environmental resources be 
protected. Wetlands near the project have been identified, and the project provides a minimum 50-foot 
development-free setback from wetlands, and in excess of 100-feet from the adjacent creek. Further, 
threatened and endangered species have been identified and project mitigation measures are identified in 
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the MMRP to mitigate impacts to a less than significant level, and assure compatibility with the policies in 
the General Plan 2020.  
 
Sustainability Element (recently adopted): In May 2011, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
adopted updated new air quality guidelines that establish greenhouse gas emission thresholds for 
projects. In response, the City amended its Climate Change Action Plan (adopted in 2009) to meet the 
criteria of the air district, through adoption of an Appendix E to the plan. A checklist has been developed 
that identifies the required strategies that must be met by a project in order to be consistent with the City’s 
qualified Climate Change Action Plan. Further, in July 2011 the City Council adopted the Sustainability 
Element as an amendment to the General Plan 2020, to meet its CCAP and climate change goals. This 
element contains goals, policies and programs from the San Rafael Climate Change Action Plan (adopted 
in 2009) addressing such issues as reducing project and community greenhouse gas emissions and 
planning for sea level rise. The Sustainability Element policies pertinent to this project include: 

 SU-3.  Alternative Fuel and Fuel Efficient Vehicles.  Promote the use of alternative fuel and fuel 
efficient vehicles. 

 SU-5.  Reduce Use of Non-Renewable Resources.  Reduce dependency on non-renewable 
resources.  

o SU-5a. Require new construction to comply with adopted green building regulations;  
o SU-5c. Develop and implement water efficient conservation programs…, including water 

efficient landscape regulations;  
o SU-5d. Encourage use of high albedo (reflectivity) materials for future outdoor surfaces 

such as parking lots, roadways;  

 SU-6.  New and Existing Trees.  Plant new and retain existing trees to maximize energy 
conservation and carbon sequestration benefits. 

 SU-9.  Zero Waste.  Reduce material consumption and waste generation, increase resource re-
use and composting of organic waste, and recycle to significantly reduce and ultimately eliminate 
landfill disposal. 

o SU-9f.  Construction Debris.  Adopt construction debris and re-use ordinance.  

 SU-14.  Adapting to Climate Change.  Increase understanding and preparation to adapt to the 
effects of climate change, including sea level rise. 

 
Climate Change 
 
The applicant has submitted a sustainability strategy for the project in order to comply with the City’s 
qualified Climate Change Action Plan, Appendix E, and the updated Municipal Code Regulations that 
support this strategy. The applicant’s proposed strategy has been incorporated into the project as 
Mitigation Measure MM AQ-2. As a result, the project would achieve LEED Gold certification as part of the 
project proposal. The LEED 2009 requirements for new construction allow projects to attain 100 base 
points, with 6 possible Innovation in Design and 4 Regional Priority points possible. The LEED certification 
levels that can be achieved are as follows: 

• Certified 40–49 points 
• Silver 50–59 points 
• Gold 60–79 points 
• Platinum 80 points and above 

 
Green Building 
 
The project must also comply with current building code (CBC) Title-24 energy efficiency requirements, 
the Water Efficient Landscape mandates of MMWD, and will plant in excess of 100 new trees on-site. In 
addition large-sized screening trees must be planted along the north boundary of the building to 
supplement the existing eucalyptus trees to remain. The project would also be required to implement 
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clean air vehicle parking per San Rafael Municipal Code Section 14.18.045, install bicycle parking per 
SRMC 14.18.090, implement construction demolition debris recycling as part of LEED certification and 
building permit issuance. In addition, the project would pay affordable housing fee’s, use reclaimed water 
if available, install solar and green roofing materials, and provide a bicycle and pedestrian path from Smith 
Ranch Road. Based on this discussion the project would be in substantial compliance with the new 
Sustainability Element, applicable zoning regulations intended to implement the City policies, and the City 
qualified CCAP. The bicycle parking requirement and SU-5d policy regarding paving surfaces have been 
recommended to be incorporated as draft ED Conditions. 
 
Sea Level Rise 
 
Given the site location (contiguous to two forks of Gallinas Creek, near the Bay), site characteristics (level, 
low-lying area with elevations near sea level) and site improvements (perimeter earthen levee system), 
the site would be vulnerable to potential rise in sea level. While the site proposes to develop an additional 
9-acres as new recreational use, a large part of the site would remain undeveloped or encumbered as 
conservation (e.g., more than 14 acres south of the runway, +/-5 acres adjacent to the recreational facility, 
and additional lands west of the airport improvements). The site would be generally consistent with the 
Sustainability Element goals, policies and programs addressing sea level rise for the following reasons: 

1) The project Final EIR, which has been recommended for certification, analyzed the potential for sea 
level rise finding that no significant impact would result. The existing levee system was found to 
provide sufficient free-board for anticipated sea level rise of 18-inches. Further, the project itself would 
have no direct impact on global sea level rise.  

2) The levee construction type and settlement has been adequately studied by licensed engineering 
professionals, and the FEIR concluded that the earthen levee would not be susceptible to earthquake 
induced failure as it had achieved full compaction. Further, the levee would not be susceptible to 
erosion from overtopping during a storm, as the owner must maintain the levee above flood elevation 
in perpetuity. 

3) There remains a great degree of uncertainty surrounding precise predictions on the extent of sea level 
rise. The Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) prepared and published maps for 
informational only purposes, illustrating the low lying areas and around the San Francisco Bay that 
could be inundated by 2050 as a result of higher than anticipated sea level rise. Thus, this information 
cannot be relied on for precise planning purposes or for identifying area wide environmental impacts 
and mitigation. The Sustainability Element requires that the City will continue to monitor further study 
of this issue, and pursue development of adaptive measures to respond to changing conditions.  This 
could include reclamation of undeveloped lands as buffer zones between the Bay and development 
and for water storage. 

4) The Public Works Department and surrounding agencies will need to work together to study the levee 
system throughout the community that provide protection to low lying lands. This will require a major 
multi-agency effort. It is anticipated that future study in this regard will result in a list of adaptive 
measures and funding to respond to sea level rise. Since this work has not commenced, no project 
specific condition has been identified as necessary aside from ongoing maintenance of levees owned 
by the airport.  

5) FEMA is currently re-mapping the federal flood hazard zones in cooperation with various agencies, 
which will consider rise in sea level predictions (due in late spring 2012). None of the bay front levees 
in Marin County meet the predicted federal standards for height or type. As a result of the updated 
maps, the requirements for levees and building construction will change. Thus, flood-proofing 
requirements for this building may be increased at time of construction. The updated FEMA maps and 
standards will be a starting point to assessing the levee systems in Marin and identification of 
appropriate measures for adapting the levees to accommodate potential sea level rise.   
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In summation, the potential sea level rise as it relates to the project site has been addressed to the extent 
feasible. There are no regulations nor any legal tools in place to require further improvements be made to 
address this concern. The site provides suitable remaining undeveloped lands that could be used to 
implement long-term adaptive measures responding to this issue.  
 
Zoning Ordinance Consistency: 
The proposed Rezoning to a revised Planned Development District requires final action by the City 
Council, following recommendation by the Planning Commission. There are multiple sections of the 
Zoning Ordinance that are applicable to this project, and complete analysis of zoning consistency is 
presented in the attached table (Exhibit 4b). A summary of project compliance with zoning standards and 
some of the concerns raised regarding the PD development pattern are provided below: 
 
Chapter 7 - Planned Development District 
The Planned Development (PD) District is established for large properties, greater than 2.5 acres to 
achieve the following:  

a)  Promote and encourage cluster development on large sites, to avoid sensitive areas of property. 

b)  Encourage innovative design on large sites, by allowing flexibility in property development 
standards. 

c)  Encourage the establishment of open areas. 

d)  Establish a procedure for the development of large lots of land in order to reduce or eliminate the 
rigidity, delays and conflicts that otherwise would result from application of zoning standards and 
procedures designed primarily for small lots. 

e) Accommodate various types of large-scale, complex, mixed-use, phased developments. 

f)  Enable affected governmental bodies to receive information and provide an integrated response to 
both the immediate and long-range impacts of such proposed developments. 

 
The property’s current PD zoning designation (Ord. PD1764) allows the existing airport operations with 
100-based aircraft and hangars, and up to 12 non-aviation uses. No other uses are approved for the site. 
The airport improvements including its runway occupy approximately 38-acres of the 119 acre site. The 
remaining lands north and south of the runway remain undeveloped. The current PD 1764 - Wetland 
Overly (-WO) District standards are attached (Exhibit 5a). 
 
The project would establish new zoning standards to allow proposed recreational facility development 
north of the existing runway, as described in the Project Description and would retain the existing 
standards for the aviation and limited non-aviation uses. This development must be consistent with the 
General Plan 2020 land use designation, and property declaration of restriction, which limits use of the 
site to a private airport, private and public recreation and other limited uses. The recreational facility 
development would implement the underlying general plan designation, and the draft standards have 
been modeled using the existing conventional zoning regulations and definitions established for 
recreational facilities. This would include facilities located within structures, and may include “community 
centers, swimming or wading pools, spas, court facilities (such as tennis, basketball, or volleyball), picnic 
or barbecue areas and enclosed tot lot facilities with play equipment” (SRMC 14.03.030). This description 
of land use is similar to the types of recreational land uses anticipated in prior zoning codes, including the 
1983 zoning code.  
 
There is no further development is proposed for the vacant lands located south of the runway. Staff notes 
that the –WO overlay district applies to the site based on its former diked baylands status and that it 
contains wetlands and that portions lie within Gallinas Creek. This zoning overlay designation is applied to 
any site that contains known or discovered wetland resources or that has site conditions that would likely 
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encounter undocumented wetlands. Its application over the entire site does not mean that the whole site 
is a wetland.  

 
 Airport Safety 

 
Although the recreational use has been established as consistent with the property deed restriction, the 
appropriateness of the intensity of development has been questioned. This has been further complicated 
by concerns raised with the appropriateness of group recreational uses in general, expressed in the State 
Division of Aeronautics March 9 letter (Exhibit 13). The letter indicates that the Division of Aeronautics had 
previously reviewed the project using the 2002 Airport Land Use Planning Handbook (Handbook) on two 
occasions and sent comments to the City. Recently, the Division updated the Handbook in 2011.  Mead & 
Hunt, the City’s airport consultant has reviewed the new state guidance, and believes that “group 
recreational uses” were added to the list of prohibited uses in Zone 5 (which also encompasses other 
nearby developed properties, in the urban service boundary) to capture large outdoor spectator-oriented 
facilities with fixed seating (e.g., high school football fields with bleachers). Therefore, Mead & Hunt 
contends that the Project does not fall under the intended definition of a “group recreational use.” 
Additionally, the project satisfies the average and single-acre intensity limits for suburban areas provided 
in the new 2011 Handbook. As for  containing high risk users, (e.g., children,), Mead & Hunt’s 2008 report 
provides a list of mitigation measures intended to enhance safety of these users. Mead & Hunt has 
recommended changing some of the mitigation measures in response to the changes in the recently 
published Handbook. These are discussed in detail under the Master Use Permit section below, where 
this discussion is more appropriate. Thus, based on this discussion there is no conflict with the proposed 
private recreation land use classification. 
 

 Piece-meal Development Pattern 
 
Concerns have been expressed regarding the piece-meal development pattern on this site. The site was 
designated PD to recognize the existing airport operations and assure compliance with the 1983 deed 
restriction on land uses. Undeveloped land uses have been inherently a part of the site zoning 
designation, which was initially designated ‘U’ unclassified when annexed into the City in 1969. The PD 
designation was later applied to conform with local and state zoning regulations.  
 
This is the first occasion since annexation that the owner has pursued another viable use of the property 
(other than as a private airport); as allowed under the restrictive covenant. Staff concludes that it is 
appropriate to consider an additional land use and leave remainder areas undeveloped. The remaining 
vacant site area south of the runway is not served by roads or utilities, and partially within County of Marin 
jurisdiction. Ongoing vegetation management, grazing, and levee maintenance practices would continue. 
This area may also be used to place indicators for the airport runway (such as windsocks). The draft PD 
rezoning includes a recommended zoning map that would show the areas designated for airport and 
limited non-aviation uses, new private recreational uses and conservation area, and undeveloped 
remainder areas.  
 
The Commission may recommend further use restrictions or limitations be established for the remaining 
undeveloped lands, as determined to be appropriate following its discussion of merits and/or site 
constraints. It is important to note that any changes proposed to the PD zoning must be reviewed to 
assure any environmental impacts have been assessed under the project FEIR, Also, potential rezoning 
changes must reflected in the public hearing notices. Staff further notes any zoning ordinance may be 
amended from time to time subject to additional environmental review and public hearings.   
 

 Conservation Area 
 
The site contains wetlands, sensitive habitat and bank of Gallinas Creek north of the facility. The City 
Wetland Overlay (–WO) standards requires that the wetlands and sensitive habitat areas north of the 
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building need to be protected. In order to assure ongoing compliance with the –WO overlay district 
standards, and FEIR mitigation measures, a 100 foot buffer / conservation area has been required 
between the facility and North Fork of Gallinas Creek. Staff has recommended that this protected area be 
extended from the North Fork of Gallinas Creek bank up to the edge of site development; which would 
encompass the 100 foot creek buffer setback, the wetland areas, and the 50 foot wetland setbacks. 
Fencing is recommended to be installed between the facility and sensitive buffer areas north of the 
development.  
 
The recommended conservation area would be recorded as a property restriction prior to issuance of 
permits. Prohibited and allowed uses within the buffer area would be specified in the restriction. Allowed 
uses would include continued maintenance of the fields and levees, but prohibit any future development 
or land disturbance (outside of that required for routine maintenance and levee repairs). The 
recommended conservation area deed restriction has been incorporated as a mitigation measure and as 
draft ED Condition of approval. In addition, required signage and barrier fencing during and after 
construction will be required to be installed, to prevent patrons from inadvertently entering the 
conservation area or to retrieve errant balls.  
 

 Levee Protection 
 
The project site is protected by a perimeter earthen levee system that was not engineered to meet 
standards for purposes of development. The City General Plan 2020 Policy S-20 encourages levee 
upgrading when development occurs, where appropriate. Further, the Climate Change Action Plan 
requires that the levees that protect developed lands from flooding and potential sea level rise be 
evaluated, and adaptive strategies be developed to accommodate sea level rise. Thus, suitability of 
development of land protected by the levee is pertinent to establishment of the PD designation.  
 
Concerns with levee maintenance are discussed in detail in the Master Use Permit section below, under 
Levee Maintenance & Flooding. The FEIR has evaluated the condition of the levee system surrounding 
this site, and confirmed the levee is fully compacted and would be maintained at 9’ MSL by the airport 
owner and County of Marin. Further, the FEIR has confirmed that the site would be developed in 
compliance with FEMA regulations that include designing a building to be flood proofed up to +7’ NGVD 
and raising pad grade to +1 feet NGVD elevation. Further, the driveway, parking area and outdoor fields 
would be raised up to +2 feet NGVD elevation. The raised driveway grade is intended to assure 
emergency vehicle can access the site in the event of a levee breach. The development standards and 
exhibits showing the proposed development area are adequate for the PD rezoning to address FEMA 
requirements, and construction details would be confirmed on plans submitted for development. It is 
further recommended that the PD include levee maintenance requirements to protect developed lands, 
and adhere to future overlay or zoning standards or adaptive measures that may be implemented by the 
City in the future.  
 

 PD Standards Discussion  
 
The proposed amendment to the PD District requests adoption of standards for the proposed 85,700-
square-foot indoor recreational facility and two outdoor fields and associated site improvements, in 
addition to maintaining the land uses and standards established for the current airport and ancillary light 
industrial uses. The text of the revised PD District is provided in the draft resolution attached as part of 
Exhibit 3b. The draft PD standards would incorporate the current San Rafael Airport Master Plan with the 
addition of the San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility development standards. In summary, staff has 
added regulations addressing intensity, building height, setbacks, and permitted and conditional uses for 
the establishment of the Recreational Facility development and maintained all regulations previously 
adopted for the airport and limited non-aviation uses.  
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The PD District establishes the range of allowable uses to implement the General Plan 2020 land use 
designation, and set forth the specific development standards (i.e., setbacks, lot coverage, building height, 
parking tables, etc). A Master Use Permit is the appropriate mechanism used to enforce project specific 
use approvals and establish specific limitations on uses to assure compatibility with the surrounding 
setting and adjacent development (i.e., days/hours of operation, etc.). This project includes concurrent 
application for a Master Use Permit amendment, and a complete discussion on the specific private 
recreational facility uses is provided under the use permit analysis. Staff recommends that the PD District 
amendment would be appropriate and consistent with the provisions of Chapter 7 for the following 
reasons:  
 
• The area covered by the PD District and the Development Plan would be consistent with the San 

Rafael General Plan 2020, as amended, as it would result in floor area ratio of 0.06, which would be 
well below the maximum of 0.30 allowed in the North San Rafael area. 

• The PD District would be consistent with the San Rafael General Plan Policy LU-10 (Planned 
Development Zoning) by proposing master plan zoning on a large site over 2.5 acres serving a 
mixture of uses.  

• The PD District would promote the siting of structures for the purpose of protecting areas of 
environmental resources and minimizing impacts to adjacent properties. 

• The Development Plan is appropriately sited on this property given that this facility would be located 
just south of an existing regional park and the surrounding area already provides a mixture of 
residential and non-residential development;  

• The proposed PD would not generate any new population growth on the site or in the surrounding 
area, but rather provide a service and amenity to existing people in San Rafael and Marin County, 
many of which are currently travelling outside of the County, and therefore the existing public services 
and facilities are adequate to serve this development;  

• The PD would be improved by deviations from typical zoning ordinance provisions. Although there is 
no exact zoning district for the Airport/Recreation General Plan land use designation, the proposed 
project proposes setbacks, height and coverage standards of similar zoning designations. 
Furthermore, such deviations are necessary in order to achieve a recreational facility near the private 
airport, create additional recreational facilities for residents of San Rafael and Marin County and to 
protect site resources. The PD would comply with the Citywide height limit of 36 feet, provides 
setbacks of at least 10 feet from nearest property lines and over 100 feet from any top of creek bank, 
proposes approximately 16% coverage by structure and impervious surfaces and a 0.06 floor area 
ratio; 

• The PD would include auto, pedestrian and bicycle traffic system that is adequate to serve the 
proposed development given that the project has been reviewed by the Police and Fire Departments 
and City Traffic Engineer and determined that both Smith Ranch Road and the private roadway 
providing access to the site are adequate to accommodate the additional traffic generated by this 
project and the proposal includes a plan to install a new pedestrian/bicycle path from the public street 
(Smith Ranch Road) to the new building.  

 
Chapter 13 – Wetland Overlay (-WO) District 
The site has been designated with the –WO Overlay since the site contains identified wetlands, consists 
of former baylands, and portions lie within the reach of Gallinas Creek. The –WO District is not intended to 
prohibit development, but rather requires that sites with a –WO wetland overly be evaluated for potential 
wetlands. If wetlands are found, the purpose of the District is to prohibit development activities that may 
adversely affect those wetlands and adjacent upland sites and design development so as to avoid or 
minimize adverse impacts on wetland habitat. The –WO designation shall be retained on the site with the 
proposed PD amendment.  
 



REPORT TO PLANNING COMMISSION - Case No: ZC05-01, UP05-08, ED05-15  Page 18 of 29 
 
 
The project site was evaluated for wetlands and three potential jurisdictional wetlands areas were found 
around the area of the proposed new recreational facility, located to the north of the new structure. Two of 
these are seasonally wet areas located in vegetated swales and the third area is a wet area that is caused 
by seepage through the levee along the North Fork of Gallinas Creek. Additionally, the project site is 
bordered to the north by the North Fork of Gallinas Creek.  
 
The project as proposed would not fill or disturb the wetland areas and would not propose development 
within 50 feet. A 50-foot minimum wetland setback has been required and established between the 
wetlands and proposed site improvements. Given the low quality of the potential wetlands, neither fencing 
nor larger setbacks are necessary to protect these jurisdictional areas from any indirect impacts. Limited 
activity would occur at the rear of the building, facing the jurisdictional areas and would assure the 
potential jurisdictional areas are adequately protected. Further, fencing has been proposed and would be 
required to separate proposed development from wetland and creek buffer areas.  
 
Based on the analysis of the wetland setbacks and site improvements staff concludes that the proposed 
project would be consistent with the standards of this chapter and has been designed to minimize impact 
on the three potential wetlands and the North Fork of Gallinas Creek. 
 
Chapter 16 – Site and Use Regulations Landscape, and Chapter 12.04 Green Building 
Site development under the PD zoning designation would remain subject to the Chapter 16 Site and Use 
Regulations. The City has adopted Section 14.16.370 Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance regulations 
on January 1, 2011. The project would be subject to compliance with this ordinance at time of building 
permit. This will require that landscape improvements comply with a water allowance calculation of 
MMWD. The type of irrigation systems and plant species will be selected to meet this requirement and 
would not materially impact the project design or landscape screening requirements for tree planting along 
the north side of the building. The Design Review Board will also be required to review final landscape 
plan details prior to issuance of building permits.  
 
The City has also enacted a Green Building Ordinance that is enforced by the Building Division at time of 
building permit. The project would be required to comply with new Title 24 energy compliance standards. 
In addition, the project proposes to achieve LEED certification and comply with the Green Building 
Ordinance. The project would comply with all new regulations developed to implement the City Climate 
Change Action Plan, Appendix E. 
 
Chapter 17 – Performance Standards 
Site development would remain subject to Chapter 17 Performance Standards. These standards could be 
incorporated into the PD ordinance, as deemed necessary. Staff notes that Chapter 17 allows temporary 
uses to be permitted in a PD subject to issuance of conditional use permit. This would allow possible 
events to be held within the facilities for special one-time uses, consistent with the provisions of Zoning 
Code Chapter 14.17.030 (attached as Exhibit 8). No revision to the PD to expand or exclude provisions 
of Chapter 17, or any other zoning applicable regulations, are proposed or recommended. 
 
Chapter 18 – Parking 
The parking requirements contained in this chapter of the City of San Rafael Zoning Ordinance do not 
include a specific category or requirement for a multi-purpose recreational facility. San Rafael Municipal 
Code Chart 14.18.040 does establish a requirement of 1 space per 250 gross square feet for health 
clubs/gymnasiums. However, there is no standard established for outdoor sports fields or ancillary uses 
(such as the mezzanine level). Therefore, as required by Chapter 18 a parking study of other similar 
facilities has been prepared and evaluated by the City Engineer. The parking analysis can be found on 
DEIR page 13-29 through 13-34, which established the following parking criteria for this facility: 
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o 1 space per 269 square feet combined standard for the sports court/gymnasium uses (based on 
high intensity uses for youth gymnastics calculated at 1 per 300sf and dance calculated at 1 per 
240sf) 

o 32.5 spaces required for each indoor field (x2) 

o 57 spaces for the outdoor soccer field (and warmup area) 
 
The parking study establishes that 228 parking spaces would be sufficient for the type and mixture of 
recreational uses, including demand for the ancillary support facilities on the mezzanine level. It is 
anticipated that typical demand would actually be less than the calculated demand. Therefore, the project 
proposes to provide 184 paved spaces in the main parking lot with 86 unpaved overflow spaces, for a 
total of 270 parking spaces. The City Traffic Engineer supports the proposed type and mix of parking 
spaces as appropriate for the project. Staff has recommended draft ED Condition of approval requiring 
that in the future, if the gravel overflow parking lot is found to be necessary to accommodate routine 
parking needs of the recreational facility, the applicant shall improve and landscape the overflow parking 
lot. Further, given the fact that the private road to the site is over one-half mile from Smith Ranch Road, it 
is unlikely that any parking would spill onto adjacent residential streets or neighborhoods, of the County 
Park lands. A draft UP Condition of approval has been recommended to establish a requirement that any 
events or activities shall not result in any unanticipated off-site parking impacts. 
 
Chapter 22 - Use Permits 
As indicated in the PD zoning amendment discussion above, this project would add a recreational facility 
at the San Rafael Airport and requires an amendment to the existing Master Use Permit that is approved 
for the site. The current Master Use Permit allows the private airport with 100-based planes, limited non-
aviation uses and two residences for on-site personnel. The Use Permit also prescribes the allowable 
hours of operation for the light industrial uses and sets requirements and conditions for the airport use 
(Private airport limited to 100-based aircraft, prohibition of certain types of flights and activities, allowed 
location of run-up areas, and maintenance for based aircraft only). A complete copy of the existing Master 
Use Permit is attached (Exhibit 5b).  
 
During the two annual reviews of the Master Use Permit for the San Rafael Airport (conducted in October 
2003 and January 2005), the airport operator stated that the City may be federally pre-empted from 
enforcing some of the conditions of approval that are currently in Master Use Permit that relate to flight 
operations. However these conditions have been retained in the amended Master Use Permit. Should the 
applicant seek the removal of these conditions, they would have to apply to modify their Use Permit and 
this would be reviewed by the Commission. 
 
Master Use Permit Discussion 
The Master Use Permit amendment would incorporate all of the prior use permit conditions applicable to 
the current airport and limited non-aviation uses; which has been fully implemented as of 2007. If the 
recreational facility use is approved and not implemented, the uses shall revert to the 2001 Master Plan 
and conditions relevant to the proposed facility would be null and void. A new use permit would be 
required to re-establish a recreational use.  
 
As noted above, this Master Use Permit amendment is required to implement conditions for the 
Recreational Facility Use, and maintains the existing airport use and conditions. Draft UP Conditions 15 
through 26 apply to the existing airport operations. Staff has indicated minor changes to remaining airport 
facility use permit conditions with strike-out (oo) and underline (oo) text. In addition, draft UP Conditions 
27 through 32 have been incorporated to address passive uses such as grazing, use of conservation 
areas, and use of undeveloped lands within the airport site.  
 
The Master Use Permit amendment to allow a new recreational facility has generated concerns with 
nighttime noise and lighting impacts on surrounding neighbors, concerns with alcohol sales proposed in 
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the building, and safety concerns as a result of potential flooding or aircraft operations. Additional 
concerns have been expressed with the viability of the use and its affect on enjoyment of local open 
space areas. Staff has included draft conditions of approval to address the potential compatibility issues of 
the new recreational facility. As part of its review and deliberations, the Commission may recommend 
other restrictions or modifications.  
 

 Permitted Airport and Recreational Facility Uses  
 

As noted in this report, the City has previously approved a Rezoning, Master Use Permit, and 
Environmental and Design Review Permit to allow permanent operation of San Rafael Airport, with 
aviation and non-aviation light-industrial uses. The existing approved and built uses include 100 hangers 
for aircraft based onsite, two modular homes for a caretaker and security guard, new site landscaping and 
parking area, 2,450-square-foot non-aviation building and up to 12 non-aviation uses in a separately 
designated area of the site.  
 
This Master Use Permit did not authorize any expansion of airport operations or the maximum number of 
aircraft permitted to be based onsite. The twelve non-aviation uses were permitted to continue operations 
with limited hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday, excluding holidays. These 
applications were approved by the City Council on March 19, 2001, and subject to an annual review which 
was conducted through 2005. The use has fully developed and established all approved airport uses and 
facilities. These uses would be incorporated into the proposed Use Permit amendment.  
 
Concerns have been raised that the new recreational use could be changed to another use that would 
exceed the FEIR description or the intent of the property declaration of restrictions, or exceed on-site 
parking supply which would lead to spillover onto residential streets. In response to these identified 
concerns, staff has recommended the following conditions: 
 
• Permitted Uses Established. Draft Use Permit (UP) Conditions 34 and 35 would establish the 

permitted indoor and outdoor recreational facility uses, as proposed by the applicant and defined by 
the terms of the PD ordinance and Master Use Permit. The conditions would allow a variety of indoor 
sports uses deemed suitable for a recreational facility; including dance, gymnastics, basketball and 
similar gymnasium uses. Field uses would be primarily for soccer or similar team sports and activities 
such as lacrosse.  

 
• Limitations on Change in Uses. Pursuant to draft UP Conditions 49 and 62, changes to recreational 

uses would be subject to prior review by the Community Development Department and Traffic 
Engineer to ensure that traffic and parking impacts would not exceed the assumed intensity and 
demand identified for the facility. The City is concerned with peak demand that occur during the 
weekday. A maximum number of A.M. and P.M. peak hour trips have been established (0 A.M. and 
268 P.M. peak hour trips) for the recreational component of the site, which anticipates the highest 
anticipated demand of a multi-use gymnasium and sports field facility, including higher generating 
youth activities. Changes in recreational uses would be allowed as long total trip generation is within 
the maximums established. It is noted that the uses of the facility must remain related to private 
recreation, as described in the PD ordinance and implemented by the use permit.  

 
• County Review of Use Permit. The Marin County Counsel, David Zaltsman, has also requested 

notification of any future change in use, in order to assure they have an opportunity to review the 
proposal for compliance with the declaration of restriction. This request has been incorporated into 
draft UP Condition 3.  

 
• Large Event Limitations. Draft UP Condition 48 addresses competitive tournament events to assure 

overflow parking would not spillover off-site. 
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 Airport Safety 
 
As discussed in the FEIR, the site is near an active small, private airport. Recreational uses would attract 
large groups, and include children that may have difficulty vacating the premises in the event of an aircraft 
accident. Therefore, Mead & Hunt was selected to conduct an independent Aeronautical Safety Review of 
the project. This review relied on several federal and state resources including the California Airport Land 
Use Planning Handbook published by the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics 
in January 2002. (Mead & Hunt is listed as a consultant for the preparation of both the 2002 Handbook 
and recent 2011 changes). Mead & Hunt has recommended that the building and improvements be 
designed to respond to the site conditions; including its assessment of risk associated with the private 
airport use that is limited to small aircraft and average of 15,000 flights annually.  
 
Primary users of the facility would be within a building that would provide protection and increased safety 
in the event of a potential aircraft accident. The design and use of the facility, as conditioned, has been 
determined to be consistent with the applicable airport design guidelines and criteria used by Mead & 
Hunt to evaluate this facility. The Aeronautical Safety Review by Mead & Hunt concluded the use of the 
site would be acceptable, with enhancements made to improve the safety of the building. This includes 
provision of additional exits and enhanced fire sprinkler systems in the building. Also, conditions of 
approval require survey of building pad height, installation of aircraft safety lights at building and tallest 
fence/light standards, and parking lot restrictions to ensure violations of the 7:1 safety transition zone 
would not occur. A five-foot barrier fence would be installed between the parking lot and runway. To avoid 
conflicts with aircraft the building, fencing, light standards, landscaping and other vertical elements must 
be designed so that they would not intersect a 7:1 ‘ascending clear zone’ for aircraft safety, which extends 
from the edge of the airport runway. This zone must be kept free of obstructions.  
 
In order to comply with the airport safety design guidelines, mitigation measures have been identified to 
restrict parking in the spaces along the boundary nearest the airport runway, and the occupancy of the 
outdoor warm-up. It is proposed that the parking and occupancy limitations can be controlled through 
striping and signage, and by controlling access to the warm-up field area. While such limitations are 
difficult for City staff to track and enforce, it would be feasible for the facility operator to enforce these 
limitations, particularly with respect to the warm-up area with access to the field limited. The operator 
indicates access to the warm-up field would be limited to occur through the building and fenced field 
areas. Thus, exceedance of the established occupancy limit should not occur since the field should only 
be accessed and used by teams scheduled for games on the outdoor field. The warm-up field will also be 
unlit, thus not usable at night. Lastly, the use of the outdoor soccer field would not include spectator 
bleachers. This would limit use of the field to teams and reduce outdoor gathering within the subject safety 
zone 5. With regard to the parking spaces, it may also be possible to adjust parking lot grades or relocate 
these spaces elsewhere on-site, if deemed necessary, to respond to the airspace restrictions.  
 
Recently, the Division of Aeronautics contacted City staff to discuss their concerns with the facility in light 
of the recent update of airport design guidelines by the State in 2011. As discussed on page 15 of this 
report, staff consulted with Mead & Hunt on this issue, who prepared the previous guidelines used by 
Caltrans. Mead & Hunt, contends hat the Project does not fall under the intended definition of a “group 
recreational use”, and further, satisfies the average and single-acre intensity limits for suburban areas 
provided in the 2011 Handbook. In addition to the list of mitigation measures listed in Mead & Hunt’s 2008 
report, intended to enhance safety, Mead & Hunt has also recommended the following revisions to the 
project mitigation measures response to the changes in the recently published 2011 Handbook: 
 

1. No fixed spectator seating (e.g., bleachers) indoors or outdoors. 
 
2. Require signs and establish conditions in the Use Permit specifying the maximum number of 

people permitted in the recreational building and outdoor fields. Based on the single-acre intensity 
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limits recommended in the 2011 Handbook, the acceptable intensity range for each component 
use is as follows: 

a. 336-480 people in the recreational building (210-300 people X 1.6 acre building footprint) 
b. 336-480 people in the outdoor soccer field area (210-300 people x 1.6 acres) 
c. 103-156 people in the outdoor warm-up area area (80-120 people x 1.3 acres) 

The maximum intensity of the Project should be set at the lower end of these intensity ranges 
given the Projects proximity to an active runway and that children will be on the premises. (Note: 
The intensity ranges allow higher occupancy than before) 

 
3. Suspend airport operations when a special event is taking place at the Airport Recreational Facility 

which is expected to attract more people than permitted in the Use Permit. 
 
Staff notes that the facility would not be permitted to hold large outdoor events, and anticipated occupancy 
remains much lower than described above. Based on the discussion above, Mead & Hunt has concluded 
the facility addresses its potential safety concerns. The consultant will be available at the hearing to 
respond to further questions or concerns on this topic.  
 

 Development Intensity 
 

The FEIR confirmed that the size, placement and setbacks for this project has been designed to comply 
with all applicable regulations, including local zoning standards, regulations intended to protect sensitive 
wildlife and habitat, and airport safety guidelines. In a couple instances compliance requires imposition of 
special design or use restrictions established; such as restrictions required for parking near the runway 
and use of the outdoor warmup field, discussed further below. Other neighborhood compatibility concerns 
have been raised with regard to increased noise, nighttime lighting and affect on users of nearby public 
paths and waterway. Site compatibility concerns have been raised with respect to safety of users of the 
site near an active runway, and safety of aircraft. Staff has noted that the site is not without constraint. 
However, it is not likely that any location exists within San Rafael that would lack constraints.  
 
Certainly, some of the concerns that result from this project can be further minimized or eliminated 
through revised site design, or even reduced development scope or intensity. Staff recommends that the 
Commission consider the extent to which this development should be allowed in order to fulfill the goals 
and objectives of the City to provide for diverse recreational opportunities. Staff recommends that 
alternative solutions to the south parking row be considered to eliminate the need for parking restrictions 
that are difficult to enforce. Staff is not concerned about limiting the use of the warmup field, provided that 
access to this field is controlled by the operator to occur through the building and fenced field area.  

 
 Hours of Operation 

 
The project has proposed maximum hours of operation after 9AM and until 12AM for the indoor 
recreational uses. The project does not propose earlier weekday hours because it is not necessary for 
their project and this would increase the potential project traffic impacts in weekday mornings. Outdoor 
fields are proposed operate from 9AM until 9PM on weekday and until 10PM on weekends. However, staff 
notes that an earlier start time on Saturday or Sunday would not conflict with City AM and PM peak hour 
limitations. The proposed evening hours have been established based on the CEQA FEIR analysis in 
order to address potential noise impacts on nearby residents and wildlife.  
 
The noise and traffic associated with the use has the potential to disturb the peace of nearby residents. 
The proposed hours of operation have been limited to assure outdoor recreational activities would not be 
incompatible with the nearby residential areas. Draft UP Conditions 36 through 41 are recommended to 
set the maximum permitted hours and operational limitations. Draft UP Condition 37 is further proposed to 
allow the use of outdoor fields to be extended by 1 hour on weekdays if a noise analysis is conducted 
during normal outdoor event operations that determines the 40 dBA City Noise Standard would not be 
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exceeded. Additional limitations are recommended that should minimize potential exterior nighttime traffic 
and noise impacts on nearby residents associated with use of the outdoor fields. These include 
establishing curfew on outdoor events and lighting, requiring field use to be pre-scheduled, prohibiting 
amplified noise or spectator bleachers outdoors.  

 
 Beer and Wine Service, Ancillary Food Service and Ancillary Uses 

 
Concerns have been raised that beer and wine service may be incompatible with the recreational facility 
use, particularly with youth activities. Staff notes that the State Alcoholic Beverage Control establishes 
requirements for issuance of liquor licenses. Typically, a food service use with on-site food preparation 
and seating is permitted to obtain an ancillary type 41 on-sale beer and wine license from ABC. The City 
zoning ordinance does permits sale of beer and wine ancillary to a bona fide eating establishment. 
Therefore, if a café use were allowed then beer and wine service could typically be associated with this 
function. However, the City can restrict the proposed ancillary café use, since it is being considered as 
part of a PD amendment and is being allowed as an ancillary use to the primary recreational use.  
 
Additional service uses and activities may be permitted as ancillary to the primary use of a site. These 
activities must be subordinate and reasonably related to the primary recreational use. It is not considered 
unusual for such facilities to include meeting rooms, ancillary food service and ancillary retail sales that 
serve the needs of users of the facilities.  For example, McInnis park includes a golf pro shop, café and 
full service restaurant. Concession stands are more common associated with outdoor sports fields.  
 
If alcoholic beverage sales are permitted this must be conducted concurrent with food service. Draft UP 
Conditions 44 and 48 have been recommended to limit this activity to approved dining areas only. No 
alcohol service should be permitted outside of the building. Staff also recommends that outdoor 
concessions should also be limited, in order to control activity/noise/gathering in the parking lot and field 
areas. 

 
 Lighting Levels 

 
The proposal includes installation of field light standards, parking lot light standards, building mounted 
lights and low level bollard lighting along the access road and walkway. The photometric survey shows 
that average intensity in the parking lot would be 1.84-footcandles, and 2-footcandles for the field area 
lighting. The field lighting would range from approximately 14-to 71-footcandle, with 8 poles. The police 
department requires minimum security level lighting to be maintained. Given the location of the facility, 
type and level of lighting, and proposed conditions of approval, staff has concluded that the lighting would 
be compatible with surrounding McInnis Park and residential areas.  

 
The use is adjacent to McInnis Park which has tall light standards for the nearby golf driving range and 
lighted softball fields. The additional outdoor field lighting at this site would increase nighttime field use 
and associated nighttime noise. The outdoor field lighting also has the potential to crate glare on nearby 
residents and aircraft using the airfield, and would change the nighttime views in the area. The FEIR has 
required that a 10PM lighting curfew be established for the outdoor field lights, to protect wildlife nocturnal 
activities.  
 
The conditions require that field lights would turn off as early as 9PM on weekdays, unless extended 
hours until 10PM on weekends are permitted after a noise study is conducted during facility operations. 
Further, the lighting fixtures shall be shielded, use energy efficient lamps, and be subject to a final review 
by the Design Review Board and 90 day post installation period. This is required to ensure the anticipated 
maximum and minimum lighting levels are achieved, that lighting is directed onto the intended areas and 
that light sources are concealed from view off-site to prevent glare impacts. Lighting shall also be required 
to be on a timer to assure field lights and unnecessary parking and site lighting would turn off by the 
established facility nighttime curfews. The use of outdoor recreational fields in the evening should be 
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compatible with nearby residential uses given that the fields will include cut off shields, would not include 
spectator bleachers, and restricted to scheduled games. 

 
Increased vehicle headlight glare would be experienced by residents in Captains Cove, along the Access 
road. The applicant has agreed to minimize this by installing a low fence or hedge along the roadway, 
adjacent to the affected residences (draft UP Condition 56). Staff would assure that this or an equivalent 
action is taken prior to issuance of building permits; unless declined by the affected owners.  

 
 Noise Limits 

 
The hours of operation are required to be consistent with the City noise ordinance. Staff has concluded 
that the hours of use for the recreational field are compatible with the provisions in the City noise 
ordinance, Chapter 8.13 which generally suggests that the hours between 9PM to 6AM are sensitive 
nighttime noise hours, and prohibits performances and events from occurring after 10PM and before 
10AM. Staff has also required security to patrol the site between the hours of 9 P.M. and closing, to 
ensure no off-site residential neighborhood nuisance impacts would result (draft UP Condition 53).  
 
The conditions also require that a ‘code of conduct’ be prepared and provided to all users of the facility. 
The conditions recommended would address potential conflicts with City ordinances and adjacent 
residential uses. Staff further recommends that use of bleachers on the fields and use of amplified outdoor 
devices be explicitly noted as prohibited in order to minimize outdoor gathering and event noise (draft UP 
Conditions 40 and 41). These requirements would assure the recreational use remains compatible with 
surrounding residential uses.  

 
 Levee Maintenance & Flooding 

 
The site is below the +6 foot NGVD FEMA flood elevation, and is not protected by an engineered flood 
control levee. Therefore, the building has been required to be flood-proofed in compliance with FEMA 
regulations to assure the building interior and occupants remain dry in the event of a levee breach. The 
applicant’s engineers have evaluated the levee and confirmed that the levee has fully settled and 
compacted, thus is not susceptible to undue failure from seismic activity (see FEIR Appendix B, John 
Hom letter). The levee would be required to be maintained at 9-feet MSL, which is at a sufficient height to 
provide protection against flooding and including future anticipated sea level rise.  
 
It has been determined that in the event of a levee breach as a result of storm surge; water on-site would 
rise by 1-foot in 45 minutes, 2-feet in 2 hours, and dramatically reduce in velocity when it reaches 3-feet. 
(see DEIR Appendix G, Oberkamper & Associates, Levee Breach Analysis). The fields and roadway 
would be raised to +2 feet NGVD. These conditions would assure that occupants of the site would have 
sufficient time to exit the site, and emergency vehicles could access the site through flood waters, if 
needed. Emergency vehicles are designed to drive through up to 3-feet of flood waters.  

 
The levee system around the site is maintained by the property owner and County of Marin. The 
respective parties annually inspect the levee, and top off the levee to maintain it at a height of 9-feet (3 
feet of free board above current flood elevation). A grading permit would be required for any work on the 
levee within the City jurisdiction, involving more than 50 yards of fill. It is anticipated that the County and 
property owner will continue to maintain the levee for protection of the private airport facility 
improvements. The project conditions of approval would require ongoing maintenance and reporting made 
to the City. This condition responds to the County of Marin February 15, 2012 letter, attached with 
comments provided as Exhibit 10.  
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 Traffic 
 
The FEIR discussion notes that the project would increase PM traffic and daily trips to and from the site. 
The FEIR and project conditions discuss and address potential impacts on Smith Ranch Road. The 
project would be required to pay mitigation fees for improvements identified in the General Plan 2020, and 
the City has confirmed that it would continue to monitor the roadway intersections and adjust signal timing 
so that queuing impacts would not result at 101 onramps. No significant impacts as a result of increased 
project traffic would result. However, there have been concerns raised that he increased traffic will 
increase the difficulty for residents on unsignalized side streets with Smith Ranch Road. In particular, 
residents in Contempo Marin and Captains Cove have discussed concerns with exiting their site onto 
Smith Ranch Road. While the project does not trigger the need for intersection controls, the Public Works 
director has confirmed that this situation will continue to be monitored. If necessary, traffic controls or 
improvements on the roadway may be considered in the future.  
 

Master Use Permit Conclusions 
 
Pursuant to Section 14.22.040 of the Zoning Ordinance (Master Use Permit), staff recommends that the 
proposed Master Use Permit amendment with conditions would be a logical and reasonable solution for 
the site given that: 

• The Master Use Permit is required to authorize and address multiple land uses and address 
compatibility with other uses on site as well as in the surrounding area. The Master Use Permit 
identifies permitted uses, how future changes to uses are processed, and establishes conditions of 
approval.  

• The Master Use Permit would incorporate all provisions and conditions of the existing Master Use 
Permit (UP99-009) relating to the Airport and non-aviation uses as were previously approved by the 
City. All previous conditions of approval are proposed to be incorporated with the exception of a few 
minor changes that were made to: a) remove any conditions that have already been satisfied and are 
not ongoing conditions; b) update language to reflect current tenant or business names; c) 
memorialize changes approved through administrative use permits over the past couple of years to 
allow tenancy changes in the light industrial uses and creation of an airport administration office in a 
portion of one of the hangers.  

• The conditions of approval have been required of the new recreational facility to ensure compatibility 
with other uses on site and in the surrounding areas.  

 
Chapter 25 - Environmental and Design Review Permit 
The Development Plan, building architecture and site improvements are subject to Design Review. The 
Environmental and Design Review Permit (ED) would accompany the site development plan and approve 
the building design, site plan and design-related improvements pursuant to Chapter 25 (Environmental 
and Design Review of Major Physical Improvements). The design criteria applicable to the development 
include review of the project for high quality design that is sensitive to the neighborhood and surrounding 
environment.  The City of San Rafael Design Review Board (DRB) has reviewed the design of the 
proposed recreational facility on two occasions for conformance with design-related policies in the 
General Plan 2020, the Design Guidelines, and the review criteria contained in Chapter 25 if the Zoning 
Ordnance.  
 
Draft ED conditions of approval have been developed to incorporate design-related requirements of all 
departments and agencies responsible for review of project development plans. Staff has incorporated the 
majority of mitigation measures into the ED conditions, given their applicability at time of development. 
The ED Conditions have been organized into the following development stages, or milestones, which 
begin on page 19 of the draft project approval resolution: General Conditions applicable to the entire site, 
#1 through #42; Conditions applicable prior to issuance of permits for the recreational facility, #43 through 
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#146; Conditions applicable during project construction, #147 through 168; and, Conditions applicable 
prior to occupancy, #169 through #180. 
 

 Building Design and Architecture and Mass 
 
The building would measure 200 feet deep by 320 feet long and 39 feet-6 inches tall overall height. The 
proposed structure utilizes high quality materials with a uniform appearance on all sides of the building. 
Typically, indoor recreational facilities such as this facility are contained within large plain, metal buildings 
without any articulation and resemble a large box. This proposed facility has been designed to use two 
building elements, with differing rooflines. The proposed project utilizes a variety of high quality building 
materials, including textured and ribbed metal panels and glass windows. This design provides ample 
articulation through the use of varying materials, textures and colors and is considered to be well-
designed for its intended use.  
 
As discussed above, the DRB recommended approval of the architecture, finding that the building is 
nicely designed, the architecture and massing are appropriate for this site and its surroundings, the 
building is well articulated and the low/horizontal profile preserves views of the surrounding hills. Although 
the building is large, the Board found that project design provides ample articulation in mass, color, and 
materials for a building of this size. Additionally, all mechanical equipment would be built within the roof 
and therefore be screened from off-site view. The Board recommended that the general color scheme 
was good and allowed the building to effectively blend with the background. However, they recommended 
that the colors palette be toned down and less shiny and requested that the final color palette return for 
their review. In addition, all building safety features discussed in the FEIR mitigation measures, 
particularly for seismic safety and airport hazards, have been incorporated into the ED conditions. 

 Landscaping and Fencing 
 
The plan provides ample landscaping around the building, within the parking lot and at the perimeter of 
the outdoor fields. The use of landscaping, especially trees, in the southern portion of the parking lot is 
constrained due to the clear ascending zone height limits that are in effect over the site. Given this 
constraint, the landscape plan shifts the trees that would have been planted in the southern portion of the 
parking lot closer to the building and thereby providing additional screening in front of the structure. The 
landscape palette proposes a good mixture of native species and was found to be appropriate for the site. 
The proposed landscape plan identifies that additional screening trees (Eucalyptus) would be planted 
along the northern and southern levees to fill in gaps that currently exists in these rows of trees. The DRB 
recommended that indeed faster growing trees are needed along the perimeter of the airport site, but that 
the new trees should not be Eucalyptus trees, but rather another form of fast growing tree that is a more 
native species. The DRB recommended that the final landscaping plan return to them for their review prior 
to the issuance of a building permit and this has been included as draft ED Condition 52. 
 
Additionally, the landscape plan includes a 5-foot tall black vinyl chain link fence with black screening 
fabric installed along the southern border of the parking lot and outdoor fields. Even though the parking lot 
would be situated below the 9-foot tall levee along the southern border of the site, the addition of this 
fence will further screen headlights from impacting the private residences across the creek to the south in 
Santa Venetia.  

 Lighting (Site, Building and Airport Safety) 
 
Site and building lighting proposed for this project are described in the Project Description and in the 
FEIR. The facility would provide low levels of lighting that are necessary to provide a sense of being and 
safety to users of the site, but not excessive to cause light or glare to spill onto adjacent properties; as 
further discussed in the Use Permit discussion above. Lighting would change the nighttime character of 
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the area, which lacks suburban lighting being at the edge of the City urban boundary. However, lighting 
levels are within and below limits established as acceptable within the City, and there are no lighting or 
glare impacts that would violate City standards or criteria established to maintain compatibility with 
adjacent land uses. The final lighting plan would return to the DRB for final review of lighting details. 
 
It is noted that obstruction lighting has been identified as required for the building corners. A cut sheet 
detail has been requested and attached to this report with the lighting details for the project (Exhibit 10).  
 

 Parking Lot, Access and Drainage 
 
As discussed in the Use Permit discussion above, the facility would be designed to incorporate adequate 
parking, vehicle and pedestrian access and drainage improvements, in compliance with City standards. 
The Design Review Board would be required to review the final details prior to issuance of permits. This 
would include review of final details, including any further changes recommended by the Planning 
Commission.  The access and drainage details have been approved in concept by the City and would be 
reviewed in detail prior to issuance of building permits.  Further, the Department of Public Works shall 
review final plans to assure that existing and new drainage runoff improvements meet current standards 
to improve water quality, bio-filtration, and erosion control. 
  
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Design Review Board (DRB) reviewed the proposed project and the photo simulations on July 19 and 
November 8, 2005. At the November 8 meeting the DRB voted 3-2 (Member Crew and Alternate Member 
Machnowski opposed) recommending the following: 
 
• The architecture was well designed and appropriate for the site. They found the building massing, 

scale and colors appropriate for the site and that the proposed design would effectively integrate with 
the surrounding natural environment.  

 
• In terms of the project’s potential impact to views on the surrounding areas (Mt. Tamalpais, Civic 

Center, and hillside and ridgelines) from the public vantage points, the Board determined that the 
building was of a low-profile design that would not: a) block any views of Mt. Tamalpais; b) significantly 
alter the aesthetics of the hills or ridgelines; c) silhouette any ridgelines; or d) only block a small 
portion (lower one-third) of the hills to the south.  

 
• Although the proposed structure may block some portions of views of the Civic Center from a 600-foot 

portion of the County trail along the creek, this view was already compromised by existing vegetation 
and only represents a small portion of views of the 2.1 miles of public trails and vantage points with 
view of the Marin Civic Center. As part of their recommendation for approval, the Board identified a 
few components of the project for which they wanted to have a follow-up review. The Board wished to 
further review the architectural details of the proposed new bridge deck, landscaping around the 
building, and more detailed architectural plans of the building, a final lighting plan, and final drainage 
plan.  

 
• Conditions of approval should be incorporated requiring:  

a)  Perpetual maintenance agreement for on-going maintenance of the property. 
b)  Overflow parking lot be paved and not remain as a gravel surface as currently proposed;  
c)  Use fast-growing native trees to fill in gaps of the Eucalyptus screening trees along the 

southern and northern perimeter of the site (near the levees); and  
d)  Mute the color scheme for the building slightly to reduce any potential reflectivity.  

 
Most of the Design Review Board recommendations have been incorporated into draft conditions of 
project approval. However, the need for a maintenance agreement is not recommended by staff. Rather, 
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property maintenance would be an ongoing obligation established under the conditions of approval, which 
should be a sufficient mechanism in this case. The overflow lot is also proposed to remain gravel to avoid 
unnecessary paving at this time. 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING/CORRESPONDENCE 
 
On or before March 12, 2012, at least 15 days prior to the Planning Commission meeting, a public hearing 
notice was mailed to property owners and occupants within 1,000 feet of the airport site/City boundary line 
(using an updated notification list generated from the City’s GIS database February 14, 2012), as well as 
other community groups, neighborhood associations and interested parties. Public hearing notice signs 
were also posted at the private road access to the site at its intersection with Smith Ranch Road and at a 
levee trail access point from McInnis Park parking lot. The public hearing notice was also published in the 
Marin IJ on or before March 12, 2012. A copy of the public hearing notice is attached (Exhibit 11). Prior 
noticed public meetings on the project include two neighborhood meetings conducted on June 22 and 
June 23, 2005, 2005 Design Review Board meetings, Planning Commission February 26, 2006 meeting, 
and the subsequent EIR hearings. 
 
Hundreds of pieces of written correspondence have been received including petitions regarding this 
project, which include a significant number of comments presented to the Commission at the prior 
February 26, 2006 meeting. The large volume of prior comments submitted on the draft IS/MND, project 
hearings in 2006 and FEIR hearings have not been presented to the Commission again. New 
correspondence received since the last meeting on January 24, 2012 has been attached to this report 
(Exhibit 12). A disk containing the email petitions received from supporters of the Center for Biological 
Diversity expressing concern with project impacts on sensitive wildlife habitat also has been included. 
Copies of all correspondence are available for public review at the Community Development Department. 
 
Comments opposing the project cite concerns with security, noise (from traffic and outdoor fields 
particularly at night), safety impacts at Yosemite Road intersection, late hours of operation and particularly 
alcohol service, amount of development being proposed, future re-use of the building if recreational uses 
are not viable given the restrictions of the covenant, lack of a comprehensive master plan and the 
potential for additional development on this property, compatibility and safety of recreational facility and 
outdoor fields next to an airport runway, impacts of project on the existing setting and natural environment 
(including wildlife wetlands, and creeks), impacts on public and private views (specifically from McInnis 
Park, waterway, hiking trails in and around the park, and Santa Venetia neighborhood), height, mass and 
scale of the structure and its relation to the surrounding areas, inconsistency with the intent of the 
Declaration of Restrictions recorded on the property, hazards from a potential break in the levees, and 
adequacy of the existing single bridge and roadway access to the site. Concerns with the existing single 
lane bridge design pedestrian and bicycle access from Smith Ranch Road to the structure were also 
raised and are now incorporated into the project. 
 
Comments supporting the project cite the need for additional recreational facilities in Marin County and in 
the City of San Rafael (including in particular indoor, outdoor and all-weather field) and lack of available 
fields to serve the community needs/demands, merits of the recreational facility use, design, accessible 
location near existing recreation, and types of uses proposed. 
 
Staff has concluded that the comments and concerns expressed with the project have been well 
discussed in the analysis section of this report, and responded to as deemed appropriate in the draft PD 
ordinance and recommended project conditions.  
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
The Planning Commission’s previous recommendation on the Certification of the FEIR, and the 
recommendations on the planning applications (PD Rezoning, Master Use Permit amendment and 
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Environmental and Design Review Permit) for the project would be forwarded to the City Council for final 
action. 
 
OPTIONS 
 
The Planning Commission has the following options: 

1. Adopt Resolution’s recommending that the City Council adopt the following: 
a. CEQA Findings of Fact and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for project approval 
b. PD Rezoning Ordinance, and  
c. Master Use Permit and Environmental and Design Review Permit, with conditions. 

2. Reject the project and direct staff to draft resolutions to deny the PD Rezoning, and/or Master Use 
Permit and Environmental and Design Review; or 

3. Continue the matter for further review and discussion. 

As noted previously, a motion to recommend approval of the PD rezoning must pass with an affirmative 
vote by four members, otherwise the project entitlements can only proceed if a successful appeal is made 
to the City Council.  
 
EXHIBITS 
 
1. Vicinity Map 

2. Planning Commission Resolution 11-16 and Errata Recommending FEIR Certification 

3. Draft Resolutions Recommending the following to the City Council: 
a. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)  Findings of Fact 
b. Planned Development Rezoning Findings and Standards 
c. Master Use Permit and Environmental and Design Review Findings and Conditions  

4. Consistency Tables: 
a. General Plan  
b. Zoning Ordinance 

5. Current Airport Site Approvals: 
a. PD1764 (San Rafael Airport Master Plan) 
b. Master Use Permit Approval (San Rafael Airport) 

6. San Rafael Parks Commission Meeting Minutes (July 21, 2005) 

7. Design Review Board Meeting Minutes (July 19 & November 8, 2005) 

8. San Rafael Municipal Code Section 14.17.030 

9. Sustainability Strategy (San Rafael Airport - CCAP Compliance Checklist) 

10. Cut sheet Details: 
a. Light Fixture and Obstruction Lighting Cut sheet Details 
b. Turf Grass Cut sheet Information 
c. Clear span Bridge Cut sheet Detail 

11. Public Hearing Notice (March 27, 2012 PC Meeting) 

12. Recent Correspondence (received after Jan 24, 2012 FEIR hearing) including a compact disk (CD) of 
the Center for Biological Diversity email petitioners (CD distributed to PC members only) 

13. Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics March 9, 2012 letter 

Project Plans (11x17 size distributed to PC members only) 
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































